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

Areas of Contamination A4, A7, and A9
U S. Arny Sudbury Annex
M ddl esex County, Massachusetts

STATEMENT OF PURPCSE AND BASI S

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the U S. Arny's selected renedial action decision for Area of

Contami nation (ACC) A4 - Waste Dunp and the Managenent of M gration Qperable Units (QUs) at ACCs A7-Ad
Gavel Pit Landfill and A9-POL Burn Area, at the U S. Arny Sudbury Annex, M ddl esex County,

Massachusetts. It was devel oped in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as anended, 42 USC °° 9601 et seq. and the National GOl
and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution Contingency Plan (NCP) as anended, 40 CFR Part 300, to the extent
practicable. The Sudbury Annex Base Real i gnnent and d osure (BRAC) Environmental Coordinator; the Devens
Reserve Forces Training Area (RFTA) Installation Comrander; and the Director of the Ofice of Site

Remedi ati on and Restoration, U S Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) New Engl and have been del egated
the authority to approve this Record of Decision.

Thi s deci sion docunment is based on the Administrative Record that has been devel oped in accordance with
Section 113(k) of CERCLA. The Adninistrative Record is available for public review at the Devens BRAC
Environnmental O fice, Building 666, Devens RFTA, Massachusetts, and at the Sudbury, Massachusetts Town
Hall. The Administrative Record |Index (Appendix D of this Record of Decision) identifies each of the
items considered during selection of the renedial action.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The U.S. Arny and USEPA, with concurrence of the Massachusetts Departnent of Environnmental Protection
(MADEP), have determined that no action is necessary to ensure protection of human health and the
environnent at ACC A4 and the Managenent of Mgration QU at ACCs A7 and A9. Therefore, the Arny's
selected renedy is No Action Under CERCLA. At ACCs A7 and A9, previous renpoval and contai nnent actions
have el i m nated underground storage tanks and renoved or contained contam nated medi a whi ch woul d

ot herwi se be a continuing source of groundwater contamination.



DECLARATI ON

The U S. Arny and the USEPA, with concurrence of the MADEP, have determined that No Action Under CERCLA
is necessary for protection of human health and the environment at ACC A4 and the Management of M gration
QUs at AOCCs A7 and A9. The selected renedy is consistent with CERCLA and to the extent practicable the
NCP. Based on previous source area renoval and contai nnent actions and the results of the Site
Investigation and Renmedi al Investigation, no action is necessary for ACC A4 and the Managenent of
Mgration QUs at AOCs A7 and A9 to ensure protection of human health and the environnent.

Because this is a decision for No Action Under CERCLA, the statutory requirenents of CERCLA Section 121
for remedial actions are not applicable, and no five-year review will be undertaken as part of this
remedy. The Arny will conduct |ong-term groundwater nonitoring at ACC A7 as part of the renedy for the
ACC A7 Source Control QU and will conduct five-year site reviews as part of that renedy.

The foregoing represents the decision for No Action Under CERCLA by the U S. Department of the Arny and
the U S. Environmental Protection Agency, with the concurrence of the Commonweal th of Massachusetts
Departnent of Environnmental Protection.

Concur and recomrend for inmediate inplenentation:

U S. DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

<I MG SRC 97160B>

The foregoing represents the decision for No Action Under CERCLA by the U S. Departnent of the Arny and
the U S. Environmental Protection Agency, with the concurrence of the Commonweal th of Massachusetts
Departnent of Environnmental Protection.

Concur and reconmmend for immediate inplenentation:

<I M5 SRC 97160C>

The foregoing represents the decision for No Action Under CERCLA by the U S. Department of the Arny and
the U S. Environmental Protection Agency, with the concurrence of the Commonweal th of Massachusetts
Departnent of Environnmental Protection.

Concur and reconmmend for immediate inplenentation:

<I M5 SRC 97160D>



1.0 SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

The U.S. Arny Sudbury Annex (the Annex) is a National Priorities List (NPL) site under the Conprehensive
Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA). The Annex occupi es
approximately 4.3 square niles (2,750 acres) in the Massachusetts towns of Hudson, Marl borough, Maynard,
Stow, and Sudbury. It is located approximately 20 nmiles west of Boston and 12 nmiles northwest of Nati ck,
Massachusetts (Figure 1 in Appendix A). Hudson Road divides the installation into two sections: the
larger, northern section, and the snaller, southern section. The Annex becanme part of Fort Devens, now
the Devens Reserve Forces Training Area (RFTA), in 1982.

The Annex historically served as a nmunitions storage area, ordnance test area, research and devel opnent
facility, and as a troop training ground. The Annex currently contains mlitary famly housing, guest
housi ng, a geophysical radar station operated by the U S. Air Force, and offices for the Federal

Emer gency Managenent Agency (FEMR).

This Record of Decision addresses past rel eases of contam nants to all nedia at Area of Contami nation
(ACC) A4-Vaste Dunp, and past releases to groundwater at AOC A7-Ad Gavel Pit Landfill and ACC
A9-Petroleum Q |, and Lubricant (PQL) Burn Area. For the purposes of site renediation, a source control
(soil) operable unit (QJ and a managenment of Mgration (groundwater) QU was created for AOCCs A7 and A9.
Source control actions are docunmented in the Record of Decision for the source control QUs for AOCs A7
and A9. Al three ACCs are located within the northern section of the Annex (Figure 2 in Appendix A).

In Septenber 1995, the Annex was identified for cessation of operations and closure under the Defense
Base Real ignment and C osure (BRAC Act of Septenber 1990, dosure is tentatively schedul ed for Novemnber
1997. Except for a small area to be retained for Arny housing within the southern section of the
installation, the Annex will be transferred to three federal agencies. The majority of the |and has been
requested by the U S. Fish and Wldlife Service (USFW5) and will becone part of the Great Meadows
National WIldlife Refuge. The U S. A r Force and FEMA have al so requested snall parcels to continue
their existing operations at the Annex.

A nore conpl ete description of the Annex can be found in the Site/Renedial Investigation Report, Fort
Devens Sudbury Training Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts, and the Addendum Site/ Remnedi al

I nvestigation Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts, prepared by
OHM Renedi ation Services, Inc. in 1994 and 1995, respectively). These reports, referred to as the SI/RI
and SI/R addendumreports in this Record of Decision, are both available for review at the BRAC

Envi ronnental O fice at Devens RFTA, Devens Massachusetts, and the town libraries in Hudson, Maynard, and
St ow.

2.0 SI TE H STORY AND ENFCRCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

2.1 LAND USE AND RESPONSE H STORY

The facility presently known as the Annex was established in the late 1930s as the Maynard Ammunition
Sub-depot. The properly was acquired by the U S. CGovernment in 1942 and named the Maynard Ammunition

Backup Storage Point. It was used for amrunition storage and as a | oading point for ammunition being
transported overseas. Followng Wrrld War 11, jurisdiction over the facility was transferred fromthe
Chi ef of Transportation to the Chief of Ordnance. In 1950, control of the facility was transferred to

the First Arny, as a subinstallation of Fort Devens, for storage and training.

In 1952, the facility, under control of the Chief of Odnance, becanme known as the Maynard O dnance Test
Station. From 1952 to 1957, the primary mlitary activities at the facility involved classified research
and devel opnent by the Universal Match Corporation and the Arthur D. Little Conpany that may have

i ncluded rocket, pyrotechnics, and explosives testing. At the expiration of the Universal WMatch
Corporation contract in 1957, the Ordnance Corps transferred control of the facility to the Quarternaster
Corps to help relieve crowded conditions at the nearby Natick Laboratories. |In Decenber 1957, the
facility was designated the Maynard Quartermaster Test Activity.

From 1957 to 1982, the Annex was used as a field resource by Natick Laboratories. The Natick Laboratories
m ssion was research and devel opment in the physical, behavioral, and biol ogi cal sciences, and

engi neering to devel op commodities such as clothing and protective equi pnent. Physical research and

devel opnent activities included the devel opnent of air drop techniques, field shelters and equi pnent,
field organi zation equi pnent, fuel delivery systens, and food and food service systens. Scientific
research and devel oprment included deternination of the stability of various fungicides in materials
exposed to outdoor environments, foaned plastics field tests, flane testing of clothing and equi pnent,
toxic fumgant effects on insects, and the study of climatic data in support of various test prograns and
air drop testing.



In 1982, operational control of the Annex was transferred to Fort Devens. From 1982 through 1994, the
Annex was used by Fort Devens to support its mssion to train active duty and reserve personnel, and to
support the U S. Arny Security Agency Training Center and School, U S. Arny Reserves, National Quard,
Reserve O ficer Training Corps, and Air Defense sites in New Engl and. By agreement with Fort Devens,
Natick Laboratories retained certain use and occupancy rights after property transfer to Fort Devens.
Thi s agreerent included conditional use of approxinmately 8 acres of |and known as the PCL Burn Area, use
of a 30-acre area as an air drop zone, use of specific storage areas, and use of a field evaluation

cour se.

O her agenci es and organi zations that have used or | eased portions of the Annex include the U S. Ar
Force and its contractors, Raytheon Corporation, Massachusetts Air National Quard, Massachusetts State
Pol i ce Acadeny, Massachusetts Arny National Quard, Massachusetts Fire Fighting Acadeny (MFA), and FEMA

2.1.1 ACC AMd-\Waste Dunp

ACC A4 is located near the Eastern Gate and the intersection of Craven Lane and Patrol Road (Figure 3 in
Appendi x A). It occupies an area of approximately 1,000 by 200 feet al ong the northwestern side of
Craven Lane, fromPatrol Road to a wetland on the site's southwestern border. The center of the site
consists of a grassy area, whereas trees and | ow bushes are present along the edges. The |and surface

sl opes gradually from CGraven Lane toward the southwest. G oundwater flowis toward the west and the

wetl and at the western site boundary. The site contains a surface dunp near its southwest end and a
bui | di ng foundation dated to the |ate 1600's at the northeast end. At the time of the SI/R, the ground
surface was littered with plastic bags, enpty food and beverage cans, enpty paint cans, denolition
debris, and glass. The site reportedly was used for the burial of unidentified chem cal wastes and druns
over a three to four year period fromthe late 1960s to early 1970s.

The following itens sunmarize the history of ACC A4:

. Late 1960s to early 1970s. During this period, ACC A4 was reportedly used for the burial of
uni dentified chenical wastes and druns.

. 1980. AQCC A4 (then designated Location 15) was identified as a suspected waste di sposal
site by the Arny during a records search.

. 1983. The Arny Environnental Health Agency (AEHA) perforned an hydrogeol ogi ¢ and subsurface
assessnent which included installation of one groundwater nonitoring well at ACC A4.

. 1984. A pre-CERCLA investigation was performed to characterize groundwater quality
downgr adi ent of reported dunpi ng areas. G oundwater sanpling indicated | ow concentrations
of inorganics, volatile organic conpounds (VOCs), and semvol atile organic conpounds
(SVQCs). O the detected analytes, iron, manganese and net hyl ene chl ori de exceeded U. S.
Envi ronnental Protection Agency (USEPA) drinking water standards; however, iron and
nanganese concentrations were consistent wth background concentrations and nethyl ene
chloride was concluded to be the result of |aboratory contam nation. It was concl uded that
the presence of other analytes not attributable to background conditions or |aboratory
procedures could be indicative of a | ow degree of groundwater contam nation. Surface water
and sedi ment sanples collected fromthe bordering streamdid not show significant
cont ami nati on.

. 1991-1993. A two phase Rl was perforned to assess the nature and extent of contam nation in
surface soil, groundwater, sedinent, and surface water at the site. |Investigations included
geophysi cal surveys to locate buried druns and ot her disposal debris, installation of
addi tional groundwater nonitoring wells and several test pits, collection of soil and
groundwat er sanpl es, and a baseline risk assessnent.

Because of seasonal dry-weather conditions, surface water sanples could not be collected,
and shal | ow groundwat er sanpl es were substituted. This was subsequently identified as a
data gap.

. 1996. Data gap investigations were performed to assess surface water contamination. The
t echni cal menorandum prepared to discuss the findings of the data gap activities concl uded
that chem cals of potential concern in surface water were present at or bel ow background
concentrations and did not pose unacceptable risk to human health or the environnment. The
t echni cal menorandum recomrended that no further action be taken concerning soil and
groundwat er at ACC A4.



A nore detailed description of AOC A4 site history can be found in the Site/Renedial Investigation
Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts; the Addendum Site/ Renedi al

I nvestigation Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts; and the Final
Techni cal Menorandum Renedial (Data Gap) Investigation, Area of Contamination A4, US. Arny Sudbury
Annex. These three reports are available for review at the BRAC Environnmental O fice at Fort Devens, and
the town libraries in Hudson, Maynard, and Stow

2.1.2 ACC A7-dd Gavel Pit Landfill

ACC A7 is a 10-acre site located on the north side of Patrol Road along the northern installation
boundary (Figure 4). The northern edge of the site is within approxi mately 100 feet of the Assabet
River. The site is generally wooded, but does have a |l arge sandy clearing near its center. The ground
surface slopes toward the north and the Assabet R ver from Patrol Road.

G oundwater flowis also to the north. Aerial photographs indicate the area was first used as a source
for gravel during the early 1940s.

Interviews with Natick Laboratories enployees identified AOC A7 as the |ocation of |aboratory chem cal
dunmping fromthe late 1950s through 1971. Chemicals were reportedly buried in a shallow trench as well
as poured directly onto the ground. GCeneral refuse was reported buried at the site as early as 1941; a
practice which continued into the 1980s. Refuse including netal pipes, abandoned fuel tanks, drunms, and
debris was observed during site investigations. Site P8, a reported transforner disposal site, is
situated al ong the eastern edge of AOC A7. Site P8 was identified in 1990 as the possible |ocation of
transforner disposal within the A7 site. During the file search, no reference to transforner disposal at
the site could be | ocated.

The following itens sunmari ze the history of ACC A7:

. Early 1940s through early 1950's. Site used as a borrow pit.

. 1940' s through 1980s. ACC A7 used for general refuse dunping, burning, and burial.

. Late 1950s through 1971. AQCC A7 reportedly used for disposal of waste chenicals.

. 1980. AQCC A7 (then designated Location 12) was identified as a dunpi ng, chem cal disposal,

and burning ground by the Arny during a records search.

. 1983. AEHA installed one groundwater nonitoring well and performed groundwater sanpling and
anal ysis for drinking water parameters as part of an investigation to evaluate the
hydr ogeol ogi ¢ setting and groundwater quality. The only detections were | ow concentrations
of fluoride and nitrate.

. 1984. A second nonitoring well was installed and groundwater sanples collected. In
addi tion, surface water and sedi ment sanples were collected froma small unnamed stream at
the eastern edge of the site. Analytical results indicated potential groundwater
contamination with phthal ates and inorganics, including hexaval ent chronmium Surface water
sanpl es contained | ow concentrations of iron and acetone, and sedi ment contai ned arsenic at
concentrations consistent with background and | ow concentrati ons of several polynuclear
aromati ¢ hydrocarbons (PAHs).

. 1991-1993. A two phase Rl was perforned to assess the nature and extent of contam nation in
surface soil, subsurface soil, groundwater, sedinment, and surface water at the site.
I nvestigations included a geophysical study, test pit excavation with subsurface soil
sanpling, surface soil sanpling, installation of soil borings with soil sanpling,
installation of additional groundwater nonitoring wells wth groundwater sanpling, surface
wat er and sedi ment sanpling, an hydrogeol ogi c assessment, an ecol ogi cal assessnent, and a
basel i ne ri sk assessment.

Al t hough groundwat er contam nation was identified, the SI/R addendumreport was unabl e
to conclude whether it had mgrated beyond the installation boundary. This was identified

as a data gap requiring additional investigation.

. 1993. A feasibility study was perforned to evaluate potential renedial alternatives for
source area (soil) and nmanagerment of mgration (groundwater) OUs at ACC A7.



. Sept enber 1995. The Record of Decision for the Source Control Qperable Unit at ACC A7 was
signed. The selected source area remedy included removal of chemcal waste debris in the
| aboratory dunp area, considered to be the primary source of groundwater contam nation,
construction of a double-barrier (RCRA Subtitle C) landfill cap to contain remaining site
contami nants, operation and mai ntenance, institutional controls and |and use restrictions to
limt future use of the land at ACC A7, |ong-term groundwater nonitoring, and five-year
site reviews to assess whether the renedy remains protective of human health and the
envi ronnent .

. Jul y- Novenber 1996. A part of the source area cl eanup, chenical waste debris in the
| aboratory dunp area, was excavated for off site disposal, and a doubl e-barrier (RCRA
Subtitle C) landfill cap was constructed to contain renaining site contam nants. The
two-acre landfill cap was used to contain approximately 6,200 cubic yards of waste materi al
fromACC A7 as well as 5,800 cubic yards of non-hazardous material from other Annex sites
needed as fill to meet the design specifications for the cap.

. 1996. Data gap investigations were perforned to assess whet her groundwater contam nation
had m grated beyond the installation boundary. The technical nenrorandum prepared to discuss
the findings of the data gap investigations concluded that although groundwater
contami nati on was present beyond the installation boundary, it did not pose an unacceptable
risk to human health or the environnent. The technical menmorandum recomended that no
further action be taken concerning groundwater at ACC A7.

. February 1997. The Final Qperations and Mai ntenance Plan For The Landfill At Area O
Concern A7 outlined the long-termnonitoring programfor AOC A7. The initial program
i ncludes sem -annual sanpling of 13 nonitoring wells |ocated to enabl e assessnent of
contami nant mgration fromAOC A7. These nonitoring wells include wells along the site
perineter and three wells |ocated near the Assabet River to nonitor potential contam nant
mgration toward the river. Sanples will be analyzed, at a mininumfor the follow ng
paraneters: VOCs, pesticides, nmetals, phosphate, sulfate, chloride, nitrate, ammonia, total
di ssol ved solids, chem cal oxygen demand, dissolved oxygen, and cyani de.

A nore detailed description of AOC A7 site history can be found in the Site/Renedial Investigation
Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts, the Addendum Site/ Renedi al

I nvestigation Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Trai ning Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts; and the Final
Techni cal Menorandum Renedial (Data Gap) Investigation, Area of Contanination A7, US. Arny Sudbury
Annex. These three reports are available for review at the BRAC Environnmental O fice at Fort Devens, and
the town libraries in Hudson, Maynard, and Stow

2.1.3 AQC A9-PQ. Burn Area

ACC A9 is an eight acre site located on the north side of Patrol Road along the northern installation
boundary, approximately 600 feet north of AOC A7 (Figure 5 in Appendix A). The northern edge of the site
is within approximately 100 feet of the Assabet River. The site is level and predom nately grassy with
sone pine and oak trees along the western and northern edge. G oundwater in the area flows toward the
Assabet River.

ACC A9 was used for flame testing of fire regardant clothing, PCOL testing and/or storage, M-FA training,
and destruction of confiscated fireworks. Testing of fire regardant clothing involved exposing clothing
toa JP-4 jet fuel fire in an asphalt lined pit. A 1,000 gallon underground storage tank (UST) (Site
P-12) was used to store JP-4 at the site, presunably to supply fuel for this testing. Testing reportedly
occurred during a two week period each year fromthe |ate 1950s to the 1980s.

Starting around 1970, the MFFA used the area to conduct training on flanmable liquid fires. This training
reportedly invol ved extinguishing fires of No. 2 fuel oil and JP-4 tank bottons floating on water in a
shal l ow concrete pit. Qher fire training was conducted in unlined pits and trenches. This training
continued until at |east 1994 and al so included control of flanes and snoke associated with the testing
of fire regardant clothing by Natick Laboratories. Natick Laboratories also perforned sone POL testing
at the site.

The Massachusetts State Police burned confiscated fireworks at ACC A9 fromthe early-to-md 1970s until
1991.

During a 1986 site inspection by representatives by the Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Quality
Engi neering (MADEQE), nunerous druns of unidentified material were being stored at the site.



The following itens sumari ze the history of ACC A9:

. Late 1950s-1986. Natick Laboratories conducted fire regardant clothing testing at the site.
. 1962. Natick |l aboratories began POL testing and continued for an unknown | ength of tine.

. 1970-1984. MFFA conducted fire training exercises at the site.

. M d 1970s-1991. Massachusetts State Police burned confiscated fireworks at the site.

. 1980. AQCC A9 (then designated Location 4) was identified as a fire test facility by the

Arny during a records search.

. 1984. Investigation of the site begins. Sanples collected between 1984 and 1987 indicate
that surface soil is contam nated with PAHs, phthal ates, and hydrocarbons. Goundwater is
contanmi nated with chlorinated VOCs and fuel related hydrocarbons including ethyl benzene,

t ol uene, and xyl enes.

. March 1986. Representatives of the MADECE observed standing oil in trenches, oil stained
soils, and unnarked drums at the site.

. June 1986. All above ground tanks and druns are renoved.

. 1987-1988. Approximately 1,100 cubic yards of contami nated soil are renoved up to a depth
of approximately 26 feet bel ow ground surface (bgs) and di sposed of under nmanifest.

. 1991-1993. A two phase Rl was perforned to assess the nature and extent of contam nation in
surface soil, subsurface soil, and groundwater at the site. Investigations included a
geophysi cal study, soil-gas study, surface and subsurface soil sanpling, installation of
addi ti onal groundwater nonitoring wells with groundwater sanpling, an hydrogeol ogic
assessnent, an ecol ogi cal assessnent, and a baseline risk assessnent.

The SI/R addendumreport identified both petroleumrelated and chlorinated sol vent
contami nation in groundwater. Al though free-phase chlorinated solvents were not

encountered during SI/R activities, the inability to rule out the presence of a dense non-
aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) plurme was considered a data gap.

. 1992. The 1,000 gallon UST (Site P-12) and approxi mately 31 cubic yards of contam nated
soi|l were renoved.

. 1993. A feasibility study was perforned to evaluate potential renedial alternatives for
source area (soil) and nanagenent of Mgration (groundwater) OUs at ACC A9.

. 1996. As part of the source area cl eanup, approximately 11 cubic yards of contam nated soil
fromhot spot |ocations were excavated and transported to ACC A7 for contai nment under a
landfill cap.

. 1996. Data gap investigations were performed to assess the presence or absence of DNAPL at

ACC A9. The technical menorandum prepared to discuss the findings of the data gap
investigations concluded that DNAPL plunes were not present and recommended that no further
action be taken concerning groundwater at ACC A9.

A nore detail ed description of ACC A9 site history can be found in the Site/Renedial Investigation
Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts; the Addendum Site/ Renedi al

I nvestigation Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts; and the Final
Techni cal Menorandum Renedial (Data Gap) Investigation, Area of Contanination A9, U S Arny Sudbury
Annex. These three reports are available for review at the BRAC Environmental O fice at Fort Devens, and
the town libraries in Hudson, Maynard, and Stow.

2.2 ENFORCEMENT HI STORY

On January 29, 1987, the Annex was classified as a Federal Facility under the jurisdiction, custody, and
control of the U S. Department of Defense, within the neaning of Executive Order 12580, and within the
neani ng of the Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP), 10 U S. C., Section 2701 et seq.

On February 21, 1990, the Annex was placed on the NPL under CERCLA, as anended by the Superfund
Anendnents and Reaut horizati on Act of 1986 (SARA), to eval uate and inplenent response actions to cleanup
past rel eases of hazardous substances, pollutants, and contam nants. A Federal Facility Agreenent (FFA)



to establish a procedural framework for ensuring that appropriate response actions are inplenented at the
Annex was devel oped and signed by the U S. Arny and the USEPA Region | on May 13, 1991, and finalized on
Novenber 15, 1991. AOCs A4, A7, and A9 are considered subsites to the entire installation.

In 1991, the U S. Departnment of Defense, through the U S. Arny Environmental Center (USAEC), initiated an
SI/R for ACCs A4, A7, and A9, and the final SI/R report was issued in January 1994. An addendumto the
report was issued in Septenber 1995. The purpose of the SI/R was to determ ne the nature and extent of
contam nation, assess human health and ecol ogi cal risks, and assess whether additional response actions
were necessary. A feasibility study to devel op and eval uate candi date alternatives to protect hunan and
ecol ogi cal receptors fromunacceptable risks associated with potential exposure to contam nated nedia at
AQCs A7 and A9 was conpleted in 1995.

The Proposed Plan detailing the Arny's plan of No Action Under CERCLA for AOC A4 and the Managenent of
mgration OUs at AOCs A7, and A9 was issued in June 1997 for public comrent. Technical comments
presented during the public comrent period are included in the Adm nistrative Record. The Responsiveness
Sunmmary, Appendix Cto this Record of Decision, contains a summary of these conments and the Arny's
responses, and describes how these comments affected the No Action Under CERCLA deci sion.

3.0 COWUN TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

The Arny has held quarterly public Technical Review Conmittee (TRC) meetings, issued newsletters and
press rel eases, and held a nunmber of public neetings to keep the community and other interested parties
infornmed of activities at the Annex.

In April 1992, the Arny released, follow ng public review, a comunity relations plan that outlined a
programto address community concerns and keep citizens informed about and involved in renedial
activities at the Annex. As part of this plan, the Arny established a TRC, which first met May 13, 1991.
The TRC, as required by SARA Section 211 and Arny Regul ation 200-1, included representatives from USEPA,
USAEC, Fort Devens, Massachusetts Department of Environnental Protection (MADEP), U S. Arny Corps of

Engi neers (USACE), local officials, and the coomunity. The TRC neets quarterly to review and provide
techni cal comments on schedul es, work plans, work products, and proposed activities for the study areas
at Sudbury Annex. The SI/RI, SI/R addendum and feasibility study reports, technical mnenoranda,
Proposed Pl an, and other rel ated support docunments were submitted to the TRC for their revi ew and
comment .

During the week of June 9, 1997, the Arny published a public notice announcing the Proposed Plan, public
informational nmeeting, and public hearing in the Sudbury Town Crier, the M ddl esex News, the

Mar | bor ough- Hudson Enterprise, the Stow Villager, and the Maynard Beacon. The Arny al so made the
Proposed Plan available to the public at the information repositories at the libraries in Stow, Hudson,
Sudbury, and Maynard, and at Devens RFTA

From June 9 through July 8, 1997, the Arny held a 30-day public comment period to accept public coments
on the Proposed Plan. On June 10, 1997, the Arny held an infornal public hearing at the Stow Town

Bui I ding, in Stow, Mssachusetts to discuss the Proposed Plan and to accept verbal or witten coments
fromthe public. Verbal coments were received fromthe Four Town Focus and subsequently were el aborat ed
upon in witing. Public comments and the Arny's response to comments are included in the Responsiveness
Summary (Appendi x C of this Record of Decision).

Al'l supporting docunentation for the No Action Under CERCLA decision for ACC A4 and the Managenent of
Mgration QU at AOCs A7 and A9 is contained in the Adm nistrative Record The Adm nistrative Record is a
collection of all the docunents considered by the Arny in naking the No Action Under CERCLA decision. On
March 20, 1994, the Arny made the Admi nistrative Record available for public review at the Sudbury Annex
BRAC Environnmental O fice, and at the Sudbury Town Hal |, Sudbury, Massachusetts.

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

This No Action decision addresses all media at ACC A4 and the managenent of mgration (i.e., groundwater)
QUs at ACCs A7 and A9 at the U S. Arny Sudbury Annex. The risk assessnments contained in the SI/R and

SI /R addendumreports for these ACCs indicate that environmental media at AOC A4 and groundwat er

contami nation at AOCCs A7 and A9 does not pose an unacceptable risk to human health or the environnent.
Techni cal nmenoranda for AOCCs A4, A7, and A9 conpl eted subsequent to the SI/R reports provide additional
support for this conclusion. Based on this conclusion, the U S. Arny and the USEPA, with the concurrence
of the MADEP, have deternined that No Action Under CERCLA is required for AOC A4 and the Managenent of
mgration QUs at AOCs A7 and A9.



Potential risks to human health and the environnent posed by ACC A4 have not previously been addressed by
a Record of Decision. Potential risks to human health and the environment posed by source area OUs
(i.e., contanminated soil and waste naterial) at AOCs A7 and A9 were addressed in the final Record of

Deci sion for source control QUs for A7 and A9 signed in Septenber 1995. No other QUs or known sources of
contami nation of concern exist at these ACCs.

USEPA has the authority to revisit the No Action Under CERCLA decision if future conditions indicate that
an unacceptabl e risk to human health or the environment would result fromexposure to contam nants at
ACCs A4, A7, and A9. Such a review could occur even if the Annex is renoved fromthe NPL.

5.0 SUWARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The Arny perforned SI/R activities in 1992 and 1993 and data gap activities in 1996 to characterize the
nature and distribution of contam nants at ACCs A4, A7, and A9. Detailed descriptions of the
investigations and avail able data are presented in the SI/R and SI/R addendumreports as well as
techni cal menoranda. The followi ng subsections summari ze significant findings of the contam nation
assessnents fromthose reports

5.1 ACC M
Soils. During the Phase | and Phase Il R sanpling, eight surface soil and 23 subsurface soil sanples
were collected for analysis. In general, target analytes included Target Conpound List (TCL) VCCs,

SVCCs, pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), chlorinated herbicides, explosives, and Target
Anal yte List (TAL) netals. Several sanples were al so anal yzed for organophosphorus pesticides and tota
petrol eum hydr ocarbons (TPH).

VOCs were detected at | ow concentration in several Phase | sanples; however, all were attributed to

| aboratory contamination or to naturally occurring turpenes. Only one SVOC, chrysene, was detected above
soi|l screening concentrations. Because it was found in only one sanple of 24, it was not considered a
chem cal of potential concern (COPC).

Al pesticide detections were at concentrations |ess than Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) S-1/GNM1
standards. TPH was detected at a maxi mrum concentration of 35 Ig/g. PCBs and expl osi ves were not
detected. Wth the exception of lead and zinc, all netals were detected at concentrations |ess than
screening criteria or at concentrations representative of background.

Goundwater. A total of 17 groundwater sanples were collected fromsix nonitoring wells during Phases
and Il of the SI/RI. |In general, target anal ytes included TCL VOCs, SVCCs, pesticides, PCBs, chlorinated
her bi ci des, expl osives, and TAL netals. Several sanples were al so analyzed for organophosphorus
pesti ci des.

VOCs were not detected above screening criteria in any sanples. Toluene was detected at a | ow
concentration in the Phase | sanple fromone nonitoring well; it was not detected in Phase Il sanples
Only one SVOC was detected; however, its presence was attributed to |aboratory contam nation. Pesticides
were detected in sanples fromtwo nonitoring wells at concentrations bel ow federal drinking water Maxi mum
Cont am nant Levels (MCLs). PCBs and expl osives were not detected

Several inorganics were detected in groundwater. O these, lead in one unfiltered Phase | sanpl e showed
the greatest potential to be a contam nant of concern. Analysis of unfiltered and filtered sanples from
the same nonitoring well in Phase Il showed unfiltered concentrations well below the federal drinking
water action |evel of 15 micrograns per liter (Ig/L). Lead was not detected in the filtered sanple.

Al um num iron, and nanganese were detected in several sanples at concentrations greater than federa
drinki ng water Secondary Maxi mum Cont anmi nant Levels (SMCLs). No other netals were detected at
concentrations above screening criteria

Surface Water. Characterization of surface water during the Phase | and Phase Il SI/R included

coll ection and anal ysis of seven surface water sanples. Mst of the sanples were anal yzed for TCL VCCs,
SVCCs, pesticides, PCBs, chlorinated herbicides, explosives, and TAL netals. Several sanples were also
anal yzed for organophosphorus pesti ci des.

There were no positive identifications of VOCs and SVOCs or confirnmations of explosives in the sanmples
The pesticides endrin al dehyde and 2, 2-bi s(para-chl orophenyl )-1,1, 1-trichl oroet hane (DDT) and the
her bi ci de dacthal were each reported once. No other pesticides or herbicides were reported.

Concentrations of metals, including | ead, alum num chrom um copper, and zinc, exceeded aquatic life
screening criteria at several |ocations. Wth the exception of zinc, exceedances were attributed to the



presence of high suspended particulate concentrations in the sanples. El evate concentrati ons of zinc
were attributed to | aboratory contam nation. Concentrations of arsenic were bel ow screening criteria for
aquatic life, but exceeded human health screening criteria.

As part of data gap activities to assess surface water contam nation, three surface water sanples were
collected in 1996 and, based on evaluation of previous data, analyzed for |lead. Lead was not detected in
two of the sanples and was present at a concentration bel ow background in the third.

Sedi nent. Sedinent sanples were collected fromeleven |ocations during the Phase | and Phase Il SI/R.
Most of the sanples were anal yzed for TCL VOCs, SVQOCs, pesticides, PCBs, chlorinated herbicides,
expl osives, and TAL netals. Phase Il sanples were al so anal yzed for organophosphorus pesti ci des.

Several VOCs and SVOCs were detected in sedinent sanples, but all were common | aboratory contam nants and
were not considered site-related. The pesticides 2,2-bis(para-chl orophenyl)-1, 1-di chl oroet hane (DDD) and
2, 2- bi s(par a-chl orophenyl ) -1, 1-di chl oroet hene (DDE) were both detected once at | ow concentrations. The
expl osi ve HW was detected in one Phase | sanple.

Concentrations of several metals, including arsenic, beryllium barium copper, |ead, nickel, and

sel enium were detected at concentrati ons exceeding screening criteria. However, the SI/R addendum
report concluded that detected concentrati ons were consistent with concentrations in the Assabet River
and that distribution patterns did not suggest that ACC A4 was a significant contributor to sedi ment
netal concentrations.

Summary. Surface and subsurface soil data are consistent with previ ous dunpi ng of organic chem cals at
the site. Elevated concentrations of |ead were present at isolated | ocations. Goundwater data show
concentrations of alumnum iron, and nanganese above SMCLs. Al though concentrations of nmetals in SI/R
surface water sanples appear high, this is likely the result of high concentrations of suspended matter
in the sanples. Surface water sanples collected during data gap investigations had concentrations of

| ead which were | ess than background. ACC A4 does not show w despread contam nati on and does not appear
to be a source of sedinent or surface water contanination.

A conpl ete discussion of ACC A4 site characteristics can be found in Section 2.0, of the SI/R addendum
report and the ACC A4 Techni cal Menorandum

5.2 ACC A7

Soils. Characterization of soil during the SI/R included collection of 14 surface soil sanples,
collection of 53 soil sanples from19 test pit |ocations, and collection of 27 soil boring and 2

hand- auger subsurface soil sanples. In general, these sanples were analyzed for TCL VOCs, SVCCs,
pesticides, PCBs, chlorinated herbicides, explosives, and TAL netals. A portion of Phase Il sanples were
al so anal yzed for organophosphorus pesti ci des.

At the laboratory waste disposal area soil contam nants exceeding screening criteria were primarily
pesticides and chlorinated VOCs. The organochl orine pesticides dieldrin, |indane, DDD, and DDT were
detected at concentrations greater than screening criteria. Chlordane, heptachl or, heptachl or epoxide,
DDE, and PCBs were al so detected. The organophosphorus pestici des Demeton-0, Fenthion, and nethyl
parat hion were al so detected at concentrations greater than screening criteria. In the VOC anal yses,
1,1, 2-trichl oroethane, 1,2-dichloroethane, chloroform and tetrachl oroethene were detected at
concentrations greater than screening criteria. Acetone, chlorobenzene, ethylbenzene, trichl oroethene,
and xylenes were al so detected. Lead was detected in all 10 subsurface soil sanples fromthis area.

At the solid waste landfill, exceedances of screening criteria for were noted for DDT, DDD, and DDE only
in the south-central portion of AOC A7. Wthin this small area, DDI, DDD, and DDE were detected at
concentration above screening criteria. The only other conpound detected above screening criteria in
this area was the SVOC 2-net hyl napht hal ene.

In the southeastern portion of AOC A7, exceedances of screening criteria for the pesticides endrin,
hept achl or epoxi de, and total chlordane were noted in sanples fromtest pit A7TPS. An exceedance of
total chlordane was al so noted in the sanple fromsoil boring A7B12. Lead was detected in test pit
A7TTPS.

SVOCs were detected at concentrations greater than screening criteria at two cl osely spaced sanpling
locations in the north-central portion of ACC A7. Chrysene was detected at a depth of 2.0 to 4.0 feet
bgs in test pit A7TPE. 2- Met hynapht hal ene, benzo(a)ant hracene, and benzo(a)pyrene were detected at
surface soil sanpling |ocation A7SGC6.



G oundwater. Goundwater sanpling during the SI/R included collection of 30 sanples from 10 nonitoring
wells. Target analytes generally consisted of TCL VOCs, SVQCs, pesticides, PCBs, chlorinated herbicides,
expl osi ves, phosphate, and TAL netal s.

G oundwater quality in the vicinity of the | aboratory waste di sposal area was assessed with data from
nmonitoring wells CHWA7-8, OHW A7-45, and OHM A7-46. The groundwater quality downgradient (north) of
this source area was assessed with data fromnmonitoring wells OHM A7-51 and OHW A7-52. Exceedances of
groundwat er screening criteria were prinarily noted in source area wells OHM A7-8 and OHW A7-46, and in
downgr adi ent nonitoring well OHWA7-51. The nmjority of the contam nants detected in the groundwater
were al so present at el evated concentrations in area soils.

The pesticides lindane, DDD, and dieldrin and the VOCs 1,1, 2-trichl oroet hane, acetone, carbon

tetrachl oride, chloroform and tetrachl oroethene, all detected at el evated concentrations in area soils,
were al so detected in source area groundwater at concentrations exceedi ng screening criteria. Lead was
not detected above screening criteria in any of the nonitoring wells.

During the ground water sanpling event perforned in Decenber 1993, both unfiltered and filtered
groundwat er sanples were submtted for pesticide and PCB analysis for all nmonitoring wells in, and
downgradi ent of, the | aboratory waste disposal area. Pesticides were detected at simlar concentrations
in both the unfiltered and filtered sanples fromseveral nonitoring wells.

G oundwat er quality downgradi ent of the solid waste landfill area was assessed with data from ground

wat er sanples collected fromnonitoring wells CHWA7-9, CHW A7-10, OHM A7-11, and OHM A7-12. An
exceedance of the drinking water action level for lead in one sanpling round was not confirned during two
other sanpling rounds. Lead is therefore not considered to be a contam nant of concern in groundwater in
this area. Methylene chloride was detected a total of 5 tines in these nonitoring wells at
concentrations slightly exceeding the MCL. Four of these detections occurred during the Cctober 3, 1991
sanpling event, while the fifth occurred during the June 25, 1992 sanpling event. None of the methylene
chloride detections were confirmed during other sanpling events, and SI/R report considered the positive
detections |laboratory artifacts. These analytical results indicate that buried solid waste in the
central and eastern portions of ACC A7 is not significantly affecting groundwater quality at this tine.

Data gap activities to assess contaminant mgration in groundwater included installation of three new
nonitoring wells and collection and analysis of two rounds of groundwater sanples fromthe three new and
six existing nonitoring wells. Target analytes consisted of VOCs and pesticides. The analytical results
showed that contamination with VOCs and |indane did extend beyond the installation boundary, however,
conparison of data fromexisting nonitoring wells with previous data indicated that concentrations were
generally lower than in earlier sanples collected fromthose nonitoring wells.

Surface Water. Characterization of surface water was based on seven surface water/sedi ment pair sanples
collected during the SI/R and two surface water/sedinent pair sanples collected during earlier studies.
In general, the surface water sanples were anal yzed for TCL VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs, chlorinated
her bi ci des, expl osives, and TAL netals. Phase Il sanples were al so anal yzed for phosphorus and

or ganophosphor us pesti ci des.

VOCs and SVOCs were only detected in one sanple collected in 1984. The reported organi c conpounds were
all common | aboratory contam nants, and the |ack of confirmatory results from subsequent sanpling led to
the SI/R conclusion that they are not contam nants of concern in the stream

Arsenic was detected at A7SW2 and E3-BCK-DOB at concentrations bel ow the freshwater chronic Anbi ent Water
Quality Criteria (AWX), but above the human health AWXC. Al though arsenic, |ead, zinc and al um num were
detected in several surface water sanples from AOC A7 and Study Area (SA) P9 at concentrati ons above
USEPA Region | Environnmental Services Assistance Team (ESAT) surface water and freshwater chronic AWXC
criteria, all concentrations were bel ow maxi num background val ues. El evated zinc concentrations were
attributed to | aboratory contam nation, as the rinseate blank concentrations were conparable to the field
sanpl e concentrations. Al um num exceeded ESAT criteria at A7SW2 and A7SVMB. |n general, there were no
significant differences in netal concentrations between the upstream and downstream sanpl e | ocati ons.

Sedi nent. Sedinent characterization was based on seven surface water/sedinent pair sanples collected
during the SI/R and two surface water/sedinent pair sanples collected during earlier studies. Sedinent
sanpl es were anal yzed for TCL VOCs, SVCCs, pesticides, PCBs, chlorinated herbicides, explosives, total
organi c carbon, and TAL netals. Phase Il sanples were al so anal yzed for phosphorus and or ganophosphor us
pesti ci des.

VOCs were only detected in sanples collected during the Rl The three detected VOCs (acetone, nethyl ethyl
ket one, and nethyl ene chloride) are common | aboratory contam nants and were not considered site-rel ated
contam nants. Several PAHs were detected at one sanpling location in 1984. PAHs were not detected in



the sedi nent sanpl e which was collected i medi ately downstream of that |ocation in 1993

Pestici des and PCBs were not detected in the sediment sanples from AOC A7. DDE and DDT were detected at
concentrations above ESAT sedinent criteria in one background sanple. DDI, DDD, and DDE were al so
detected at concentrati ons above screening values in sedi ment sanples collected fromupstream| ocations
at SA P9.

Arsenic, barium nickel, and seleniumwere all detected at concentrations above ESAT sedinent criteria

Summary. Al though several chemcals identified as soil contami nants of concern at ACC A7 were al so
detected in surface water or sedinent sanples, there was no significant difference in concentrations

bet ween sanpl es col | ected upstream of the site and those coll ected downstream of the site. Therefore
the SI/R concluded that site-related activities have not affected streamquality and that the streamis
not acting as a pathway for contam nants to migrate fromAOC A7 to the Assabet River. Goundwater data
fromdata gap activities shows that concentrati ons of groundwater contam nants are decreasing

A conpl ete discussion of ACC A7 site characteristics can be found in Section 3.0, of the SI/R addendum
report. Supplenental information regarding 1996 groundwater sanpling can be found in the ACC A7
Techni cal Menor andum

5.3 ACC A9

Soils. A total of 11 surface soil and 46 subsurface soil sanples were collected to characterize soi
contam nation during the SI/R. In general, these sanples were analyzed for TCL VOCs, SVQCs, pesticides,
PCBs, explosives, and TAL netals. Soil sanples fromPhase Il borings were al so anal yzed for

or ganophosphor us pesti ci des.

Chem cal s detected above screening levels in AOC A9 soil sanples were prinmarily nmetals. Arsenic was
detected at concentrati ons above background at the upstreamend of the culvert at the southwest corner of
ACC A9; however, additional sanples fromthe vicinity of the culvert indicate that it is not mgrating
downgradient. Its presence may have been related to past agricultural use. Lead was detected above
background in one sanple collected near the drum storage area, but not at several nearby |ocations,
suggesting that |ead contam nation was not wi despread. Thalliumwas al so detected above background at
one | ocation

Several VOCs and SVOCs were detected in surface and subsurface soil sanples from ACC A9. O these
acetone, nethyl ene chloride, 2-nethyl naphthal ene, and di-n-butyl pht hal ate exceeded screening criteria
Acetone and net hyl ene chloride were attributed to | aboratory contami nation. Detected pesticide and PCB
concentrations were |less than | ocal background upper confidence limts

Data gap activities included the drilling of an additional soil boring along the interpreted mgration
pathway of a chlorinated VOC DNAPL plune and collecting split spoon sanples at 5-foot intervals. Field
screeni ng of sanple container headspace with a photoionization detector did not indicate the presence of
any VOCs. |In addition, no stains or odors suggesting the presence of DNAPLs were observed. Gas

chronat ograph screening of four sanples and confirmatory anal ysis of two sanples did not detect any VCCs.

G oundwater. G oundwater characterization during the SI/R included review of data from 25 sanples from
a total of 15 nonitoring wells. Target anal ytes generally consisted of TCL VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides,
PCBs, expl osives, phosphate, and TAL netals. The ten groundwater sanples anal yzed during Phase |1
investigations were al so anal yzed for organophosphorus pesti ci des.

Several chlorinated and petroleumrelated VOCs were detected in AOC A9 groundwater at concentrations
above MCLs. Chlorinated VOCs (1,1, 1-trichloroethane, 1,1-dichloroethene, nethylene chloride, and
trichl oroethene) appear limted to an area downgradient of the fire-pit area. The petroleumrelated
conmpounds et hyl benzene and tol uene were detected in nonitoring wells downgradi ent of the forner UST
| ocation. The SVOCs napht hal ene and 2-net hyl napht hal ene and the expl osi ves 3-nitrotol uene and
1,3,5-trinitrobenzene were also detected in nmonitoring wells in areas downgradi ent of the fornmer UST
| ocati on.

The only netal detected above drinking water standards was |lead in a sanple from downgradi ent of the
former UST location. |Its presence was considered consistent with the presence of petrol eum conpounds at
the site.

Data gap activities included the collection and analysis of sanples fromfour nonitoring wells | ocated
within the area of historic chlorinated VOC groundwater contam nation. Analysis was for VOCs only.

Anal ytical results for three of the four wells showed VOC concentrations consistent with or |ess than
previous results. Concentrations were somewhat hi gher than previously observed at the fourth nonitoring



wel |, but provided no indication of a DNAPL pl une.

Summary. Primary soil contaminants at ACC A9 include arsenic and |l ead at isolated |ocations, but do not
appear widespread. Two groundwater plunmes exist at the site: one containing chlorinated conpounds
downgradi ent of the fire-pit, and one containing petroleumrel ated conmpounds downgradi ent of the forner
UST location. Concentrations decrease with increasi ng downgradi ent di stance, suggesting that
degradation/attenuation is occurring. Data gap activities did not identify a DNAPL plume at ACC A9.

A conpl ete discussion of ACC A9 site characteristics can be found in Section 4.0, of the SI/R addendum
report. Additional groundwater data can be found in the AOC A9 Techni cal Menorandum

6.0 SUWARY CF SI TE Rl SKS

A Baseline Ri sk Assessment was conpleted for ACCs A4, A7, and A9 in 1994 during the Phase | SI/R. A
subsequent addendumto the risk assessment was prepared to eval uate whether data collected during the
Phase Il SI/R nodified the findings of the 1994 risk assessment. The risk assessnents contained in the
SI/R and SI/R addendumreports evaluate the probability and nagni tude of potential adverse hunman health
effects associated with exposure to contam nated nedia at ACCs A4, A7, and A9. The hunman health risk
assessnent followed a four step process: (1) contam nant identification, which identified those hazardous
substances that, given the specifics of the site, were of significant concern, (2) exposure assessnent,
which identified actual or potential exposure pathways, characterized the potentially exposed

popul ations, and determ ned the extent of possible exposure;(3) toxicity assessnment, which considered the
types and magnitude of adverse health effects associated with exposure to hazardous substances, and (4)

ri sk characterization, which integrated the three earlier steps to summarize the potential and actual

ri sks posed by hazardous substances at the site, including carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks. A
detail ed di scussion of the hunman health risk assessment approach and results is presented in

Site/ Renedi al Investigation Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts,
and the Addendum Site/ Renedi al |nvestigation Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, M ddl esex
County, Massachusetts

The human health risk assessments prepared in 1994 eval uated current and future exposure pathways which
included, respectively, site trespassers and site residents. Since then, the reasonably foreseeable
future use scenario of the majority of the Annex has changed fromresidential developrment to wildlife
refuge, and the antici pated human exposure pathway for AOCCs A4, A7, and A9 has changed froma residential
pathway to a recreational pathway, however, the risk assessnents were not revised and potential future

ri sks under the new future use were qualitatively evaluated in the SI/R addendumreport. Under the base
cl osure process, the Annex property will be transferred to three agencies, with the USFW5 recei vi ng
approxi mately 2,000 acres of land. Therefore, the residential future use scenario evaluated in the risk
assessnents provides a conservative estimate of risk fromexposure to site contam nants. Hunan exposure
under a recreational use scenario would be nmuch nmore limted than exposure under a residential use
scenari o.

Excess lifetinme cancer risks were determ ned for each exposure pathway by multiplying the exposure |eve
by the chem cal -specific cancer slope factor. Cancer slope factors have been devel oped by USEPA from
epi demi ol ogi cal or animal studies to reflect a conservative "upper bound" of the risk posed by
potential ly carcinogenic compounds. That is, the true risk is unlikely to be greater than the predicted
risk. The resulting risk estimates are expressed in scientific notation as a probability (e.g., 1x10 -6
for 1/1,000,000) and indicate (using this exanple) that an individual has a one-in-a-million chance of
devel opi ng cancer as a result of site-related exposure over 70 years to the particular conmpound at the
stated concentration. CQurrent USEPA practice considers cancer risks to be additive when assessing
exposure to a mxture of hazardous substances

The hazard index (H') was also calculated for each exposure pathway as a nmeasure of the potential for
non-carci nogeni ¢ health effects. The H is the sumof the hazard quotients (H®) for individua

chemicals with simlar exposure pathways and toxic endpoints. A HQis calculated by dividing the
exposure level by the reference dose (RfD) or other suitable benchmark for non-carcinogenic health
effects for each individual chemcal. RfDs have been devel oped by USEPA to protect sensitive individuals
over the course of a lifetinme, and they reflect a daily exposure level that is likely to be without an
appreciable risk of an adverse health effect. RfDs are derived from epi dem ol ogi cal or aninmal studies
and incorporate uncertainty factors to help ensure that adverse health effects will not occur. The HQis
often expressed as a single value (e.g., 0.3) indicating the ratio of the stated exposure to the RfFD
value (in this exanple, the exposure as characterized is approximately one third of an acceptable
exposure level for the given chemical). The HQis only considered additive for chem cals that have the
sane or simlar toxic endpoint. (For exanple, the HQ for a chem cal known to produce |iver damage shoul d
not be added to a second whose toxi c endpoint is kidney damage).



Under the current USEPA Superfund policy, acceptable exposures to carcinogens are those that represent an
excess upper bound lifetime cancer risk of between 1 x 10 -4 and 1 x 10 -6. For noncarci nogenic effects,
accept abl e exposure levels are those with an H of 1.0 or |less

A basew de ecol ogi cal risk assessment that was not specific to individual ACCs was finalized in January
1994 as part of the SI/RI. The SI/R addendumreport supplemented the basew de assessnent by incl uding
i ndi vi dual ecol ogi cal risk assessnents that focused on ACCs A4, A7, and A9.

The results of the human health risk assessnents, followed by a discussion of the ecol ogical risk
assessnent, are discussed bel ow for ACCs A4, A7, and A9,

6.1 SUWARY OF RI SKS AT AOQC A4

The foll owi ng subsections sumrarize the results of the baseline risk assessnment and ecol ogi cal risk
assessnent for ACC A4

6.1.1 Human Health Ri sk Assessnent Summary for ACC A4

The COPCs listed in Table 1 in Appendix B of this Record of Decision were selected for evaluation in the
ACC A4 baseline human health risk assessnent of the SI/R report. These COPCs were selected to represent
potential site-rel ated hazards based on toxicity, concentration, frequency of detection, and nmobility and
persi stence in the environnent.

Potential human health effects associated with exposure to the COPCs were estimated quantitatively or
qualitatively through the devel opnent of hypothetical exposure pathways associated with current and
anticipated future |land use. These pathways, |isted bel ow, were devel oped to reflect the potential for
exposure to hazardous substances based on the present uses, potential future uses, and |location of the
site. A detailed discussion of the human health ri sk assessnent approach and results is presented in the
SI/R report and the SI/R addendumreport.

Current Land Use

. Soil: Adol escent trespasser exposure to soil contam nants through direct contact and
subsequent ingestion or dernmal exposure

Future Land Use

. Soil: Residential exposure through dernmal exposure or ingestion
. Sedi nent: Residential exposure through dermal exposure or ingestion
. G oundwat er: Residential exposure through ingestion

Table 2 in Appendix B of this Record of Decision summarizes the human health risks at ACC A4 identified
in the baseline risk assessnment of the SI/R report. This table also shows whi ch exposure pat hways are
nost responsible for the estimated risks.

Revi ew of Table 2 shows that for an adol escent under current |and use conditions the estinmated potentia
cancer risk for soil exposure is 2 x 10 -8 for Reasonabl e Maxi num Exposure (RVE) conditions and 1 x 10 -8
for central tendency or average exposure conditions. These values are belowthe USEPA 1 X 10 -4 to | x
10 -6 target risk range. The RVE case assunes that all of a receptor's exposure is to the nmaxi mum
contam nant concentrati ons observed at the site, and is therefore a conservative estimate. H's for
potential RMVE to noncarcinogenic COPCs in soil are well bel ow USEPA' s benchmark value of 1.0. There is
no current use or exposure to groundwater

Under the evaluated future residential scenario, the estimated potential cancer risks for soil are 3x10
-7 under RMVE conditions and 1x10 -7 under average conditions, both | ess than the USEPA target risk range
of 1x10 -4 to IxI0 -6. Noncancer H's associated with residential exposure to soil contam nants are 0.3
and 0.1 under RME and average conditions, respectively.

Under the evaluated future residential scenario, the estinated potential cancer risks for sedinent are
3x10 -5 under RME conditions and 1x10 -5 under average conditions, both wi thin the USEPA target risk
range O 1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6. Noncancer H's associated with residential exposure to sediment contam nants
are 0.1 and 0.07 under RMVE and average conditions, respectively.

The estimated potential cancer risks for groundwater under the evaluated future residential scenario are
6x10 -5 under RME conditions and 2x10 -5 under average conditions, both within the USEPA target risk



range O 1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6. Noncancer H's associated with residential exposure to groundwater
contam nants are 0.5 and 0.1 under RME and average conditions, respectively.

The total estinmated potential cancer risks for exposure to soil and groundwater under the eval uated
future residential scenario are 6x10 -5 under RME conditions and 2x10 -5 under average conditions, both
within the USEPA target risk range O 1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6. Noncancer H s associated with residentia
exposure to soil and groundwater contaminants are 0.8 and 0.2 under RVE and average conditions
respectively.

Potential risks fromexposure to | ead were eval uated using the USEPA Upt ake/ Bi oki netic (UBK) nodel
Assum ng conti nuous consunption of groundwater w th the maxi num observed concentration of 190 Ig/L, the
nodel predicts that blood lead I evels in children would exceed the target |evel of 10 nicrograns per
deciliter after two years. Excluding this single value, |ead concentrations at ACC A4 do not produce
bl ood | ead | evel s above the USEPA target val ue

Chemicals with the greatest contribution to the baseline risk estimtes were |ead

bi s(2-et hyl hexyl )phthal ate, and arsenic in groundwater and |l ead and arsenic in soil. Actual risks are
likely to be substantially |lower than indicated by the baseline risk assessment. Arsenic was present at
background concentrations in soil and was detected only once in ACC A4 groundwater; the reported
concentration, 3 Ig/L, was well belowthe MCL of 50 Ig/L. Lead concentrations were high in the Qctober
1992 sanpling round (190 Ig/L), but were not detected in other sanples

The SI/R addendumreport reviewed the data obtained during the Phase Il SI/R to eval uate whether
nodi fication of the baseline risk assessnent was appropriate. The Phase Il data were generally
consistent with Phase | data. The data confirmed that high concentrations of |ead do not appear

wi despread in soil or groundwater. Lead was not considered a concern in groundwater. Berylliumwas
detected at greater concentrations in soil, but still at concentrations considered indicative of
background. Sedi ment concentrations of berylliumwere also higher during Phase Il sanpling. Maxi num
detected concentrations berylliumresulted in a cancer risk of 1x10 -5, within the USEPA target range

Usi ng both Phase | and Phase Il data, the Arny concluded that contami nants at ACC A4, and groundwat er
contam nants in particular, do not pose an unacceptable risk to human health risk

Surface water data collected during data gap activities showed that the data evaluated during the SI/R
were not representative of surface water conditions and that |lead in surface water at and near ACC A4
poses no human health ri sk beyond background conditions

6.1.2 Ecological R sk Assessnent Summary for ACC A4

A nunber of chemicals were detected in sanples fromACC A4 during the Phase | and Il investigations. The
ecol ogical risk assessnment of the SI/R addendum report conpared detected concentrations w th background
concentrations and with screening level toxicity criteria to assess whether the chem cals were COPCs.
Tables 3-1 through 3-6 of the ecological risk assessnent (Appendix C of the SI/R addendumreport)
provi de those conparisons. The tabul ated chem cal s include the foll ow ng:

Soi

. met al s, organochl ori de pesticides, herbicides, explosives, SVOCs, and chlorinated and non-
chlorinated sol vents

G oundwat er
. chlorinated sol vents, organochl oni de pesticides, and acetone

Sur face Water

. iron
Sedi ment
. netals, solvents, nitrosam ne, and an insect repellent

The risk assessnment concluded that there is no significant risk to ecol ogical receptors

Surface water data collected during data gap activities showed that the data evaluated during the SI/R
were not representative of surface water conditions and that |lead in surface water at and near ACC A4
poses no ecol ogical risk beyond background conditions



6.2 SUWARY COF RI SKS AT AQC AY

The follow ng subsections sumrarize the results of the baseline risk assessnent and ecol ogi cal risk
assessnent for ACC A7

6.2.1 Human Health Ri sk Assessnent Sunmmary for ACC A7

The COPCs listed in Table 3 in Appendix B of this Record of Decision were selected for evaluation in the
AQC A7 baseline human health risk assessnent of the SI/R report. These COPCs were selected to represent
potential site-related hazards based on toxicity, concentration, frequency of detection, and nobility and
persi stence in the environnent.

Potential human health effects associated with exposure to the COPCs were estimated quantitatively or
qualitatively through the devel opnent of hypothetical exposure pathways associated with current and
anticipated future |and use. These pathways, |isted below, were developed to reflect the potential for
exposure to hazardous substances based on the present uses, potential future uses, and |location of the
site. A detailed discussion of the human health ri sk assessnent approach and results is presented in the
SI/Rl report and the SI/R addendumreport.

Current Land Use

. Soil: Adol escent trespasser exposure to soil contam nants through direct contact and
subsequent ingestion or dermal exposure

Future Land Use

. Soil: Residential exposure through dernal exposure or ingestion
. Sedi nent: Residential exposure through dermal exposure or ingestion
. G oundwat er: Residential exposure through ingestion

Table 4 in Appendix B of this Record of Decision summarizes the human health risks at ACC A4 identified
in the baseline risk assessnent of the SI/R report. This table al so shows whi ch exposure pat hways are
nost responsible for the estimated risks.

Revi ew of Table 4 shows that for an adol escent under current |and use conditions the estinated potentia
cancer risk for soil exposure is 3xI0 -5 for RVE conditions and 3x10 -6 for central tendency or average
exposure conditions. These values are within the USEPA 1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6 target risk range. The RME
case assumes that all of a receptor's exposure is to the maxi mum contam nant concentrations observed at
the site, and therefore a conservative estimate. H's for potential RME to noncarci nogenic COPCs in soi
are well bel ow USEPA s benchmark value of 1.0. There is no current use or exposure to groundwater

Under the evaluated future residential scenario, the estinmated potential cancer risks for soil are 3x10
-4 under RME conditions, slightly greater than the USEPA target range of 1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6, and 4x10 -5
under average conditions, within the USEPA target risk range. Noncancer H's associated with residentia
exposure to soil contam nants are 4 and 0.4 under RME and average conditions, respectively.

Under the evaluated future residential scenario, the estinmated potential cancer risks for sedinent are
2x10 -5 under RME conditions and 1x10 -5 under average conditions, both within the USEPA target risk
range of 1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6. Noncancer H's associated with residential exposure to sedi ment contam nants
are 0.7 and 0.6 under RVE and average conditions, respectively.

The estimated potential cancer risks for groundwater under the evaluated future residential scenario are
2x10 -4 under RME conditions, slightly greater than the USEPA target risk range of 1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6
and 3x10 -5 under average conditions, within the USEPA target risk range. Noncancer H's associated with
residential exposure to groundwater contami nants are 1 and 0.2 under RME and average conditions,
respectively.

The total estinmated potential cancer risks for exposure to soil and groundwater under the eval uated
future residential scenario are 5xI0 -4 under RVE conditions, slightly greater than the USEPA target risk
range of 1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6, and 7x10 -5 under average conditions, within the USEPA target risk range of
1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6. Noncancer H's associated with residential exposure to soil and groundwater

contam nants are 5 and 0.6 under RME and average conditions,

respectively.



Potential risks fromexposure to | ead were eval uated using the USEPA UBK nodel. Based on the UBK nodel
| ead does not pose a health risk at ACC A7.

Much of the risk estimated for AOC A7 in the baseline risk assessnment was associated with areas of
localized contanination. As a result, for risks of the estimted magnitude to occur, frequent contact
with these hotspots would be required. Such contact would be unlikely, even in the event of residentia
devel opnent. Consequently, actual risks would be |ower, quite possibly substantially |ower, than the
estimated risks based on naxi num concentrati ons.

The SI/R addendum report reviewed the data obtained during the Phase Il SI/R to eval uate whether

nodi fication of the baseline risk assessment was appropriate. The Phase Il data were generally

consi stent with Phase | data, although several chem cals were found at sonewhat hi gher concentrations in
Phase Il sanmples. The SI/R addendumreport concluded that source area controls and incorporation of ACC

A7 into the G eat Meadows National WIdlife Refuge would | ower potential exposure to |evels within or
bel ow the USEPA target risk range. Source area controls consisting of renoval of |aboratory waste,
construction of a RCRA Subtitle Cnmulti-layer cap, institutional controls, and | ong-term groundwat er
nonitoring were inplemented in 1996. There is no current human heal th exposure pathway associated with
groundwater at ACC A7. In addition, the property downgradi ent of AOC A7, between the site and the
Assabet River, is zoned Recreation-Conservation and is classified as unbuildable by the Town of Stow
Fol | owi ng incorporation of AOC A7 into the Great Meadows National WIldlife Refuge, future residentia
exposure will not be a realistic exposure scenario.

6.2.2 Ecological R sk Assessnent Summary for AOC A7

A nunber of chemicals were detected in sanples from ACC A7 during the Phase | and Il investigations. As
a prelimnary step, the ecological risk assessnent of the SI/R addendumreport conpared detected
concentrations with background concentrations and with screening level toxicity criteria to assess

whet her the chemcals were COPCs. Only chemcals of potential ecological concern, as identified through
screening, were carried through the ecol ogical risk assessment. Tables 4-1 through 4-8 of the ecol ogi ca
ri sk assessment (Appendix C of the SI/R addendum report) provide those conparisons. The tabul ated

chem cal s include the follow ng

Soi
. netal s, organochl oride pesticides, VOCs, and SVOCs
G oundwat er

. trace concentrations of solvents, pesticides, and an insect repellent (probably introduced
duri ng sanpling)

Surface Water

. one pesticide
Sedi nent
. solvents and netal s

As a result of the screening conparisons, the SI/R addendumreport identified the follow ng chem cals of
potential ecol ogical concern at ACC A7

Soi
. the pesticides DDT, dieldrin, endrin, and chl ordane
. PCBs
. t he PAHs benzo(a)ant hracene, benzo(a)pyrene, and phenant hrene
. | ead
Sedi nent

. the inorganics arsenic, barium copper, and nicke



G oundwat er
. the pesticides DDT, |indane, and heptachl or epoxide

. the chlorinated VOCs chl oroform tetrachl oroethene, 1,1, 2,2-tetrachl oroethane, and
trichl oroet hene

Potential risks to aquatic ecosystemwere eval uated by conparing detected groundwater concentrations to
Anbi ent Water Quality Criteria with consideration given to the dilution offered by surface water in the
Assabet River and the ability of river sediments to bind contam nants and reduce their nobility. The
SI /R addendum report concluded that chemicals in site affected groundwater were likely to have an
insignificant effect on aquatic life.

Potential risks to terrestrial ecosystens were eval uated by conparison of detected soil concentrations to
di etary benchmark val ues for voles, shrews, and robins. Wth the exception of a very high HQ for
exposure of the robin to DDT, all calculated H were less than 5. Al though the HQ for the robin was

hi gh, the benchmark val ue was inconsistent with other data and consi dered suspect. The SI/R addendum
report concluded that chemicals in soil affected by the site do not pose a substantial risk to
terrestrial receptors

Al t hough conparison of sedinment data to available criteria suggested that potential adverse effects were
possible, the results of a Rapid Bi oassessnent Protocol evaluation showed that conditions in the site's
stream were typical of what would expected in the absence of contam nation. Therefore, it was concl uded
that site conditions were not adversely affecting stream organi sns.

In summary, the risk assessnent concluded that there is no significant risk to ecol ogical receptors at
ACC A7.

6.3 SUWARY OF RI SKS AT AOGC A9

The fol |l owi ng subsections sumrarize the results of the baseline risk assessnment and ecol ogi cal risk
assessnent for ACC A9

6.3.1 Human Health Ri sk Assessnent Summary for ACC A9

The COPCs listed in Table 5 in Appendix B of this Record of Decision were selected for evaluation in the
ACC A9 baseline human health risk assessnent of the SI/R report. These COPCs were selected to represent
potential site-rel ated hazards based on toxicity, concentration, frequency of detection, and nobility and
persi stence in the environnent.

Potential human health effects associated with exposure to the COPCs were estimated quantitatively or
qualitatively through the devel opnent of hypothetical exposure pathways associated with current and
anticipated future |land use. These pathways, |isted bel ow, were devel oped to reflect the potential for
exposure to hazardous substances based on the present uses, potential future uses, and |l ocation of the
site. A detailed discussion of the human health risk assessnment approach and results is presented in the
SI/Rl report and the SI/R addendumreport.

Current Land Use

. Soil: Adol escent trespasser exposure to soil contam nants through direct contact and
subsequent ingestion or dernmal exposure

Future Land Use
. Soil: Residential exposure through dernmal exposure or ingestion
. G oundwat er: Residential exposure through ingestion

Table 6 in Appendi x B of this Record of Decision sumarizes the human health risks at ACC A9 identified
in the baseline risk assessnment of the SI/R report. This table also shows whi ch exposure pat hways are
nost responsible for the estimated risks.

Revi ew of Table 6 shows that for an adol escent under current |and use conditions the estimated potentia
cancer risk for soil exposure is 7x10 -6 for RVE conditions and 2x10 -6 for central tendency or average
exposure conditions. These values are within the USEPA 1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6 target risk range. The RME
case assunmes that all of a receptor's exposure is to the maxi mum contam nant concentrations observed at
the site, and is therefore a conservative estimate. H's for potential RVE to noncarcinogenic COPCs in



soil are well bel ow USEPA's benchnark value of 1.0. There is no current use or exposure to groundwater

Under the evaluated future residential scenario, the estinmated potential cancer risks for soil are 1x10
-4 under RME conditions, and 3x10 -5 under average conditions, both within the USEPA target risk range of
1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6. Noncancer H's associated with residential exposure to soil contaninants are 0.6 and
0.2 under RME and average conditions, respectively.

The estinmated potential cancer risks for groundwater under the evaluated future residential scenario are
2x10 -4 under RME conditions, slightly greater than the USEPA target risk range of 1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6

and 3x10 -5 under average conditions, within the USEPA target risk range of 1x10- 4 to IxI0 -6

Noncancer Hl's associated with residential exposure to groundwater contam nants are 10 and 1 under RME and
average conditions, respectively.

The total estimated potential cancer risks for exposure to soil and groundwater under the eval uated
future residential scenario are 2x10 -4 under RME conditions, slightly greater than the USEPA target risk
range of 1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6, and 6x10 -5 under average conditions, within the USEPA target risk range O
1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6. Noncancer H's associated with residential exposure to soil and groundwater

contam nants are 10 and 1 under RVE and average conditions, respectively.

Potential risks fromexposure to | ead were eval uated using the USEPA UBK Mddel. Based on the UBK nodel
| ead does not pose a health risk at ACC A9.

It is likely that the baseline risk assessment provided a conservative estinmate of the risks at ACC A9
Mich of the baseline risk estimate was associ ated with sporadi ¢ detection of single chemcals and
frequent repeated contact with these hotspots is unlikely. The chem cal posing the greatest risk at ACC
A9 was arsenic, which was detected in a single water sanple at 4 Ig,/L, well belowthe MCL of 50 Ig/L
Several other chem cals which contributed to risk were also present in only a single sanple.

The SI/R addendumreport reviewed the data obtained during the Phase Il SI/R to eval uate whet her
nodi fication of the baseline risk assessment was appropriate. Because several VOCs were detected in
Phase Il groundwater data at concentrations greater than reported in the Phase | data, additional

quantitative evaluation was perforned under the residential exposure scenario. The re-estimte of cancer
ri sks was somewhat greater (maximumrisk of 1x10 -3) than reported in the baseline risk assessnent,
primarily as a result of higher 1,1-dichloroethene concentrati ons. However, the SI/R addendum report
stressed that AOCC A9 groundwat er does not neet MADEP criteria for a donestic water source and that its
use as drinking water was unlikely. The potential for domestic use of groundwater is elimnated by
incorporation of AOC A9 into the G eat Meadows National WIldlife Refuge. The SI/R addendum report
concl uded that natural attenuation processes would likely reduce contam nant concentrations and further
reduce the eval uated exposure risks.

6.3.2 Ecological R sk Assessnent Sunmary for AOC A9

A nunber of chemcals were detected in sanples fromACC A9 during the Phase | and Il investigations. As
a prelimnary step, the ecological risk assessment of the SI/R addendumreport conpared detected
concentrations with background concentrations and with screening level toxicity criteria to assess

whet her the chemcals were COPCs. Only chemicals of potential ecological concern, as identified through
screening, were carried through the ecol ogical risk assessnent. Tables 5-1 through 5-6 of the ecol ogi cal
ri sk assessnment (Appendix C of the SI/R addendumreport) provide those conparisons. The tabul ated

chem cals include the follow ng

Soi
. netal s, organochl oride pesticides, VOCs, and SVOCs
G oundwat er

. expl osi ves, pesticides, VOCs, SVQOCs, chlorinated solvents, and an insect repellent (probably
i ntroduced during sanpling)

As a result of the screening conparisons, the SI/R addendumreport identified the follow ng chem cals of
potential ecol ogical concern at ACC A9

Soi

. the inorganics arsenic, lead, and thallium

G oundwat er
. the VOCs et hyl benzene, tol uene, xylene, and 1,1, 1-trichl oroet hane



Potential risks to aquatic ecosystens were eval uated by conparing detected groundwater concentrations to
Anbi ent Water Quality Criteria. The only chemcals exceeding criteria (i.e., ethylbenzene, toluene, and
lead) were in sanples collected close to the center of the site and not in downgradient nmonitoring wells
closer to the Assebet R ver; consequently, it appears that the chem cals are not nigrating to the river
and are not posing a risk to aquatic life. Furtherrmore, dilution provided by the river would reduce
significantly any potential effect. The SI/R addendum report concluded that chemcals in site-affected
groundwater were likely to have an insignificant effect on aquatic life.

Potential risks to terrestrial ecosystens were eval uated by conparison of detected soil concentrations to
di etary benchnark val ues for voles, shrews, and robins. Under the assunptions of the risk assessnent,
inorganics at ACC A9 may pose risks to snall mamral s and birds such as vole, shrews, and robins.

However, based on the conservative nature of the screening | evel assessnment; the SI/R addendum report
concl uded that chemicals in soil affected by the site do not pose a substantial risk to terrestrial
receptors.

In summary, the risk assessnent concluded that there is no significant risk to ecol ogical receptors at
ACC A9.

7.0 DESCRI PTI ON CF THE NO ACTI ON ALTERNATI VE

Based on the results of the Baseline Ri sk Assessnents and ecol ogi cal risk assessnments in the SI/R and
SI /R addendumreports and the technical menoranda, No Action Under CERCLA is necessary to reduce
contami nant concentrations or control human health or ecol ogi cal exposure for ACC A4 and the Managenent
of Mgration QUs at ACCs A7 and A9. No five-year site reviews will be performed as part of this renedy.

Al though there are no actions associated with the No Acti on Under CERCLA decision, the Arny will continue
to nonitor groundwater at and conduct five-year site reviews for AOC A7 as part of the renedy for the ACC
A7 Source Control QU. The Final Operations and Miintenance Plan for the Landfill Area of Concern A7
details the groundwater nonitoring program Land use restrictions associated with the source-area renedy
will be described in the Environmental Condition of Property report and included in the property transfer
docunent s.

8.0 DOCUMENTATI ON CF NO SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The U.S. Arny presented a Proposed Plan for AOC A4 and the Managenent of Mgration QUs at AOCCs A7 and A9
on June 10, 1997. The Proposed Pl an described the Arny's plan to pursue No Action Under CERCLA at ACC A4
and the Managenent of Mgration OUs for ACCs A7 and A9. There have been no significant changes nade to
the No Action Under CERCLA proposal stated in the Proposed Pl an.

9.0 STATE ROLE

The Commonweal th of Massachusetts has reviewed the SI/R, SI/R addendum and feasibility study reports,
t echni cal menoranda, and Proposed Plan and concurs with the No Action Under CERCLA decision. The
Commonweal th has al so reviewed these docunents to determine if the decision conplies with applicable or
rel evant and appropriate |aws and regul ati ons of the Commonweal th. A copy of the Declaration of State
Concurrence is attached as Appendi x E of this Record of Decision.
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APPENDI X B
TABLES

TABLE 1
HUVAN HEALTH RI SK ASSESSMENT CHEM CALS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN AT ACC A4

U S. ARW SUDBURY ANNEX
RECORD OF DECI SI ON ACCs A4, A7, AND A9

PHASEI PHASEI |

GROUND- GROUND-
CHEM CAL Sa L SEDI MENT VWATER Sa L SEDI MENT VWATER
VOLATI LES
Acet one X X X X
Benzene X
Met hyl ene chl ori de X X
Met hyl ethyl ketone X
Tol uene X
al pha- Pi nene X
SEM VOLATI LES
Ant hr acene
Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Benzo(a) Pyrene
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene
bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate X X
Chrysene
Di - n- butyl pht hal at e X
Fl uor ant hene X
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-c, d) pyrene
Phenant hr ene X
PESTI Cl DES AND PCB
DDE X X X
DDT X X
Hept achl or epoxi de X
DEET X
al pha- Endosul f an X
bet a- Endosul f an X
EXPLOSI VES
HWX X
| NORGANI CS
Al um num X X
Ant i mony
Arsenic
Bari um
Beryllium
Cadm um
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper
Iron
Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Mer cury

X X X X X X

X X X

X X
X

XX XX XXX XX XX
x
x

XXX XXX XXXXXXXX
XX X X X X X X
X X X X X
X X X

X



TABLE 1
HUVAN HEALTH RI SK ASSESSVENT CHEM CALS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN AT ACC A4

U S. ARWMY SUDBURY ANNEX
RECORD OF DECI SI ON ACCs A4, A7, AND A9

PHASE | PHASE | |

GROUND- GROUND-
CHEM CAL Sa L SEDI MENT WATER Sa L SEDI MENT WATER
N ckel X X X X
Pot assi um X X X X X
Sel eni um X
Sodi um X X X
Vanadi um X X X X
Zi nc X X X X X
M SCELLANEQUS
TOC X X X X
TPH X
Not es:
TOC = total organic carbon

TPH total petrol eum hydrocarbons

DDE = 2, 2-bis(para-chl orophenyl)-1, 1-di chl or oet hene
DDT 2, 2- bi s(par a-chl orophenyl)-1,1, 1-trichl or oet hene
DEET N, N-Di et hyl -3 net hyl benzam de

HW = Cyclotetranet hyl enetetranitram ne



TABLE 2
SUMVARY COF HUVAN HEALTH BASELI NE RI SK ASSESSMENT FCR ACC A4

U S. ARWMY SUDBURY ANNEX
RECORD OF DECI SI ON FOR ACCs A4, A7, AND A9

Reasonabl e
Central Tendency Maxi mum
Exposur e
Cancer Hazard Cancer Hazar d
Exposur e Pat hway Ri sk | ndex Ri sk I ndex
Qurrent Land Use
Soi |
Adol escent exposure to soil contam nants 1E- 08 0.02 2E- 08 0.05
t hrough ingestion and dermal adsorption
Future Land Use
Soi |
Resi denti al exposure to soil contam nants 1E- 07 0.1 3E- 07 0.3
t hrough ingestion and dernmal adsorption
Sedi ment
Resi denti al exposure to soil contam nants 1E- 05 0. 07 3E- 05 0.1

t hrough ingestion and dermal adsorption

G oundwat er
Resi denti al exposure to contam nants through 2E- 05 0.1 6E- 05 0.5
groundwat er use

Total Future Risk: Soil and G oundwater 2E-05 0.2 6E- 05 0.8



TABLE 3

HUVAN HEALTH RI SK ASSESSVENT CHEM CALS CF POTENTI AL CONCERN AT ACC A7

CHEM CAL

VOLATI LES

cis-1,2-Dichl orethyl ene

1,1, 1-Trichl or et hane

1,1, 2-Trichl or oet hane

1, 2- Di chl or et hane

Acet one

Carbon tetrachl ori de

Chl or obenzene

Chl or of orm

Chl or onet hane

Et hyl benzene

Met hyl ene chl ori de

Met hyl ethyl ketone

Nonane

Cct ane

Propyl benzene

Tetrachl or oet hyl ene

Tol uene

Trichl or et hyl ene

Tri chl orfl uor onet hane

Xyl enes (total)

al pha- Pi nene

SEM VOLATI LES

1, 2, 3, 4- Tet r anet hyl benzene

1, 3, 5-Tri net hyl benzene

1- Et hyl - 2- et hyl benzene

2- Met hyl napht hal ene

Ant hr acene

Benzo(a) ant hr acene

Benzo( a) pyr ene

Benzo( b) f | uor ant hene

Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e

Chrysene

Di - n-butyl pht hal ate

FI uor ant hene

Fl uor ene

Hexadecanoi ¢ acid

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-c, d) pyrene

N, N- bi s( 2- hydr oxyet hyl)
dodecanami de

N-Ni trosodi - N- propyl am ne

Napht hal ene

RECORD OF DECI SI ON ACCs A4, A7, AND A9

U S. ARW SUDBURY ANNEX

PHASE
GROUND-
SaL SEDI MENT WATER
X
X
X X X
X X
X X
X
X X X
X
X
X
X X
X X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X X
X
X X X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X X

SaL

X X X

PHASE | |

SEDI MENT

GROUND-
WATER

X X X

X X X X



TABLE 3

HUVAN HEALTH RI SK ASSESSVENT CHEM CALS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN AT ACC A7

CHEM CAL

Cct adecanoi ¢ aci d
Phenant hr ene

Pyr ene

PESTI Cl DES AND PCB
DDD

DDE

DDT

Dieldrin

Endrin

Endrin al dehyde
Endosul fan sul fate
Hept achl or

Hept achl or epoxi de
Li ndane

PCB 1242

PCB 1248

PCB 1254

PCB 1260

al pha- Benzenehexachl ori de
bet a- Benzenehexachl ori de
al pha- Chl or dane
gama- Chl or dane

al pha- Endosul f an
bet a- Endosul f an
Denet on- O
Fent hi on

Met hyl par at hi on
EXPLCSI VES
Cyclonite (RDX)

| NORGANI CS

Al um num

Arsenic

Bari um

Beryl |ium

Cadm um

Cal ci um

Chr om um

Cobal t

Copper

I ron

Lead

Magnesi um
Manganese

x X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X ><><><8

XXX XXX XXXXXXX

U S. ARMY SUDBURY ANNEX
RECORD OF DECI SI ON ACCs A4, A7, AND A9

L

PHASE |

SEDI MENT

X X X X

XX X X X X X X

GROUND-
WATER

x

X X X X

X X

x X X X X

X X X X X

Sa L

X X X X X X X X X X

XX X X X X X

X X X X

PHASE | |

SEDI MENT

GROUND-
WATER



TABLE 3

HUVAN HEALTH RI SK ASSESSMVENT CHEM CALS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN AT ACC A7

CHEM CAL
Mer cury

N cke

Pot assi um
Sel eni um
Silver
Sodi um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

U S. ARW SUDBURY ANNEX
RECORD OF DECI SI ON ACCs A4, A7, AND A9

M SCELLANEQUS

Dact hal ( DCPA)

Si |l vex
Phosphat e
Sul fur
TCC

Not es:

DDT =
TCC =

PHASE | PHASE |
GRCOUND-
SaL SEDI MENT WATER SaL SEDI MENT
X X
X X X
X X X X
X
X X
X X
X X X X
X X X X X
X
X
X X X
X
X X X X

2, 2-bi s(para-chl orophenyl)-1,1 -dichl oroet hane

2, 2-bi s(para-chl orophenyl)-1,1 -dichl oroet hene

2, 2-bi s(para-chl orophenyl )-1,1,1 -thrichl or oet hene
total organic carbon

GRCOUND-
WATER



TABLE 4
SUMVARY OF HUVAN HEALTH BASELI NE RI SK ASSESSMENT FCR ACC A7

U S. ARMY SUDBURY ANNEX
RECORD OF DECI SI ON FOR ACCs A4, A7, AND AS

Reasonabl e
Central Tendency Maxi mum
Exposure
Cancer Hazard  Cancer Hazard
Exposur e Pat hway Ri sk I ndex Ri sk | ndex
Qurrent Land Use
Soi |
Adol escent exposure to soil contam nants 3E- 06 0.09 3E- 05 0.9
t hrough ingestion and dermal adsorption
Future Land Use
Soi |
Resi dential exposure to soil contaninants 4E- 05 0.4 3E-04 4
t hrough ingestion and dernmal adsorption
Sedi ment
Resi denti al exposure to soil contam nants 1E- 05 0.6 2E- 05 0.7

t hrough ingestion and dermal adsorption

G oundwat er
Resi denti al exposure to contam nants through 3E- 05 0.2 2E- 04 1
groundwat er use

Total Future Risk: Soil and G oundwater 7E- 05 0.6 5E-04 5



TABLE 5

HUVAN HEALTH RI SK ASSESSMENT CHEM CALS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN AT ACC A9

CHEM CAL

VOLATI LES

cis- 1,2-Dichlorethyl ene
1,1, 1-Trichl or et hane
1,1, 2-Trichl or oet hane
1, 1- Di chl or et hyl ene

1, 2- Di chl or et hane

1,1, 3-Tri net hyl cycl ohexane
1, 3- D net hyl cl ohexane
1, 4- D net hycycl ohexane
Acet one

Carbon tetrachl ori de
Chl or obenzene

Chl or of orm

Chl or onet hane

Et hyl benzene

Et hyl met hyl benzene

Met hyl ene chl ori de

Met hyl et hyl ket one
Nonane

Cct ane

Tet rachl or oet hyl ene

Tol uene

Tri chl or et hyl ene

Trichl orfl uor onet hane
Xyl enes (total)

al pha- Pi nene

SEM VOLATI LES

1,2, 3,4-Tetranet hyl benzene
1, 2, 3-Tri net hyl benzene
1, 3, 5-Tri net hyl benzene
1- Et hyl - 2- et hyl benzene
1- Met hyl napht hal ene

2- Met hyl napht hal ene

Ant hr acene

Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Benzo( a) pyrene

Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
Chrysene

Di benzof uran

Di - N-butyl pht hal ate

U S. ARMY SUDBURY ANNEX
RECORD OF DECI SI ON ACOCs A4, A7, AND A9

PHASE |
SaL GROUNDWATER
X X
X
X
X
X
X X
X X
X
X X
X
X
X
X X
X
X
X
X
X
X X
X
X X
X
X
X X

PHASE | |

SaL

GROUNDWATER



TABLE 5
HUVAN HEALTH RI SK ASSESSMENT CHEM CALS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN AT ACC A9

U S. ARMY SUDBURY ANNEX
RECORD OF DECI SI ON ACCs A4, A7, AND A9

PHASE | PHASE | |

CHEM CAL

Di - N-octyl phthal ate

Fl uor ant hene

Fl uor ene

Hexadecanoi ¢ aci d

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-c, d) pyrene

N, N- bi s(2

hydr oxyet hyl ) dodecanami de
N-Ni trosodi - N- propyl am ne
Napht hal ene X X X X
Cct adecanoi ¢ aci d

Phenant hr ene X X

Pyrene X

PESTI Cl DES AND PCB

DEET X

DDD

DDE

DDT

Endrin al dehyde
Hept achl or epoxi de X
PCB 1254

al pha- Chl or dane

bet a- Endosul f an

EXPLCSI VES

2,6-D nitrotol uene X
1, 3,5-Trini trobenzene
2,4,6-Trinitrotol uene
3-Ni trotol uene

| NORGANI CS

Al um num

Ant i mony

Arsenic

Bari um

Beryl | ium

Cadmi um

Cal ci um

Chrom um

Cobal t

Copper

I ron

Lead

Magnesi um

Manganese

Mer cury

L GROUNDWATER SaL GROUNDWATER

X

><><><8

x

X X X

X X X X X

x

x X X X X
XX X X X X X X X X x
x

X X X

XX XXX XXXXXXXX
X X X X X



TABLE 5
HUVAN HEALTH RI SK ASSESSMENT CHEM CALS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN AT ACC A9

U S. ARMY SUDBURY ANNEX
RECORD OF DECI SI ON ACCs A4, A7, AND A9

PHASE | PHASE | |
CHEM CAL Sa L GROUNDWATER Sa L GROUNDWATER
N ckel X X
Pot assi um X X X X
Sel eni um X
Sodi um X X X
Thal | i um X
Vanadi um X X
Zi nc X X X X
M SCELLANEQUS
Phosphat e X
TOC X X
Not es:
DDD = 2, 2-bis(para-chl orophenyl)-1, 1-di chl or oet hane
DDE = 2, 2-bis(para-chl orophenyl)-1, 1-di chl or oet hene
DDT = 2, 2-bis(para-chlorophenyl)-1,1,1-thrichl oroet hene
DEET = N, N- D et hyl -3 net hyl benzam de
TOC = total organic carbon



TABLE 6

SUMVARY OF HUVAN HEALTH BASELI NE Rl SK ASSESSMENT FCR ACC A9

U S. ARMY SUDBURY ANNEX

RECORD OF DECI SI ON FOR ACCs A4, A7, AND A9

Exposur e Pat hway

Current Land Use

Soi |
Adol escent exposure to soil contam nants
t hrough ingestion and dermal adsorption

Future Land Use

Soi |
Resi denti al exposure to soil contam nants
t hrough ingestion and dermal adsorption

G oundwat er
Resi denti al exposure to contam nants through

groundwat er use

Total Future Risk: Soil and G oundwat er

Central

Cancer
Ri sk

2E- 06

3E-05

3E-05

6E- 05

Tendency

Hazar d
| ndex

0.03

0.2

Reasonabl e
Maxi mum
Exposur e

Cancer Hazar d
Ri sk | ndex
7E- 06 0.1
1E- 04 0.6
2E-04 10
2E-04 10



APPENDI X C
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

Thi s Responsi veness Summary has been prepared to neet the requirenments of Sections 113(k)(2)(B)(iv) and
117(b) of the Conprehensive Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as
amended by the Superfund Anendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA), which requires response to
"significant comments, criticisms, and new data submitted in witten or oral presentations” on a proposed
plan for renedial action. The purpose of this Responsiveness Sunmary is to document Arny responses to
qguestions and conments expressed during the public comment period by the public, potentially responsible
parties, and governnental bodies in witten and oral coments regardi ng the Proposed Plan for Area of
Contami nation (ACC) A4 and the managenent of migration operable units (OUs) for AOCs A7 and A9 at the

U S. Arny Sudbury Annex.

The Arny held a 30-day public conmment period fromJune 9 through July 8, 1997, to provide an opportunity
for interested parties to comment on the site investigation/renedial investigation (SI/R) reports,
feasibility study, technical nenoranda, Proposed Plan, and other docunents devel oped to address
contamination at ACCs A4, A7, and A9 at the U S Arny Sudbury Annex A4, A7, and A9 and eval uated
potential human health and ecological risks. 1In addition, data The SI/R characterized soil, sedinment,
groundwat er, and surface water contam nation at AOCs gap activities were performed to fill in data gaps
identified in the SI/R and SI/R addendumreports. Based on the results of the SI/R, SI/R addendum
and techni cal nenoranda summarizing data gap activities, the Arny concluded that ACC A4 and nanagenent of
mgration QUs at AOCs A7 and A9 did not pose unacceptable risks to human health or the environnent. The
Arny identified its proposal for No Action Under CERCLA in the Proposed Plan issued on June 9, 1997.

Al docunents considered in arriving at the No Action Under CERCLA decision were placed in the

Adm ni strative Record for review The Adm nistrative Record contains all supporting docunentation
considered by the Arny in choosing the remedy for ACCs A4, A7, and A9. The Administrative Record is
avail able for public reviewat the U S. Arny Sudbury Annex BRAC Environnental Ofice, and at the Sudbury
Town Hal |, Sudbury, Mssachusetts. An index to the Adm nistrative Record is available at the U S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Records Center, 90 Canal Street, Boston, Massachusetts and is
provi ded as Appendix D to this Record of Deci sion.

Thi s Responsi veness Summary is organi zed into the foll owi ng sections:

l. Statenent of Wiy the Arny Recommended No Further Action-This section briefly states why the Arny
recommended No Action Under CERCLA.

1. Background on Comunity | nvol vement - This section provides a brief history of comrmunity invol venent
and Arny initiatives in informng the conmunity of site activities.

1. Summary of Comments Received During the Public Comrent Period and Arnmy Responses-This section
provi des Arny responses to oral and witten comments received fromthe public during the public
comrent period. A transcript of the public neeting consisting of all comments received during this
neeting and copies of witten comrents are al so provided in Attachnent C of this Responsiveness
Summary.

l. STATEMENT OF WHY THE ARMY RECOMMENDED NO ACTI ON UNDER CERCLA

The Arny recommended No Action Under CERCLA because the risk assessments of the SI/R indicate no
unaccept abl e risks to hunan health under the eval uated exposure scenario of future residential

devel opnent or to the environment. Actual future use of AOCs A4, A7, and A9 will be as part of the Geat
Meadows National WIdlife Refuge, and future residential exposure will not occur. Because of this
potential risks would be |ower than those estinated in the risk assessment.

1. BACKGROUND ON COVMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT

The Arny has held quarterly public Technical Review Committee (TRC) meetings, issued newsletters and
press rel eases, and held a nunber of public neetings to keep the community and other interested parties
infornmed of activities at the Annex.

In April 1992, the Arny released, follow ng public review, a community relations plan that outlined a
programto address community concerns and keep citizens informed about and involved in renedial
activities at the Annex. As part of this plan, the Arny established a TRC, which first met May 13, 1991.
The TRC, as required by SARA Section 211 and Arny Regul ation 200-1, included representatives from USEPA,
U S. Arny Environmental Center (USAEC), Fort Devens, Massachusetts Department of Environnental Protection



(MADEP), U S. Arny Corps of Engineers (USACE), local officials, and the community. The TRC generally net
quarterly to review and provide technical comments on schedul es, work plans, work products, and proposed
activities for the study areas at the Annex. The SI/R, SI/R addendum and feasibility study reports,

t echni cal menoranda, Proposed Plan, and other related support documents were subnmitted to the TRC for
their review and coment.

During the week of June 9, 1997, the Arny published a public notice announcing the Proposed Pl an, public
informational neeting, and public hearing in the Sudbury Town Crier, the Mddl esex News, the

Mar | bor ough- Hudson Enterprise, the Stow Villager, and the Maynard Beacon. The Arny al so nade the Proposed
Pl an available to the public at the information repositories at the libraries in Stow, Hudson, Sudbury,
and Maynard, and at Devens Reserve Forces Training Area (RFTA).

From June 9 through July 8, 1976, the Arny held a 30-day public coment period to accept public comrents
on the Proposed Plan. On June 10, 1997, the Arny held an informal public hearing at the Stow Town

Bui I ding, in Stow, Massachusetts to discuss the Proposed Plan and to accept verbal or witten comrents
fromthe public. Verbal comments were received and subsequently confirmed in witing. Attachnent C
contains a transcript of the public hearing.

Al'l supporting docunentation for the No Action Under CERCLA decision for AOCC A4 and Managenent O
Mgration QUs at AOCs A7 and A9 is contained in the Adm nistrative Record. The Administrative Record is a
collection of all the docunents considered by the Arny in making the No Action Under CERCLA decision. On
March 20, 1994, the Arny made the Administrative Record available for public reviewat the U S. Arny
Sudbury Annex BRAC Environnental O fice, and at the Sudbury Town Hall, Sudbury, Massachusetts.

[ SUMVARY OF COMMENTS RECEI VED DURI NG THE PUBLI C COMMVENT PERI OD AND ARMY RESPONSES

The Arny received verbal comrents fromone citizen representative of the Four Town Focus during the
public hearing (see Attachnent C). These comments were subsequently confirmed in witing in a letter
dated June 23, 1997 from Canbri dge Environnental, Inc. (Attachnent A). Because of the simlarities of the
verbal and witten comments, the Arny has prepared witten responses for only the witten conmmrents.

These responses are contained in Attachnent B.



APPENDI X C
ATTACHVENT A - WRI TTEN COWENTS
<I M5 SRC 97160J>
June 23, 1997

Thomas St runk
Sudbury Annex BEC

43 Buena Vista Street
P12 Box 224

Devens, NA 01433

Dear M. Strunk:

In response to the public neeting held on June 10, 1997, Four Town Focus (Focus) would like to offer the
followi ng additi onal comrents concerning the proposed determ nation of no further action for site A7.
These comments are intended to augnment (and not replace) the comments submitted on June 6, 1997. At this
tinme, Focus is not convinced that all necessary steps have been taken to ensure that contam nation from
this landfill will not cause a threat to hunan heal th and/or the environnent.

1. The potential risk to the environment from contam nated groundwater at site A7 has not been fully
eval uated. The Anbient Water Quality Criteria (AWX) and/or the Maxi mum Contam nant Level s (MCLs)
for several VOCs, metals, and |indane have been exceeded by concentrations measured in groundwater.
In the nost recent sanpling rounds, the pesticide |indane, for exanple, has been detected at
concentrations 14 tinmes the MCL on site and 1.6 tines the MCL down-gradient of the site.

The Renedi al (Data-Gp) |nvestigation reports that adsorption of chemicals by sedinments and dilution
of contam nants by the river woul d reduce contani nant concentrations in the surface water and thus
it is unlikely that site A7 may pose a significant ecological risk. As stated in our letter dated
June 6, 1997, sanpling in the Assabet River would confirmthat contamnant migration is not posing a
risk to environnental receptors. A quantitative justification of the adsorption and dilution of all
contam nants that exceed AWX should al so be provided to further denonstrate your position of no
significant risk. Further, if these contami nants are discharging to the Assabet, and have in the
past, is there a possibility that these chem cals have accunul ated in the sedi nents? Again, Focus
woul d like a quantitative analysis of this matter.

2. The historical groundwater data presented in Table 1 shows that manganese exceeds the federal MCL
in all analyzed sanples. Qher netals including |ead, iron, and al uni num al so exceeded the MCLs.
G ven these exceedences, why were the metals not sanpled in subsequent groundwater testing? The
potential risk to human health and the environnent fromnetals in the groundwater have not been
fully eval uat ed.

3. Qoundwater was sanpl ed between the Annex and the Assabet River. W ows this property? Wat
zoning exists on this property? |s residential devel opment feasible? Since the groundwater sanpled
in this area has been shown to be unfit for human consunption, residential devel opnent should be
restricted. Are any neasures being taken to ensure that residential devel opment will not occur in
the future on this property?

4. Inpacts to the bedrock aquifer have not been fully investigated. One bedrock well, CHWA7-11, was
sanpled in earlier rounds only. Incidently, Figure 3 incorrectly depicts the screen elevation for
this well. Dichloronethane and nanganese concentrations exceeded the MCLs. Thus, potential
off-site mgration of these contam nants should be considered, especially if there are homes using
private drinking water wells down-gradient of the site (see comment #5). Further, CHMA7-11 is
| ocat ed northeast of the contam nant plunme and woul d not capture contam nant migration fromthis
di sposal area.



Thomas Strunk
Page 2
June 20, 1997

Addi ti onal bedrock wells should be installed and sanpled to determne if contaninated groundwater is
reachi ng the bedrock aquifer that nmay then nmigrate off-site. The Data-Gp I nvestigation report
states that a planned well to be screened at the top of bedrock was not installed because bedrock
was encountered at 10 feet bel ow ground surface. Please elaborate on this point. Were was this
proposed well? Wiy could it not be installed? Wy wasn't a well considered for the bedrock itself?
Is there sufficient infornation to determne flow in the bedrock aquifer? During the public
nmeeting, the ABB consultant noted that the bedrock aquifer could not be influenced by contamn nation
| ocat ed above this aquifer due to pressure pushing the groundwater up. Wat data were

coll ected to support this clain®

5. Focus would like nore information concerning the honmes, if any, |ocated down-gradi ent of site A7,
across the Assabet River. Were does their water cone from (groundwater wells or public water)? |If
private wells are being used, is public water available for these homes and were any of these wells
sanpl ed? |s the bedrock aquifer being used as the water source? |f no hones currently exist across
fromA7, is the land zoned for residential developnent? |I|f so, what neasures are being taken to
ensure that future private wells will be safe for human consunption? W note that Massachusetts
regul ations call for the protection of groundwater in areas where a public water supply line is not
avail abl e (within 500 feet).

<I M5 SRC 97160K>

Focus opposes the proposed no further action for site A7, the Ad Gavel Pit Landfill. Additiona
sanpling both in the bedrock aquifer and the Assabet River and suitable justifications to the questions
posed concerning site A7 are requested at this tinme. Focus awaits your response to these and previously
submtted comments either formally or infornmally, by June 27, 1997. This deadline is requested to
provide Focus with anple time prior to the conment submni ssion deadline of July 8, 1997 to elicit
addi ti onal support if needed. W see no need to involve our Federal and State Senators and
Representatives at this tine if a reasonable solution can be agreed upon anpongst the TRC menbers.

Thank you for your consideration
Si ncerely,

<I M5 SRC 97160L>



APPENDI X C
ATTACHVENT B - RESPONSES TO PUBLI C COMVENTS

RESPONSE TO COMMVENTS BY
CAMBRI DGE ENVI RONVENTAL, | NC.
PREPARED ON BEHALF OF FOUR TOAN FOCUS
DATED JUNE 23, 1997
CONCERNI NG THE PROPOSED DETERM NATI ON OF NO FURTHER ACTI ON AT
AREA OF CONTAM NATI ON A7

Coment # Comment / Response

1. Comrent: The potential R sk to the environnent from contam nated groundwater at site A7 has not
been fully evaluated. The Anbient Water Quality Criteria (AWX) and/or the Maxi mum Contam nant Level s
(MCLs) for several VOCs, netals, and |indane have been exceeded by concentrations neasured in
groundwater. |In the nost recent sanpling rounds, the pesticide |indane, for exanple, has been detected
at concentrations 14 times the MCL on site and 1.6 tines the MCL down-gradient of the site.

The remedi al (Data-Gap) Investigation reports that adsorption of chemcals by sedinments and dilution of
contam nants by the river would reduce contam nant concentrations in the surface water and thus it is
unlikely that site A7 may pose a significant ecological risk. As stated in our letter dated June 6, 1997,
sanpling in the Assabet R ver would confirmthat contam nant migration is not posing a risk to
environnental receptors. A quantitative justification of the adsorption and dilution of all contam nants
that exceed AWQXC shoul d al so be provided to further denonstrate your position of no significant risk.
Further, if these contam nants are discharging to the Assabet, and have in the past, is there a
possibility that these chemi cals have accumul ated in the sediments? Again, Focus would like a
quantitative analysis of this matter.

Response: The R Data-Gap investigations were conducted in accordance with an approved Wrk Pl an that

was specifically intended and designed to address gaps in the R data-base (ABB-ES, 1996c). The draft

Wrk Plan for the Data-Gap investigations was prepared and distributed for public conment in March 1996
(ABB-ES, 1996b), and recommendati ons and comments on that docunent were considered prior to conducting

t hat work.

Pl ease note that MCLs are standards devel oped to protect human receptors, and AWXCs are surface-water
gui delines for evaluating risks to ecol ogical receptors.

I'n downgradi ent nmonitoring well JO A7-MB1, the pesticide |indane was detected at a maxi num concentration
of 0.326 lg/L. However, in nmonitoring well JO A7-M3, which is farther downgradient and is the well
closest to the river (ABB-ES, 1997, Figures 5 and 6), the maxi num detected concentration of |indane was
0.0979 Ig/L. Several rounds of sanpling in these wells indicate that |indane concentrations are being
attenuated significantly between the source area and the Assabet River. The downgradi ent decrease in

I i ndane concentrations, as neasured in groundwater sanples collected in Cctober 1996, is shown on
Attachnment 1-A  The rel ati onship between |indane concentration and distance fromthe source area is
calculated as y = 3.6014e -0.01x where "y" (1g/L) = concentration of |indane at distance "x" (feet) from
the source area.

At the Assabet River (410 feet fromthe source area), a |indane concentrati on of approximately 0.06 Ig/L
woul d be expected. This is below the ANMX of 0.08 lg/L.

Typically, a dilution/attenuation factor of 10 is conservatively assuned for groundwater discharging to
surface water (i.e., the concentration of a contaminant in groundwater is assuned to be 10 tinmes greater
than in the surface-water body into which the groundwater discharges.) For exanple, a factor of 10 was
applied to surface-water standards in deriving the G¥3 groundwater standards for the Massachusetts
Contingency Plan (310 CVR 40) (refer to MADEP, 1994). The GM3 groundwater standards are designed to be
protective of ecol ogical receptors in downgradi ent surface-water bodies. For ACC A7, a dilution factor
of 10 fromthe groundwater concentration would represent a |lindane concentration of 0.006 Ig/L in the
Assabet R ver.

Actual dilution at ACC A7, where the plune of contam nated groundwater is discharging at a rate of 3.78 x
10 -3 cubic feet per second (ft 3/sec) (OHM 1995b, Appendix C into a river with an average annual flow
at the Maynard gaugi ng station, between 1941 and 1996, of 189 ft 3/sec (U. S. Geol ogical Survey, 1996),
woul d be substantially greater and woul d be expressed as:



wher e

D=Dlution factor
V 1 = Flow of groundwater plure
V 2 = Flow of Assabet River

<I M5 SRC 97160M>
<I M5 SRC 97160N>

standard (5,000 Ig/L). Even without allowing for the effects of dilution and volatilization in the
river, these concentrations would not be considered a problemfor aquatic organisns. No other VOCs were
det ected above AWQXCs in groundwater near the river.

Concentrations of metals in groundwater are addressed in response to Conment #2.

In May 1992 the Arny collected nine sedi ment sanples fromthe Assabet R ver at |ocations upstream
downstream and adjacent to AOC A7. Lindane and trichloroethyl ene were not detected in any of the

sanpl es. Tetrachl oroet hene was detected only at sanpling |ocation FWSD15, at a concentration of 0.016
Ig/g. Sedinment sanpling |ocation FWSD15 was in the Assabet R ver near the nmouth of the unnanmed stream
at the downstream boundary of ACC A7 (OHM 1994). That concentration is substantially |ower than the
appl i cabl e apparent effects threshold (AET) for aquatic organisns of >8.1 Ig/g. (This specific AET is
derived fromBarrick and Beller's [1989] reported AET of >22 Ig per gram of organic carbon, corrected for
the detected organic carbon content of 37%in the Assabet R ver sediment sanple.) These results indicate
that partitioning of the chem cals of concern fromgroundwater into sedinments of the Assabet R ver does
not present a potential risk to aquatic organi sns.

In 1996, the Arny inplenented renedi al neasures at ACC A7 in accordance with the Record of Decision for
the "Source-Control" Qperable Unit. These neasures included renoval and off-site disposal of |aboratory
wast es excavated fromthe identified source area and design and constructi on of an extensive |andfill
cap. The principal objective of these neasures has been to reduce the nigration of contaninants, and it
is expected that contam nant concentrations in groundwater will decline. As part of the operation and
mai nt enance provisions of the Record of Decision, the Arny is committed to conduct |ong-term nonitoring
of groundwater quality in wells installed at the landfill and between the landfill and the Assabet River.

2. Comment: The historical groundwater data presented in Table 1 shows that nmanganese exceeds the
federal MCL in all analyzed sanples. Qher metals including |ead, iron, and al unmi num al so exceeded the
MCLs. G ven these exceedances, why were the netals not sanpled in subsequent groundwater testing? The
potential risk to human health and the environment frommetals in the groundwater have not been fully
eval uat ed.

Response: The Arny has devel oped an extensive anal ytical data-base for metals in groundwater at AOC A7
(ABB-ES, 1997).

The MCLs for alum num (200 Ig/L), iron (300 Ig/L), and nanganese (50 Ig/L) are actually secondary MCLs
(USEPA, 1996). Secondary MCLs are unenforceabl e federal drinking-water guidelines that are based on
factors such as taste, odor, and color. They are not health-related. Furthernore, because there are no
current or potential future human groundwater receptors at ACC A7 or on the | and | ocated downgradi ent
fromthe facility (refer to responses to Comments #3, #4, and #5), there are no human-health risks from
i ngestion of groundwater.

Concentrations of alumnum iron, and nanganese commonly exceed secondary MCLs in groundwater in New
Engl and. These netals were al so detected above the secondary MCLs upgradient fromthe site, in well
OHW A7-13.  The observed concentrations of these netals at ACC A7 do not represent site-rel ated

cont am nati on.

The baseline risk assessnment for AOC A7 was prepared before the decision was nade to transfer Sudbury
Annex to the Departnent of Interior and manage it as part of the G eat Meadows National WIdlife Refuge.
Consequently, the risk assessment was based on the earlier assunption that there would be future human
ingestion of groundwater at the site. Even with that restrictive assunption, the baseline risk assessnent
concluded that lead in groundwater at AOC A7 does not pose a risk (OHM 1994 and 1995a).

The maxi mum concentration of |ead detected in groundwater in wells along the downgradi ent perineter fence
at ACC A7 was 4.57 Ig/L. This is below the MCL of 15 Ig/L for groundwater but is slightly greater than
the AWQC for surface water (3.2 Ig/L, at 100 ng/L hardness as CaCO 3). Attenuation between the perimeter
fence and the river, plus dilution in the river as calculated in response to Conment #1, woul d reduce the
|l ead concentrations to levels far bel ow the AWXC.



The nmaxi mum concentration of |ead detected in the sedi ment sanples collected in 1992 fromthe Assabet
River was 8.2 Ig/g, at sanmpling |location FWSD15 (adjacent to ACC A7). The low effects range for lead in
sedinent is 35 Ig/g (Long and Morgan, 1990). These data indicate that |lead in groundwater at ACC A7 does
not pose a risk to aquatic organisnms in the Assabet R ver.

Based on the considerations summari zed above, groundwater sanples fromthe | ong-term groundwat er
monitoring programw ||l not be anal yzed for netals.

3. Comment: G oundwat er was sanpl ed between the Annex and the Assabet River. W owns this property?
What zoning exists on this property? |Is residential devel opnent feasible? Since the groundwater sanpled
in this area has been shown to be unfit for human consunption, residential devel opnent should be
restricted. Are any neasures being taken to ensure that residential devel opment will not occur in the
future on this property?

Response: Records of |and ownership are avail able at the Assessors’' Ofice in Stow The subject
property i s undevel opable for residential use because of its zoning classification
(Conservation-Recreation), wetland restrictions, and proximty to the Assabet R ver. Further use
restrictions are not necessary.

4. Comment: Inpacts to the bedrock aquifer have not been fully investigated. One bedrock well,
OHM A7- 11, was sanpled in earlier rounds only. Incidentally, Figure 3 incorrectly depicts the screen
elevation for this well. Dichloronethane and manganese concentrations exceeded the MCLs. Thus,

potential off-site mgration of these contami nants should be considered, especially if there are hones
using private drinking water wells down-gradient of the site (see comment #5). Further, CHWA7-11 is

| ocated northeast of the contam nant plunme and woul d not capture contam nant mgration fromthis di sposal
ar ea.

Addi ti onal bedrock wells should be installed and sanpled to determine if contanmi nated groundwater is
reaching the bedrock aquifer that nay then nigrate off-site. The Data Gap Investigation report states
that a planned well to be screened at the top of bedrock was not installed because bedrock was
encountered at 10 feet bel ow ground surface. Please elaborate on this point. Were was this proposed
well? Wiy should it not be installed? Wy wasn't a well considered for the bedrock itself? |Is there
sufficient information to deternmine flowin the bedrock aquifer? During the public neeting, the ABB
consul tant noted that the bedrock aquifer could not be influenced by contam nati on | ocated above this
aqui fer due to pressure pushing the groundwater up. What data were collected to support this clain®

Response: The correct elevations of the well screen in nonitoring well OHM A7-11 are 160.7 feet msl (top
of screen) and 150.7 feet nsl (bottomof screen). Figure 3 of the ACC A7 Techni cal Menorandum ( ABB- ES,
1997) has been revised to correctly depict the screen elevations for this well.

Sudbury Annex is scheduled to be transferred later this year to the U S. Departnment of Interior and to
becone part of the Great Meadows National WIldlife Refuge. In addition, there are no hones | ocated
downgr adi ent from ACC A7 (see response to Comrent #5), and natural conditions and regulatory restrictions
will prevent future residential devel opnent (see response to Comment #3). Therefore, there are no
current or potential future human receptors of analytes in groundwater, there are no human-health risks
fromingestion of groundwater, and groundwater standards designed to protect human health (MCLs) do not

apply.

The potential for groundwater contam nant migration from ACC A7 has been considered for all contam nants.
Anal yte concentrations in groundwater are likely to attenuate between well OHW A7-11 and the river.
However, even if groundwater were to discharge to the Assabet R ver with dichloronethane at the sane
concentration as detected in nmonitoring well OHWA7-11 (8.4 l1g/L), that concentration is far bel ow the
LCEL of 11,000 Ig/L for hal onet hanes (USEPA, 1986).

The maxi mum concentration of manganese detected in nonitoring well OHWA7-11 was 114 Ig/L, which is less
than the maxi num concentration detected in well CHWA7-13 (270 1g/L), upgradient of ACC A7. The presence
of manganese in groundwater is not related to activities or conditions at the site.

Maj or source-control measures taken by the Arny at ACC A7 in 1996, including source renoval and cappi ng
of the landfill, were designed to further reduce anal yte concentrations in groundwater.

The Armny does not concur that additional bedrock wells are necessary at AOC A7. There is a strong upward
groundwat er flow potential (i.e., an upward vertical hydraulic gradient) near the river, because the
Assabet River is a nmjor regional groundwater discharge |ocation. Hydrologically, this manifests itself
as higher water levels (heads) in deep wells than in collocated shallow wells. In the downgradient area
of ACC A7, the upward gradient is dramatically verified by the well pair GHMA7-10 / OHMA7-11. In the
shal  ow wel | (OHM A7-10), the head was neasured at approxinately 2.3 feet bel ow ground surface (bgs),



whereas in the deep bedrock well (OHW A7-11), groundwater flows out of the well under artesian
conditions, with a head at |east 2 feet above ground. The Arny concurs that well OHM A7-11 is not
directly downgradi ent of the |ab waste disposal area. Installation of the well pair JO A7- M3 /

JO A7- Mb4 was proposed as a data-gap activity to address the concern that contaninants potentially being
transported by groundwater flowi ng frombedrock into the surficial aquifer between the perineter fence
and the river had not been characterized. Mnitoring well JO A7-Ms4 was to be installed within the
surficial aquifer, at the top of rock or at a depth of 50 feet bgs, whichever was found to be shall ower.
It was to be paired with (i.e., to be located within 10 feet of )water-table nonitoring well JO A7- M3.
Toget her, these wells were designed to assess groundwater quality at the water table and deeper wi thin
the surficial aquifer. The requirenments and rationale are presented in the approved Task Order Wrk Plan
(ABB-ES, 1996¢, Section 3.2.3.1, Figure 3-2, and Table 3-2).

In the boring for nonitoring well JO A7-Ms3, the water table was encountered at 1.5 feet bgs, and bedrock
was encountered at 10 feet bgs. A standard 10-foot well-screen could not be used in well JO A7- M63 under
these conditions (ABB-ES, 1996c¢c, p. 3-9; ABB-ES, 1995, pp. 4-18 - 4-21). ABB-ES installed a 5-foot
screen from2 feet bgs to 7 feet bgs and placed the filter pack from1l.5 feet bgs to the bottom of the
borehole at 10 feet bgs. Hence, groundwater data obtained fromnonitoring well JO A7-M3 are sufficient
to represent the entire saturated thickness of the surficial aquifer, and well JO A7-M64 was not needed.

Downwar d gradi ents beneath the landfill at AOC A7 may have introduced contaminants into the underlying
bedrock, but as the groundwater flows toward the river it moves upward into the surficial aquifer.
Several rounds of groundwater sanples in water-table wells and stratigraphically deeper wells near the
perineter of the facility have adequately characterized the downgradi ent groundwater quality.

5. Comment: Focus would like nore informati on concerning the hones, if any, |ocated down-gradient of
site A7, across the Assabet R ver. Were does their water cone from (groundwater wells or public water)?
If private wells are being used, is public water available for these hones and were any of these wells
sanpl ed? |Is the bedrock aquifer being used as the water source? |f no honmes currently exist across from
A7, is the land zoned for residential developnment? If so, what nmeasures are being taken to ensure that
future private wells will be safe for human consunption? W note that Massachusetts regul ations call for
the protection of groundwater in areas where a public water supply line is not available (within 500
feet).

Response: There are no hones | ocated downgradient fromAOC A7. Areas that are across the Assabet River
from ACC A7 are not downgradient from AOCC A7. The Assabet River is a regional hydraulic boundary, with
surface water and groundwater discharging into it, fromboth sides, along its entire length. Natural
hydraul i ¢ gradi ents prevent groundwater fromflow ng beneath the river, fromone side of the river to the
other. This well-known hydrogeol ogic principal is shown conceptually in the acconpanying illustration
(Attachnent 5-A) and is discussed, for exanple, by Freeze and Cherry (1979, pp. 195-196). For

di scussions of general groundwater flow characteristics at Sudbury Annex, refer to HydroGeolLogic (1994),
OHM (1995b, Appendi x C, and ABB-ES (1996a, Section 2.2.6).



Ref er ences:

ABB Environnental Services, Inc. (ABB-ES), 1995. Final Project Qperations Plan, Fort Devens Sudbury
Trai ni ng Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts", Portland, Mg, prepared for the U S. Arny Environnental
Center, Aberdeen Proving Gound, M, April.

ABB Environnental Services, Inc. (ABB-ES), 1996a. "Final Supplenental Site Investigation Report for
Study Areas A3, A5, A10, Al1l, P5, P6, P9, P16, P23, P27, P28, P38, P41, P45, and P54, U 'S. Arny Sudbury
Trai ni ng Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts; Wakefield, MA, prepared for U S. Arny Environnental
Center, Aberdeen Proving Gound, M, Cctober.

BB Environnental Services, Inc. (ABB-ES), 1996b. "Draft Task Order Work Pl an, Renedi al (Data-Gp)
Investigations of Area of Contami nation A4 and Areas of Contam nation A7/ A9 (Managenent-of-M gration
Operable Unit) and Supplenental Site Investigations of Selected Study Areas, Fort Devens Sudbury Trai ning
Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts"; Portland, Mg prepared for U S Arny Environnental Center,

Aber deen Proving G ound, M March.

ABB Environnental Services, Inc. (ABB-ES), 1996¢c. "Final Task Order Wrk Plan, Renedial (Data-Gp)
Investigations of Area of Contami nation A4 and Areas of Contam nation A7/ A9 (Managenent-of-M gration
Operable Unit) and Supplenental Site Investigations of Selected Study Areas, Fort Devens Sudbury Trai ning
Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts"; Portland, Mg prepared for U S. Arny Environnental Center,

Aber deen Provi ng Ground, MD; May.

ABB Environnental Services, Inc, (ABB-ES), 1997. "Technical Menorandum Renedial (Data-Gap)
Investigation, Area of Contamination A7, U S. Arny Sudbury Annex; Wakefield, M\ Wkefield, M\, prepared
for U S Arny Environnental Center, Aberdeen Proving G ound, M, March.

Barrick, RC, and HR Beller, 1989. "Reliability of Sedinent Quality Assessments in Puget Sound"; in
Cceans '89, An International Conference Addressi ng Methods for Understandi ng The d obal Ccean; Seattle,
WA, pp. 421 - 426; Septenber.

Freeze, R A, and J.A Cherry, 1979. Goundwater; Prentice-Hall, Inc.; Englewod diffs, NJ.
Hydr oGeolLogic, Inc., 1994. "G oundwater Fl ow Mbdel for Sudbury Training Annex and Vicinity,

Massachusetts"; in Final Phase | Site Investigation Report, Appendix H Herndon, VA, prepared for Ecol ogy
& Environment, Inc., Arlington, VA, Septenber.

Long, E R, and L.G Mrgan, 1990. "The Potential for Biological Effects on Sedi nent-Sorbed Contami nants
Tested in the National Status and Trends Progrant; National Cceanic and Atnmospheric Adm nistration
Techni cal Menorandum NOS OVA 52.

Massachusetts Departnent of Environnental (MADEP), 1994. "Background Docunentation for the Devel oprnent
of the MCP Nunerical Standards", Bureau of Waste Site deanup and Ofice of Research and Standards;
April.

OHM Corporation (OHV), 1994. "Final Site/Renedial |nvestigation Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Training
Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts", Pittsburgh; PA; prepared for U S Arny Environnental Center,
Aberdeen Proving Gound, M January.

OHM Cor poration (OHM, 1995a. "Final Addendum Report, Site/Renedial Investigation, Fort Devens Sudbury
Trai ni ng Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts"; Pittsburgh, PA; prepared for U S. Arny Environnental
Center, Aberdeen Proving Gound, M, Septenber.

OHM Cor poration (OHVM, 1995b. "Final Feasibility Study Report for the Fort Devens Sudbury Training
Annex, Areas of Contam nation A7 and A9, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts"; Pittsburgh, PA; prepared for
U S. Arny Environnental Center, Aberdeen Proving G ound, M, Muy.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 1986. "Quality Criteria for Goundwater 1986"; EPA
440/ 5-86-001, O fice of Water Regul ations and Standards; Washington, D.C; May.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 1991. "Water Quality Criteria Summary"; O fice of Science
and Technol ogy; Washington, D.C

U S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 1996. "Drinking Water Regul ations and Health Advisories",
Ofice of Water; EPA 822-B-96-002; Cctober.



U S. Ceol ogical Survey, 1996. "Water Resources Data, Massachusetts and Rhode |sland, Water Year 1996",
Prepared in cooperation with the States of Massachusetts and Rhode Island and ot her agencies; MA-R -96-1.



ATTACHVENT C - PUBLI C HEARI NG TRANSCRI PT
DORIS O WONG ASSCC ATES, | nc.
50 FRANKLI N STREET, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02110 TELEPHONE (617) 426-2432
Vol ure |
Excer pt
U S ARW
BASE REALI GNVENT AND CLOSURE
FT. DEVENS SUDBURY TRAI NI NG ANNEX
PUBLI C HEARI NG ON PROPCSED PLAN
FOR ACC s A4, A7, and A9
BEFORE: Thonmas Strunk, Environnental Coordi nator
-hel d at -
St ow Town Bui | di ng
380 Great Road
St ow, Massachusetts

Tuesday, June 10, 1997
7:25 p.m

(Anne H. Bohan, Registered D pl omate Reporter)

* x ok %

DORIS O WONG ASSOCI ATES



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

PRESENT:

I NDE X

Thomas Strunk, Devens Sudbury BEC

Thomas R Eschner, ABB Environnent al

Services Inc.

Jeff Waugh, Arny Environmental Center

Robert LIM U S EPA

Jim Murphy, US. EPA

Scott G eene, Massachusetts DEP

Beverely Lawence, U S. Arny Corps of

Engi neers

Debor ah Schumann, FOCUS

Lorna N chols, FOCUS

* *x * %

DCRI'S O WONG ASSCCI ATES



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

PROCEEDI NGS

MR STRUNK: But after listening to ABB's
presentation of what the rational e was behind the
record of decision that we're tal king about, | can
open this up for public comments. W'IIl record your
coments, and then we won't answer themtonight, but
they will be responded to in the appendix to the
ROD, which we have a responsi veness sunmary
section. And also feel free to mail in comments if
you have those, and we'll get those out and have
those responded to as wel .

So if there's anything anyone would like to
have addressed any nore than we have tonight, this
is your opportunity to do it.

M5. SCHUVANN:.  Well, | think FOCUS' s letter
pretty nuch covers the sane identical territory that
Lorna covered here, and maybe | caused a coupl e of
diversions in possible ways to go after it, but it
was the sane issue. One way or another, determ ne
what that drinking water risk to a residentia
housi ng devel opnent on the other side of that river
is going to be. Now, | don't know, I'mtorn at this
point. On the one hand, 1'd like you to come back

and say, you know, it's horrendous, because it woul d
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be absolutely ideal to stop a devel opnent. On the
ot her hand, obviously |I don't want to see any
contam nants leaving that site at all. But | think
we got to know either way, yeah?

MR GREENE: Again, even if there's --
we're not supposed to respond today. Sorry.

MR STRUNK: No conments tonight, Scott.
Certainly everyone will have a chance to | ook at the
coments as they cone in and respond to them

M5. NICHOLS: There actually are houses
like right across the road fromthe golf course
right next to the river. Wy would you say there
are no existing wells? Are they on sone ot her
systen®

MR GREENE: | don't know if there's
existing wells or not. They were going to say the
gol f course was goi ng to be devel oped.

M5. NICHOLS: Do you know if there are
exi sting wells?

MR LIM No.

M5. NICHOLS: Do you know if there are
exi sting wells?

MR ESCHNER | do not.

M5. LAWRENCE: | think he was saying the
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water on the side. | think that they were just
trying to say the wells that they installed were not
used in that area.

M5. NNCHOLS: Earlier he said to ne, |I'm
not sure if he just repeated it then, that even if
contam nation was found on the other side of the
river, since there are no existing residential
wells, the State wouldn't consider that a protected
aqui fer.

MR GREENE: |'msaying unless there's a
private well there already in existence, and
contamnation is detected within 500 feet, we
woul dn't predict that as a GM resource, wthin 500
feet of that well.

M5. NICHOLS: So whose job would it be to
determ ne whether or not there are residential
wel I s?  No vol unteers?

MR WAUGH The Town of Stow has been
provided with all the documents, and they woul d have
notified -- | would hope the Public Health would
know of any wells there. | do know there are sone
well's on the Annex side of the river just east of
A9.

MR STRUNK: Of the record. W'll end the
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public comrent period now so we can take a break
(Di scussion off the record)
(Whereupon, at 8:40 p.m the hearing

was concl uded)
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I ntroduction

This document is the Index to the Administrative Record for the Record of Decision, Area of Contam nation
A4 and Areas of Contam nation A7/ A9, Management of Mgration Operable Units, at the Fort Devens Sudbury
Annex. Section | of the Index lists site-specific documents and Section Il |ists guidance docunents used
by U S Arny in selecting response actions at the site. Some documents in this Administrative Record
File I ndex have been cited but are not physically included in the Adm nistrative Record for this Record
O Decision. |If a docunment has been cross-referenced to another Administrative Record File Index, the
avai | abl e correspondi ng conmments and responses have been cross-referenced as well. Efforts were nade to
include all appropriate comments and responses individually. In come cases, however, comrents were only
included as part of the response package.

The Administrative Record is available for public review at the office of the BRAC Environnent al

Coordi nator, Fort Devens, Massachusetts, and at the Sudbury Town Hall, Sudbury, Massachusetts.

Suppl enent al / Addendum vol unes nmay be added to this Adnministrative Record File. Questions concerning the
Admi ni strative Record should be addressed to the BRAC Environmental Coordinator.

The Administrative Record is required by the Conprehensive Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Arendnent and Reaut horization Act (SARA).
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ADM NI STRATI VE RECCRD | NDEX
for
Record of Decision
Area of Contami nation (AOCC) A4 and AOCCs A7 and 9
Managerment of M gration Qperable Units
Fort Devens - Sudbury Annex Sites

Updat ed: Sept ember 25, 1997

Pr e- Reredi al

1.2 Prelimnary Assessnent

Reports

1. "Anal ysis of Existing Facilities/Environnental Assessment Report," Natick Research and
Devel opnent Commrand ( MARADCOM) (Novenber, 1977).

2. "Anal ysis of Existing Facilities/Environmental Assessnent Report," NARADCOM (1978).

3. "Installation Assessnment of U S. Arny Natick Research and Devel opment Conmand ( NARADCOV ,
Report 170," United States Arny Toxic and Hazardous Materials Agency (USATHAMR) (1980).

4. "Install ati on Assessnment NARADCOM Research and Devel opnent Laboratory, Mssachusetts," EPA
Envi ronnental Monitoring Systens Laboratory (March 1982).

5. "Burn Pit Renediation - Study Area A9," U S. Arny (Novenber 21, 1986).

1.3 Site Inspection

Reports

1. "Final Site Inspection Report, Sudbury Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts,"” NUS (1987).

2. "Draft Expanded Site Inspection (ESI) of Natick Research, Devel opnent, and Engi neering
Center," Danes & Moore (Decenber 1990).

3. "Final Report - Site Investigation - Natick Lab Annex Property," GZA Associ ates
(March 4, 1991).

4. "Final Site/Renedial Investigation Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex, M ddl esex
County, Massachusetts, Vol 1-VlI," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (January 1994).

5. "Final Site Investigation/ Renedial Investigation Addendum Report for AQCs A4, A7, and A9

and SAs A3/P5, P4, P7, P17, P19, P20, P25, P35, P49, P51, P59, and P60, Ft. Devens Sudbury
Trai ni ng Annex" OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (Septenber 22, 1995).

6. "Ft. Devens, Sudbury Training Annex Renedial Investigations of ACC A4 and ACCs A7/ A9 and
Suppl enental Site Investigation of Selected SAs Final Wrk Plan," ABB Environnental
Services, Inc. (May 24, 1996).

1.7 Correspondence Related to Proposal of a Site to the NPL
1. Letter from Daniel J. Hannon, Commonweal th of Massachusetts, Departnent of Environnental
Protection to Fort Devens Installation Commander (May 24, 1991), concerning notification

that Fort Devens in considered a priority disposal site.

Renmoval Response

2.1 Cor r espondence

1. Mermor andum from Tinothy Prior, U S. Arny for the Record (August 16, 1991) concerning
contam nated soil disposal.

2. Menor andum from Joseph Pierce, U S. Arny to Fort Devens Installation Comrander (August 19,
1991) concerning Air Force nonconpliance issues at the Sudbury Annex.

3. "Record of Environmental Consideration," (Novenber 9, 1992).

4, Bills of Lading," (May 6, 1993).

2.2 Renmoval Response Reports
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1. "Rermoval of Underground Storage Tanks," Environnmental Application, Inc. (May 1989).

2.6 Work Pl ans and Progress Reports

Comment s

1. Comrents dated July 15, 1996 from Robert Lim USEPA, on "Work Plan for Source Control
Renedi ation SA A7 with Renoval Actions at SAs Al, A2, A9, P2, P16, P23, P28, P29, and P41,
Ft. Devens Sudbury Training Annex (WESTON).

2.9 Acti on Menoranda

Reports

1. "Final Technical Menorandum Consolidation of Soils from SAs P16, P23, and P41 at ACC A7,
Ft. Devens Sudbury Training Annex, MA, " Stone & Wbster (June 1996).

Comment s

2. Comment s dated March 26, 1996 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the Draft Techni cal Menorandum
Consol idation of Soils fromAreas P16, P23, and P41 as Subgrade at ACC A7, Ft. Devens
Sudbury Traini ng Annex, MNA

Renmedi al Investigation (Rl)

3.1 Cor r espondence

1. Menmor andum from NUS to Nancy Philigan, EPA (1985), concerning Danes & More Technical Plan
for Sudbury Annex Site.

2. Meeting Notes, July 8, 1993 neeting at Environnental O fice, Fort Devens. OHM Renediation
Services Corp. (July 16, 1993).

3. Draft Notes of Site Walk on July 13, 1993, at Sudbury Training Annex. OHM Renedi ati on
Services Corp. (July 19, 1993).

4. Meeting Notes, Ecological Assessnent Meeting on June 8, 1993, at EPA Region I, Boston, MNA

OHM Renedi ation Services Corp. (July 28, 1993).

5. Meeting Notes, Pre-Drill Site Walk on August 10, 1993 at Sudbury Trai ni ng Annex, Areas A4,
A7, and A9. OHM Renedi ation Services Corp. (August 20, 1993).

6. Letter fromD. Lynne Chappell, MADEP-CERO to Ron Ostrowski, Fort Devens EMO (August 23,
1993). Concerning Pre-Drill Site Wil k on August 10, 1993.

7. Meeting Notes, Novenber 18, 1993 Meeting at Fort Devens to review respond to conrent on

Initial Screening of Remedi al Technol ogi es and Process QOptions Report, and Comments on
Site/ Renedi al I nvestigation Report. OHM Renediation Services Corp. (Decenber 2, 1993).

3.4 InterimDeliverables

1. "Rationale for Not Installing Proposed Mnitoring Wll OHW A4-51," OHM Renedi ati on,
Servi ces Corp. (August 19, 1993).

2. "Initial Screening of Renedial Technol ogi es and Process Options Fort Devens Sudbury

Trai ni ng Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts,” OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.,
(Sept enber 23, 1993).

3. "Devel opnent and Screening of Remedial Alternatives Fort Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex,
M ddl esex County, Massachusetts,"” OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp., (Cctober 28, 1993).

4. "Techni cal Menorandum Renedi al (Data-Gap) Investigation, Area of Contanination A7, U. S
Arny Sudbury Training Annex," ABB Environnental Services, Inc. (March 1997).

5. "Techni cal Menorandum Renedial (Data-Gap) Investigation, Area of Contanination A9, U S
Arny Sudbury Training Annex," ABB Environnental Services, Inc. (March 1997).

6. "Final Technical Menorandum Renedial (Data-Gap) |nvestigation, Area of Contam nation A4,
U S. Arny Sudbury Training Annex," ABB Environnental Services, Inc. (August 13, 1997).

7. "Final Technical Menorandum Renedial (Data-Gap) |nvestigation, Area of Contam nation A7,
U S. Arny Sudbury Training Annex," ABB Environnmental Services, Inc. (August 13, 1997).

8. "Final Technical Menorandum Remedial (Data-Gap) Investigation, Area of Contanination A9,

U S. Arny Sudbury Training Annex," ABB Environnental Services, Inc. (August 13, 1997).

Conmrent s



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Comment s Dated Cctober 25, 1993 from D. Lynne Wl sh, Commonweal th of Massachusetts
Departnent of Environmental Protection on the Initial Screening of Renmedial Technol ogies
and Process Options, Fort Devens, Sudbury Traini ng Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts,
OHM Renedi ation Corp. (Septenber 23, 1993).

Comrent s Dated Cctober 26, 1993 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the Initial Screening of
Remedi al Technol ogi es and Process Options, COHM Renedi ati on Corp. (Septenber 23, 1993).
Comrent s Dated Cctober 27, 1993 from G ndy Svec Ruzich, Four Town Focus on the "Draft
Initial Screening of Remedial Technol ogi es and Process Qptions".

Comment s Dated Decenber 10, 1993 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the Cctober 1993 "Draft
Devel opnent and Screening of Renedial action Alternatives, Fort Devens Sudbury Training
Annex, " OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.

Comrent s Dat ed Decenber 22, 1993 from Jay Naparstek, Commonweal th of Massachusetts
Departnment of Environmental Protection on the Cctober 1993 "Devel opment and Screeni ng of
Remedi al Alternatives: Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury Massachusetts,” OCHM
Remedi ati on Services Corp.

Comrents Dated January 9, 1997, from Robert Lim USEPA Region I, on the "Draft Techni cal
Menor andum Renedi al (Data-Gp) Investigation, Area of Contamination A4, U S. Arny Sudbury
Annex, " ABB Environnental Services, Inc.

Comments Dated April 17, 1997, from Robert Lim USEPA Region I, on the March 1997
"Techni cal Menorandum Renedi al (Data-Gap) |nvestigation Area of Contamination A7, U. S
Arny Sudbury Annex," ABB Environmental Services, Inc.

Responses to Comments

16.

17.

18.

3.6

Responses Dated August 11, 1997, from ABB Environnmental Services, Inc., to USEPA Region |
Comrent s Dated January 9, 1997, on the Decenber 1996 "Techni cal Menorandum Renedi al
(Data-Gp) Investigation, Area of Contam nation A4, U S. Arny Sudbury Annex," ABB

Envi ronnental Services, |nc.

Responses Dated August 11, 1997, from ABB Environmental Services, Inc., to Comments Dated
April 17 and April 23, 1997, on the March 1997 "Techni cal Menmorandum Renedi al (Data- Gap)
I nvestigation, Area of Contamination A7, U S Arny Sudbury Annex," ABB Environnent al
Services, Inc.

Responses Dated August 12, 1997, from ABB Environnmental Services, Inc., to Comments Dated
April 2, 1997, on the March 1997 "Techni cal Menorandum Renedial (Data-Gap) |nvestigation,
Area of Contamination A9, U S. Arny Sudbury Annex," ABB Environmental Services, Inc.

Renedi al Investigation (R') Reports

The records cited bel ow as entries nunber 1 and 2 may be revi ewed, by appointrment only, at the
Fort Devens Environnental Mnagenment O fice.

1. "Final Renmedial Investigations of the Sudbury Annex," Danmes & Moore (Novenber 1986).

2. "Final Site/Renedial |nvestigation Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex, M ddl esex
County, Massachusetts, Vol |-VI," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (January 1994).

3. "Final Site Investigation/ Remedial |nvestigation Addendum Report for ACCs A4, A7, and A9
and SAs A3/P5, P4, P7, P17, P19, P20, P25, P35, P49, P51, P59, and P60, Ft. Devens Sudbury
Trai ni ng Annex" OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (Septenber 22, 1995).

Conmment s

4. Comments Dated April 12, 1993 from G ndy Svec Ruzich, Four Town FOCUS on the February 1993
"Draft Site/Renedial |nvestigation - Volunes I[-1V," OHM Renedi ation Services Corp. with
the attached Comments Dated March 19, 1993 from Canbri dge Environmental, Inc. on the
February 1993 "Draft Site/Renedial Investigation - Volunes I-1V," OHM Renedi ati on Services
Cor p.

5. Comrents Dated April 12, 1993 from James P. Byrne, EPA Region | on the February 1993
"Draft Site/Renedial Investigation - Volume I-1V," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.

6. Comments Dated April 13, 1993 fromMlly J. Elder for D. Lynne Chappell, Comonweal th of
Massachusetts Departnment of Environnmental Protection on the February 1993 "Draft
Site/ Renedi al Investigation - Volune I-1V, OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.

7. Comments Dated May 18, 1993 from Kenneth C. Carr for Cordon E. Beckett, U S. Departnent of
the Interior Fish and Wldlife Services on the February 1993 "Draft Site/ Renedi al
I nvestigation - Volune 1-1V," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.

8. Comrent s Dated August 6, 1993 from G ndy Svec Ruzich, Four Town Focus, on the Comment Tinme

Extension on the "Draft Final R /Sl Report"” and Arnmy Response to FOCUS Comments on 'Draft
RI /Sl Investigation Report".



9. Coment s Dat ed August 20, 1993 from Janes P. Byrne, USEPA, on the "Draft Final
Site/ Renedi al Investigation Report," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

10. Comment s Dated Septenber 2, 1993 from D. Lynne Wl sh, Commonweal th of Massachusetts
Departnent of Environmental Protection on the July 1993 "Draft Final Site/Renedial
I nvestigation Report," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.

11. Updat e of Comments Dated Septenmber 12, 1993 from G ndy Svec Ruzich of Four Town Focus on
the Draft SI/R Investigation Report.
12. Comment s Dated Septenber 14, 1993 from Robert Lim USEPA on the Comment Time Extension on

"Draft Final SI/R Investigation Report and Arny Response to Comments on "Draft SI/Rl
I nvestigati on Report".

13. Comrent s Dated Cctober 3, 1994 from Jay Naparstek, Commonweal th of Massachusetts
Departnent of Environmental Protection on the August 1994 "Draft Addendum Fi nal
Site/ Renedi al I nvestigation Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex," OHM Renedi ati on
Servi ces Corp.

14. Comrents Dated Cctober 5, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the Draft SI/R Addendum Report,
Fort Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex.

15. Comment s Dated Cctober 13, 1993 from G ndy Svec Ruzich of Four Town Focus on the Draft
Final RI/SI Phase | Investigation Report, Volune I.

16. Comment s Dated Cctober 17, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the August 1994 Draft SI/R
Addendum Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex (OHM Renedi ation Services Corp.).

17. Comrent s Dated November 1, 1994 from Jay Naparstek, Commonweal th of Massachusetts

Department of Environmental Protection on the August 1994 Draft Addendum Fi nal
Site/ Renedi al I nvestigation Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex.

18. Letter Dated Novenber 7, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, to the Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent
I ssues in the Renedial Investigation of Areas of Contam nation A4, A7, and A9.
19. Fol | ow-up Letter Dated Novenber 21, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA to the Ecol ogical Risk
Assessnment |ssues in the Renedial Investigation of Areas of Contam nation A4, A7, and A9.
20. Comments Dated May 19, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the Draft Final Site/Renedial

I nvesti gati on Addendum Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex (COHM Renedi ation).
Responses to Comments

21. Responses Dated July 16, 1993, July 19, 1993 and July 28, 1993 from OHM Renedi ati on
Services Corp to the April 12, 1993 Four Town FOCUS, the April 12, 1993 EPA Region |, the
April 13, 1993 Commonweal th of Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection and
the May 18, 1993 U.S. Department of Interior Fish and Wldlife Service Conments on the
February 1993 "Draft Site/Renedial Investigation - Volunes |-1V," OHM Renedi ati on Services
Cor p.

22. Responses Dated Cctober 14, 1993 fromU.S. Arny Environnental Center on the Draft
Site/ Renedi al Investigation Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex (OHM Renedi ati on
Services Corp.).

23. Responses Dated Cctober 28, 1993 fromU. S. Arny Environnental Center on the Draft Final
Site/ Renedi al Investigation Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex (COHM Renedi ation
Services Corp.).

24. Responses Dated Novenber 4, 1994 from OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. on the USEPA Comment s
on the "Draft SI/R Addendum Report.
25. Responses Dated June 21, 1995 from CHM Corporation to the U.S. Arny Environnental Center

on the Draft Final Addendumto the Final Site/Renedial |nvestigation Report, Fort Devens;
Sudbury Trai ni ng Annex.

Responses to Responses to Comment s

26. Rebuttal s Dated Novenber 15, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the Responses to the Arny's
Responses to Conments on the Draft SI/R Addendum Report.

27. Correction Letter Dated Novenber 22, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, on Novenber 15, 1994
letter.

3.7 Work Plans and Progress Reports

Reports

1. "Final Wrk Plan, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex," OHM Renedi ation Services Corp.
(April 1992).

2. "Final Field Sanpling Plan,"” OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (April 1992).

3. "Final Health and Safety Plan," COHM Remedi ati on Services Corp (April 1992).

4. "Final Quality Assurance Project Plan - Volune I-11," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.
(April 1992).



5. "Ft. Devens Sudbury Trai ning Annex Renedi al Investigations of ACC A4 and ACCs A7/ A9 and
Suppl enental Site Investigation of Selected SAs Final Wrk Plan," ABB Environnental
Services, Inc. (May 24, 1996).

6. Final Draft Project C oseout Report. (Five Vol.) Weston. February 1997.

Comment s

7. Comment s Dated August 21, 1991 from Todd S. Alving, Organization for the Assabet River on
the June/July 1991 "Draft Wrk Plan, Draft Field Sanpling Plan, Draft Health and Safety
Plan, Draft Quality Assurance Plan, "OHM Renedi ation Services Corp.

8. Comrent s Dated August 21, 1991 from Anne D. Flood, Town of Maynard on the June/July 1991
"Draft Wirk Plan, Draft Field Sanpling Plan, Draft Health and Safety Plan, Draft Quality
Assurance Plan, " OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.

9. Comrent s Dated August 22, 1991 from Gegory M G ardi, Mynard Public Schools on the
June/July 1991 "Draft Wrk Plan, Draft Filed Sanpling Plan, Draft Health and Safety Pl an,
Draft Quality Assurance," OHM Renedi ation Services Corp.

10. Comments Dated February 12, 1992 from Todd S. Alving, Organization for the Assabet River
on the Decenber 1991 "Draft Final Wrk Plan, Draft Final Field Sanpling Plan, Draft Final
Health and Safety Plan, Draft Final Quality Assurance Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Services
Cor p.

11. Comrents Dated May 13, 1992 from Janes P. Byrne, EPA Region | on the April 1992 "Fi nal
Wrk Plan, Final Field Sanpling Plan, Final Health and Safety Plan, Final Quality
Assurance Project Plan,"” OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. and the April 1992 "Fi nal
Community Relations Plan," Danes & More.

12. Comrents Dated May 18, 1992 from Ken Rai na, Lake Boon Association on the April 1992 "Fi nal
Wrk Plan, Final Field Sanpling Plan, Final Health and Safety Plan, Final Quality
Assurance Project Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.

13. Comrents Dated May 19, 1992 from Deborah Schumann and G ndy Svec Ruzich Four Town FOCUS on
the April 192 " Final Wrk Plan, Final Field Sanpling Plan, Final Health and Safety Pl an,
Final Quality Assurance Project Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.

14. Comrents dated July 7, 1993 from Jack McKenna, Metcalf & Eddy on the June 1993 "Draft
Techni cal Pl an Addenda, Phase Il Site Inspections, Renmedial Investigations," Ecology and
Environnent, Inc. and the June 1993 "Draft Final
Addendumto the Final Technical Plans - Phase Il Feasibility Study," OHM Renedi ation
Servi ces Corp.

15. Comrents dated April 16, 1996 from Robert Lim USEPA, on "Renedial (Data Gap)

I nvestigations of ACC A4 and ACCs A7/ A9 and Suppl enental Site Investigations of Selected
SAs, Draft Task Order Work Pl an, Data |tem A005."

Responses to Comments

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Response Dated Cctober 1991 from CHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. to Regul atory Agency
Comments on the June/July 1991 "Draft Wrk Plan, Draft Field Sanpling Plan, Draft Health
and Safety Plan, Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.
Response Dated Novenber 19, 1991 from Joseph Pierce, U S. Arny to the August 21, 1991
Comrents from Todd S. Al ving, Oganization for the Assabet R ver on the June/July 1991
"Draft Work Plan, Draft Field Sanpling Plan, Draft Health and Safety Plan, Draft Quality
Assurance Project Plan,"” OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Cor p.

Response Dated Novenber 20, 1991 fromDennis R Dowdy, US. Arny to the August 22, 1991
Comments from Gegory M G ardi, Mwynard Public Schools on the June/July 1991 "Draft Wrk
Plan, Draft Field Sanpling Plan, Draft Health and Safety Plan, Draft Quality Assurance
Project Plan," OHM Renedi ation Servi ces Corp.

Response Dated Novenmber 25, 1991 from Ronald J. Gstrowski, U S. Arny to the August 21,
1991 Comments from Anne D. Flood, Town of Maynard on the June/July 1991 "Draft Wrk Pl an,
Draft Field Sanpling Plan, Draft Health and Safety Plan, Draft Quality Assurance Pl an,"
OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

Response Dated Novenber 1991 from CHM Remnedi ati on Services Corp. to the Four Town FOCUS
Comrents on the June/July 1991 "Draft Work Plan, Draft Field Sanpling Plan, Draft Health
and Safety Plan, Draft Quality Assurance Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

Responses from OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. to EPA Region |, Four Town FOCUS, and the
U S. Departrment of the Interior Fish and Wldlife Service Comments on the Decenber 1991
"Draft Final Wrk Plan, Draft Final Field Sanpling Plan, Draft Final Health and Safety
Plan, Draft Final Quality Assurance Plan," OHM Renedi ation Services Corp.

Draft Responses to Four Town FOCUS Conments on the April 1992 "Final Wrk Plan," CHM
Remedi ati on Services Corp.
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23.

Response dated May 21, 1996 from ABB Environnental Services, Inc. to coments dated April
16 and 26, 1996 on Draft Wrk Plan for Renedial (Data-Gap) |nvestigations of ACC A4 and
AQCs A7/ A9 (Managenent of M gration Qperable Unit) and Supplenmental Site |nvestigations of
Sel ected Study Areas, Ft. Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex, NA

Responses to Responses to Comments

24. Response Dated Cctober 21, 1991 from D. Lynne Chappell, Comonweal th of Massachusetts
Departnent of Environmental Protection to the Response Dated Cctober 1991 from OHM
Renmedi ation Services Corp. to Regul atory Agency Comments on the June/July 1991 "Draft Wrk
Plan, Draft Field Sanpling Plan, Draft Health and Safety Plan, Draft Quality Assurance
Plan," OHM Reredi ati on Services Corp.

25. Response Dated Cctober 22, 1991 from James P. Byrne, EPA Region | to the Response Dated
Cct ober 1991 from OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. to Regul atory Agency Conments on the
June/July 1991 "Draft Wrk Plan, Draft Field Sanpling Plan, Draft Health and Safety Pl an,
Draft Quality Assurance Pan," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

26. Response Dated Cctober 22, 1991 from Steven E. M erzykowski, U S. Department of the
Interior Fish and Wldlife Service to the Response Dated Cctober 22, 1991 from CHM
Remedi ati on Services Corp. to Regul atory Agency Comments on the June/July 1991 "Draft Wrk
Plan, Draft Field Sanpling Plan, Draft Health and Safety Plan, Draft Quality Assurance
Pl an," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.

27. Response Dated January 2, 1992 from Four Town FOCUS to the Response Dated Novenmber 1991
from OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. to the FOCUS Conments on the June/July 1991 "Draft
Wrk Plan, Draft Field Sanpling Plan, Draft Quality Assurance Plan," OHM Renedi ati on
Servi ces Corp.

3.9 Heal th Assessnents

1. "Final Site-Specific R sk Assessnent for the Sudbury Training Annex Facility, Sudbury,
Massachusetts,” OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (January 1994).

Feasibility Study (FS)

4.1 Cor r espondence

1. Meeting Notes, Novenber 18, 1993 Meeting at Fort Devens to review respond to coments on
Initial Screening of Remedial Technol ogi es and Process Options Report, and Site/ Renedi al
I nvestigation Report. OHM Renedi ation Services Corp., Decenber 2, 1993.

2. Mermor andum from Robert Lim USEPA Region |, to Tom Strunk, Fort Devens (July 27, 1994),
regarding issues related to the Feasibility Study for Areas A4, A7, and A9.

4.4 InterimDeliverables

1. "Prelimnary Draft Screening of Alternatives," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp. (My 25,
1993).

4.6 Feasibility Study (FS) Reports

1. "Final Feasibility Study at Fort Devens Sudbury Trai ni ng Annex Areas A7 and A9, M ddl esex
County," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (May 1995).

Conmmrent s

2. Comment s Dated January 30, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the Source Control Record of
Deci si on Proposal for Fort Devens Sudbury Trai ning Annex Areas of Contam nation - A7 and
A9.

3. Commrents Dated March 2, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the Draft Final Feasibility Study
Report at Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex Area A7 and A9," (CHM Renedi ation Services
Corp.).

4. Comments Dated April 3, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the Fort Devens Sudbury Training

Annex Feasibility Study for Area A7, 100-Fl oodpl ain Location Specific ARAR " (COHM
Renedi ati on Services Corp.).

Responses to Comments

5.

Responses Dated Septenber 20, 1994 from U S. Arny Environnental Center on the Draft Final
Feasibility Study (OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.).



6. Responses Dated May 2, 1995 from U S. Arny Environnental Center on the Draft Final
Feasibility Study Report, Sudbury Traini ng Annex (OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.).

Responses to Responses to Comments

7. Rebuttal s Dated Cctober 4, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the Arny's Response to Comments
on the Feasibility Study.

4.7 Work Plans and Progress Reports
Reports

1. "Final Addendumto the Final Technical Plans for the Phase Il Feasibility Study at the
Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts,” OHM Renedi ati on
Servi ces Corp. (Novenber 10, 1993).

Comment s

2. Cross Reference: Prelinmnary Cooments Dated July 7, 1993 from Jack McKenna, Metcalf &
Eddy on the June 1993 "Draft Technical Plan Addenda, Phase Il Site Inspections, Remedi al
I nvestigations," Ecology & Environment, Inc on the June 1993 "Draft Final Addendumto the
Final Technical Plans - Phase Il Feasibility Study," OHM Remedi ati on Services Corp.
[Filed and listed in 3.7 Wrk Plans and Progress Reports in this Adm nistrative Record
| ndex.

3. Comrents Dated July 22, 1993 from D. Lynne Chappell, Commonweal th of Massachusetts
Departnent of Environmental Protection on the June 1993 "Draft Final Addendumto the
Final Technical Plans - Phase Il Feasibility Study," OHM Renedi ation Services Corp.

4. Commrents Dated July 23, 1993 from D. Lynne Chappell, Commonweal th of Massachusetts
Departnent of Environmental Protection on the "Addendumto the Final Technical Plans
Phase Il Feasibility Study, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Mssachusetts,
OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

5. Comrent s Dated August 6, 1993 from James P. Byrne, USEPA, on the June 1993 "Addendumto
the Final Technical Plans, Phase Il Feasibility Study, Fort Devens Sudbury Training
Annex, " COHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

6. Comrent s Dated August 6, 1993 from G ndy Svec Ruzich of Four Town Focus on the "Draft
Addendum to the Final Technical Plans Phase Il Feasibility," OHM Renedi ation Services
Cor p.

Responses to Conments

7. Responses Dated Septenber 7, 1993 from OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp. on USEPA Commrents
on the "Addendumto the Final Technical Plans, Phase Il Feasibility Study, Fort Devens
Sudbury Trai ni ng Annex.

Responses to Responses to Comments

8. Rebuttal Dated Cctober 1, 1993 from D. Lynne Wl sh, Commonweal th of Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Protection on the June 1993 Arny Responses to MADEP' s
Comments on the Draft Final Addendumto the Final Technical Plans Phase Il Feasibility

Study, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Mssachusetts (COHM Renedi ati on Corp).
4.8 Cost Reports and | nvoi ces

1. Cost Estimates for Capping Alternatives at Area A7, OHM Renedi ation Services Corp.
(Cct ober 18, 1994).

4.9 Proposed Plan for Sel ected Renedial Action

Reports

1. "Proposed Plan ACC A7, the dd Gavel Pit Landfill, ACC A9, the POL Burn Area, Fort
Devens Sudbury Training Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts,"” COHM Renedi ation Services
Corp. (June 1995).

2. "Proposed Plan, No Further CERCLA Action at Sites A4, A7, and A9, U S. Arny Sudbury
Annex, " Sudbury Annex BEC, Devens, NA (June 1997).

Comment s
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3. Commrents Dated April 12, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the March 1995 Draft Proposed
Pl an, Sudbury Trai ning Annex (OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.).

4. Comrents Dated May 18, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA on the April 1995 Draft Final Proposed
Pl an, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex (OHM Renedi ation Services Corp.).
5. Comrents Dated April 17, 1997, from Robert Lim USEPA Region | on the March 1997 "Draft

Proposed Plan, No Further CERCLA Action at Sites A4, A7, and A9, U S. Arny Sudbury
Annex, " Sudbury Annex BEC.

Record of Decision (ROD)
5.2 Applicabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)

1. Letter fromD. Lynne Chappell, Commonweal th of Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental
Protection to Jeff Waugh, U S. Arny (January 6, 1993). Concerning transmittal of the
attached potential ARARs.

2. "Draft Prelimnary Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents for the Fort
Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (January 21, 1993).

5.4 Record of Deci sion
1. "Final Record of Decision, Source Control Qperable Unit AOC A7, the A d Gavel Pit

Landfill, AOC A9, the POL Burn Area, Fort Devens, Sudbury Training Annex, M ddl esex
County, Massachusetts,” OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (Septenber 1995).

Conmmrent s
2. Comrents Dated July 21, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA Region |, on the June 1995 Draft
Record of Decision, Source Control Qperable Unit AOC A7, the A d Gavel Pit Landfill, ACC

9, the POL Burn Area, Fort Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts
(OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.).

3. Comrent s Dated August 25, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA Region 1, on the August 1995 Draft
Fi nal Record of Decision, Source Control Operable Unit ACC A7, the Ad Gavel Pit
Landfill, and ACC A9, the POL Burn Area, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, M ddl esex
County, Massachusetts (OHM Renedi ation Services Corp.).

4. Comrent s Dated Septenber 8, 1997, from Robert Lim USEPA Region I, on the August 1997

"Draft Record of Decision, Area of Contami nation A4 and Areas of Contam nation A7 and A9
Managenent of M gration Cperable Unit, U S Arny Sudbury Annex," ABB Environnent al
Services, Inc.

Remedi al Design (RD)

6.1 Cor r espondence

1. Approval to Consolidate Soil Piles from Study Area P28 to Area O Contaminati on A7, USEPA
Region | (June 5, 1995).

2. Letter dated June 20, 1996 from Robert Lim USEPA, on Ft. Devens Sudbury Training Annex

Remedi al Desi gn.

6.4 Remedi al Desi gn Docunents

Reports

1. "Site Safety and Health Plan for Source Control Reredial Design work to be perforned at
SA A7 and A9, Ft. Devens Sudbury Training Annex, MA," Stone & Wbster (August 1995).

2. "Concept Design, Source Control Renediation SA A7 and A9 at Ft. Devens Sudbury Traini ng
Annex, MA, " Stone & Webster (Septenber 1995).

3. "Draft Final Basis of Design/Design Analysis (BDDA) Volumes | and Il for Source Control

Renedi ati on at SA A7 with Renoval Actions at SAs Al, A2, A9, P2, P16, P23, P39, and P41
at Ft. Devens Sudbury Training Annex, MA, " Stone & Webster (April 11, 1996).

4. "Draft Final Contract Specification and Design Drawi ngs for Source Control Renediation at
SA A7 with Renoval Actions at SAs Al, A2, A9, P2, P16, P23, P39, and P41 at Ft. Devens
Sudbury Training Annex, MA " Stone & Webster (April 11, 1996).

5. Inserts to "Draft Final BD/ DA and Contract Specification, Source Control Reredial/Renoval
Actions, Ft. Devens Sudbury Training Annex, NMA, SAs Al, A2, A7, A9, P2, P16, P23, P39,
and P41," Stone & Webster (April 29, 1996).
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6. Inserts for "Final Basis of Design/Design Analysis (BDDA) Volumes | and Il for Source
Control Renedial Design at SAs A7 and A9 with Renoval Actions at SAs Al, A2, P2, P16,
P23, P39, and P41, Ft. Devens Sudbury Training Annex, MA " Stone & Wbster (July 29,
1996) .

7. Inserts for "Final Contract Specification and Design Draw ngs for Source Control Renedi al
Design at SAs A7 and A9 with Renoval Actions at SAs Al, A2, P2, P16, P23, P39, and P41,
Ft. Devens Sudbury Training Annex, MA," Stone & Wbster (July 29, 1996).

Conmmrent s

8. Comrent s Dat ed Decenber 20, 1995, from Robert Lim USEPA Region |, on the Novenber 1995
"65% Renedi al Design," Stone & Wbster Environmental Technol ogy & Services.

9. Comrent s Dated March 18, 1996 by Robert Lim USEPA, on the Pre 95% Renedi al Design
Package for the landfill design at A7, Ft. Devens Sudbury Training Annex, NA

10. Commrents Dated May 29, 1996 from Robert Lim USEPA, on Draft Final Basis of Design/Design

Analysis and Draft Final Contract Specification and Design Draw ngs, Sudbury Training
Annex, Ft. Devens, NA

Responses to Comments
11. Response dated January 17, 1996 from Stone & Wbster to comments on the 65% Draft BD/ DA

and Specification for Source Control Renedial Design at SAs A7 and A9, Ft. Devens Sudbury
Trai ni ng Annex, NA

12. Response dated June 14, 1996 from Stone & Webster to comments on 95% Draft BD DA and
Specification for Source Control Renedial Design, SAs A7/ A9, Ft. Devens Sudbury Training
Annex, NA

Renedi al Action (RA)
7.5 Renedi al Action Docunents
Reports

1. "Final Technical Menorandum Consolidation of Soils from SAs P16, P23, and P41 at ACC
A7, Ft. Devens Sudbury Training Annex, MA, " Stone & Whbster (June 1996).

Conmment s

2. Comrent s Dated March 26, 1996, from Robert Lim USEPA Region I, on Draft Techni cal
Mermor andum Consol i dation of Soils from Areas P16, P23, P41 as Subgrade at ACC A7, Ft.
Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex, NA

3. Commrents Dated March 20, 1997, from Robert Lim USEPA Region 1, on the February 1997
"Draft Project dosure Report, Sudbury Training Annex," Roy F. Wston.

7.6 Wrrk Plans and Progress Reports
Reports

1. "Final Technical Menorandum Consolidation of Soils from SA A2, P2, and P39 as Subgrade
at ACC A7, Ft. Devens Sudbury Training Annex, MA " Stone & Webster (Decenber 1995).

Comment s

2. Comments Dated July 15, 1996 from Robert Lim USEPA, on "Work Plan for Source Control
Reredi ati on SA A7 with Renoval Actions at SAs Al, A2, A9, P2, P16, P23, P28, P2 9, and
P41, Ft. Devens Sudbury Training Annex, MNA "

3. Comrents Dated July 31, 1996, from Robert Lim USEPA Region | on the followi ng: Letter
fromRoy F. Weston (July 26, 1996) which summari zes Wirk Plan to address Lab Waste
Stagi ng, Decon Water, Ceonet/Ceotextile Comments, and Emergency Response Pl an.

4. Comrent s Dated August 12, 1996, from Robert Lim USEPA Region I, on the August 8, 1996
"Substitution Request for Replacenent of the Sand Drai nage Layer with a Geonet," Roy F.
Weston, Inc.

Site d oseout

8.1 Cor r espondence



1. Acceptance Dated April 18, 1997, from Robert Lin, USEPA Region |, of the Responses to
USEPA Comments on "Method Detection Limt Study" prepared as part of the "Final Qperation
and Mai ntenance Plan," Roy F. Weston, Inc.

8.3 Operations and Mi nt enance
1. Commrent s Dated Decenber 23, 1996, from Robert Lim USEPA Region I, on the Novenber 1996
"Draft Operations and Maintenance Plan for the Landfill at Area of Contami nation A7," Roy

F. Weston, Inc.
Enf or cerment
10. 16 Federal Facility Agreenents
Reports

The docunent cited below as entry nunber 1 nay be reviewed, by appointnent only, at Fort Devens.

1. "Final Federal Facility Agreement Under CERCLA Section 120," EPA Region | and U. S
Departnent of the Army (Novenber 15, 1991).

Comment s

2. Comments Dated July 12, 1991 from Ednond G Benoit, Commonweal th of Massachusetts

Departnent of Environmental Protection on the March 1991 "Draft Federal Facility
Agreenent Under CERCLA Section 120," EPA Region | and U S. Departnent of the Arny.

Responses to Comments

3. Response Dated Septenber 5, 1991 from James P. Byrne, EPA Region | to the Comments Dated
July 12, 1991 from Ednond G Benoit Commonweal th of Massachusetts Departnent of
Envi ronnental Protection on the March 1991 "Draft Federal Facility Agreenment Under CERCLA
Section 120," EPA Region | and U S. Departnment of the Arny.

Community Rel ations

13.2 Community Relations Plans

Reports

The docunent cited below as entries 1 and 2 may be revi ewed, by appointnent only, at Fort
Devens.

1. "Final Community Relations Plan," Danes & Moore (April 1992).

Comment s

2. Comrent s Dated Septenber 30, 1991 from G ndy Svec Ruzich and Deborah Schumann, Four Town
FOCUS on the August 1991 "Draft Community Rel ations Plan," Danmes & More.

3. Comment s Dated February 14, 1992 from G ndy Svec Ruzich and Deborah Schumann, Four Town
FOCUS on the Decenber 1991 "Draft Final Community Relations Plan," Dames & Moore.

4. Comment s Dated March 17, 1992 from D. Lynne Chappell, Comonweal th of Massachusetts

Departnent of Environmental Protection on the Decenber 1991 "Draft Final Comunity
Rel ati ons Pl an," Danes & Moore.

5. Comrents from Janes P. Byrne, EPA Region | on the Decenber 1991 "Draft Final Community
Rel ati ons Pl an," Danes & Mbore.
6. Cross Reference: Comments Dated May 13, 1992 from Janes P. Byrne, EPA Region | on the

April 1992 "Final Work Plan, Final Field Sanpling Plan, Final Heath and Safety Pl an,
Final Quality Assurance Project Plan," OHM Renedi ation Corp. and the April 1992 "Fi nal
Community Relations Plan," Danes & Mbore. [Filed and listed in 3.7 Wrk Plans and
Progress Reports in this Administrative Record |ndex.]

Responses to Comments
7. Response to the EPA Comments on the August 1991 "Draft Community Relations Plan,"”

Darmes & Mbore.
8. Response to the Commonweal th of Massachusetts Departnment of Environmental Protection
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10.

11.

Comrents on the August 1991 "Draft Community Relations Plan," Danes & Moore.
Fact Sheets

"Install ation Restorati on Program Fact Sheet: Phase Il Wrk Plan Addenduns," U S. Arny,
Fort Devens (June 1993).

Techni cal Review Conmittee Docunents

Techni cal Review Committee Meeting Summary, List of Attendees, and Handouts (May 14,
1991).

Techni cal Review Conmittee Meeting Summary and List of Attendees (July 31, 1991).
Techni cal Review Committee Meeting Summary and List of Attendees (Cctober 23, 1991).
Techni cal Review Committee Meeting Summary and List of Attendees (January 15, 1992).
Techni cal Review Committee Meeting Summary, Agenda, Handouts, Overheads, and List of
Attendees (April 28, 1992).

Techni cal Review Committee Meeting Summary, Agenda, Handouts, Overheads, and List of
Attendees (July 14, 1992).

Techni cal Review Committee Meeting Summary, Agenda, Handouts, Overheads, and List of
Attendees (Cctober 27, 1992).

Agenda and Attendance List for Sudbury Annex Wrking Meeting (Novenber 23, 1992).
Techni cal Review Committee Meeting Summary, List of Attendees, and Handouts (February 2,
1993).

Letter fromRi chard D. Dotchin, US Arny to Janes P. Byrne, EPA Region | (March 3,
1993) .

Concerning followup to the February 2, 1993 Techni cal Review Committee Meeting.
Techni cal Review Committee Meeting Summary, List of Attendees, and Handouts (June 9,
1993) .

Site Managenment Records

17.6

The doc
at the

Reports

1.
2.

Conmrent

5.

Respons

10.

Site Managenent Pl ans

unment cited below as entries nunber 1 and 2 may be revi ewed, by appoi ntnent only,
Fort Devens Environmental Managenent O fice.

"Final Master Environmental Plan,"” OHM Renedi ation Services Corp. (January 1992).
"Draft Master Environmental Plan, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, Mssachusetts,"
Ecol ogy & Environnent, Inc. (May 1994).

"Final Project Operations Plan, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury,
Massachusetts, Volume | & I1," ABB Environnmental Services, Inc. (April 1995).

"Draft Master Environmental Plan, Ft. Devens Sudbury Training Annex, MA " ABB

Envi ronnent al Services, Inc. (Decenber 1995).

S

Comments Dated July 11, 1991 from Janes P. Byrne, EPA Region | on the May 1991 "Draft
Mast er

Envi ronnental Plan, " OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

Comrents Dated July 15, 1991 from D. Lynne Chappell, Commonweal th of Massachusetts
Departnent of Environmental Protection on the May 1991 "Draft Master Environmental Pl an,
OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

Comrents from Janes P. Byrne, EPA Region | on the January 1992 "Final Master

Envi ronnental Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

Comrent s Dated June 27, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the May 1994 "Master

Envi ronnental Plan, Update, Fort Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex, Massachusetts," Ecol ogy
and Environnent, Inc.

Comrent s Dated January 3, 1997, from Mary Sanderson, USEPA Region |, on the "Draft Final
Envi ronnent al Basel i ne Survey and CERFA Letter Reports, Sudbury Traini ng Annex."

es to Comments

Response Dated August 28, 1991 from OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. to the Comments Dated
July 11, 1991 from Janes P. Byrne, EPA Region | on the May 1991 "Draft Master
Envi r onment al



Pl an," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.

11. Response Dated August 28, 1991 from OHM Reredi ati on Services Corp. to the Comments Dated
July 15, 1991 from D. Lynne Chappell, Commonweal th of Massachusetts Departnent of
Environnental Protection on the May 1991 "Draft Master Environnental Plan, " OHM
Remedi ati on Services Corp.

Responses to Responses to Comments

12. Response Dated Septenber 12, 1991 from Janes P. Byrne, EPA Region | to the Response Dated
August 28, 1991 from OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

17.7 Ref erence Docunents

1. "Criteria for Evaluating Sites for Hazardous Waste Management," d ark-Md ennon
Associ ates (no date).

2. "G ound-Water Ceol ogy and Hydrol ogy of the Maynard Area, Massachusetts,” N. M
Perlmutter, U S. Geological Survey Water-Supply Paper 1539-E (1962).

3. Real Estate File, Survey Inspection and Wilization of Governnent Property, List of
Bunkers (1973).

4. "Report on Water Supply Investigation - Tuttle H Il Area," Dufresne-Henry, Inc.(April
1982) .

5. "El enent Concentrations in Soils and Gther Surficial Mterials of the Contenporaneous
United States,” H T. Shacklett and J. G Boergen (1984).

6. "M ddl esex County Soil Survey, A Resource Planner's Quide," United States Departnent of
Agriculture (June 1989).

7. "Endanger ed Species Survey, Phase |I. An Environnental Inventory of WIldlife Species and
Their Habitats," Anaptek Corporation (1991).

8. Conpi | ation of information on Natick Laboratory and | and managenent obtai ned t hrough

i nformati on search, including draft documents and document edits, notes correspondence,
etc., OHM Renedi ation Services Corp. (1990-1991).
9. "Fort Devens Sudbury Annex Inventory Summary Report," Brian O Butler (1992).

17.8 Federal and Local Technical and Hi storical Records

The document cited bel ow as entry nunber 1 nay be revi ewed, by appointnent only, at the
office of the Fort Devens BRAC Environnental Coordinator, Fort Devens, Massachusetts.

1. "An Intensive Archeol ogi cal Survey of the Sudbury Traini ng Annex," The Public Archaeol ogy
Laboratory, Inc. (April 1985).
2. "Def ense Base O osure and Real i gnnent Conmi ssion, Archives Search Report for O dnance and

Expl osi ves, Chemical Warfare Materials, Sudbury Annex," US. Arny Corps of Engineers, St.
Louis District (February 1997).



GUI DANCE DOCUMENTS

The foll owi ng gui dance docunents were relied upon during the Fort Devens - Sudbury Annex cl eanup. These
docunents may be revi ewed, by appointnment only, at the Environnental Managenent O fice at Foil Devens,
Massachusetts.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Cccupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). Hazardous Waste Qperation and
Emer gency Response (Final Rule, 29 CFR Part 1910, Federal Register. Volune 54, Nunber
42) WMarch 6, 1989.

USATHAMA. Geot echni cal Requirenents for Drilling, Mnitor Wells, Data Acquisition, and
Reports, March 1987.

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

USATHAMVA.  USATHAMA Qual ity Assurance Program PAM 41, January 1990.

USATHAMA. Draft Underground Storage Tank Renoval Protocol - Fort Devens,

Massachusetts, Decenber 4, 1992.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency. Guidance for Preparation of Combined Wrk/Quality
Assurance Project Plans for Environmental Mnitoring: OANRS QA-1, May 1984.

U S. Environnental Protection Agency. Ofice of Research and Devel opnent. Interim

Qui del i nes and Specifications for Preparing Quality Assurance Project Plans: AMS-005/80, 1983.
U S. Environmental Protection Agency. Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste: EPA SW
846 Third Edition, Septenber 1986.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency. Ofice of Emergency and Renedi al Response.
InterimFinal Quidance for Conducting Renedial |nvestigations and Feasibility Studies
under CERCLA, (CSWER Directive 9355.5-01, EPA/540/3-89/004), 1986.

U S. Environnmental Protection Agency, Ofice of Energency and Renedial Response. R sk
Assessnment Qui dance for Superfund, Volune |, Human Heal th Eval uati on nanual (Part A),
EPA/ 1- 89/ 002), 1989.

U S. Environnmental Protection Agency. Hazardous Waste Managenent System

Identification and Listing of Hazardous Waste: Toxicity Characteristic Revisions, (Final
Rule, 40 CFR Part 261 et al, Federal Register Part V), June 29, 1990.

US Arny. Environnental Quality - Environmental Protection and Enhancenent, (Arny
Regul ation 200-1), April 23, 1990.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1991. Design and Construction of RCRA/ CERCLA
Final Covers; Ofice of Research and Devel oprment; Washi ngton, DC, EPA/625/4-91/025; May.
U S. Environnental Protection Agency, 1991. R sk Assessnent Qui dance for Superfund:

Vol une | - Hunman Heal th Eval uation Manual (Part B, Devel opnent of R sk-Based
Prelimnary Rermediation Goals) Interim Ofice of Emergency and Renedi al Response,

Washi ngt on, DC, Publication 9285.7-01B, Cctober.



ACC
AWC
bgs
BRAC
CERCLA
corPC

DDT
DERP

FEMA
FFA
H

MADEP
NADEQE

MFFA

NPL

SvVoC
TAL
TCL
TPH
TRC
Ig/g
Ig/L
UBK
USAEC
USEPA
USFWB
usT
VCC

APPENDI X F
GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVI ATI ONS

Arny Environnental Health Agency

area of contanination

Ambi ent Water Quality Criteria

bel ow ground surface

Base Realignment and C osure

Conpr ehensi ve Envi ronment al Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act
chem cal of potential concern

2, 2- bi s(par a-chl orophenyl ) -1, 1- di chl or oet hane

2, 2- bi s(par a-chl orophenyl ) -1, 1- di chl or oet hene

2, 2-bi s(para-chl orophenyl )-1, 1, 1-tri chl or oet hane

Def ense Environnmental Restoration Program

USEPA Region | Environmental Services Assistance Team
Federal Energency Managenent Agency

Federal Facility Agreenent

Hazard | ndex

Hazard Quoti ent

Massachusetts Department of Environnental Protection
Massachusetts Department of Environnental Quality Engineering
Maxi mum Cont am nant Level

Massachusetts Contingency Pl an

Massachusetts Fire Fighting Acadeny

National G| and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution Contingency Pl an
National Priorities List

operabl e unit

pol ynucl ear aromatic hydrocar bons

pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyl

petroleum oil, and lubricants

Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act

Ref erence Dose

Reserve Forces Training Area

reasonabl e maxi mum exposure

remedi al investigation

study area

Super fund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986
site investigation

Secondary Maxi num Cont ani nant Level

sem vol atil e organi ¢ conpound

Target Anal yte List

Target Conpound Li st

total petrol eum hydrocarbons

Techni cal Review Committee

m crograns per gram

m crogranms per liter

Upt ake/ Bi oki neti c

U S. Arny Environnental Center

U S. Environmental Protection Agency

U S Fish and WIldlife Service

under ground storage tank

vol atil e organi c compound



