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DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON

Fl etcher's Paint Wrks and Storage Facility Superfund Site
MIford, New Hanpshire
CERCLI S No. NHD001079649

STATEMENT COF PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunment presents the selected renmedial action for the Fletcher's Paint Wrks and Storage
Facility Superfund Site (Site) located in MIford, New Hanpshire, which was chosen in accordance with the
Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), 42 USC 9601 et
seq., as amended, and to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Contingency
Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300 et seq., as amended. The Director of the Ofice of Site Renediati on and
Restoration has been del egated the authority to approve this Record O Decision (RCD).

The State of New Hanpshire has not concurred on the selected renmedy as of the signing of this ROD. It is
anticipated that the State will concur shortly.

STATEMENT COF BASI S

This decision is based on the Admi nistrative Record which has been devel oped in accordance with Section
113(k) of CERCLA and which is available for public review at the Wadl ei gh Menorial Library in MIford,
New Hanpshire and at the US EPA - Region | Ofice of Site Remedi ati on and Restorati on Records Center in
Boston, Massachusetts. The Admi nistrative Record Index (Appendix Cto the ROD) identifies each of the
items conprising the Admi nistrative Record upon which the selection of the renmedial action is based.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by inplenenting
the response action selected in this ROD, may present an inmm nent and substantial endangernment to the
public health or welfare or to the environment.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTI ON REMEDY

This ROD sets forth the selected remedy for Operable Unit One at the Fletcher's Paint Site, which

invol ves the excavation and on-site treatment of principal threat wastes which consist of prinarily PCB
contami nated soils, the replacement of those treated soils at the Site, and placenent of a soil and
asphalt cover over the residual |ow level threat wastes. The sel ected renedy al so includes nonitored
natural attenuation of the contaninated groundwater in the overburden and bedrock aquifers and
institutional controls to prevent future ingestion of contam nated groundwater, as well as restrictions
on the use and assess to the subsurface soils at the EEm Street Site. The selected renedy is a

conpr ehensi ve approach for this operable unit which addresses all current and potential future risks
caused by soil and groundwater contam nation. Specifically, Qperable Unit One includes the areas referred
to as the EEmStreet Site, the MII Street Site, the drainage ditch and the plune of groundwater

contami nation that exists fromthe MII Street Site to the Souhegan R ver. The renedial nmeasures wl |
prevent the future | eaching of PCBs fromthe Iow |l evel residual waste, into groundwater in excess of
drinking water standards and will allow for restoration of the Site to beneficial uses.

The sel ected remedy includes these maj or conponents:
Soi |
Phase 1 - MII| Street Site d eanup:

To address the current and future risks associated with dermal contact or ingestion of the contam nated
surface and subsurface soils at the MI| Street Site, the activities would include:

. Excavati on of approxi mately 1,500 yd 3 of surface soils (0 to 1 foot) at the MI| Street
Site to a depth of 1 foot, wherever PCB concentrations are greater than 1 ng/ kg PCB.

To address the future risks associated with ingestion of contam nated groundwater at the MII Street Site
as a result of leaching, the activities include:



. Excavati on of approxi mately 12,000 yd 3 of subsurface soils at the MII| Street Site (1 to 20
feet (bedrock) bel ow surface), approxinmately 3,000 yd 3 of which are | ocated bel ow the
wat er table, wherever PCB concentrations remain that exceed 1 ng/kg PCB; or excavation of
soils to a PCB concentration at which |eaching nodels and/or soil columm testing show that
infiltration through the remai ning PCB soil concentrations will not result in future
groundwat er concentrations in excess of the 0.5 ug/l ML groundwater concentration for PCBs.
The determ nation of a subsurface soil cleanup |evel other than 1 ng/kg PCB, will be in the
sol e discretion of the EPA

. Water collected fromthe dewatering of the excavated soils and water collected as a result
of lowering of the water table to conduct the excavation, will be either treated on-site
in a nobile unit and appropriately discharged to the Souhegan River or sent off-site to a
treatment facility.

. Treat ment of approximately 13,500 yd 3 of excavated soils by ex-situ thermal desorption.
The thernal desorption unit would be | ocated on the El m Street property. This property is
currently secured with a fence. Consideration nmay be given to the use of the forner
Fl etcher's Paint Wirks building on the Elm Street Site as storage to stage and screen the
contam nated soils prior to treatnent. Liquid PCB condensate produced fromthe thernal
desorption process will be disposed of off-site at an appropriate facility.

. Demolition and di sposal of the Fletcher's Elm Street, building prior to, or follow ng
thermal desorption activities. The manufacturing portion of this building was used to
store paint pignents and chemcals. Wiile these were renoved in the 1993 renoval action,

gross contamnation still exists inthis facility and therefore some of the debris will have
to be disposed of at an appropriate landfill facility. Consideration nay be reviewed for use
of these naterials as fill material on the Site. Decontam nation of building material, if

warranted, and off-site disposal will be conducted in accordance w th TSCA

. Of-site disposal of all soil and debris that is either oversized or cannot be treated
through the thermal desorption unit. Al contam nated soil and debris will be disposed of
in accordance with TSCA di sposal regul ations.

. Backfilling of the treated soils back onto the MI| Street Site and restoration of the
property consistent with the anticipated future use of the Site. Specifically, the
majority of the MIIl Street Site will be paved, physically re-aligning MIIl Street. The
pavenent will reduce infiltration of precipitation, control erosion and pronote drainage
away fromthe residential properties.

. Regradi ng and repair of the stormdrainage ditch system as necessary, to pronote surface
water flow away fromthe Site. Erosion control neasures shall be incorporated into the
final drainage systemto prevent erosion or debris fromrestricting future stormwater
flowfromthe MIIl Street Site or filling in of the drainage ditch.

Phase 2 - Elm Street Site d eanup.

To address the current and future risks associated with dernal contact or ingestion of the contaninated
surface and subsurface soils on the EEm Street Site, the activities would incl ude:

. Excavation of approximately 2,800 yd 3 of surface soils at the EEmStreet Site to a depth of
1 foot, wherever PCB concentrations are greater than 1 ng/ kg PCB.

. Excavation of approxi mately 1,000 yd 3 of subsurface soils, within the utility corridor(s),
at the EIm Street Site at depths between 1 and 10 feet, wherever PCB concentrations are
greater than 25 ng/kg PCB. Final location of the utility corridor(s) within the Site will be
det ermi ned during design.

. Excavati on of approxi mately 11,600 yd3 of remaining subsurface soils, with the exception of
the "hot spot" materials described below, from1 foot to the seasonally |ow water table,
wher ever PCB concentrations renmain that exceed 100 ng/kg; or to a PCB concentration at which
| eachi ng nmodel s and/ or soil colum testing show that infiltration through the renaining PCB
soil concentrations will not result in future groundwater concentrations in excess of the
0.5 ug/l MCL groundwater concentration for PCBs. The determnination of a subsurface soil
cl eanup | evel other than 100 nmg/ kg PCB, will be in the sole discretion of the EPA

. Excavation and off-site disposal in an appropriate landfill of the EB-03 "hot spot", a
sem -solid stain (polyam de and pol yurethane) naterial. This naterial is not anenable to



the thernmal desorption process, as the material is conprised of polyurethane, alkyd
resins, etc., which may affect the perfornmance of the thermal desorption unit. (The actual
volume of this material is estinmated to be 1, 000-2,000 yd3, and is considered part of the
subsurface excavation vol ume descri be above.)

. Removal and di sposal of the 5 underground storage tanks |ocated on the Fletcher's Elm
Street property. (This could take al so place during Phase 1, if appropriate)

. Treat nent of the approximately 15,400 yd 3 of excavated soils by ex-situ thernal desorption.
The thernmal desorption unit would be preferably |ocated on the Fletcher's El m Street
property. This may involve the placenent of the nobile unit at one or nore | ocations on the
property during the excavation and treatnent operations. Liquid PCB condensate produced from
the therrmal desorption process will be disposed of off-site at an appropriate facility.

. Backfilling of the treated soils on-site.

. Final grading of and placenent of a 10 inch soil cover over the treated soils, or placenent
of treated soils within the top foot, which can denonstrate PCB concentrations |ess than or
equal to 1 ng/kg PCB. Asphalt would be placed on areas designated for parking, consistent
with the final grading plans and the future anticipated use of the Site. The asphalt
covering will pronote drainage and further minimze infiltration through the residual
contanmi nation at the Site. Restoration and | andscapi ng of the remaining areas, not covered
by asphalt. Erosion control measures will be incorporated into the final grading to prevent
erosion of the cover materials off-site and into the Souhegan River.

. Institutional controls, in the formof deed restrictions would be inplenmented to prevent
unaut hori zed access into the subsurface. Deed restrictions would al so have to inplenented to
restrict future use of the Site, or the nodification of the cover or surface drai nage
structures in ways inconsistent with this renedy or the anticipated future use of the Site.

G oundwat er

. Establi sh a G oundwat er Managenent Zone (GVEZ) under NH s Conprehensive G oundwater Policy.
The GVZ sets plunme boundaries within which groundwater will be nonitored over tine to ensure
that the contam nant concentrations are decreasing; to ensure that the renaining
contami nation has not mgrated beyond the established plume boundaries or inpacted the
Souhegan River, and that the remedial action cleanup is working and renaining effective over
tinme. Institutional controls would have to be inplenented to restrict the use of the
groundwater within the GVEZ, while contam nant concentrations are in excess of drinking water
standards. Further action may be necessary consistent with the NH Conprehensi ve groundwat er

Pol i cy.
. InterimGoundwat er C eanup Level s nust be achieved within the GW and maintained for a
period of three consecutive years. A risk assessnment will, be perfornmed on residual

groundwat er contam nation to determi ne protectiveness of the renedy. |f EPA deternined the
remedy is not protective, the remedial action shall continue until protective levels are
achi eved and not exceeded for three years or until the remedy is deemed protective or is
nodi fi ed.

SPECI AL FI NDI NGS

I ssuance of the ROD enbodi es specific determ nations made by the Regional Admi nistrator pursuant to
CERCLA. Under 121 (d)(4)(D) of CERCLA, the Regional Adm nistrator hereby invokes the equival ency wai ver
for the New Hanpshire closure requirenents (Env-Wn 708. 02)

Further, an interimremedy waiver pursuant to CERCLA 121 (d)(4)(A) is being invoked for the RCRA and TSCA
storage limtations for the RI/FS generated wastes since the wastes currently stored on the Site is
interimin nature and the final renedy will conply with all ARARs for final disposition of the waste.

DECLARATI ON

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, attains or wai ves Federal and
State requirenents that are applicable or relevant and appropriate for this renmedial action and is
cost-effective. This renedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnment (or resource recovery)
t echnol ogy, to the maxi num extent practicable, and satisfies the statutory preference for remedi es that
enpl oy treatment that reduces toxicity, nobility, or volume as a principal elenent.



The sel ected remedy is a conprehensive approach for the first operable unit, which includes both source
control and managenent of mgrati on conponents. The source control portion of the renedy includes
excavation and the on-site treatment of PCB contam nated soil by ex-situ thermal desorption.
Institutional controls will be enployed to linit the surficial future uses of the EEm Street Site to
activities deened recreational, while allowing limted access for utility maintenance within the
designated utility. Institutional Controls will be enployed to limt future excavation into the
subsurface soils at the EEmand MII| Street sites, where PCB concentrations will remain which are
protective to groundwater fromleaching, but which are in excess of protective human heal th standards.
The nanagerment of migration portion of the remedy relies on natural attenuation to restore the

contami nated groundwater to its beneficial uses. Treatnent will not be utilized to restore the

cont am nat ed groundwat er because it was determined not to be warranted or cost effective considering the
conditions and type of contamnants found at the Site. Active groundwater restoration would not afford a
significant cleanup tine advantage and, with institutional controls to prevent consunption of groundwater
inthe interim the selected renmedy is as protective of public health as active restoration. The overall
estimated net-present worth cost of the selected renmedy is $14, 731, 975.

OSWER Directive 9355.7-02 states that five-year reviews will be conducted at sites where cleanup |evels
will take five or nore years to achieve (policy review) or where institutional controls are necessary to
achi eve protectiveness (statutory review). Since the nmanagenment of migration portion of the remedy will
require nore than five years to conplete, and groundwater and | and-use restrictions are necessary, a
review will be conducted within five years after comencenment of this renedial action to ensure that the
remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the environnent.

<I M5 SRC 98124A>



FLETCHER S PAI NT WORKS AND STORAGE FACI LI TY SUPERFUND SI TE
RCD DECI SI ON SUMMVARY
Sept enber 1998

1. SITE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON
<I M5 SCR 98124B>

The Fletcher's Paint Wrks and Storage Facility Superfund Site consists of approximately 12 acres of |and
in the town of MIford, HIlsborough County, New Hanpshire. The Site is divided into two operable units.
The first operable unit, which is the subject of this Record of Decision (ROD), specifically consists of
areas referred to as the EEm Street Site, the MI| Street Site and the drainage ditch as well as the

pl ume of groundwater contamination that exists fromthe MIIl Street site to the Souhegan R ver (Referred
to as the "Site"). The second operable unit consists of the Keyes Minicipal Wll Field and the Souhegan
Ri ver, both of which will be the subject of a future Record of Decision. A nore conplete description of
the Site can be found in Section 1, pages 1 through 9 of the Renedial |Investigation Report.

A. Ceneral Site Description and Land Use

The Fletcher's Paint Site is located in a residential and |light comrercial/industrial area in MIford,
within the Souhegan River Valley, imrediately west of the town center (See Figure A). The First Operable
Unit of the Fletcher's Paint Site is conprised of three general areas: (1) Fletcher's Paint Wrks,
located at 39 Elm Street, and referred to as the "Elm Street Site"; (2) the fornmer Fletcher's Paint
Storage Facility on the northern side of MII| Street, imediately west of the Cottage Street
intersection, referred to as the "MII| Street Site"; and (3) the drainage ditch/culvert systemthat flows
northward fromthe MI| Street Pond, al ong the Hanpshire Paper Conpany property to Draper Mbil property,
where it then flows beneath Elm Street and the Elm Street site, and discharges into the Souhegan River.
Al three areas of the Site are located within 700 feet of each other. See Figure 1.

<| M5 SRC 98124C>
The Elm Street Site

The Elm Street Site occupies approxi mately 70,600 square feet and is situated al ong the southern bank of
t he Souhegan River (See Figure B). The property is characterized by a single story brick and cinder bl ock
bui l ding (approxi mately 24,500 sq. ft.), situated in the southeast third of the property. The brick
portions of the building were built in the 1800's. The cinder block addition was built in the 1970's,
when Fl etcher's Paint noved the manufacturing operations fromthe front eastern portion of the brick
building to the now larger addition. The majority of the Elm Street site is located within the 100-year
flood plain of the Souhegan River. Elm Street (also called Route 101 A) borders the site to the south
and an old cenetery borders the EEm Street site to the east.

A total of 5 underground storage tanks exist on the Elm Street site, including two tanks beneath the main
parking area, two tanks beneath the sidewalk in front of the Fletcher building and a single tank that is
centrally located al ong the bank of the Souhegan River. The tanks, |ocated beneath the parking area,
stored VMP Naptha and Mneral Spirits for the paint operations. The single tank on the river bank was
installed as part of the Fletcher's Paint Spill Prevention Control and Contai nment Plan and was used to
collect rainwater fromthe property. The contents of the two tanks under the sidewal k are unknown. The
tanks coul d possi bly have been used to store heating oil or paint operation solutions, as they are
located in front of the part of the building which housed the nanufacturing of the paint before the
addition was built.

Fi ve di scharge pipes extend out fromthe banks of the site, discharging to the Souhegan River. These
pi pes are outlets for the town stormdrai nage systemand for runoff fromthe Fletcher building. A
formerly used process water supply well is located in the northwest corner of the building.

The MI| Street Site

The MI1 Street site is an approxi mately 10, 000-square-foot parcel |ocated on MII Street, 700 feet south
of the EIm Street site. (See Figure C) This property housed grain elevators and a grist mll. The
Fletcher's Paint Site stored paint related materials in two buil dings which were | ocated on the property.
One buil di ng was destroyed by fire and the other storage buil ding was denolished by the EPA during a 1993
renmoval action.

Resi dential areas are |ocated south and west of the site. Commercial areas are |ocated to the north, east
and west of the site. Arailroad right-of-way borders the MI| Street site to the north, and is used to



transport propane and gravel and other materials into and out of MIford. The MII Street Pond is |ocated
approxi mately 250 feet southwest of the site.

The Drainage Ditch/ Culvert System

The drainage ditch/cul vert systemextends fromthe MI|l Street Pond to the Souhegan River. The flowis
carried under MII Street fromthe pond, under the Draper Energy Coal Yard, along the Hanpshire Paper
Conpany property, where it enters a culvert systembehind the Mbil station. The culvert channels the
flow under Cottage Street and Elm Street, then under the EIm Street site, where it discharges to the
Souhegan River.

Keyes Field and Souhegan Ri ver

A 10 acre nunicipal recreation area, called Keyes Field, is |located al ong Keyes Drive, and is the subject
of a second operable unit at the Site. Keyes Drive enconpasses the western portion of the Elm Street
Site. The Keyes Field consists of tennis and basketbal|l courts, ball fields, a playground, and a
community swi nming pool. The pool and playground areas are used heavily by children of all ages. The ball
fields and tennis courts are also used by local sport |eagues and high school extracurricul ar sports.

The Souhegan River runs adjacent to the EIm Street Site and the Keyes Field and is used for recreational
swi mmi ng and fi shing.

B. Ceol ogic Characteristics
Over bur den

Overburden deposits in the study area consist prinmarily of glacial outwash deposits, conposed of
stratified fine to coarse sand and gravel, underlain by glacial till. The stratified sands and gravels
have a minimal content of fine materials, i.e., silt and clay, and are generally noncohesive. The gl aci al
outwash deposits, commonly called "stratified drift," formthe highest yield conmponent of the overburden
aquifer in the site area. These deposits are consistently underlain by the upper till, characterized by a
matrix of olive gray fine sand. The upper till ranges in thickness fromO to 35 feet and is found in nost
cases to overlie a slightly nmore conpact till. The lower till is approxinmately 2 to 5 feet in thickness,
and contains a higher percentage of silt and clay along wi th angul ar rock fragnents.

In addition to the natural deposits identified above, surface fill is prevalent in the study area. At the
Elm Street site, various fill materials have extended the property over tine, pushing back the Souhegan
River fromits forner position adjacent to Elm Street, to its current position several hundred yards away
fromE mStreet. The parking area and a portion of the fornmer manufacturing facility at the El m Street
site is situated on top of an old municipal burning dunp, which operated from 1927 until 1945. The dunp
material typically consists of approxi mately 10 feet of decayed wood, brick fragments, broken gl ass,

oxi di zed nmetal, and slag in an ash-like matrix. Additional sand and gravel fill overlies the burning dunp
nmaterial s,

A zone of boul ders was identified beneath portions of the MII| Street site that nmay represent the
interface between backfill and native materials. This boul der zone occurred at an approxi nate depth of 10

feet and was not detected anywhere el se in the study area.

The thi ckness of overburden deposits changes greatly over the study area, varying wth bedrock

t opography. Fromthe MII Street site, extending north along the eastern side of the drainage ditch,
overburden is generally 20 feet thick. Overburden thickness on the eastern side of the drainage ditch is
between 50 and 75 feet. Overburden is 60 to 70 feet thick bel ow the Keyes Park and on the north side of
t he Souhegan River.

Soi |

A nunber of soil types characterize the ground surface within the Fletcher's Paint Site study area. The
primary soil units are excessively drained, rapidly perneable and very rapidly perneable soils with very
| ow avail abl e water capacity.

Bedr ock

The Fletcher's Paint Site is underlain by bedrock which occurs at depths between approxinately twenty and
seventy feet below ground in the study area. It is conpetent bedrock with little weathering, having a
thin (less than one foot) |ayer of weathered rock at the bedrock surface and few hi gh-angle fractures.
The bedrock surface includes an area of high elevations in the vicinity of the MII Street and El m Street
sites and an area of |ow elevations extending to the west fromthe vicinity of the nursing home to Keyes



Park. A relatively steep bedrock sl ope separates these two areas.
C. Hydrogeol ogi ¢ Characteristics

The MIford area is characterized by three unconfined aquifers which provide the majority of the area's
muni ci pal water supply needs. These aquifers, conposed primarily of stratified sand and gravel, are
generally oriented west to east, parallel to the Souhegan R ver and G eat Brook.

In addition to these unconfined overburden aquifers, there are fractured bedrock aquifers. Both bedrock
wel I's and overburden wells provide donestic water supplies in the MIford area.

The Fletcher's Paint Site study area is situated along the southeastern extent of the M| ford- Souhegan
Aquifer. Depth to ground water across the site varies fromapproxinmately four feet bel ow the ground
surface near MI| Street Pond to approxinately twenty feet at the EEm Street site and twelve feet at
Keyes Park. The saturated thickness also varies across the study area fromapproximately ten feet near
the MI|l Street site to twenty feet beneath the Elm Street site and fifty-five feet beneath the Keyes
Par k.

The base of the MIford-Souhegan Aquifer is locally defined by a discontinuous veneer of clayey silt with
gravel (lower glacial till) that ranges in thickness fromzero to four feet. At |ocations where the | ower

glacial till is discontinuous, such as the eastern half of the EEm Street site and the MI| Street site,
di rect hydraulic communication exists between the bedrock and overburden aquifers. Some hydraulic
communi cation nmay al so exist in areas where the lower glacial till is present.

Generally ground water flow is toward the Souhegan River and flows in a north-northwest direction from
the MIIl Street site and a north-northeast direction across the Elm Street site and Keyes Park. This
lateral flowis consistent with regional interpretations that suggest the river is the prinmary ground
wat er di scharge point associated with this part of the MIford-Souhegan Aquifer.

Vertical flowin both the overburden and bedrock aquifers is generally upward in the imrediate vicinity
of the Souhegan River and prevails downward in the vicinity of the MI| Street Site.

Il. SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES
A. Land Use and Response Hi story

Fl etcher's Paint was in operation fromapproximately 1948 until 1991 as a manufacturer and retail
distributor of paints and stains for nostly residential uses. The paints were prinmarily water-based | at ex
pai nts and organi c-based sol vent paints. The conpany's annual producti on was 25,000 to 35,000 gall ons.

Fol Il owi ng the closure of the Fletcher's Paint Wrks, a consignnent shop has operated in the front brick
portion of the building. Parking for this consignment shop is limted as a result of the 1991 fence
installation. The MI| Street site sits vacant followi ng the 1993 shed denolition renoval action.

Land use at the Elm Street site prior to 1949 included agricultural farmng in the 1800's (as part of the
Crosby Farnm), hide storage for the nearby tannery, a turn of the century blacksmth and carriage painting
busi ness, an arnory (1913 to 1926), the town burning dunp (1929 to 1947), and an autonotive deal ership
(1920 to 1949). The MI| Street site contained two sheds that were used by Fl etcher Paint as warehouses
for bulk paint pignents for over twenty-five years. Previously, they had been used for grain storage. One
of the buildings was reportedly destroyed by fire, prior to EPA's involvenent at the site.

On February 1, 1983, the New Hanpshire O fice of Waste Managenment (NHOM) conducted an inspection of the
Fl etcher Paint Wrks. The facility was classified as a waste generator and was noted to be out of
conpliance with the New Hanpshire Departnent of Public Health regulations. The facility never returned
the notification forns requested. However, no further action was taken and, upon a follow up inspection
on July 7, 1985, NHOM determ ned that the Paint Wrks facility was no | onger considered a generator of
hazar dous wast e.

The 1984 detection of volatile organi c conpounds (VOCs) in the nearby Keyes Wl | by the New Hanpshire
Department of Environmental Services ("NHDES'), formerly known as the New Hanpshire Water Supply and

Pol I ution Control Conmi ssion, triggered the renoval of the Keyes Wl from service and pronpted a series
of investigative activities to determ ne the contam nant source. During a Prelimnary Assessnent
conducted in 1985, EPA inspected the facility and found in the Fletcher's Paint Wrks parking | ot
approximately fifty druns stacked on their sides several drums high. On the southeastern edge of the
parking lot, approxi mately 150 druns contai ning al kyl resins were adjacent to the building. The mgjority
of these drums were bul ging. rusty, and dented, and the ground beneath the druns was stained. Athird
area of drum storage | ocated near the southeast edge of the building contained approximately fifty druns



of inorganic pignenting agents used in the manufacture of paint. In addition, twenty to thirty druns were
found stacked outside the storage building on MII Street. Mst of those druns were open. enpty, and
stored on their side w thout benefit of a liner or other contai nment system

From May, 1988, to Cctober, 1988, EPA conducted rempval activities at both the Elm Street and MII Street
locations. At Elm Street, the main activities perforned by EPA were the stagi ng. sanpling, analysis and
di sposal of 863 drunms of hazardous substances and the covering of the contam nated soils of the parking
lot with geotextile fabric and fill. At MII| Street, EPA covered contam nated soils, inventoried bags of
pigment in the storage shed, and di sposed of 12 bags of asbestos contained in the shed. The Fl etcher

Pai nt Works and Storage Facility Superfund Site was proposed for inclusion on the National Priorities

Li st on June 24, 1988, and finalized on March 30, 1989. In Novenber and Decenber of 1991, EPA conducted a
second renmoval, installing a fence at the EIm Street portion of the Site and renoving | aboratory
containers found in the building on that portion of the Site.

<I M5 SRC 98124D>

A third Renoval action was conpleted be EPA at the MI| Street and EIm Street sites during the sumer of
1993. The Renoval Action included characterization and di sposal of wastes found in the Elm Street and
M1l Street buildings, denolition and disposal of the MII Street building (see Figure D), and repair of
the caps on both the MI| street and El m Street properties.

Approxi mately 500 bags of dry paint pignents, 100 cardboard druns of dry resins, and nunerous

vari ous-si zed contai ners of unknown materials were found in the MII| street building Approxi mately 327
drums of hazardous substances, 750 bags of paint pignents 10 bags of friable asbestos and 2,500 snal |
contai ners of mscellaneous substances were renoved fromthe Elm Street building. Atotal of 512 druns
and 99 w angl er boxes were di sposed of during this action. The naterials were categorized into 26
different waste streans including oxidizers, peroxides, cyanides, |ead, chlorinated organics, acids,
organi c solids, inorganic solids and PCBs.

The Elm Street cap was repaired, and re-graded with 64 tons of crushed stone and 132 tons of 3/4 inch
washed stone. A geotextile liner was placed at the MI| Street site where the shed was formerly | ocated,
and 3 to 6 inches of sand fill and 6 to 8 inches of topsoil were placed over the liner. The MII Street
site was then hydro-seeded.

In April of 1996 EPA conpleted a Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (R/FS), which began in the
summer of 1990. The R and other studies reveal that soils, sedinments, surface waters and groundwater are
contam nated with volatile and sem -vol atile organi c conpounds. netals, PCBs, and pesticides. In

addi tion, the studies show that the Souhegan Ri ver has surface water and sedi ment contami nation, as well
as potential inpact to certain fish and biota within the river as a result of the contam nation.

In Decenber, 1995, EPA Region | nmde the decision to split the Keyes Wll Field and the Souhegan River
into a second operable unit in order to conduct further investigations of the contam nation at those
locations. In a future RI/FS, EPA will conplete the investigations into the groundwater contamination in
the Keyes Field area and conduct a feasibility study on alternatives to address the contamination in the
River. An April 1998 Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnment reported the contami nation of the sedinents, surface
water and biota in the river and concluded that there is a chronic health risk to the biota in the river
as a result of the contaninated sedinents. As part of Cperable Unit Two, EPA will determ ne whether the
Keyes Field and Souhegan R ver require further renedial action.

A nore detailed description of the Site history can be found in the Renedial Investigation Report in
Section 1, Table 1-1 and in pages 5 through 8.

B. Enforcenent H story

In 1990 the EPA referred a conplaint to the Department of Justice seeking recovery of costs incurred in
the 1988 and 1991 renovals fromthree potentially responsible parties (PRPs). Settlenent of the conpl aint
has been reached.

In the summer of 1995, General Electric (GE), a potentially responsible party at the Site, conducted a
fourth renoval. Pursuant to a Unilateral Adm nistrative Order issued on July 13, 1995, under Section 106
of CERCLA, CE renoved PCB contam nated soil fromsurface soil, under |awns, and on the dirt driveways of
three residential properties across fromthe MI| Street site to protect residents fromthe risks of
direct exposure to PCBs. Many of the residents chose to be included in a voluntary relocation program
during this action. A 10 foot w de paved apron was added to the MI| Street site at the end of the action
to prevent further degradation and wear of the edge of the cap and MII Street itself was re-paved to
direct surface water runoff toward the Fletcher Paint property and away fromthe residences.



In August of 1996, GE perforned a voluntary soil cleanup of the snall piece of |and east of, and adjacent
to the Fletcher Paint building. This small piece of Iand was found to have | ow | evel s of PCB

contam nation. General Electric voluntarily renoved the contami nated soils as well as additional soil to
enabl e a Korean War Menorial to be built on that |ocation

On Cctober 11, 1996, EPA issued General Notice to four remaining PRPs, which include the Town of MIford

On July 10, 1998 a proposed Consent Decree in United States v. The Town of MIford. No. 98-430-B (D.N H.)
was | odged with the United Stated District Court for the District of New Hanpshire. Subsequently a notice
was published in the Federal Register (Vol 63 No. 142) on Friday July 24, 1998, opening the Proposed
Consent Decree for comrent for thirty (30) days frompublication. In this action, the United States
sought, pursuant to Section 107 (a) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. 9607 (a), recovery of costs concerning the First
Operable Unit of the Fletcher's Paint Site, and the subject of this Record of Decision. The Town of
MIford currently owns a portion the site (the Keyes Drive), and previously has operated a burning dunp
on another portion of the site. In the Proposed Consent Decree, the Town of MIford, New Hanpshire,
agrees to pay the United States, $62,139.00, for past and future response costs incurred for the First
Qperable Unit at the Site; to provide various in-kind services, including replacenent piping naterial
which is valued at $ 16, 675.00, and performfuture routi ne mai ntenance on the Site; to provi de access to
portions of the Site owned or controlled by the Town of MIford; and to covenant not to sue the United
States. This settlement does not address any potential liability for the Second Cperable Unit at the
Site.

111, COWIN TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

Throughout the Site's history, community interest and i nvol venent has been hi gh. EPA has kept the
community and other interested parties appraised of the Site activities through six informational public
neetings, nunerous personal contacts, nine fact sheets, and press rel eases.

During February, 1993, EPA released a community relations plan which outlined a programto address
community concerns and keep citizens infornmed and involved in activities during renedial activities. On
Sept enber 25, 1991, EPA held an informational neeting at the Hanpshire H Il Sports & Fitness dub to
descri be the plans for the Renmedial Investigation and Feasibility Study. On August 17, 1994 EPA held an
informational neeting at the Hanpshire Hll Sports & Fitness Cub to discuss the results of the Renedia
I nvesti gati on.

In the fall of 1995 EPA held an infornational public nmeeting at the Town Hall to discuss potential
community related i npacts fromthe various cleanup alternatives that were under review as part of the
Feasibility Study ("FS'). As a result of this neeting, which was well attended, EPA net with specific
public and business representatives to further discuss and resol ve some of the potential comunity

i mpact s.

In April of 1996 EPA rel eased the Feasibility Study report. In June 10 1996 EPA held a public
informational neeting to reiterate the results of the Remedial Investigation and present the various
cleanup alternatives for the site. At the request of the MIford Sel ectnmen, EPA specifically did not
rel ease the Proposed Plan concurrently with the FS, to allow the Town to revi ew and comment on the
potential alternatives prior to EPA finalizing the Proposed Pl an.

In Decenber, 1996, EPA nade the Adm nistrative Record available for public review at EPA's offices in
Boston and at the Wadl eigh Public Library in MIford, New Hampshire. EPA published a notice and bri ef
anal ysis of the Proposed Plan in the MIford Cabinet on January 8, 1997, and nade the Proposed Pl an
avail able to the public at the Wadl eigh Public Library.

On January 14, 1997, EPA held an informational neeting to discuss the results of the Renedi al
Investigation and the cleanup alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study and to present the Agency's
Proposed Plan. From January 14 through April 21, 1997, the Agency held a ninety day public coment period
(an extension of sixty days was granted in addition to the initial thirty-day coment period) to accept
public comrent on the alternatives presented in the FS and the Proposed Plan and on any other documents
previously released to the public. On January 29, 1997, the Agency held a public hearing to discuss the
Proposed Plan and to accept any oral conments. A transcript of this neeting and a sunmary of all comments
and the Agency's response to comments are included in the Responsiveness Summary in Appendi x B.

I'V. SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNI T ONE RESPONSE ACTI ON

As discussed in Section Il above, several renmoval actions have been performed at the Site to protect
human health and the environnent, to renove hazardous substances and to stabilize the contam nated soils.
The remedi al action authorized by this ROD addresses the renaining contam nated soil and groundwater for



QOperable Unit One. The sel ected renedy was devel oped by conbi ni ng conponents of different source contro
and nanagenent of migration alternatives to obtain a conprehensive approach for renediation. In summary,
the remedy provides for source control through soil excavation with on-site treatnent using an ex-situ
t hermal desorption technol ogy, replacement of the treated soils, and installation of a soil cover over
the EEm Street Site as well as an asphalt over portions of the both EIm Street and MI| Street sites.
Managenment of migration will be achieved through nonitored natural attenuation and the use of
institutional controls. The inplenentation of the renedy for Operable Unit 1 can occur independently of
future investigations and renedial actions relating to Qperable Unit 2, the Keyes Wll Field and the
Souhegan River

This remedial action will address the followi ng principal threats to human heal th and the environnent
posed by the Site: current and future human exposure to contani nated surface soils through dermal contact
and incidental ingestion, future human exposure to contam nated subsurface soils through dernal contact
and incidental ingestion, as well as the future ingestion of contam nated ground water; and prevents the
| eaching of and continued mgration of contami nants through the soils into the groundwater at |evels that
woul d exceed drinking water standards

V. SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

Significant soil, surface water, sediment and groundwater contamination is present at the Fletcher's
Paint Site. Major sources of the soil and groundwater contami nation were elimnated when druns were
removed during the EPA's 1988 Renoval Action. Tenporary caps were also placed at the M1l Street and El m
Street sites during this time period since high |levels of residual contanination renained in the soil as
a result of the historical surface spills and inproper handling and storage of druns on the properties

G oundwat er contamnation is present at both the EEm Street and MI| Street Sites. Goundwater at the
M1l Street Site exhibits the highest levels of groundwater contami nation found at the Site and is the
source area for a large plune of groundwater contam nation which extends fromMII Street to the Souhegan
Ri ver.

At the EEmStreet Site, a significant area of groundwater contam nation exists as a result of |eaching
froma hot spot of polyurethane resins within the subsurface. G oundwater flow is generally toward the
Souhegan River and flows in a north-northwest direction fromthe MII| Street Site and a north-northeast
direction across the EEm Street Site and Keyes Field. The lateral flowis consistent with regiona
interpretations that suggest that the river is the prinmary groundwater di scharge point associated with
the M| ford-Souhegan Aquifer. A small portion of the groundwater flow at the MII Street Site was
observed to flow Southwest, toward the MII| Street Pond. Vertical gradients are generally downward in the
area of the MII| Street site and invert to an upward direction as the Souhegan R ver is approached.

Chapter 2 of the Feasibility Study contains an overview of the Renedial Investigation. The Renedia
Investigation was carried out in two phases, the first phase (Phase 1A) was conducted between Cctober
1991 and February 1992; and the second phase (Phase 1B) were conducted between Cctober 1993 and January
1994. The significant findings of the Remedial Investigation are summarized bel ow.

A Fletcher's Paint EEmStreet Site
Soi

The EIm Street portion of the Fletcher's Paint Wrks was the location for the nanufacturing and operation
of the paint business, including the storage of the naterials in druns, as well as the retail outlet. The
Elm Street site is also the location of the forner town burning dunp. PCBs. while not extensively used in
the paint operations, were identified as the primary contam nant at the Site. The Paint Wrks used and
resold some of the "scrap pyranol” (which contained various mxtures of PCBs, trichlorobenzene and
trichloroethylene) for other non-paint related purposes such as a dust suppressant, heating oil and as a
conpound for the roofing cement industry. The Fletcher's Paint Wrks al so used the scrap pyranol to
suppress the dust at the Elm Street facility.

The Rl investigations revealed that in addition to overall surficial PCB contanination in the soils as a
result of the dust suppression, tenporary drumstorage and rel ated activities at the Site, the highest
and deepest concentrati ons of PCB contam nation directly correspond to fornmer drum storage areas of the
site. To a | esser extent, other hazardous naterials found at the site during the R included volatile
organi ¢ conpounds (VQCs) such as xyl enes, ethyl benzenes and tol uene, netals such as | ead, chrom um
antinony and barium and semvol atile organic conpounds (SVQOCs) such as phthal ates and pol ycyclic
aromati ¢ hydrocarbons (PAHs), all relating nost likely to the paint operations. In the deeper naterials
and debris, that conprised of the former burning dunmp, netals and PAHs (formed as a result of inconplete
conbustion) were found. (See Figures 2 through 6).



The nost preval ent hazardous substance found at the site was PCBs. Four different PCB Arochlors were
detected in the Contract Lab Program ("CLP") analysis of soil and groundwater sanples collected fromthe
Elm Street site: Arochlors 1242, 1248, 1254 and 1260. The nost frequently identified mxture at the Elm
street site were the Arochlors 1242 and 1248 in the Phase 1A investigation and 1248 and 1254 in the Phase
1B investigation; Arochlor 1260 was only identified once. Arochlors are industrial mxtures of specific
PCB congeners. Arochl or conpounds are thermally and chenical |y stable conmpounds with excellent dielectric
properties. They have been used in nomnally closed systens such as heat transfer liquids, hydraulic
fluids, lubricants and in open ended systens such as surface coatings, inks, adhesives, pesticides,
extenders and for mcro encapsul ati on of dyes of carbonl ess paper (Merck & Co., 1989). Trichl oroethyl ene
(TCE) and 1, 2,4-Trichl orobenzene (TCB) are conpounds typically used with the PCB industrial Arochlor

m xtures, as a cleaning solvent and carrier fluid. In general, where high |levels of PCBs are found at the
site, TCE and TCB are also found. (See Figure 7).

In general three najor areas of contanmination were identified on the Elm Street property: 1) the EB-15
area, which is just west of the warehouse portion of the Paint Wrks, and behind the ol der brick portion
2) EB-03 area, adjacent to the river bank, and 3) the EB-02 /EB-17 area west and north of the Fletcher's
Pai nt bui | di ng.

The area in the vicinity of |ocation EB-15, (See Figure 6), just west of the Elm Street building, and
centrally located on the EIm Street Site, represents the major area of surface contam nation at the Elm
Street site. This is one area that was used to store druns during the years of paint operations. The
near - surface sanple (one to two and one-half feet)fromthis |ocation exhibited the highest concentrations
of TCE (50 ug/kg), 1.2,4-TCB (8,800 ug/kg), 4-nitrophenol (860 ug/kg), and percent |evel PCBs (14, 000

ny/ kg -total PCBs by field data and 5,000 ng/ kg 1248 PCB by CLP). PCB concentrations at this location
general ly decreased with depth, however PCBs were found at depth, with field data indicating 940 ng/kg
PCBs detected in the soils from9 to 11 feet below the surface and 640 ng/ kg PCBs detected in the soils
19 to 20.5 feet below grade, and essentially at the water table. Just below the water table, the field
data indicated that the PCB concentrations dropped to 11 my/ kg at 24 feet bel ow grade.

Subsurface soil sanpling at |ocation EB-20A, |ocated under the Fletcher's Paint warehouse addition,
indicated that concentrations of PCBs (13nmg/ kg PCB 1248) were detected from26 to 30 feet bel ow grade. At
12 to 14 feet, 2.6 ng/ kg PCB 1248 was detected. The near surface sanple, 0 to 4 feet, at EB-20A contai ned
6.2 ng/ kg PCBs 1248 and 1254. Soil sanples were obtained at EB-20A by drilling through the concrete fl oor
of the warehouse portion of the paint facility. The area that currently houses the warehouse portion of
the paint facility (and has since it was built in the nmid 1970's) was fornerly the area of the driveway
and drum storage |l ocation. Also detected at EB-20A was TCE at 46 ug/kg from12 to 14 feet and 3 ug/kg at
26 to 30 feet. This location is also close to the location of the culvert systemlocated at simlar
depths within the Elm Street site, and beneath the forner Fletcher's Paint Wrks buil di ng.

At EB-03, the subsurface soil sanple collected at eleven to thirteen feet and in close proxinmty to a
resin-like material, exhibited concentrations of volatile aromatics of 1.9 ng/kg toluene, 21 ny/ kg

et hyl benzene, and 20 ng/ kg xyl enes. PCB concentrations at this |ocation were 6,700 ng/ kg and 7,900 ng/ kg
(dup) 1242 from9 to 10.5 feet. PCBs at a concentration of 1,900 ng/kg were detected from1l to 13 feet.
The vertical extent of the nmeasured PCB contamination in this area reaches a maxi num depth of 46.5 feet,
with the highest concentrations found in the top 15 feet. Al concentrations bel ow 25 feet were below 1
ng/ kg PCB. At the EB-04 | ocation, northwest of EB-03, |ower levels of PCBs were found at depths
correlating to the contanination found at depth at EB-03.

A yellowi sh crystalline material and a browni sh, viscous, resin-like substance were encountered during
the Phase 1A drilling at both the EB-03 A and EB-03B | ocati ons. These naterials extend froma depth of
approxinmately 5 feet to 11 feet below the surface. These naterials were anal yzed using Fourier Transform
Infrared Spectoscopy (FTIR) to determine the overall chem cal conposition of the materials. The FTIR
spectrumof the yellow sh crystalline material was identified as a urethane or pol yurethane; the spectrum
for the brownish, viscous naterial was identified as a pol yani de resin.

Al so at the EB-03 | ocation, Aroclor 1248 and the hi gher nol ecul ar wei ght PAHs were detected in the soil
sanpl e collected at seven to nine feet, in materials determined to be consistent with the burning dunp
debris. The materials that were used to define the extent of the burning dunp included ash, burnt wood,
broken gl ass, netal fragnents and ceramic fragnents. The thickness of the forner burning dunp materials
varies, ranging from2 feet at EB-22 to 8 feet at EB-17.

PAH contami nation found at the Site indicated that two different types of PAH contamination were
observed, contanination due to conbustion by-products and contaninati on due to petrol eum products and/ or
paint rel ated nmanufacturing chemcals. The najority of the PAH contam nation found at the site were the
hi gh nol ecul ar weight, three and four ring PAHs and are associated with inconpl ete Conbustion products.
The PAH contamination relating to paint operations were found in near surface sanples and included the
two ring PAHs such as naphthal ene, phenols and al kyl -substituted phenols, and phthal at es.



. The subsurface soils fromEB-17, |ocated behind the Elm Street building and, to a | esser
extent, soils from EB-02A, showed el evated concentrati ons of volatile aronatics, PAHs,
pht hal ates, pesticides, and PCBs. The contanination at this |ocation was observed in the
deeper soils (twenty-seven to twenty-nine feet), which corresponds w th possible burning
dunmp debris, however, additional sources for this contam nation include debris within the
overlying fill surficial releases of contam nation and migration fromoff-site sources
t hrough the drainage ditch/cul vert systeminto surrounding site soils.

. I norgani cs were observed in soils fromEB-18B (seventeen to ei ghteen and one-hal f feet);
Bari um chromium lead, and zinc, as well as several other inorganic elements, were observed
at el evated (above background) concentrations in this sanple. The | ocations and depths of
the el evated concentrations were found in an area consistent with the nmapped | ocati on of the
former burning dump. However, these metals, as well as many others, are extensively used in
paint formul ati ons. Lower concentrations of the inorganics nmentioned above were observed in
surface and near-surface soils in the vicinity of EB-02A and EB-15, and in deep soils from
EB- 02A and B and nearby EB-17. This area of contamnation is not well defined and could be
associated with the nunerous forner storage areas at the site.

G oundwat er

. At the Elm Street site, ground water appears to be nost contaminated in the area of the
Site along the river, at nonitoring well ("MN) 03B, which is screened fromeleven to
twenty-one feet. Data fromthis well indicate extrenely el evated concentrations of

vol atil e aromati ¢ conpounds (55,000 ug/l xylenes, 4,100 ug/l toluene and 8,400 ug/l
et hyl benzene).

. Al so at MMO03B, total phenols at 2,927 ug/l and 5,987 ug/l were found during Phase 1B.
The high phenols in the groundwater is believed to be associated with the paint-rel ated
pol yur et hane and pol yam de paint resins that were found at depth at EB-03.

. PCBs were found in the groundwater at MM04C, MM 02B and MM 20A during Phase 1B at
concentrations of 0.78 ug/l, 0.74 ug/l, and 1.7 ug/l, respectively.

. Low | evel s of TCE contam nation (5-84ug/l) were found in the groundwater nonitoring well at
the Elm Street Site. The location and depths of the TCE contami nation indicate that the
contam nation is not likely fromsurficial releases, but rather fromthe TCE contam nation
at the MII Street Site, which has nmigrated into the Elm Street Site.

. Hydraul i cal ly upgradient, and i mredi ately South of the Elm Street site, VOC and PAH
contamination was detected in the groundwater nonitoring wells at both the Mbil and Qulf
Service station. These gasoline stations have had prior rel eases, which have inpacted their
properties.

Figures 2 through 6, and Figures 8 and 9, show the PCB contanination at the Fletcher's El m Street
property, the geology of the site with depth and the extent of TCE groundwater contam nation found during
the RI. Table 1 shows the field data collected and anal yzed for PCBs for the Elm Street soil borings.

B. Fletcher's Paint MI| Street Site
Soi |

At the MII Street site, contamnation was detected in surface soils, subsurface soils, and groundwater.
The nmaj or contam nants include chlorinated VOCs (prinmarily TCE), volatile aromatic hydrocarbons
(primarily xylenes), PAHs, PCBs, TCB and netals (prinarily lead). Surface soil and near surface soil
contami nation consists primarily of PCBs and to a | esser extent TCB, PAHs and netals. The area just east
of the former storage shed, where the highest concentrations of contam nants, and especially PCBs, were
found, is known to have been a former drum storage and staging area, as well as an area where contents of
drums were transferred fromone drumto another. PCB contam nation was al so observed in building surface
sanpl es collected fromthe east wall of the wooden storage shed, inmmediately adjacent to the known drum
storage area.



. The area in the vicinity of EB-21C, EB-12 and EB-07A, |ocated on the western portion of the
MIIl Street Site, represents the najor area of near surface contam nation at the MII Street
site. The vast majority of the PCBs found at the MII Street Site are situated within the
top four feet. While PCB concentrations decrease rapidly with depth across the site, PCBs
were found at depths to the water and bel ow during the field studies. Data fromEB-12 and
EB- 21C i ndicate that PCBs have migrated through the unsaturated zone into the saturated
zone, though PCB concentrations found continue to decrease with depth. Table 2 shows the
estimated mass of PCBs at Site. PCBs are considered a dense non-aqueous phase |liquid
(DNAPL), characterized as highly viscous |iquids, conpared to other, |ess viscous DNAPL
chem cal s such as the chlorinated solvents TCE and PCE, The prinary reason believed for the
infiltration of the PCBs at the MII Street Site, was the initial surficial release of PCBs,
nost |ikely conbined with other conpounds, as a liquid material. This material, being dense,
but highly viscous, spread laterally and vertically through the unsaturated the saturated
zones | eaving residual contam nation. The PCBs woul d have continued to penetrate in this
fashion until the volume and nass of the material was no |onger sufficient to overcone the
gradient required for further, deeper penetration into the subsurface. Wile the high
concentrations of PCBs found in the hallow surface soils are indicative of residual DNAPL,
free phase DNAPL was never identified in any soil sanpling or exploratory boring event
during the R .

The near-surface sanple (one to three feet) fromthe EB-12 | ocation exhibited very high | evels of PCBs,
found at 26,700 ng/ kg (CLP) and 110,000 ngy/kg (field data). Arochlors 1242 and 1248 were the prinary
arochlors found at this |ocation. Qher sanples of contam nated soil, taken fromnear surface soils from
this general location for various treatability studies, indicated PCB concentrations of approximately
88,000 ny/ kg (CE treatability study - Maxymllion Technol ogies - ex-situ thernal desorption), 35,5000

ngy/ kg (EPA treatability study, |IT technol ogies, ex-situ thermal desorption) and 60,000 ny/ kg (EPA
treatability study - CF Systens, solvent extraction). TCE, xylenes and trichl orobenzene were al so found
at high levels in the near surface sods at this location, 1,2,4-TCB detected in EB-21C at 64 and 69 ng/kg
(dup) fromO to 4 feet, was the highest observed during this investigation at the Fletcher's Paint Site.
The concentrations general ly appeared to decrease with depth. El evated PCB concentrations in this area,
9,400 ny/ kg and 9,600 ng/ kg (dup) Arochlor 1248 fromO to 4 feet, 780 ng/kg from8 to 10 feet and 190
mg/ kg from12 to 14 feet, al so suggests that the majority of the PCB contami nation exists in the upper
soils with a trend toward decreasing lateral and vertical concentrations.

. PAHs were detected in the near-surface sanples, SS-01, SS-02, SS-03, SS-12, and S-09. At
SS-01, SS-02, and SS-03, PAH contam nation generally decreased with depth. The higher
nol ecul ar wei ght PAH cont ani nati on appears to be from nearby asphalt surfaces.

. Wi | e nost of the observed concentrations of inorganics. in soil sanples collected during
the MI1 Street investigation were consistent with background | evels, elevated | evels of
|l ead and bariumwere found in soil sanples fromunderneath the forner storage shed at the
NEU Street site during the 1993 renoval action, and subsequently were renoved. Paint pignent
removed fromthe storage shed during the 1993 renoval action were found to contain high
|l evel s of |lead, chromium antinony, and iron oxides.

G oundwat er

A maj or source of groundwater contam nation is prevalent at the MI| Street site. G oundwater
contam nation at the MI| Street site includes TCE, TCB, PCBs and a flocculent nmaterial, all of which

were all identified at extrenely high concentrations.
. There are 4 overburden nonitoring wells associated with the MII Street site, of which one,
MMO7A is the only well located on the Fletcher's property itself One shall ow bedrock
nonitoring well, MM21C is also |ocated within the suspected source area of the MII Street

site. The highest concentration detected at the MII| Street site were in nonitoring well,
MM 21C, a shal | ow bedrock well, where 5,700 ug/l TCE, 270 ug/l PCB and 140 ug/l TCB were
det ect ed.

. GE s consultant, ESE, conducted additional sanpling in 1995 of both MW 21C and MM O07A using
an even lower flow volunme per mnute than was used in the R, Phase 1B investigations, to
deternmine the nature of the contanminant in the nobile phase. Laboratory anal ysis was
perforned on raw water sanples collected fromeach |ocation, as well as on aliquots of each
sanple that were filtered or centrifuged prior to analysis. Wile not consistent with the
EPA protocol for |low flow sanpling and analysis, the rational e behind the sanpling and
anal ysis was that for PCBs, centrifugation and filtration would be expected to renove
colloids and particles too large to migrate while at the same tine provide representative
sanpl es whi ch woul d obtain nobile PCBs (those dissolved in the water as well as those sorbed



to nobile colloidal particles).

The results of the 1995, GE sanpling round for MWO7A include: 77.8 ug/l PCB (raw water), 58.9 ug/|l PCB
(centrifuged water), and 35.0 ug/l PCB (filtered water). The results for MA21C include: 229 ug/l PCB (raw
water), 182 ug/l PCB (centrifuged water) and 131 ug/l PCB (filtered water).

As stated in ESE s June 1995 Focused Feasibility report prepared on behalf of GE "The results of the
anal ysis of sanples collected at the site [both EEmand MI| Street], with the exception of MA7,
concentrations of PCBs in groundwater have decreased from previous sanpling results.” "Further reductions
in concentrations are evident in centrifuges and filtered sanples. Based on these results, it is apparent
that renoval of particulate matter fromsanples, via centrifuging or filtering, results in a reduction of
the concentrations of PCBs, indicating that a portion of the PCBs in the sanples may be attributed to
PCBs adsorbed onto particulate matter or the filter. A portion of these particles are inmmbile, and the
true di ssol ved- phase concentration of PCBs is in the range indicated by results for the centrifuged and
filtered sanples. Concentrations at M|l Street are indicative of site conditions that are different than
ElmStreet.”

A flocculent-type (precipitate) material was observed in groundwater from MMO7A and M¥21C during the R
investigations. An FTIR analysis of the material from MMO7A indicated the presence of polydi nethyl

si | oxanes, polyvinyl stearate, acrylic and hydrocarbons. These materials are used in paint formul ations.
The presence of this flocculent nmaterial was not observed in either well MAM7A or MA21C during the GE ESE
1995 sanpling event. In Novenber of 1997, GE conducted a sanpling and anal ysis of the floccul ent
material, and reported the findings to the EPA on May 25, 1998. (See Table 3). The collected was divided
into a top yellowtan colored sanple and a bottom fl occul ent sanple, since ten mnutes after sanpling,
the flocculent material settled to the bottomof the bailer. The GE report states that "the water was
renmoved fromthe bottomof the well using a Waterra TM punp and was visually checked for the presence of
DNAPL that may have not been picked up by the bailer. There was no evidence of DNAPL in the groundwater.
Fol | owi ng purging, the groundwater did not contain suspended naterial nor was there visual evidence of
DNAPL." CE s reported the findings of the analysis as foll ows:

Top sanpl e(yell owtan groundwater): The top sanple contained TCE at 72 ug/l, and 46 ug/1 PCBs. The report
notes that this concentration of PCBs may not be representative of the concentrations of PCBs in the
groundwater in the formation, as it may be influences by fine particulate material in the bailer sanple
whi ch may not have settled out conpletely.

Bottom sanpl e (flocculent naterial ): The bottom sanple contained 77 ug/l TCE, and 1,780 ug/l PCB. GE
reported that the PCBs present on the flocculent material and in the groundwater are Arochlor 1242 and
are only slightly altered fromthe initial chem cal conposition.

The suspended material in the bottom sanple was consistent with the materials found by the EPA during the
RI. The data fromthis materials (fromboth GE and EPA' s anal yses)indicate that the floccul ent materials

formed as a result of reduced (soluble) iron in the groundwater, in conbination with the dense paint

rel ated conpounds, entered the well and becane oxi di zed by atnospheric oxygen that can diffuse and enter

the standing water in the well. Follow ng removal of the flocculent naterial by purging, no suspended
materi al was observed, denonstrating that if the flocculent material is present in the groundwater around
the well, it is not nobile within the formation. The nmobility of the flocculent materials within the well

screen is limted as a result of lowinterstitial groundwater velocity relative to the settling velocity
of the particles. However, the nobility of these same chem cal conpounds in the groundwater around the
wel I, which have not yet oxidized to forma precipitated floccul ent is not known.

The flocculent materials contained extrenely high PCB concentrations (1,780 ug/1l) when conpared to the
solubility limt for Arochlor 1242 (100 ug/l [Montgonery and Wl kom 1990]). Because of the limted
extent of PCB found in the soils at MN7A, where the najority of the contamnation is in the top 4 feet,
and concentrations fall below 1 ng/kg at the water table, the extrenely high PCB concentration in the
flocculent material is likely due to the absorption of the PCBs at the surface into the other, paint
related materials, which were also likely released as liquids onto the soil surface, and the ultimate

m gration of those conpounds through the subsurface.

Figures 10, 11 and 12 show the PCB contamination at the Fletcher's MII| Street Site, the geol ogy of the
site with depth. Figures 8 and 9 show the extent of the TCE contam nation in the groundwater for the
shal | ow over burden and shal | ow bedrock wells. Table 4 shows the field data collected and anal yzed for
PCBs at the MIIl Street soil borings.



C. Drainage Ditch/Culvert System

Surface water and sedinment related to the MII| Street Pond and drai nage ditch/cul vert systemwere
col l ected and anal yzed to determne the role this systemhad in surface transport mechani snms. This system
connects the MII| Street Pond to the Souhegan R ver.

. PCBs were detected in the sediments fromthe pond, drainage ditch, and cul vert system at
concentrations ranging from240 ng/kg to 3.7 ng/kg. Lead and chrom umwere found in the
drai nage ditch system in the area identified as a residential garden. Low |l evels of PCBs
and pesticides were also found within the garden area. The residents using the garden were
given the sanmpling results and future protocols on the proper washi ng and handling of the
vegetabl es grown in the soils were discussed. The garden, at this tine, is no |onger used by
t he residence.

. PAHs were found in the sedinents of the MII| Street pond (SED-13) and in the surface soils
adj acent to the Anerican Legion parking |ot. The concentrations of PAHs decreased
significantly with distance from surroundi ng asphalt surfaces.

. Phenol , and 4- et hyl phenol were detected in the MII street Pond sedinents and surface
waters as well as in the drainage ditch sedi ment |ocations. Pentachl orophenol was detected
inthe MII Street Pond and al so during the groundwater nmonitoring in well |ocations,
MADBA( 1ug/ 1), MAD8B(2ug/1) and Res-01 (5ug/l).

. The presence of high levels of VOCs in the catch basins within the stormdrai nage cul vert
system w th no apparent upgradient detections, indicates that a |l ocalized petrol eum
rel ease under investigation by the NHDES was entering the cul vert system and di schargi ng
downgr adi ent of the systemin the Souhegan river. Sanpling of the outfall fromthe cul vert
system (OF-5) into the river also indicated the presence of VOCs, but at a four fold
reduction in concentration. The outfall to the Rver currently is being nonitoring and an
absorbent boomis maintained at the outfall to catch any further petrol eumrel ease.

D. Souhegan River

The Rl included investigations into the nature and extent of contam nation of the Souhegan River. Future
renedi al actions, if any, for the Souhegan River would be included as part of Qperable Unit Two, and is
not included in this ROD. The surface water and sedi ment data has been included in this ROD to give a
better understanding of the chem cal contamination at the Site, its surroundings, and the potential fate
and transport of the chenicals found on the properties described as part of this ROD

Sedi nent s

. Moderately high levels of PCBs (49 ng/kg) were present in the Souhegan R ver sedinments
adjacent to the EEm Street site, and concentrations appear to decrease w th di stance
downstream of the site. Sedinment sanpl es downstream at the damwere not coll ected.
Deposition froma former Fletcher enployees indicates that drums containing PCBs may have
fallen into the river, when drunms were stored along the banks in the vicinity of EB-03. In
addition, a fairly steep slope extends fromthe Fletcher's property into the river allow ng
PCB contaminated soils to erode into the river, as is evident by the detection of PCB
contanmination all along the bank and i mredi ately adj acent sedi nents.

. Lead and chromiumwere also found in sanpl es of Souhegan River sedinents adjacent to the Elm
Street site, with concentrations al so decreasing with distance downstreamof the site.

. El evated total xylenes concentrations (11 and 14 ng/kg) were detected in the Souhegan
Ri ver sedinent |ocation SED- 11, adjacent to the Elm Street site and the | ocation of the
EBO3 boring, where the paint related resins and high VOCs were found in both the sods and
gr oundwat er .

. The hi ghest concentrations of phenolic conpounds (phenol and pentachl orophenol) were
detected at SED-09 adjacent to the EIm Street Culvert discharge point. The concentrations at
the river location are likely the result of contam nants mgrating fromthe Elm Street site
as well as fromthe MII| Street Pond and drai nage ditch.

. El evat ed PAH concentrations were detected in river sedinents adjacent to the Elm Street
site at SED-11 and SED-09. PAH concentrations decrease steadily downstreamw th di stance
fromthe Elm Street site. However, l|levels of PAHs inmredi ately upgradient of SED 11 (e.g.,



SED-01) were conparable to the levels adjacent to the Elm Street site. Therefore, the Elm
Street site does not appear to be inpacting PAH concentrations in the Souhegan R ver
upgradient of the Elm Street Cul vert di scharge point near SED 09.

Sur face Water

. The only surface water sanpling location with reported PCB concentrati ons was SW03 (0.41
Ig/L). This sanple was unfiltered and was col |l ected approxi mately 300 feet downstream of the
Elm Street site.

. The only surface water sanpling locations with reported | ead concentrations were SW11 and
SW09. The origin of these detected concentrations is likely fromthe Elm Street site and
the Elm Street Cul vert.

A conpl ete discussion of site characteristics can be found in the Renedial Investigation Report in
Section 4 at pages 1 through 69 and in Section 5 at pages 1 through 57.

VI. SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

A Final Baseline Human Health Ri sk Assessment (BHRA), reported in section 6 of the Rl (July, 1994), an
amended BHRA, reported in Appendix A of the FS (April, 1996), as well as a Prelimnary Ecol ogi cal
Assessment (July, 1994) were performed to estimate the probability and magni tude of potential adverse
human health and environmental effects from exposure to contami nants associated with the Site.

The public health risk assessnent followed a four step process: 1) contaminant identification to identify
t hose hazardous substances which, given the specifics of the site were of significant concern; 2)
exposure assessnent to identify actual or potential exposure pathways, characterized the potentially
exposed popul ations, and determ ned the extent of possible exposure; 3) toxicity assessnment to consider
the types and nagni tude of adverse health effects associated with exposure to hazardous substances, and
4) risk characterization to integrate the three earlier steps to summarize the potential and actual risks
posed by hazardous substances at the site, including carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks. The results
of the public health risk assessment for the Site are discussed bel ow fol | owed by the conclusions of the
environnental risk assessnent.

Thirty-five contam nants of concern, found in Table 5, were selected for evaluation in the risk
assessnent (1994 BHRA). These contami nants constitute a representative subset of the nore than sixty
contam nants identified at the Site during the Renedial Investigation. The thirty-five contam nants of
concern were selected to represent potential site related hazards based on toxicity, concentration,
frequency of detection, nobility and persistence in the environment. A summary of the health effects of
each of the contam nants of concern can be found in Appendix A Toxicity Profiles, of the 1994 BHRA

Potential human health effects associated with exposure to the contam nants of concern were estinated
quantitatively or qualitatively through the devel opnment of several hypothetical exposure pathways. These
pat hways were devel oped to reflect the potential for exposure to hazardous substances based on the
present uses, potential future uses, and location of the Site. Future land use for the Elm Street Site is
expected to be recreational, with a designated utility worker area, and future |land use at the NO Street
Site is expected to comrercial. The following is a brief sumrary of the exposure pat hways eval uated. A
nore thorough description can be found in the BHRA and in the amended BHRA, Appendi x A of the FS.

Surface Soils

There are 3 locations at the Site were potential exposures to surface soils could occur: 1) surface soil
at the MIIl Street Site, 2) surface soil at the Elm Street Site and 3) surface soil along the drainage
ditch. Exposure to surface soils in all areas could occur under the current commercial |and use, when
adults and children trespass and cone in direct contact with contam nants in the surface soils through
incidental ingestion, direct contact , or the inhalation of particulates. Surface soil is considered to
be fromthe surface to 1 foot in depth.

In the future, the Town of MIford has indicated that it expects the Elm Street Site to becone a part of
the Keyes Field Recreation Area, with the primary purpose of this area being additional parking to the 10
acre recreation field. The Elm Street site would al so potentially house a concession stand and restroom
facility and provi de additional access for the children to reach the nain playing areas. Residential
properties are | ocated approxi mately 20 feet fromthe MII Street Site and abut the EEm Street Site on
the western side of the Keyes Drive. Children routinely cut across the Elm Street Site on their way to
the nearby el enentary schools, and to access the Keyes Field or access the Souhegan River. Potentially
exposed popul ations for the future use include adults and children who visit the property for



recreational purposes. The exposure pathways woul d be the sane as was used for the current use scenario
This future recreational use designation for the EEmStreet Site would not limt the Town to the above
stated purposed, but would however, Iimt the Town to the future use of the property in ways consi stent
with recreational activities.

The current and future use of the MI| Street Site is as a conmercial area. The MII Street Site is

|l ocated extrenely close to residential properties. Current and future use exposed popul ati ons include
adults and children who visit the property for recreational activities. The exposure pathways include
direct contact and incidental ingestion of the contami nated soils and inhalation of particulates. The
sanp exposure pathways were eval uated for the drainage ditch

For all scenarios, dermal contact and incidental ingestion of soils were evaluated for adults and
children ages one to six years. The EPA recommended val ues for incidental sod ingestion of 100 ng/day for
adul ts and 200 ng/day for children, and val ues of exposed skin surface area of 5,800 cn?2 for adults and
2,000 cnR for children were used to determne the risks associated with surface soil exposure. The
exposure frequency was assuned to be 140 days per year over a 30 year residency (six and twenty-four
years, respectively for adults and children). Refer to Table 6 for specific exposure paraneters.

The potential surface soil exposure route of garden crop ingestion was considered only for the drainage
ditch surface soils for adults, because gardening (at the time the risk assessnment was conducted) was
taking place along the ditch at one residential |ocation. For this exposure pathway, uptake of
contanminants into garden crops was nodel ed. The potential exposure pathways quantified, included

i ngestion of above-ground crops such as tomatoes and | ettuce and root vegetables such as carrots. Refer
to Table 6 for the specific exposure paraneters.

Al though sone site areas are adequately covered by grasses and other vegetation which limt particulate
em ssions, other areas are not vegetated. Because no inhalation toxicity value existed for airborne PCBs,
potential exposures via inhalation of particulates enitted fromsurface soils were qualitatively

eval uat ed.

Subsurface Soils

The anended BHRA, 1996, eval uated exposures in the EIm Street Site and at the Draper Energy
Property(which is part of the MI| Street Site), to subsurface soils which could be displaced to the
surface during excavations related to utility work, recreational building or anenities, or conmercia

rel ated excavation work(Draper Energy). No current exposures to subsurface soils on the EEmStreet Site
and on the Draper Energy Coal Yard are occurring, and thus these exposures were not evaluated. The change
in future land use at the EIm Street Site and on the Draper Energy Coal Yard fromfuture residential
(assuned in the 1994 BHRA), to future recreational (assumed in the amended HBRA, 1996) was due to a
reassessnment of the |land use by the Town of MIford, NH (Lee Mayhew, Town Admi nistrator, May 1, 1995).
The results of the 1996 BHRA are presented in this ROD. At the Elm Street Site and the Draper Energy Coal
Yard, it was assuned that a young child or adult could be exposed to subsurface soils that were brought
to the surface during excavati on. Exposure routes included incidental ingestion and dernal contact with
contami nated soils. The exposure paranmeters used, were identical to those used for contact with the
surface soils

No current exposures to subsurface soils in the MII Street Site are occurring. The Town of MIford
reassessed the use of the MII| Street Site and concluded that it would be used as a right of-way to
expand MI11l Street, giving a greater buffer between the residents along MII Street and the road itself
(Lee Mayhew, town Administrator, may 1, 1995). Thus future exposures to subsurface soils at the MII
Street Site changed fromresidential exposures assunmed in the 1994 BHRA, to no exposure assuned in the
1996 BHRA. Therefore, exposures to subsurface sods were not assessed.

G oundwat er

Al t hough groundwat er from beneath the site is not currently in use, residential wells could be dug in
this area, or a municipal supply well could be reinstated in the future. Potential exposure pathways for
future residential exposure to contam nants in groundwater include ingestion, dermal contact and
inhalation. Only the risks for groundwater ingestion by adults were quantified, using an ingestion rate
of 2 liters per day for a 30 year residency period. Dernal exposure and inhalation to groundwater were
not quantitatively eval uated because of the uncertainties associated with quantifying these exposure
routes. The inhal ati on exposure was qualitatively evaluated by assunming that the exposure dose from

i nhal ati on while showering was equal in magnitude to that received fromingesting 2 liters of

gr oundwat er .



Drai nage Ditch - Sedinments and Surface Water

Adults and children ages 1 to 6 could wade in the drainage ditch because of its close proximty to

resi dences, although there are usually low |levels of water within the drainage ditch nmost of the year
These individuals could contact surface water and sedi ments. The potential exposure pathways include
incidental ingestion of sediments and dermal contact with surface water and sediments. |ncidental soi
ingestion rates were 100 ng/day for adults and 200 ng/day for children ages 1 to 6, nodified by a term
"fraction ingested fromsource" of 10 percent. An exposed body surface area of 2,000 cm 2 was applied for
children and 5800 cm 2 was applied for adults. Incidental ingestion and dermal contact with sedi nents
were eval uated for a child (one to six years old) and for an adult who may be exposed 100 days per year
for six and twenty-four years, respectively.

Ri sk Esti nates

For each pat hway eval uated, an average and a reasonabl e naxi mum exposure estinate was gener at ed
correspondi ng to exposure to the average and the maxi num concentrati on detected in that particul ar

nedi um The table follow ng this discussion sumarizes the risks at the Site, for each exposure pathway.
Ri sks associated with inhalation of various contam nants were evaluated qualitatively. Excess lifetinme
cancer risks were deternmined for each exposure pathway by multiplying the exposure level with the

chem cal specific cancer factor, Cancer potency factors have been devel oped by EPA from epi deni ol ogi ca
or aninmal studies to reflect a conservative "upper bound" of the risk posed by potentially carcinogenic
conmpounds. That is, the true risk is unlikely to be greater than the risk predicted. The resulting risk
estimates are expressed in scientific notation as a probability (e.g. 1 x 10 -6 for 1/1, 000, 000) and
indicate, using this exanple, that an average individual is not likely to have greater that a one in a
mllion chance of devel opi ng cancer over 30 years as a result of site-related exposure as defined to the
conmpound at the stated concentration. Current EPA practice considers carcinogenic risks to be additive
when assessing exposure to a nmixture of hazardous substances.

The hazard i ndex was al so cal cul ated for each pathway as EPA' s neasure of the potential for

non- car ci nogeni ¢ health effects. A hazard quotient is calculated by dividing the exposure |evel by the
ref erence dose (RfD)) or other suitable benchmark for non-carcinogenic health effects for an individua
conpound. Reference doses have been devel oped by EPA to protect sensitive individuals over the course of
alifetime and they reflect a daily exposure level that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of an
adverse health effect. RiDs are derived from epi dem ol ogi cal or ani nal studies and incorporate
uncertainty factors to help ensure that adverse health effects will not occur. The hazard quotient is
often expressed as a single value (e.g. 0.3) indicating the ratio of the stated exposure as defined to
the reference dose value (in this exanple, the exposure as characterized is approximately one third of an
accept abl e exposure | evel for the given compound). The hazard quotient is only considered additive for
conmpounds that have the sane or sinmilar toxic endpoint and the sumis referred to as the hazard index
(H). (For exanple: the hazard quotient for a conmpound known to produce |iver damage shoul d not be added
to a second whose toxic endpoint is, kidney danmge).

Ri sk summari es for the contam nants of concern in each nediumwere evaluated to reflect present and
potential future exposures corresponding to the average and the RVE scenarios. R sk summaries for the
contami nants of concern, which included: the ingestion of and dermal contact with surface soil at the
Site; the ingestion and dermal contact with the subsurface soils at the EEm Street Site and the Draper
Energy portion of the MI| Street Site; the ingestion of and dermal contact with surface soil and

sedi nent and surface water in the drainage ditch; the ingestion of garden vegetables grown near the
drai nage ditch, and the ingestion of groundwater, are found in Tables 6 through 24.



FLETCHER S PAINT SI TE SUMVARY OF RI SKS

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Hazard | ndi

Exposure Scenari o

Surface Soil (M1l Street and El m Street)
I nci dental Ingestion -Adults
Incidental Ingestion - Children 1 to 6
Total Soil Ingestion Risks

Dermal Contact - Adults
PCBs

Dermal Contact - Children 1 to 6
Total Self Dermal Risks
TOTAL SURFACE SO L RI SKS
(M LL/ ELM STREETS)
Subsurface Soil (1-10ft)(ELM STREET)- Future
I ncidental Ingestion - Adults
Incidental Ingestion - Children 1 to 6
Total Subsurface Soil Ingestion Risks
Dermal Contact - Adults
Dermal Contact Children 1 to 6
Total Subsurface Soil Dernmal Risks

TOTAL FUTURE SUBSURFACE SO L
RI SKS

Aver age

21.8

75. 4

95

155

Aver age
Total s

12.4

35.4

47.8

97.2

250

347

ces
Maxi mum
Maxi mum  Total s
11.9
112.5
124
132.5
223
356
479
41
385.7
426.7
475
750
1225
1652

COCs with
H >1
(max cone) Average
PCBs 7E- 05
PCBs 2E- 04
2E- 04
7E-04
3E-04
PCBs 4E- 04
PCBs 1E- 03
5E- 03
2F-03

Aver age
Total s

1E-03

1E-03

1E-03

7E-03

8E- 03

Car ci nogeni ¢ Ri sks

COCs with cancer

Maxi mum ri sks > 1x10"-6
Maxi mum Total s (m x conc)
6E- 04 PAHs, PCBs, As
2E-03 PAHs, PCBs. As
2E-03
7E- 03
3E-03 PCBs
1E- 02
1E-02
2E- 03 PCBs, As
5E-03 PCBs, As
7E-03
3E-02 PCBs
1E-02 PCBs
4E- 02
5E- 02
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Ri sk Summary

Exposur e pat hways described previously for the site, and the resulting increnental risk estimates are
cal cul ated separately for adults and children ages 1 to 6, and then are sunmed for total lifetime risks.

Bel ow is a breakdown of the risk estinmates for the Fletcher's Paint Site

Surface Soils: Risks to surface soils are presented in Tables 7-9 of the ROD. Exposure pathways for

surface soil include incidental ingestion and dermal contact. Cancer risks for adults and children
exposed to surface soils at the EEm Street Site, MI| Street Site, and the Draper Energy property
exceeded 1 x 10 -6 in all cases. The total lifetime incremental cancer risk for the average case scenario
for incidental ingestion of soils fé6r children and adults conmbined is 2 x 10 -4 while for maxi num
concentrations, the total lifetime cancer risk is 2 x 10 -3 . For potential dermal contact of soils for
both children and adul ts conbi ned, the estimated total lifetine incremental cancer risks are 1 x 10 -3

for the average scenario and 1 x 10 -2 for the reasonabl e maxi nrum exposure (RME) scenario, The highest
i ndividual estinmated cancer risks are for Aroclor 1248 and for Aroclor 1254. Although risks are not
calculated for inhalation of particulates, risks associated with inhalation maybe simlar to those
associated with soil ingestion. The total surface soil incremental cancer risk for the incidenta
ingestion and dermal contact with surface soils is 1 x 10 -3for the average scenario and 1 x 10 -2 for
t he maxi mum scenario. Both the average and maxi mumincremental cancer risk estinates exceed EPA s
acceptable risk range of 10 -6 to 10 -4.

Hazard quotients were not derived for PCBs in the 1994 BHRA because a reference dose ("RfD') for Arochlor
1254 did not exist at the tine. Hazard quotients were mistakenly onmitted fromthe 1996 anmended BHRA and
have been added into the risk tables in this ROD. These additional H@® further support previous risk
nmanagenment concl usi ons based on the 1994 and 1996 BHRA as to which nedia pose potential risks to human
heal th. The noncancer hazard indices for incidental ingestion is 12.4 for average concentrations and 124
for the RVE scenario for children and adults conbined. PCBs are the major contributor to these hazard
indices. For dermal contact, the hazard index is 21.8 for the average and 223 for the RVE scenario. The
maj or contributor to the hazard indices are PCBs. The total H including dermal contact and ingestion
pathways, is 47.8 for the average case and 479 for the RVE scenario. These values greatly exceed EPA s
accept abl e noncancer risk range of a total hazard index of 1 to 10.

The results of the Lead Uptake Mddel for children ages O to 6 were evaluated. Predicted blood |ead |evels
for this age group do not exceed a | evel of concern, defined as greater than 5 percent of the popul ation
exceeding a 10ug/dL increase in blood | ead as a result of site exposures.

Subsurface Soils (Elm Street and Draper Energy): R sks to subsurface soils are presented in Tables 11 -
13 in the ROD. Exposures pathways to subsurface soils in the Elm Street Site and evaluated in the 1996
anended BHRA include incidental ingestion and dernal contact with soil. Cancer risks for adults and
children exposed to subsurface soils at the EEm Street Site exceeded 1 x 10 -6 in all cases. The tota
lifetine increnental cancer risk for the average case scenario for the incidental ingestion by children
and adults conbined is 1 x 10 -3 while for maxi mum concentrations, the total lifetime cancer risk is 7 x
10 -3. For potential dermal contact of soils for both children and adults conbined, the estinated tota
lifetine increnental cancer risks are 7 x 10 -3 for the average scenario and 4 x 10 -2 for the RVE
scenario. The highest individual estimted cancer risks are for Aroclor 1242, Aroclor 1248 and for
Aroclor 1254. Al though risks are not calculated for inhalation of particulates, risks associated with
inhalation may be simlar to those associated with soil ingestion. The total subsurface soil increnenta
cancer risk for all pathways and at receptors is 8 x 10 -3 for the average scenario and 5 x 10 -2 for the
nmaxi mum scenari 0. Both the average and naxi mumincrenental cancer risk estinmates exceed EPA' s acceptabl e
risk range of 10 -6 to 10 -4.

Hazard quotients were not derived for PCBs in the 1994 BHRA because a reference dose ("RfD') for Arochlor
1254 did not exist at the tine. Hazard quotients were nmistakenly onmitted fromthe 1996 amended BHRA and
have been added into the risk tables in this ROD. These additional HQ® further support previous risk
managenent concl usi ons based on the 1994 and 1996 BHRA as to which medi a pose potential risks to human
heal th. The noncancer hazard indices for incidental ingestion for adults and children conbined is 97.2
for the average scenario and 427 for the RVE scenario. PCBs are responsible for the ngjority of the HQ
For dermal contact, the hazard index for adults and children conbined is 250 for the average and 1225 for
the RVE scenario. The total H for subsurface soils for all receptors conbined and for a pathways is 347
for the average case and 1652 for the RVE scenario. These H's greatly exceed EPA s acceptabl e noncancer
risk range of a total hazard index of 1 to 10

G oundwater: R sks to groundwater are presented in Table 24 in the ROD. In the future, residential wells
could be installed at the Fletcher's Paint Site, therefore future risks associated with ingestion of
groundwat er were cal cul at ed.



The estimated total incremental cancer risks are 1 x 10 -3 for the average scenario and 3 x 10 -2 for the
RVE scenario. The highest individual estimated cancer risks are for benzene, and PCBs. The contribution
of the inhal ation pathway fromgroundwater to the total risk was qualitatively evaluated in the risk
assessnent by assum ng the exposure frominhal ati on was approxi mately equival ent to the exposure risk
fromthe ingestion of 2 liters per day of groundwater. Thus the total risk fromgroundwater is about
doubl e the risk fromingestion. This approach was adopted by EPA Region 1 due to the uncertainty in

inhal ation nodels at the tinme. Both the average and maxi mumincrenental cancer risk estimtes exceed
EPA' s acceptable risk range of 10 -6 to 10 -4.

Hazard quotients were not derived for PCBs in the 1994 BHRA because a reference dose ("RfM) for Arochlor
1254 did not exist at the tine. Hazard quotients were nistakenly onmitted fromthe 1996 amended BHRA and
have been added into the risk tables in this ROD. These additional HQ further support previous risk
management concl usi ons based on the 1994 and 1996 BHRA as to which nedia pose potential risks to human
heal t h. Noncancer hazard indices for adult residents are 18 for the average case scenario and 381 for the
RVE scenario. PCBs are the only contributor to the H for the average case. For the RVE scenario, the

i ndi vidual hazard quotients for ethyl benzene, tol uene, nanganese and PCBs exceed 1, with PCBs being the
maj or contributor to the risk. for the RVE scenario. These H's greatly exceed EPA s acceptabl e noncancer
risk range of a total hazard index of 1 to 10

Drai nage Ditch: Risks for exposure to surface water and sedinent in the drainage ditch for adults and
children conbi ned, are presented in Tables 15 through 23 in this ROD. Exposures to contami nants in
surface soil, sedinments and surface water in the area of the drainage ditch could occur via incidenta
i ngestion and dermal contact for adults and children ages 1 to 6. Ingestion of garden vegetables coul d
al so contribute to exposures for individuals gardening near the ditch

Estimated lifetine cancer risks associated with ingestion of surface soils in the drainage ditch for
adults and children conbined are 3 x 10 -5 for the average case scenario and 1 x 10 -4 for the RVE
scenari o. The contam nants of concern with individual cancers risks of greater than 1 x 10 -6 are PAHS
PCBs and arseni c. The conpounds contributing the majority of the potential cancer risk in drainage ditch
surface soils are carcinogenic PAHs. Dernal contact with the drainage ditch surface soils for adults and
children conbined, results in a lifetime cancer risk of 5 x 10 -6 for the average case scenario and 2 x
10 -3 for the RVE scenario. Dermal risks were only calculated for Aroclors 1248 and 1254. Al though risks
are not calculated for inhalation of particulates, risks associated with inhalation may be simlar to
those associated with sod i ngestion

I ngestion of garden vegetables grown in drainage ditch soils results in cancer risks of 3 x 10 -5 for the
average case and 1 x 10 -4 for the RVE scenario for adults.

The total incremental cancer risks through all exposure routes and across all receptors to the surface
soils in the drainage ditch are 7 x 10 -5 for the average scenario and 2 x 10 -4 for the naxi mum
scenari o.

I nci dental ingestion of drainage ditch soils for adults and children conbined, results in a hazard index
of 1.1 for the average scenario and 4.4 for the RVE scenario. Al though no individual chem cal hazard
quoti ent exceeds 1, both antinmony and chrom um (for children) have a cal cul ated hazard quotient of 1
Dernmal contact to surface soils for both adults and children conbined results in a hazard index of 0.16
for the average case and 0.82 for the RMVE scenario. The total hazard index for exposure to surface soils
in all pathways for all receptors conbined is 1.7 for the average case and 6.9 for the RVE scenario.

Estimated lifetine cancer risks associated with ingestion of sedinents in the drainage ditch for children
and adults conbined, are 2 x 10 -6 for the average case scenario and 1 x 10 -5 for the RVE scenario.
Dermal contact with the drainage ditch surface soils for both adults and children conbined, result in a
lifetine cancer risk of 4 x 10 -6 for the average case scenario and 1 x 10 -5 for the RVE scenario.

Dermal risks were only calculated for Aroclors 1249 and 1254. The total H for the drainage ditch
sedinents for all pathways is 6 x 10 -6 for the average case and 2 x 10 -5 for the RVE scenario. The
total hazard index for ingestion and dernal contact with drainage ditch sedinments for all receptors
conbined is 0.2 for the average case and 0.6 for the RMVE scenario.

The estimated lifetinme cancer risks associated with dernmal contact of the surface waters in the drai nage
ditch are 9 x 10 -9 for the average case scenario and 2 x 10 -8 for the RVE scenario.

The total increnental cancer risks for exposure to the surface water, sedinent and soils in the drainage
ditch are 7 x 10 -5 for the average scenario and 2 x 10 -4 for the maxi mum scenario. After consideration
and review of the conservative nature of the assunptions used in calculating the risk estimtes, these
cancer risk estinmates are determned to be acceptable and reasonably within the bounds of the EPA' s
acceptable risk range of 10 -6 to 10 -4.



The total hazard index for exposure to all mediumin the drainage ditch is 1.9 for the average case and
7.5 for the RVE, After review of the conservative nature of the assunptions used in estinating these
risks, these H's are considered to be within EPA Region 1 acceptable risk range

Summary:

There are uncertainties and linitations associated with the BHRA including, data collection, exposure
assessnent, toxicity assessnment and risk characterization, the details of which are described in Section
2.6.4 of the FS. These uncertainties resulted in the selection of conservative exposure paraneters and
nodel inputs which resulted in conservative estinmates of potential site related risks. Because of the
uncertainties, the Fletcher's Paint site Baseline risk Assessment is not an absolute estimate of risks to
human health resulting fromexposure at the Fletcher's Paint Site. Rather, it is a conservative analysis
that is a rough measure of the potential for adverse health effects to occur, based on the postul ated
exposur es scenari os.

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by inplenenting
the response action selected in this ROD, nay present an imminent and substantial endangernent to public
health, welfare, or the environment. Exposure to the follow ng nmedia was determ ned to exceed EPA's
cancer risk range of concern: surface soils at the Elm Street and

M1l Street |ocations, subsurface soil at Elm Street Site and the Draper Energy Portion of the MII
Street Site, and groundwater. The conpounds contributing to the nmajority of the potential cancer risk in
Elm Street and MII| Street soils are PCBs. The conpounds contributing to the majority of the potentia
cancer risk in ground water are benzene, 1,2-dichloroethane, trichloroethene, and PCBs.

As can be seen in the Risk Sutmary Tabl e, which follows this discussion, hazard indices exceed 1 for
surface soils at the EEm Street and MI| Street Sites, subsurface soils at the EEm Street Site, for tota
exposures to surface soil near the drainage ditch (RVE case scenario) and for ground water ingestion in
the future. The contaninants contributing to the najority of the potential noncarcinogenic effects in
ground water are ethyl benzene, nmanganese and PCBs.

ECOLOE CAL R SK ASSESSMENT

A Prelimnary Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent was conducted as part of the Phase 1A R to assess the potentia
site contam nation risks to the dom nant biota and najor ecosystens found in the vicinity of the Site
The primary objectives of the prelimnary ecol ogical risk assessment were to docurment the baseline

ecol ogical conditions at the Site and in the surrounding |ocal study area, and eval uate the need for
suppl emental field studies to fully characterize the biol ogical communities of the study area that may
have been or could have been affected by site-derived contam nation. The findings of this study were
reported as part of the Phase 1A R, in the March 15, 1994 Final Report for the Prelimnary Ecol ogi ca

Ri sk Assessment at the Fletcher's Paint Site.

Froma toxicity and bi oaccumul ati on perspective, the contam nants and four exposure zones of greatest
potential ecol ogical concern, and warrant further ecol ogical consideration are

. On-site surface soils - inorganics, PCBs and pesticides
. M1l Street Pond - inorganics, PCBs, Pesticides and PAHS
. Drai nage Ditch - Inorganics, PCBs, Pesticides, PAHS

. Souhegan River - Inorganics, PCBs Pesticides and PAHS

As a result of the Prelimnary Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent Eval uation, the Souhegan R ver Study area was
separated fromthe QUL study area, and will be further investigated as part of O activities. The
conclusion fromthe Prelimnary Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnment was that there were areas of the site which
hel d potential for ecological inpacts as a result of site-related contam nation, and that the potentia
ri sks should be quantified by computing anal yte-specific hazard quotients (H®) and aggregate hazard
indices (Ms) for each pairing of ecol ogical receptors and exposure zones. As part of the future risk
assessnent for the benthic community of the river, a quantitative benthic invertebrate survey was
recommended, together with a characterization of benthic substrate features and sedi nent contam nation
in order to supplenent quantitative risk estinmates risk estimates to be devel oped for the benthic
communi ty, by using NOAA sedi nent guidelines to calculate inferential risk quotients. Food chai n exposure
nodel s were recomended to calculate H and H's for a selection of aquatic, wetland, and/or terrestria
faunal indicator species. As part of OU2, field studies were conpleted in 1995 and a Final Ecol ogica

Ri sk Assessment Report for the Souhegan R ver was conpleted in April of 1998.



VII. DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENI NG OF ALTERNATI VES
A Statutory Requirenents/Response (hjectives

Under its legal authorities, EPA's prinmary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake renedi a
actions that are protective of human health and the environment. In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA
establ i shes several other statutory requirenents and preferences, including: a requirement that EPA s
remedi al action, when conplete, nmust conply with all federal and nore stringent state environnenta
standards, requirenments, criteria or limtations unless a waiver is invoked; a requirenment that EPA
select a renedial action that is cost-effective and that utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatnent technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogi es to the nmaxi numextent practicable; and a
preference for renedi es in which treatment which permanently and significantly reduces the vol une,
toxicity or nobility pf the hazardous substances is a principal element over renedies not involving such
treatnment. Response alternatives were devel oped to be consistent with these Congressional nmandates.

Based on prelimnary information relating to types of contam nants, environnental media of concern, and
potential exposure pathways, renedial action objectives were developed to aid in the devel opnent and
screeni ng of alternatives. These remedial action objectives were devel oped to nitigate existing and
future potential threats to public health and the environnent. These response objectives were:

1. Prevent the ingestion of groundwater contaminated in excess of drinking water standards
(MCLs/ MCLGs) or, in their absence, which produces an incremental cancer risk greater than
10-6, for each carcinogenic conmpound. Al so prevent ingestion of contam nated groundwater
whi ch produces an increnmental cancer risk level greater than 10 -4 to 10 -6 for al
car ci nogeni ¢ conpounds toget her.

2. Prevent ingestion of groundwater contami nated in excess of drinking water standards for each
non- car ci nogeni ¢ conpound whi ch produces a hazard quotient greater than 1 and a total hazard
i ndex of 1 to 10.

3. Restore the groundwater to drinking water standards or, in their absence, the nmore stringent
of an incremental cancer risk of greater than 10 -6, for each carcinogenic conpound, or a
hazard quotient of 1 for each non-carcinogeni c conmpound. Al so restore the aquifer to the nore
stringent of (1) a total incremental cancer risk level of 10 -4 to 10 -6 for all carcinogenic
conpounds; or (2) a hazard index of 1 to 10

4. Prevent contact with soil contam nation through ingestion or dermal contact which produces an
i ncremental cancer risk of greater than 10 -6 for each carci nogeni c conpound. Al so prevent
dermal contact with and ingestion of contaninated soil which produces a total increnenta
cancer risk level of 10 -4 to 10 -6 for all carcinogeni c conpounds

5. Prevent contact with soil contam nation which, through ingestion or dermal contact, produces
a hazard quotient greater than 1 for each non-carci nogeni ¢ conpound and a total hazard index
of 1to 10

6. Prevent the | eaching of contaminants fromthe soil to the groundwater that would result in

groundwat er contani nation in excess of drinking water standards.

7. Prevent or mtigate the rel ease of contam nants to the Souhegan R ver in excess of surface
wat er standards.

B. Technol ogy and Al ternative Devel opnent and Screening

CERCLA and the NCP set forth the process by which renedial actions are evaluated and selected. In
accordance with these requirenents, a range of alternatives was devel oped for the site. Wth respect to
source control, the RI/FS devel oped a range of alternatives in which treatment that reduces the toxicity,
nmobi lity, or volune of the hazardous substances is a principal elenent. This range included an
alternative that removes or destroys hazardous substances to the maxi mum extent feasible, elinmnating or
mnimzing to the degree possible the need for |ong term managenent, This range al so incl uded
alternatives that treat the principal threats posed by the Site but vary in the degree of treatnent

enpl oyed and the quantities and characteristics of the treatnment residuals and untreated waste that nust
be managed; alternative(s) that involve little or no treatnent but provide protection through engi neering
or institutional controls; and a no action alternative

Wth respect to groundwater response action, the FS developed a |imted nunber of renedial alternatives
that attain site specific remediation levels within different time franes using different technol ogies



and a no action alternative.

As discussed in Chapter 3.4 of the FS, soil and groundwater treatnent technol ogies were identified,
assessed and screened on inplenentability, effectiveness, and cost. These technol ogi es were conbined into
source control (SC) and managenent of migration (MOM alternatives. Chapter 3.4 of the Feasibility Study
presented the renedial alternatives devel oped by conbi ning the technol ogies identified in the previous
screeni ng process in the categories identified in Section 300.430(e) (3) of the National Contingency Plan
("NCP"). The purpose of the initial screening was to narrow the nunber of potential remedial actions for
further detailed analysis while preserving a range of options. Each alternative was then evaluated in
detail in Chapters 4.2 and 4.3 of the FS.

In summary, of the 30 source control and 39 management of mgration renmedial alternatives screened in
Chapters 3.4, 35 were retained as possible options for the cleanup of the Site. Fromthis screening,
remedi al options were conbined, and eight (8) source control and six (6) nmanagenment of mgration
alternatives were selected for detailed anal ysis.

VI 1. DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES
A. Source Control (SC) Alternatives Anal yzed
The source control alternatives analyzed for the Site include:

No action

Limted action/Institutional controls

Cont ai nnent

Of -site disposal of soils at a chem cal waste |andfill
Of- site incineration

Thermal desorption

Stabilization/Solidification

Sol vent Extraction

SC Alternative
SC Alternative
SC Alternative
SC Alternative
SC Alternative
SC Alternative
SC Alternative
SC Alternative

Each of the eight source control alternatives are summarized below. A nore conplete, detailed
presentation of each alternative, along with conparison to the nine NCP criteria, are found in Section
4.2 of the FS.

Source Control 1: No-Action

Under this alternative, no actions would be taken to address the threat to public health and the
environnent fromsoil contamination found at the Site. The no action alternative would not result in the
attainnent of the interimcleanup levels for soils or groundwater in the near future. The contam nated
soils would remain a threat to human heal th through dermal contact and ingestion for a very long tine,
greater than 100 years, and until natural processes reduce the concentrations of the contam nants in the
soil. Contam nants would continue to mgrate to surface waters, ground water and sedi ments, and exposures
coul d take place as the tenporary cover at El m Street erodes wi thout continued nai nt enance.

The only costs associated with this alternative would be for nandated reviews every five years, to
determine if the alternative remains protective to human health; this alternative would not provide
protection for human health or the environment. EPA nust include a no action alternative to serve as a
basel i ne agai nst which to conpare the other alternatives.

Estimated time for design and construction: None

Estimated time for operation: Indefinitely, however nonitoring costs are
estinmated over 30 years

Estimated capital cost (1996 dollars): $0

Esti mated 0&m (present worth): $ 4,000 per year for 30 years

Estinmated total cost sc-1 (present worth for 30 $ 51,000
years at 7%interest):

Source Control 2: Limted Action/lInstitutional Controls

The inplementation of the Limted Action/Institutional Controls alternative would involve taking |egal
and physical measures to restrict access to and the use of the Fletcher's Paint Site, repairing and
mai ntai ning the existing tenporary caps, as necessary, and conducting long-termnonitoring of the soils,



sedi nents, surface waters and groundwater. Physical neasures would include building a fence around both
the EEm Street and MII| Street Sites and utilizing the current fencing as much as possible. Land use
restrictions woul d have two purposes:

. Restricting access to the Fletcher's Paint site in order to prevent direct human exposure
t hrough dermal contact or ingestion to contam nants in the soil, and

. Restricting future land use at the Fletcher's Paint site to prevent, or linmt,
residential, recreational and industrial devel opnment and prohibiting excavation,
drilling, or otherwise intrusive activities at the Site.

The contami nated soils would remain a threat to human heal th through dernmal contact and ingestion for a
very long tinme, greater than 100 years, and until natural processes reduce the concentrations of the
contaminants in the soil. Contam nants would continue to migrate to surface waters, ground water and
sedi nents, and exposures coul d take place as the tenporary cover at Elm Street erodes w thout continued
mai ntenance. |f inposed, deed restrictions would be retained at the Fletcher's Paint site until future
reviews indicated that the Site no | onger posed a human health threat.

Repai r and mai nt enance of the existing caps would al so occur under this alternative. The caps, installed
and repaired during several of the previous renoval actions at the Site, consist of a perneable |iner,
soil, stone dust, and gravel.

Estimated time for design and construction: 1-3 nont hs

Estimated tinme for operation and 30 years of long-termnonitoring and cap nmi ntenance
nmai nt enance:

Estimated capital cost (1996 dollars): $ 96, 000
Estimated 0 & m (present worth): $ 42,000 per year for 30 years
Estimated total cost sc-2 (present worth for $ 600, 000

30 years at 7% interest):

Source Control -3: Contai nnment

This alternative includes the renoval of the top three feet of soil fromboth the EEm Street and M|
Street Sites in order to install a cap that would protect human health and the environment by elimnating
exposure to the contam nated soils, pronoting drainage, and minimzing infiltration; and which woul d be
conplinentary of the existing natural grade. The actions that would be required under this alternative

i ncl ude:

. Renoval of the top three feet of contaminated soils for off-site disposal or treatment.

. Covering of the remaining highly contam nated soils with a protective, inpermeable cap to
prevent direct contact with the contam nated soils and to prevent infiltration and the
| eaching of contam nants fromthe soils into the groundwater in excess of the interim
cl eanup | evel s.

. Installation of a vertical underground barrier, called a slurry wall, at the MI| Street
area to keep contamnants frommgrating away fromthe Site, and to reduce the anmount of
groundwat er extracted fromthe MII| Street property and requiring treatnment at the surface.

. Installation of an extraction well at the MII| Street Site, within the slurry wall area, to
prevent groundwater frommigrating out of the contained area. Qperation of a groundwater
treatment systemto treat the extracted groundwater. (Costs for this treatnment woul d be
considered with the groundwater "MOM alternatives).

. Di sposal of the excavated soils off-site to either an approved hazardous waste |andfill or
an approved hazardous waste incinerator.

. The re-routing of the Town's stormwater drai nage system around the capped areas of the
Elm Street Site.

. Use of institutional controls such as deed restrictions to restrict the use of the Site, to
prevent activities that could damage the integrity of the cap and allow direct contact with
the soil contam nation under the cap.



The cap required, a Resource Conservati on and Recovery Act ("RCRA') Subtitle C Cap. would consist of
several layers of natural (sand, gravel, clay) and nan-nade naterials (synthetic liners) to forman

i nperneabl e barrier over the contanmination to prevent infiltration. A slurry wall would be installed
around the MI| Street Site to keep groundwater from noundi ng and carrying contam nati on away fromthe
Site: Wiile not required, the slurry wall would be cost-effective at liniting the anount of groundwater
renmoved fromthe area over time, which would then require treatnent at the surface. The excavated soil
woul d be transported by rail car either to an approved hazardous waste |landfill or approved hazardous
waste incinerator, Future Site access and use would be restricted to prevent danage to the cap that coul d
rel ease contanination or allow direct contact with the contam nation.

Estimated time for design and 13 nont hs
construction:

Estimated time for operation: 30 years

Estimated capital cost (1996%): $ 6.7 mllion for off-site disposal and $13.1 million
for off-site incineration of the excavated soils

Estimated 0 & m (Present Wrth): $ 42,000 per year for 30 years

ESTI MATED TOTAL COST SC- 3 $ 7.2 mllion, - with off-site landfilling of excavated
(Present worth for 30 years at 7% soils; and

interest): $ 13.6 mllion with off-site incineration of the

excavat ed soils.

SC Alternative 4. Of-Site Disposal of Soils at a Chem cal Waste Landfill

Under this alternative, soils wuld be excavated whi ch exceed soil cleanup | evels for risk-based
protection at both EEmand MI| Street sites. The excavated soils would be di sposed of at a Toxic

Subst ances Control Act (TSCA) approved landfill and/or a RCRA Subtitle D landfill (dependi ng upon PCB
concentration). Contai nment of the remaining contam nated soils at the Site would be consistent with one
of three options detailed for the long-termprotecti on of groundwater. The existing stormsewer at the
Elm Street Site would be replaced and/or re-routed and clean soils would be used to backfill the Site
prior to surface restoration consistent with the expected future uses of the Sites, Specifically, the
activities included under this alternative include:

. Removal of the surface soils at both EEmand MII Street Sites in the top foot (0-1 foot)
wherever PCB concentrations are greater than 1 ng/kg.

. At the EEm Street Site, renmoval of the subsurface soils to a depth of 10 feet (1 to 10 feet)
wher ever PCB concentrations are greater than 1 ng/kg.

. For all soils deeper than one foot at the MII| Street Site, and deeper that 10 feet at the
Elm Street Site, three | ong-term managenent options were devel oped for the long-term
protection of the groundwater:

Option 1, Containment and Capping - Concentrations renaining in the soils would be greater than 500 ng/kg
PCB.

Elm Street - Leave the remaining contamnated soils in place; backfill to a depth that would all ow
construction of an inperneabl e RCRA conposite cap; construct an RCRA, Subtitle C conposite cap to
mnimze infiltration of precipitation through the contanination and into the groundwater; and, inplenent
institutional controls as necessary to allow for future limted access to the site.

M1l Street - Leave the renumining contam nated soils in place; backfill to a depth that would all ow
construction of an inperneabl e RCRA conposite cap; construct a RCRA Subtitle C conposite cap to mninize
infiltration of precipitation through the contam nation and into the ground water; construct a hydraulic
contai nnent systemconsisting of a ground water extraction well and a slurry wall; and, inplenent
institutional controls as necessary to allow for future limted access to the site. G oundwater
extraction fromwithin the slurry wall systemwoul d be considered part of the rmanagenent of migration
alternative selected to conpl enent the source control action.

Option 2, Partial Renoval and Capping - Concentrations remaining in the soils would be | ess than 500
ny/ kg PCB.

Elm Street - Excavate all PCB-contam nated soils with concentrations greater than 500 ng/ kg PCBs and
di spose of themin an off-site TSCA-approved chemical landfill. Over the remaining soils, backfill to a



depth which would all ow construction of an inperneabl e single-barrier cap; and, construct a
single-barrier cap (RCRA Subtitle D) to mnimze infiltration of precipitation through the contam nation
and into the ground water.

M1l Street - Excavate all PCB-contaninated soils with concentrations greater than 500 ng/ kg and di spose
of in an off-site TSCA-approved chemical landfill. Cver the renaining soils, backfill to a depth which
woul d al | ow construction of an inpermeable single-barrier cap; construct a single-barrier cap (RCRA
Subtitle D) to minimze infiltration of precipitation through the contam nation and into the groundwater;
construct a hydraulic contai nment system consisting of a groundwater extraction well and a slurry wall;
and, inplenent institutional controls as necessary to allow for future linited access to the site.

G oundwat er extraction fromwithin the slurry wall systemwoul d be considered part of the managenent of
mgration alternative selected to conpl ement the source control action.

Option 3, Additional Excavation and Soil Cover - Concentrations remaining in the soils would be | ess than
those capabl e of |eaching into the ground water and causing future contam nation in excess of the PCB
ground wat er standard.

Elm Street - Excavate all soils to a concentration at which | eaching nodels and/or colum testing show
that infiltration through the remaining PCB soil concentrations will not result in future ground water
concentrations in excess of the 0.5 Ig/l Mxi mum Contamni nant Level (MCL) groundwater concentration for
PCBs. For the Elm Street Site, 100 ng/kg PCB is used as the value representing the PCB concentration
which can remain in the subsurface and not inpact the groundwater in the future above drinki ng water
standards. Backfill the excavation with clean fill.

M1l Street - Excavate all soils to a concentration of 1 ng/kg PCB, or to a concentration at which
| eachi ng nodel s and/ or columm testing show that infiltration through the remaining PCB soil
concentrations will not result in future ground water concentrations in excess of the 0.5 Ig/l ML ground

wat er concentration for PCBs. Backfill the excavation with clean fill.
. Di sposal of excavated soils off-site by rail car to a TSCA-approved landfill (for soils with
PCB concentrations greater than 50 ng/kg) and/or a RCRA Subtitle DIlandfill (for soils with

PCB concentrations |ess than 50 ng/kg), depending upon PCB concentrati on.

. Backfill of the excavated areas with clean fill and contai nnment of both Elm Street and
M1l Street, consistent with one of the three options described above.

. Restoration of the surface of the Sites, consistent with the expected future uses.
. Pl acenment of restrictions on the future use of the Site, to prevent damage to cover
materials; and inplenentation of |ong-termnonitoring consistent with the institutional
controls and long-termnonitoring described in detail in SC 2.
Estinmated time for design and construction: 24 to 29 nonths, depending on the

contai nnent option sel ected

Estimated time for operation: 30 years (long-termnonitoring).
Capi tal Cost oM Cost (19969%) SC- 4 Tot al
Option (1996%) Net Present
Annual Years of O8&M Net Val ue*
Cost Qper ati on Pr esent (1996%)
Val ue
Base Case $11, 122, 700 $36, 830 30 $472,897  $11, 595, 597
Option 1
El m Street $510, 600 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $577, 368
El m Street $375, 200 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $441, 968
Option 2
El m Street $1, 248, 000 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $1, 314, 768
El m Street $2, 021, 900 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $2, 088, 699
Option 3
El m Street $2, 786, 600 - - - $2, 786, 600

El m Street $4, 487, 900 - - - $4, 487, 900



NOTE: * - The Base Case Costs and the costs for one of the "Contai nnent Qptions" for both Elm Street and
MIIl Street are added to deternine the Total Present Value of the Alternative for the selected criteria.
The contai nment option selected for Elm Street and MI| street do not have to be the same. Dewatering
costs ($500,000) woul d al so need to be added if groundwater treatnent is not selected as part of the
managenment of mgration portion of the remedy.

SC Alternative 5: Of- Site Incineration

This alternative involves the sane activities and | ong-term nanagenent options as described in
alternative 4 above, except that the excavated materials would be sent to an off-site hazardous nmaterials
incinerator instead of an off-site chemcal waste landfill.

Soils that exceed soil cleanup levels for risked-based protection to a depth of one foot at the MII
Street Site and down to 10 feet at the Elm Street Site woul d be excavated and sent to a TSCA-approved
incinerator for treatnment and di sposal. The existing Elm Street storm sewer woul d be re-routed and/ or
repl aced; and, the Site would be backfilled with clean fill. The three | ong-term nmanagenent options
presented in Alternative 4 would be the same, with the exception that any excavated soils would be sent
to an incinerator rather than disposed of at a landfill.

Institutional controls restricting the future uses of the Site to prevent damage to the contai nnent
material s woul d be inplemented consistent with those previously described in Alternative SC 2.

Estimated time for design and construction: 22 to 27 months, depending on the
contai nnent option sel ected

Estinmated time for operation: 30 years (long-term nonitoring)
Capi tal Cost oM Cost (1996%) SC-5 Tot al
Option (19963%) Net Present
Annual Years of &M Net Val ue
Cost Qper ati on Pr esent (19969%)
Val ue
Base Case $23, 834, 100 $36, 830 30 $472, 897 $24, 306, 997
Option 1
El m Street $506, 000 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $572, 768
MIIl Street $375, 100 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $441, 868
Option 2
El m Street $2, 606, 500 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $2, 673, 268
MIIl Street $4, 877, 400 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $4, 944, 168
Option 3
El m Street $7, 477, 100 - - $7, 477, 100
MIIl Street $8, 974, 300 - - $8, 974, 300

NOTE: * - The Base Case Costs and the costs for one of the "Contai nnent, Options" for both Elm Street and
M1l Street are added to determne the Total Present Value of the Alternative for the selected criteria.
The contai nnent option selected for Elm Street and MI| street do not have to be the sane. Dewatering
costs ($500,000) woul d al so need to be added if groundwater treatnent is not selected as part of the
nmanagenent of mgration portion of the renedy.

SC Alternative 6: Thernmal Desorption

The use of Thermal Desorption to reach cleanup levels in the Site soils is currently EPA's preferred
alternative. The discussion of the preferred alternative includes details which differ slightly fromthe
SC-6- thernal desorption alternative detailed in the FS and in the Proposed Plan. The FS alternative for
SC-6 Thermal Desorption included the sane activities and | ong-term nmanagenent options as described in
alternative SC 4 above, except that the excavated soils would be treated on-site by ex-situ(above ground)
thermal desorption instead of being sent off site to a landfill (SC4) or incinerator (SC5).

Under the SC-6 alternative, soils that exceed soil cleanup |evels for risked-based protection to a depth
of one foot at the MI| Street Site and down to 10 feet at the EEm Street Site woul d be excavated and
treated by on-Site, ex-situ thernal desorption to renove PCB contam nation. The treated soils would be
returned to the Site. The PCB concentrate would be incinerated off-site at a TSCA-approved incinerator.
Any soils that cannot be treated by thernal desorption would be disposed of off-site in a TSCA-approved



chem cal waste landfill or a RCRA-approved Subtitle D landfill (depending upon PCB concentration). The
existing Elm Street stormsewer systemwould be re-routed and/or replaced. The three | ong-term managenent
options presented in Alternative SC4 would be the sane, with the exception that any excavated soils

woul d be treated by the on-Site thermal desorber rather than disposed of at a landfill or incinerator

Institutional Controls restricting the future uses of the Site to prevent damage to the contai nnent
materials would be inplenented consistent with those previously described in Alternative SC 2.

Estimated time for design and construction: 26 to 31 nonths, depending on the
cont ai nment option sel ected

Estinmated tinme for operation: 30 years (long-term nonitoring)
Capi tal Cost oM Cost (19969%) SC- 6 Total
Option (19969%) Net Present
Annual Years of O8&M Net Val ue
Cost Qperation Pr esent (1996%)
Val ue
Base Case $10, 920, 700 $36, 830 30 $472, 897 $11, 393, 597
Option 1
El m Street $506, 000 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $572, 768
M1l Street $375, 100 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $441, 868
Option 2
El m Street $1, 099, 700 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $1, 166, 468
MII Street $1, 680,600 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $1, 747, 368
Option 3
El m Street $2, 193, 200 - - $2, 193, 200
M1l Street $4,957,600 - - $4, 957, 600

NOTE: * - The Base Case Costs and the costs for one of the "Containnent Qptions" for both Elm Street and
MIIl Street are added to deternine the Total Present Value of the Alternative for the selected criteria.
The contai nment option selected for Elm Street and MI| street do not have to be the same. Dewatering
costs would al so need to be added if groundwater treatment is not selected as part of the nmanagenent of
m gration portion of the renedy.

SC Alternative 7: Stabilization/Solidification

This alternative would involve the sane steps and | ong-term nmanagenent options as alternative SC 4 except
that excavated soil would be treated through stabilization/solidification technologies prior to placenent
back into the Site.

Under this alternative, the soils that exceed soil cleanup levels for risked-based protection to a depth
of one foot at the MI| Street Site and down to 10 feet at the EEm Street Site woul d be excavated and
treated by on-Site solidification/ stabilization to contain the PCB contam nation. Solidification/

Stabi |l i zati on woul d occur when a bindi ng agent, such as Portland cenent, asphalt, or fly ash, is added to
the contam nated soil to encase the contaminants, formng a solid material. The solidified soils would
be returned to the Site and an engi neered, inperneable cap would be constructed over the solidified soils
tolimt access to the soils and prevent infiltration of precipitation. Any soils that could not be
treated by solidification/ stabilization would be disposed of off-site in a TSCA-approved chem cal waste
landfill or a RCRA-approved Subtitle D landfill (depending upon PCB concentration). The existing Elm
Street stormsewer would be re-routed and/or replaced. The three | ong-term managenent options presented
in Alternative SCG4 would remain the same, with the exception that any excavated soils would be treated
by the on Site solidification/stabilization unit rather than disposed of at a landfill.

Institutional controls restricting the future uses of the Site to prevent danage to the cap materials
woul d be inplenented consistent with those previously described in Alternative SC 2.



Estimated time for design and construction: 24 to 29 nonths, depending on the
cont ai nnent option sel ected

Estinmated tinme for operation: 30 years (long-term nonitoring)
Capi tal Cost (@] Cost (19969%) Total Net
Option (19969%) Present
Annual Years of O&M Net Val ue
Cost Qperation Present (19969%)
Val ue
Base Case $7, 283, 100 $36, 830 30 $472, 897 $7, 755, 997
Option 1
El m Street $510, 600 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $577, 368
MII Street $376, 100 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $442, 868
Option 2
El m Street $860, 800 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $927, 568
M1l Street $1, 191, 200 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $1, 2457, 968
Option 3
El m Street $1, 581, 600 - - $1, 581, 600
MII Street $3, 122, 300 - - $3, 122, 300

NOTE: * - The Base Case Costs and the costs for one of the "Contai nnent Qptions" for both Elm Street and
MIIl Street are added to deternine the Total Present Value of the Alternative for the selected criteria.
The contai nment option selected for Elm Street and MI| street do not have to be the same. Dewatering
costs would al so need to be added if groundwater treatment is not selected as part of the nmanagenent of
m gration portion of the renedy.

SC Alternative 8. Solvent Extraction

This alternative would involve the sane activities and | ong-term nanagenent options as described in
alternative SC 4 above, except that the excavated materials would be treated on-site by sol vent
extraction, instead of being transported to an off-site chemcal waste landfill.

Soils that exceed soil cleanup levels for risked-based protection to a depth of 1 foot at the MI| Street
Site and down to 10 feet at the EEm Street Site would be excavated and treated on-site using sol vent
extraction. Solvent extraction of the contaminated soils involves adding a liquid solvent to wash PCBs
fromthe excavated soil. The washi ng process separates contaminates into treated solids, water and the
sol vent containing the contam nation. The treated soils would be placed back into the Site. The
concentrated contam nants woul d be sent off-site to an approved hazardous waste incinerator. Any soils
that cannot be treated by sol vent extraction would be disposed of off-site in a TSCA-approved chem cal
waste landfill or a RCRA-approved Subtitle D |landfill (depending upon PCB concentration). The existing
Elm Street stormsewer would be re-routed and/or replaced. The three |ong-term managenent options
presented in Alternative 4, would be the sane, with the exception that any excavated soils would be
treated using solvent extraction rather than disposed of at a landfill.

Institutional controls restricting the future uses of the Site to prevent damage to the contai nnent
materials woul d be inplemented consistent with those previously described in Alternative SC 2.

Estinmated time for design and construction: 29 to 35 nonths, depending on the
cont ai nnent option sel ected

Estimated time for operation: 30 years (long-term nonitoring)
Capi tal Cost oM Cost (1996%) SC-8 Tot al
Option (1996%) Net Present
Annual Year s of O&M Net Val ue
Cost Qper ati on Pr esent (19969%)
Val ue

Base Case $10, 386, 500 $36, 830 30 $472, 897 $10, 859, 397



Option 1

El m Street $510, 600 $5, 200 30 $66, 769 $577, 269

M1l Street $375, 100 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $441, 868
Option 2

El m Street $1, 064, 900 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $1, 131, 669

MIIl Street $1, 611, 000 $5, 200 30 $66, 768 $1, 677, 768
Option 3

El m Street $2, 077, 900 - - $2, 077, 900

M1l Street $4, 696, 500 - - $4, 696, 500

* - The Base Case Costs and the costs for one of the "Containnent Options" for both Elm Street and M|
Street are added to determine the Total Present Value of the Alternative for the selected criteria. The
contai nnent option selected for EEmStreet and MI| street do not have to be the sane. Dewatering costs
woul d al so need to be added if groundwater treatnent is not selected as part of the managenent of

m gration portion of the renedy.

B. Managenent of M gration (MOM Alternatives Anal yzed

Managenment of M gration alternatives address contam nants that have migrated into and with the
groundwater fromthe original source of contamnation. At the Site, contami nants have migrated fromthe
M1l Street and Elm Street properties into the groundwater and to the Souhegan River. The Managenent of
M gration alternatives evaluated for the Site include:

No action

Limted action

Air Stripping

Granul ar Activated Carbon

UV xidation

Treat at MIford Wastewater Treatment Facility

MOM Al ternative
MOM Al ternative
MOM Al ternative
MOM Al ternative
MOM Al ternative
MOM Al ternative

Each of the six managenent of mgration alternatives are summari zed bel ow. A nore conplete. detail ed
presentation of each alternative, along with conparison to the nine NCP criteria, are found in Section
4.3 of the FS.

MOM 1: No-Action

No activity woul d occur under this alternative. Contam nants would remain in the groundwater and slowy
nove through groundwat er and di scharge into the Souhegan River. If soils are addressed under one of the
source control alternatives described previously (except no action and limted action), thereby
elimnating or controlling the source of the groundwater contamination, then the VOC contami nation in the
over burden groundwater woul d persist for 20 to 25 years, while the PCB contam nation in the overburden
groundwat er woul d persist for nmore than 100 years. G oundwater restoration time frames are expected to
take even longer within the bedrock, and are dependent on the full extent of the contam nation within the
bedrock. If soils are not addressed, thereby |eaving the source of the groundwater contam nation in
place, the time frame for groundwater restoration to drinking water standards would be ruch | onger. EPA
must include a no action alternative to serve as a basel i ne agai nst which to conpare the other
alternatives.

Estinmated time for design and construction: No Construction Activity

Estinmated tinme for operation: 30+ years
(5 year reviews)

Estimated capital cost (1996 dollars): $0
Estimated O & m (present worth): $4, 000 per year

Estimated total cost nmom 1l (present worth over 30  $51, 000
years at 7%interest):

MOM 2: Limted Action/ Institutional Controls

This alternative involves the use of nonitored natural attenuation and institutional controls to reach
cleanup levels in the groundwater at the Site. This is EPA's preferred alternative. Under this



alternative, restrictions would be inposed on the use of the groundwater as a drinking water supply for
as long as drinking water standards are exceeded. No treatment would occur under this alternative
Contaminants would remain in the groundwater, slowy noving through groundwater to either be reduced to
cl eanup levels through natural processes or discharged into the Souhegan River. If soils are addressed
under one of the source control alternatives described previously (except no action and linmited action),
thereby elimnating or controlling the source of the groundwater contanination, then the VOC
contanmination in the overburden groundwater would persist for 20 to 25 years, while the PCB contam nation
in the overburden groundwater would persist for nore than 100 years. Groundwater restoration tinme franes
are expected to take even longer within the bedrock, and are dependent on the full extent of the

contam nation within the bedrock. If soils are not addressed, thereby |eaving the source of the
groundwat er contam nation in place, the tine frame for groundwater restoration to drinking water
standards woul d be nuch | onger

Institutional controls would be inplenented in the formof restrictions inmposed on the use of the
groundwat er as a drinking water supply as |long as concentrations in the groundwater remain above drinking
wat er standards. Long-termnonitoring of the groundwater woul d be conducted to determne if contam nant
concentrations are declining, and to ensure that the contam nation is not mgrating anay fromthe Site
area or inpacting the Souhegan River. Mnitoring would continue for as |ong as the contam nation |evels
exceeded the Interimd eanup Levels. Five (5) year reviews would be conducted to ensure that the
restrictions inposed on the use of the groundwater were effective in controlling the human health risk
posed by ingestion of the contam nated groundwater.

Estimated time for design and construction: No Construction Activity

Estimated time for operati on and nai nt enance: 30+ years
(5 year reviews)

Estimated capital cost (1996 dollars): $0
Estimated O & m (present worth): $200, 000 per year
Estimated total cost mom 2 (present worth over 30 $2,55 mllion

years at 7%interest):

MOMt 3: Groundwat er _Treatnent _using Air Stripping

Under this alternative, groundwater would be punped from several site locations to a central treatnent
unit. The contaninated groundwater would be treated with an on-site air-stripping tower. Ar stripping
occurs when air is forced through contam nated waters, and the contam nation nmoves fromthe water into
the air. The captured air em ssions are then sent through a filter system (granul ar activated carbon)
that collects the volatile organic chemcals. The spent filter would be sent off-site for recycling or
di sposal . The treated water woul d be di scharged to the Souhegan Ri ver

Institutional controls would be inplenented in the formof restrictions inmposed on the use of the
groundwat er as a drinking water supply as long as concentrations in the groundwater remai n above drinking
wat er standards. Long-termnonitoring of the groundwater woul d be conducted to determine if the

contanmi nation |l evels are decreasing, are mgrating away fromthe site area or inpacting the Souhegan

Ri ver. Mnitoring would continue for as long as the contam nation | evel s exceeded the interimcleanup
levels. Five (5) year reviews would be conducted to ensure that the restrictions inposed on the use of
the groundwater were effective in controlling the hunman health risk posed by ingestion of the
cont am nat ed groundwat er.

The time frane for the groundwater to reach the cleanup |levels is dependent on the source control action
sel ected and inplenented. The tinme to reach groundwater cleanup |evels using a groundwater extraction
system was estimated using a MODFLOWMbased nodel utilizing groundwater concentrations and the desired
cleanup |l evels. Various punping rates were al so anal yzed. |If the contami nated soils are addressed under
one of the source control alternatives described previously (except no action and linmted action),
thereby elimnating or controlling the source of the groundwater contam nation, then, the VOCs in the
groundwater in the overburden, may reach cleanup levels in 5 to 10 years. Wile the tinme frane cannot be
estimated for TCB and PCBs using this nodel, they are expected to take nmany nore years to reach their
groundwat er cl eanup levels, and could take up to 100 years depending on the ability of these contam nants
to nmove through the aquifer and be captured by the treatment system Since PCBs and to a | esser extent
TCB are nore resistant to the flow of groundwater, the pump and treat alternative has a nuch | ower inpact
in the removal of those types of contaminants than for the nore readily renoved contam nants at the Site
(VCCs). PCBs, while not typically nobile in groundwater, may nove with the particulate materials also
found in the groundwater at the MIIl Street Site. Any nobile PCB material would be renoved readily with
the VOCs during the punp and treat operation



If the contam nated soils are not addressed, thereby |eaving the source of the groundwater contam nation
in place, the time frame for groundwater restoration to drinking water standards woul d be greater than
100 years,

Future studies will be undertaken during design, to further investigate the groundwater contami nation in
t he bedrock and the inpacts of the contanination on the ability of and the estinated tinme frame of the
groundwat er wi thin the bedrock to reach drinking water standards in the future. Regardl ess, groundwater
contam nation in the bedrock woul d be expected to take significantly longer to reach cleanup levels, as
conpared to the overhburden

Estinmated time for design and construction: No Construction Activity

Estimated time for operation and mai nt enance: 10 years (operation of the punp and
treat systemin the overburden)

Estimated capital cost (1996 dollars): $490, 000 per year
Estimated O & m (present worth): $450, 000 per year

Estimated total cost mom3 (present worth over 30 $3.77 million
years at 7% nterest)

MOM 4: Groundwat er Treat nent _using Granul ar Activated Carbon

Under this alternative, groundwater would be punped fromseveral site locations to a central treatnent
unit. The contaninated groundwater would be treated by filtering the groundwater through granul ar
activated carbon. Chemicals cling to the surface of the carbon material, thereby renoving contani nants
fromthe water. The spent carbon can then be sent off-site for recycling or disposal. The treated water
woul d be discharged to the Souhegan R ver

Institutional controls would be inplenented in the formof restrictions inmposed on the use of the
groundwat er as a drinking water supply as |long as concentrations in the groundwater remain above drinking
wat er standards. Long-termnonitoring of the groundwater woul d be conducted to determine if the

contam nation |levels are decreasing, are mgrating away fromthe site area or inpacting the Souhegan

Ri ver. Monitoring would continue for as long as the contam nation | evels exceeded the interimcleanup
levels. Five (5) year reviews woul d be conducted to ensure that the restrictions inposed on the use of
the groundwater were effective in controlling the human health risk posed by ingestion of the
cont ani nat ed groundwat er.

The time frane for the groundwater to reach the cleanup levels is dependent on the source. control action
sel ected and inplenented. The tine to reach groundwater cleanup |evels using a groundwater extraction
system was estimated using a MODFLOWNbased nodel utilizing groundwater concentrations and the desired
cleanup levels. Various punping rates were al so anal yzed. |If the contaninated soils are addressed under
one of the source control alternatives described previously (except no action and linted action),
thereby elimnating or controlling the source of the groundwater contamination, then, the VOCs in the
groundwater in the overburden rmay reach cleanup levels in 5 to 10 years. Wile the time frane cannot be
estimated for TCB and PCBs using this nmodel, they are expected to take many nmore years to reach their
groundwat er cl eanup | evels, and could take up to 100 years depending on the ability of these contam nants
to nove through the aquifer and be captured by the treatnent system Since PCBs and to a | esser extent
TCB are nore resistant to the flow of groundwater, the punp and treat alternative has a nuch | ower inpact
in the renmoval of those types of contaminants than for the nore readily renoved contam nants at the Site
(VQOCs). PCBs, while not typically nobile in groundwater, may nove with the particulate materials al so
found in the groundwater at the MIIl Street Site. Any nobile PCB material would be renoved readily with
the VOCs during the punp and treat operation

If the contam nated soils are not addressed, thereby |eaving the source of the groundwater contam nation
in place, the tine frame for groundwater restoration to drinking water standards would be greater than
100 years.

Future studies will be undertaken, to further investigate the contam nation in the bedrock and the

i npacts of the contam nation on the ability of and the estimated tinme frane of the groundwater within the
bedrock to reach drinking water standards in the future. Regardl ess, groundwater contamnination in the
bedrock woul d be expected to take significantly longer to reach cleanup |evels, as conpared to the
over bur den.



Estimated time for design and construction:

Estimated time for operation and nai ntenance:

Estimated capital cost (1996 dollars):
Estimated O & m (present worth):

Estimated total cost mom4 (present worth over 30
years at 7% interest):

MOM 5: G oundwat er_Treat nent _using UV Oxidation

No Construction Activity

10 years (operation of the punp and
treat systemin the overburden)

$370, 000 per year
$480, 000 per year

$3.84 nmllion

Under this alternative, groundwater would be punped from several site locations to a central treatment
unit. The contaminants in the groundwater would then be destroyed by exposing the contam nated
groundwater to ultraviolet Iight and chem cals such as ozone and peroxi de. The treated water woul d be

di scharged to the Souhegan River.

Institutional controls would be inplenmented in the formof restrictions inposed on the use of the
groundwat er as a drinking water supply as 16ng as concentrations in the groundwater remain above drinking
wat er standards. Long-term nonitoring of the groundwater woul d be conducted to determine if the

contanmi nation | evels are decreasing, are mgrating away fromthe site area or inpacting the Souhegan
River. Monitoring would continue for as long as the contam nation | evels exceeded the interimcleanup
levels. Five (5) year reviews would be conducted to ensure that the restrictions inposed on the use of
the groundwater were effective in controlling the hunman health risk posed by ingestion of the

cont ami nat ed groundwat er.

The time frane for the groundwater to reach the cleanup |levels is dependent on the source control action
sel ected and inplemented. The tine to reach groundwater cleanup |evels using a groundwater extraction

system was estimated using a MODFLOMbased node

cleanup |l evels. Various punping rates were al so anal yzed

utilizing groundwater concentrations, and the desired

If the contam nated soils are addressed under

one of the source control alternatives described previously (except no action and limted action),
thereby elimnating or controlling the source of the groundwater contamination, then the VOCs in the
groundwat er in the overburden may reach cleanup levels in 5 to 10 years. Wile the time frame cannot be
estimated for TCB and PCBs using this nodel, they are expected to take nmany nore years to reach their
groundwat er cl eanup | evels, and could take up to 100 years depending on the ability of these contam nants
to nove through the aquifer and be captured by the treatment system Since PCBs and to a | esser extent

TCB are nore resistant to the fl ow of groundwater,

the punmp and treat alternative has a nmuch | ower inpact

in the removal of those types of contaminants than for the nore readily renoved contam nants at the Site

(VQCs). PCBs, while not typically nobile in groundwater

may nove with the particulate nmaterials al so

found in the groundwater at the MIIl Street Site. Any nobile PCB material would be renoved readily with

the VOCs during the punp and treat operation

If the contam nated soils are not addressed, thereby |eaving the source of the groundwater contam nation
in place, the tine frame for groundwater restoration to drinking water standards would be greater than

100 years.

Future studies will be undertaken, to further investigate the contamnation in the bedrock and the
i npacts of the contam nation on the ability of and the estimated tine frane of the groundwater within the

bedrock to reach drinking water standards in the future

G oundwat er contam nation in the bedrock woul d,

however, be expected to take significantly longer to reach cleanup levels, as conpared to the overburden

Estinmated time for design and construction:

Estimated time for operation and mai nt enance:

Estimated capital cost (1996 dollars):
Estimated O & m (present worth):

Estimated total cost mom5 (present worth over 30
years at 7% nterest)

No Construction Activity

10 years (operation of the punp and
treat systemin the overburden)

$620, 000 per year
$440, 000 per year

$3.82 million



MOM 6: G oundwater Treatnent at the MIford Water Treatnent Facility

Under this alternative, groundwater would be punped from several site locations to the MIford Publicly
Omned Treatnent Works (POTW for treatnent. The treated water would be discharged to the Souhegan River
At this tine, it is understood that the MIford POTWnmay not be able to accept the contam nated
groundwater fromthe Site due to the chlorine-containing conmpounds. However, this alternative was

devel oped and included for review should the future conditions change and di scharge fromthe Site to the
POTW be al | owed.

Institutional controls would be inplenented in the formof restrictions inposed on the use of the
groundwat er as a drinking water supply as long as concentrations in the groundwater renai n above drinking
wat er standards. Long-termnonitoring of the groundwater woul d be conducted to deternmine if the

contanmi nation |l evel s are decreasing, are mgrating away fromthe site area or inpacting the Souhegan

Ri ver. Mnitoring would continue for as long as the contami nation | evels exceeded the interimcleanup
levels. Five (5) year reviews would be conducted to ensure that the restrictions inposed on the use of
the groundwater were effective in controlling the human health ri sk posed by ingestion of the
cont am nat ed groundwat er.

The time frane for the groundwater to reach the cleanup |levels is dependent on the source control action
sel ected and inplenented, The tinme to reach groundwater cleanup |evels using a groundwater extraction
system was estimated using a MODFLOWMbased nodel utilizing groundwater concentrations and the desired
cleanup |l evels. Various punping rates were al so anal yzed. |If the contami nated soils are addressed under
one of the source control alternatives described previously (except no action and linmted action),
thereby elimnating or controlling the source of the groundwater contam nation, then, the VOCs in the
groundwater in the overburden nmay reach cleanup levels in 5 to 10 years. Wile the time frane cannot be
estimated for TCB and PCBs using this nodel, they are expected to take many nore years to reach their
groundwat er cl eanup | evels and could take up to 100 years depending on the ability of these contam nants
to nove through the aquifer and be captured by the treatnment system Since PCBs and to a | esser extent
TCB are nore resistant to the flow of groundwater, the punp and treat alternative has a ruch | ower inpact
in the removal of those types of contaminants than for the nore readily renoved contamnants at the Site
(VOCs). PCBs, while not typically nobile in groundwater, may nove with the particulate materials al so
found in the groundwater at the MI| Street Site. Any nobile PCB material would be renoved readily with
the VOCs during the punp and treat operation

If the contami nated soils are not addressed, thereby |eaving the source of the groundwater contam nation
in place, the time frame for groundwater restoration to drinking water standards woul d be greater than
100 years.

Future studies will be undertaken, to further investigate the contam nation in the bedrock and the

i mpacts of the contami nation on the ability of and the estimated tinme frane of the groundwater within the
bedrock to reach drinking water standards in the future. Regardless, groundwater contami nation in the
bedrock woul d be expected to take significantly longer to reach cleanup levels, as conpared to the
over bur den.

Estinmated time for design and construction: No Construction Activity

Estimated time for operation and mai nt enance: 10 years (operation of the punp and
treat systemin the overburden)

Estimated capital cost (1996 dollars): $620, 000 per year
Estimated 0 & M (present worth): $310, 000 per year
Estimated total cost MOM6 (present worth over 30 $2.85 mllion

years at 7% nterest)
I X SUMVARY OF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA presents several factors that at a mininumEPA is required to consider inits
assessnent of alternatives. Building upon these specific statutory nandates, the NCP articul ates nine
eval uation criteria to be used in assessing the individual renedial alternatives.

A detail ed analysis was perforned on the alternatives using the nine evaluation criteria in order to
select a Site remedy, The following is a summary of the conparison of each alternative's strength and
weakness with respect the nine evaluation criteria. These criteria are sumrmarized as foll ows:



Threshold Criteria

The two threshold criteria described bel ow nust be net in order for the alternatives to be eligible for
sel ection in accordance with the NCP.

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not a remedy provides
adequat e protection and describes how risks posed through each pathway are elimnated, reduced or
controll ed through treatnent, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

2. Conpl i ance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs) addresses whether or not
arenedy will neet all of the ARARs or other Federal and State environmental |aws and/or provide
grounds for invoking a waiver.

Primary Balancing Oriteria

The following five criteria are utilized to conpare and eval uate the el ements of one alternative to
anot her that neet the threshold criteria.

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

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

5. Short term effectiveness addresses the period of tinme needed to achieve protection and any adverse
i mpacts on human health and the environment that nmay be posed during the construction and
i mpl ement ation period, until cleanup goals are achieved.

6. I npl ementability addresses the technical and adnministrative feasibility of a remedy, including the
availability of materials and services needed to inplenent a particular option.

7. Cost includes estinmated capital and Operation M ntenance (& costs, as well as present-worth
costs.

Mdifying Oriteria

The nodifying criteria are used as the final evaluation of renedial alternatives after EPA has received
public comrent on the RI/FS and Proposed Pl an.

8. State acceptance addresses the State's position and key concerns related to the preferred
alternative and other alternatives, and the State's comments on ARARs or the proposed use of
wai vers.

9. Communi ty acceptance addresses the public's general response to the alternatives described in the

Proposed Plan and RI/FS report.

Fol |l owi ng the detailed anal ysis of each individual alternative, a conparative analysis, focusing on the
rel ative perfornmance of each alternative against the nine criteria, was conducted. This conparative

anal ysis can be found in Tables 4.4.1-1 and 4.4.2.-1 of the Feasibility Study, and attached to the ROD as
Tabl es 25 and 26.

The section bel ow presents the nine criteria and a brief narrative summary of the alternatives and the
strengt hs and weaknesses according to the detailed and conparative analysis. Only those alternatives
whi ch satisfied the first two threshold criteria were bal anced and nodi fied using the remaini ng seven
criteria.

Conparative Analysis of Source Control Alternatives

The conparative anal ysis of the eight source control alternatives is presented bel ow for each of the NCP
eval uation criteria, except State and community acceptance.

Protection of Human Health and the Environment Alternatives SC-4, Of-site Disposal, and SC5, Of-site
Inci neration, would provide the greatest protection of both current and future human health and the

environnent by requiring the excavation of all soils to a depth of 1 foot at MI| Street and down to 10
feet at EEmStreet with contam nant concentrati ons greater than the soil cleanup |levels for risk-based



protection. Renoval of the contam nated soils to these depths woul d reduce risks associ ated wi th exposure
to contam nants fromdirect contact with and i ngestion of soils. The anount of soils deeper than 1 foot
at MII Street and 10 feet at Elm Street to be excavated for Alternatives SCG4 and SC-5 woul d depend upon
which of the three |ong term nmanagenent options was selected. Al of the excavated soils for these
alternatives would either be disposed of or treated off-site. After excavation, the areas would either be
capped with a RCRA conposite cap, capped with a single nenbrane liner, or backfilled with clean soil.

Alternatives SC-6, Thernmal Desorption, SC-7, Solidification/Stabilization, and SC-8, Solvent Extraction,
woul d provide slightly Iless protection of current and future hunan health and the environnent because the
contam nated soils would be treated on-Site and placed back in the excavation after treatnment. These
treated soils, while protective of human health and the environment, would have detectable |evels of

cont am nati on whereas the clean backfill used for Alternatives SCG4 and SGC5 would not. Treatnent of the
contanminated soils to a depth of one foot at MI| Street and down to 10 feet at Elm Street woul d reduce
ri sks associated with exposure to contam nants fromdirect contact with and ingestion of soils.

Al ternatives SG4, SC5, SC6, SC7, and SC-8 would renediate the risks to human heal th and environnment
fromthe soils at a depth of greater than 1 foot at MI| Street and 10 feet at Elm Street using one of
the follow ng three | ong-term managenment options:

. Option 1 - Containment and Capping - Construction of a RCRA conposite cap over the soils
contanmi nated at a depth of greater than one foot at MII Street and 10 feet at El m Street
and a hydraulic contai nment systemat MI| Street.

. ption 2 - Partial Renoval and Capping - Excavation of the soils at a depth greater than
1 foot at MII Street and 10 feet at EIm Street that contain PCB concentrations greater
than 500 ng/ kg and treatnent or disposal with the other soils, installation of a single
barrier cap, and construction of a hydraulic containnent systemat MI| Street.

. Option 3 - Additional Excavation and Soil Cover - Excavation of the soils at a depth
greater than 1 foot at MII Street and deeper than 10 feet at EIm Street that could cause
an exceedance of the PCB Maxi mum Cont am nant Level ("MCL") in ground water, and off-site
treatment in a TSCA incinerator or disposal in a RCRA landfill.

Option 3 provides the greatest protection of human health and the environnent because it renoves all the
PCB- cont am nated soil that could cause an exceedance of the PCB MCL. By renoving the PCB contamination in
soils in excess of that capable of exceeding the PCB MCL. Qption 3 linits human exposure to PCB

contami nation through the ingestion of ground water in excess of the MCL and prevents mgration of the
contam nation fromthe Elm Street Site to the Souhegan Ri ver where both human and ecol ogi cal receptors

m ght cone into contact with it.

Option 2 woul d provides | ess protection of human health and the environnent than Option 3 because it

woul d | eave soils deeper than 1 foot at MII Street and 10 feet at Elm Street contam nated with | ess than
500 ng/ kg in place. This option would require installation of a single barrier cap over the contam nation
at EEmStreet and a single barrier cap with a hydraulic containnent systemat MII| Street. The caps at
both Elm Street and MI| Street would mininmze the infiltration of precipitation but soils deeper than 10
feet contaminated with | ess than 500 ng/ kg PCBs would be left slightly above and in contact with the
ground water table. The cap and hydraulic contai nment systemat MII Street woul d capture contam nated
ground water but soils deeper than 1 foot contam nated with | ess than 500 ng/ kg PCB woul d again be |eft
in place.

Option 1 would provide significantly | ess protection of human health and the environnment than Options 2
or 3 because it would | eave all contamination below 1 foot at MII Street and 10 feet at Elm Street in

pl ace. This option would require the installation of a RCRA C conposite cap over the remaining

contam nated soils at both Elm Street and MI| Street, as well as a hydraulic contai nment systemat MI|I
Street. The cap at Elm Street would minimze the infiltration of precipitation but high concentrations of
PCBs woul d be left slightly above and in contact with the ground water table. The cap and hydraulic
contai nnment systemat MII| Street would capture contam nated ground water, but all soil contam nants
deeper than 1 foot would be left in place

Alternative SC- 3, Containnent, would protect human health and the environment by requiring the excavation
of approxinmately the top three feet of contami nated soils at both the EEmand MIIl Street Sites, followed
by the installation of a RCRA C conposite cap over the contamination in order to limt human and
environnental contact with the contam nants. A hydraulic containnment systemwould al so be installed at
the MIIl Street Site. These caps woul d reduce risks associated with exposure to contam nants from direct
contact with and ingestion of soils. Capping the soil contam nation that exceeds the cleanup | evels for
ri sk-based protection reduces the potential for dermal contact with and ingestion of the contam nated
soils. However, as with Options 1 and 2 above, Alternative 3 would | eave high concentrati ons of PCBs



above and in contact with the ground water table. The contam nants could then potentially migrate from
the Site into the river, where they would pose a risk to human health and the environment. Because this
alternative neither renoves nor treats the soils deeper than approximately 3 feet, it is considered to be
| ess protective than Alternatives SC 4 through SC 8.

Alternative SC-2, Limted Action/lInstitutional Controls, would provide a linited anmount of protection to
human health and the environnent by requiring repair of the geotextile nmenbrane that is currently
installed over the contam nation and by physically and legally restricting the use of the Site, to
prevent exposure, access and damage to the cap. Those areas of the Site not currently capped (edges of
the Keyes Drive, the banks of the Souhegan River and the Draper Energy property) would require the
addition of cover soils and regular naintenance to mnimze direct contact and incidental ingestion
exposures. The current cap is tenporary and woul d provide neither long-termprotection to human heal th
nor |ong-term containment of the soils. Contaminants would continue to |l each fromthe soils into the
groundwat er and Souhegan River, at |evels which woul d exceed drinking water standards.

The SC-1, No Action alternative woul d not be protective of human health or the environment The no action
alternative would not reduce or restrict exposures to the contam nated soils and groundwater at the Site.
The risks posed by the contam nation to the soils would remain at the current unacceptabl e |evels.
Contami nants woul d al so continue to I each fromthe soils into the groundwater and Souhegan River, at

| evel s whi ch woul d exceed drinki ng water standards.

Conpl i ance with ARARs. Federal environmental |[aws fromwhich ARARs for Alternatives SC 3, SG 4, SCH5,
SC-6, SC-7, and SC-8 are derived include TSCA and RCRA. The conparative analysis in the FS was conducted
before TSCA 40 CFR, Part 761 was revised. The TSCA PCB Spill Policy would be considered (TBC during the
inpl enentation of the renedial action. The state environnental regulations that are applicable or

rel evant and appropriate to the alternatives presented above are the State of New Hanpshire Air

Regul ati ons and New Hanpshire Revised Statutes Annotated, Title XXVI, Chapter 289. Each of these
alternatives would meet the requirenents of these ARARs.

Alternatives SC-1 and SC-2 do not have any federal ARARs because the contam nated soils would be left in
pl ace; however, the TSCA PCB Spill Policy would be considered a TBC requirenent. The only state
environnental regul ation that would be considered an ARAR is the State of New Hanpshire Air Regul ations
for fugitive dusts during any excavation or repair of the geotextile liner. Alternatives SC1 and SGC 2
woul d not neet the intent of the TSCA PCB Spill Policy because they would | eave PCBs greater than 1 ng/kg
on the Site and woul d not adequately protect human health and the environnent.

A brief discussion of how the alternatives meet these requirenents follows:

TSCA: The PCB Di sposal Requirenents promul gated under TSCA are applicable to Alternatives SC 3 through
SC- 8 because these alternatives involve storage and di sposal of soils and liquids contam nated with PCBs
in excess of 50 ng/kg. The PCB-contam nated extract produced fromthe thermal desorption and sol vent
extraction treatnent (SC-6 and SC-8) as well as contaminated soils in Alternatives SG3 and SC-5 woul d be
treated off-site in an incinerator nmeeting the standards of 40 CF. R °761.69. Soils generated by
Alternatives SC-3 and SC-4 and any soils or debris contaninated with PCBs that cannot be treated or
incinerated in Alternatives SC5 through SC8 and have a PCB concentration greater than 50 ng/L woul d be
di sposed of off-site in a landfill neeting the requirenents of 40 CFR °761. 75.

In Alternatives SC6 and SC 8, the PCB-contami nated soils would be treated on-site and placed back in the
excavated area with a residual PCB contam nation of 1 ng/kg. Placenment of soils with PCB | evel s of

approxi mately 1 ng/ kg under a 10-inch soil cover would provi de a pernanent and protective renedy that
satisfies the TSCA Spill Policy, and requirenents of the Part 761 landfill regulations. Long-term
nonitoring of ground water wells nmay also be instituted, as required by the chem cal waste |landfill

regul ations.

For Alternative SC 7, the contam nated soils would be solidified to reduce the mobility of the

contanmi nants. Under the Disposal Requirenments, 40 CFR °761.60(a)(4), 761.60(e), soils contamnated with
PCBs may be di sposed of in an incinerator, chenical waste landfill, or may be di sposed of by an alternate
nmet hod that provides a perfornance simlar to that of incineration. In this case, placenent of solidified
soils in the excavated pits and construction of an inperneable cap over the Site or a hydraulic

contai nnent systemwoul d satisfy the requirenents of a TSCA | andfill. The nonitoring of ground water
wells would be instituted, as required by the TSCA | andfill regul ations.

Alternatives SC- 3 through SC8 would al so conply with the storage requirenments of the PCB Di sposal
Regul ati ons by the construction of a storage area meeting the standards of 40 CFR °761. 65.

Neither SCG-1 nor SC-2 would neet the intent of the TSCA PCB Spill Policy because they would | eave soils
contami nated with greater than 1 ng/kg PCBs on the Site and would not adequately protect human heal th and



t he environnent.

RCRA: The applicability of Hazardous and Solid Waste Anendnents to RCRA (HSWA) regul ations as
action-specific requirenments for disposal depends on whether the wastes are hazardous, as defined under
RCRA. The wastes at the Site have not been characterized as RCRA waste but are simlar to RCRA waste,
therefore RCRA is rel evant and appropriate to wastes left in place. HSWA Land Di sposal Restrictions do
not apply because pl acenment does not occur.

The m ni mrum t echnol ogy standards for closure of the excavated areas are based on TSCA and RCRA | andfill
regulations. In this case, landfill requirements may be rel evant and appropriate for contam nation |eft
on Site. Under the SC-4 through SC-8 alternatives, the capping options are consistent with these closure
requi renents.

Executive Order 11988, Fl oodplain Managenment: This executive order sets forth EPA policy to mnimze the
i mpact of floods and preserve the natural and beneficial value of floodplains and provides for
consideration of floodplains during renedial actions. Al systens in Alternatives SC 3 through SC-8 woul d
be assenbl ed and operated away fromthe 100-year floodplain. If Alternative SC3 or Option 1 or 2 for

Al ternatives SC4 through SC8 is chosen for Elm Street, the cap would be constructed w th engi neering
controls to prevent damage froma 100-year fl ood.

NH Air Regul ations: Dust enmissions fromthe Site during Alternatives SC 2 through SC8 would conply with
the dean Air Act and the State of New Hanpshire Air Regul ations for dust em ssions during excavation and
transportati on of the contam nated soils. Engineering controls would be used to mnimze the fugitive
dust em ssions, including wetting the soils and using foans.

In Alternative SC-6, the thernmal desorption systemwoul d di scharge between 25 and 75 scfm of treated
nitrogen carrier gas to the atnosphere. Air nonitoring would be performed to ensure conpliance with the
New Hanpshire air regul ations.

In Alternative SC 8, the solvent extraction systemis a closed systemto ninimze air em ssions but

ni trogen gas does flow through the extractor in order to create an oxygen free environnent and to purge
any non-condensi bl e gases. Air nonitoring would be performed to verify that the NH Arbient Air Levels are
nmet .

NH Ceretery Regul ations: Aternatives SC 3 through SC-8 would require derolition of the Fletcher building
in order to contain or renove all the contam nation at Elm Street. In renoving this building the New
Hanmpshire historic regul ati ons woul d be applicable because of the possibility of affecting the historic
cenmetery that is adjacent to the buil ding.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Permanence. Alternatives SC4 and SC5 would provide the greatest |ong-term
ef fectiveness and permanence by excavating all soils to a depth of 1 foot at MI| Street and down to 10
feet at Elm Street containing contam nant concentrations greater than soil cleanup |levels for risk-based
protection. The excavated soils would then be either disposed of or treated off-site. After excavation,
clean soil would be backfilled into the area. Renpbval of the contam nated soils to a depth of 1 foot at
M1l Street and 10 feet at Elm Street would reduce risks associated with exposure to contam nants from
direct contact with and ingestion of soils. Renoving the soil contam nation that exceeds the cleanup
levels for risk based protection reduces the ingestion and dernal contact risks. The long-termcontrols
required at the Site would be dependant upon which of the |ong-term managenent options was sel ected

for the soils deeper than 1 foot at MII| Street and 10 feet at Elm Street. If Option 3 is chosen for both
Elm Street and MII| Street using either SCG4 or SC-5, long-termcontrols would not be required because
both alternatives woul d nmeet EPA criteria for renmediati on of PCB contaminated Sites.

Alternatives SC-6 and SC-8 would provide slightly Iess |ong-term effectiveness and pernanence because the
contami nated soils would be treated on Site and placed back in the excavation after treatnment. These
treated soils, while protective of human health and the environment, woul d have detectable |evels of
contani nati on, whereas clean backfill would not. Treatnent of the contaninated soils to a depth of 10
feet would reduce risks associated with exposure to contanminants fromdirect contact with and ingestion
of soils. Treating the soil contam nation that exceeds the cleanup |levels reduces the total risk due to
ingestion of and dernmal contact with the soil.

SC-7 woul d provide only noderate |ong-term effectiveness and pernanence because, while it would reduce
the risks fromingestion and dernal contact as effectively as SCG-6 or SC-8, inplenentation of the
alternative would not destroy or renove contam nation fromthe Site. One specific concern is the
long-termuncertainty associated with the integrity of the solidified material and the possibility that
contami nants could |l each in the future. Because of the uncertainty with solidification/ stabilization,
long-termnonitoring and controls would be required for the Site.



Each of these five alternatives (SCG4, SGC5, SC6, SC7, SC-8) would achieve long-termeffecti veness and
permanence for the soils at a depth of greater than 10 feet using one of three options:

. Option 1 - Containment and Capping - Construction of a RCRA conposite cap over the soils
contanmi nated at a depth of greater than 1 foot at MII Street and 10 feet at Elm Street and
a hydraulic contai nment systemat MII Street.

. ption 2 - Partial Renoval and Capping - Excavation of the soils at a depth greater than
one foot at MII Street and 10 feet at Elm Street that contain PCB concentrati ons greater
than 500 ng/ kg and treatnment or disposal with the other soils, installation of a single
barrier cap, and construction of a hydraulic containnent systemat MI| Street.

. Option 3 - Additional Excavation and Soil Cover - Excavation of the soils at a depth greater
than one foot at MI| Street and deeper than 10 feet at Elm Street that coul d cause an
exceedance of the PCB MCL in ground water, and off-site treatment in a TSCA incinerator or
di sposal in a RCRA landfill.

Option 3 provides the greatest protection of human health and the environnent because it renoves all the
PCB- cont am nated soil that could cause an exceedance of the PCB MCL. By renoving the PCB contamination in
soils in excess of that capable of exceeding the PCB MCL. Qption 3 linits human exposure to PCB

contami nation through the ingestion of ground water in excess of the MCL and prevents migration of the
contam nation fromthe Elm Street Site to the Souhegan Ri ver where both human and ecol ogi cal receptors

m ght come into contact with it. Therefore Option 3 would not require extensive |ong-termnonitoring and
control s.

ption 2 woul d provides | ess protection of hunman health and the environnent than Option 3 because it

woul d | eave soils deeper than 1 foot at MII Street and 10 feet at Elm Street contam nated with | ess than
500 ng/kg in place. This option would require installation of a single barrier cap over the contam nation
at EEm Street and a single barrier cap with a hydraulic containnent systemat MI| Street. The caps at
both Elm Street and MI| Street would mininmze the infiltration of precipitation but soils deeper than 10
feet contaminated with |l ess than 500 ng/ kg PCBs would be left slightly above and in contact with the
ground water table. The cap and hydraulic contai nment systemat MII Street woul d capture contam nated
ground water but soils deeper than one foot contam nated with | ess than 500 ng/ kg woul d again be left in
pl ace. Because contam nation would be |eft on Site, institutional controls would be required. Option 1
woul d provide significantly | ess protection of human health and the environnment than Options 2 or 3
because all contam nation bel ow one foot at MIl Street and 10 feet at Elm Street would be left in place.
This option would require the installation of a RCRA C conposite cap over the renaini ng contam nated
soils at both EEm Street and MII Street, as well as a hydraulic containment systemat MII Street. The
cap at EEm Street would ninimze the infiltration of precipitation but high concentrations of PCBs woul d
be left slightly above and in contact with the ground water table. The cap and hydraul i c contai nment
systemat MII Street would capture contam nated ground water but all soil contam nants deeper than 1
foot would be left in place. Because contam nation would be left on Site, long-termnonitoring and
controls woul d be required.

Alternative SC 3 would provide | ess |ong-term effectiveness and pernmanence than the other alternatives
di scussed thus far. The concern with SC-3 is that it would only remove contamination fromthe top 3 feet
of soils and woul d | eave high concentrations of PCBs above and in contact with the ground water table.
The contam nants could then potentially migrate fromthe Site into the river, where they would pose a
risk to human health and the environnment. Because this alternative neither renmoves nor treats the soils
to 10 feet, it is considered to be significantly less effective than SC4 through SC 8.

Nei ther SC-1 nor SC-2 woul d provide |ong-termeffectiveness and permanence. SC-1 woul d not renove or
cover any of the contamination that is on Site and therefore |eaves the Site in its current state. SC 2
does cover the contami nation but, as can be seen by the continued nigration of contamnation, it is not
an effective long-termalternative.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume through Treatnent Alternatives SC5, SC-6, and SC-8 provide
reductions in toxicity, nobility, and volume through the treatnent and ultinmate destruction of the
contam nants. SC-5 requires the excavation and off-site incineration of the contam nated soil. The
incineration would oxidize the contam nants to carbon di oxi de, water and hydrochloric acid. SC-6 requires
t he excavation and thernmal desorption of the contanminated soils. Thermal desorption would volatilize the
contam nants and then condense them separately fromthe soil. The condensed contam nants woul d then be
incinerated at an off site TSCA incinerator. Simlarly, SC 8 separates the contam nants fromthe soils
usi ng sol vent extraction and incinerates the separated contam nants in an off-site TSCA incinerator.

The anount of contam nation renoved and treated fromthe Site using one of the three alternatives
di scussed above depends on the option chosen for the renedi ation of soils deeper than 10 feet at Elm



Street and deeper than 1 foot at MII Street. The estinated total volune of contami nated soil for the
base case at both Elm Street and MII Street is 24,000 CY. Assunm ng an average PCB concentration of 1,300
ng/ kg, if the PCB-contam nated soils are renoved to a cleanup |level of 1 ng/kg, these alternatives are
estimated to renove and treat 37,000 kg of contami nants for the base case.

Dependi ng on the option chosen for the remedi ation of the remaining soils, the reduction of toxicity,
mobility, and volume would increase. If Option 1 is chosen, there would be no increase in the reduction
of toxicity, nobility, or volune through treatnent because the remaining soils would be capped and | eft
in place. Option 3 represents the largest increase in reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volune because
all of the remaining soil with PCB concentrations that could inpact ground water would be renoved. The
estimated total volume of contam nated soil for Option 3 at Elm Street and MI| Street is 5,300 yd 3 and
12,000 yd 3. The resulting total contam nant renoval for this option would be 10,000 kg. If Option 3 is
chosen, all renaining soils with PCB concentrations greater than 500 ng/ kg woul d be excavated and a
single barrier cap installed. Option 3 would result in an additional 1,600 yd 3 fromE m Street and 3, 200
yd 3 fromMII Street being renoved, resulting in the additional renoval of approximately 6,000 kg of
PCBs.

Alternative SC7, Solidification/Stabilization would i mobilize the contam nation fromthe excavated soi
but woul d have no effect on the contami nant toxicity, and would increase the contam nant vol une through
the addition of binding agents by approxinmately 20 to 25 percent. Capping of the remaining contani nants
or excavation and treatnent of the remaining contam nants woul d reduce the nmobility of the contam nants.
However, while the nobility woul d be decreased the level of toxicity would remain the same and the
contami nant vol une woul d i ncrease due to the addition of binding agents.

The other four alternatives, SC1, SCG2, SC3, and SC-4, would not affect the toxicity, nobility, or
volume of the contami nation through treatnment, with the exception of SC 3, which would result in the
removal of soils fromthe top 3 feet to install the cap. If those soils are incinerated rather than
landfilled, SCG3 will result in the reduction of the toxicity, nobility, and volune of a portion of the
contam nation. SC-4 would renmove the contam nation fromthe Site but woul d di spose of the contam nated
soil in a TSCA-approved landfill. SC-3 would contain the vertical mgration of the contaninants through
the installation of a cap over the contanination.

Short-Term Ef fectiveness. One of the major uncertainties for Alternatives SC 3 through SC-8 is the
protection of the conmmunity and Site workers while the soils are being excavated. The concern i s caused
by the proximty of the residents to the Site, the high volune of vehicular traffic on El m Street
(approxi mately 20,000 vehicles per day), and the high concentration of PCBs in the soils. To limt this
risk during excavation, wetting agents and other engi neered controls would be used to reduce the
particul ate emissions fromthe Site. However, the actual air enissions that would result fromthe
excavation is uncertain and air nmonitoring would be performed to ensure that the community and Site

wor kers were not exposed to undue risks. In order to mininmize the risk to workers, trained personnel
woul d operate the system The risk to residents, and/or inconvenience to the residents could al so be
mni mzed by relocating sone of the residents on MIIl Street during the excavation of the MI| Street
area. Adjacent portions of Keyes Field nay al so need to be tenporarily closed during the renedial action
if air nonitoring denmonstrates an exceedance.

Addi tional short-termrisks would be presented by Alternatives SCG4 and SC5 due to the need to transport
the contam nated soils off Site for disposal and incineration, respectively.

Alternative SCG-2 would present minimal risks to the comunity while the geotextile nmenbrane was being
installed. Risks to the workers would be simlar to Alternatives SC4 through SC-5 and activities
associated with these alternatives nay require the workers to use Level C protection.

To ensure protection of the environment, all renedial alternatives would be constructed and operated
above the 100-year floodplain |evel. This neasure would prevent accidental flooding if the water |evel of
t he Souhegan River rose substantially. Al caps woul d have engineering controls for protection. In
addition, stormwater collection systems would be designed to collect runoff fromthe Site in order to

m nimze the spread of contanmi nation.

I mpl erentation. In general, Alternatives SC4 through SC 8 should be both technically and

adm ni stratively inplementable. However, two issues do pose a potential concern regarding the ability to
i npl enent these alternatives as described. Because the Sites are snall, space consideration is the

| argest consideration in inmplementing any of the alternative. Use of a portion of the adjacent Keyes
Field, with the Town's pernission, may be considered if all operations cannot be conducted solely on the
Site itself. Consideration of the use of Keyes Field would be focused on staging of clean fill, equipnent
and construction offices, as necessary. Also related to this issue is the potential inconvenience of
closing all or portions of MII| Street, Elm Street and the Keyes Drive even tenporarily during the
excavati on.



Anot her issue for inplenenting the alternatives at the MII Street Site is the active railway that
borders the MII| Street Site. A representative fromBoston & Maine Railroad met with the EPA and nenbers
of the local businesses, and discussed all owabl e nodification of the rail spurs running through the MII
Street Site in order to allow the renmedial action to take place while continuing to operate one rail spur
at all times. Discussions with the railroad would need to continue through the renedi al design and action
to ensure the safe inplenentation of any of the alternatives.

An additional concern for Alternatives SC-6 through SC-8 is the ability to treat the soils to the PCB

cl eanup | evel . Each of these technologies is considered innovative technol ogi es, and has sonewhat limted
operating experience. Because of the |Iimted experience and the variability between Sites, treatability
studies may be required for each of these alternatives

Alternatives SC-1 through SC3 would be technically easy to inplenment. However, there are adm nistrative

considerations that may inpact their overall inplementability. Anong these considerations are the
potential for future use restrictions to be inposed as a result of the continued existence of
contami nation at the Fletcher's Paint Site and potential liabilities associated with the continued

presence of PCBs in the subsurface.

Cost



Conpar ati ve Cost of Source Control

Al ternative

SC-1 No Action

SCG-2 Limted Action

SC-3 Contai nnent and O f-site Disposal

Alternatives

Capital Cost (a)
($1996)

$96, 000

$6, 700, 000

SC-3 Containnment and O f-site |Incineration $13, 000, 000

SC- 4 TSCA Landfil
Option 1 - Elm St.

Ootion 1 - MII St.
ption 2 - Elm St.
option 2 - MII St.
Option 3 - Elm St.
Option 3 - MII St.

SC-5 TSCA Incinerator (Base Case)

Option 1 - Elm St.

Ootion 1 - MII St.
Option 2 - Elm St.
Option 2 - MII St.
Option 3 - Elm St.
Option 3 - MII St.

SC-6 Thermal Desorption (Base Case)

Option 1 - Elm St.

Ootion 1 - MII St.
Option 2 - Elm St.
Option 2 - MII St.
Option 3 - Elm St.
Option 3 - MII St.

SC-7 Solidification/ Stabilization (Base Case)

Option 1 - Elm St.

Option 1 - MII St.
Option 2 - Elm St.
Option 2 - MII St.
Option 3 - Elm St.
Option 3 - MII St.

(Base Case)

$11, 000, 000
$510, 000
$370, 000

$1, 200, 000
$2, 000, 000
$2, 800, 000
$4, 500, 000

$24, 000, 000
$510, 000
$370, 000

$2, 600, 000
$4, 900, 000
$7, 500, 000
$9, 000, 000

$11, 000, 000
$510, 000
$370, 000

$1, 100, 000
$1, 700, 000
$2, 200, 000
$5, 000, 000

$7, 300, 000
$510, 000
$380, 000
$960, 000

$1, 200, 000

$1, 600, 000

$3, 100, 000

O & M Cost (a)
($1996)

$51, 000
$460, 000

$540, 000
$540, 000

$470, 000
$67, 000
$67, 000
$67, 000
$67, 000

$470, 000
$67, 000
$67, 000
$67, 000
$67, 000

1
1

$470, 000
$67, 000
$67, 000
$67, 000
$67, 000

1
Iy

$470, 000
$67, 000
$61, 000
$67, 000
$67, 000

1
1

Total Cost (a)

($1996)
$51, 000
$600, 000

$7, 240, 000
$13, 500, 000

$11, 500, 000

$290, 000

$100, 000
$1, 270, 000
$2, 070, 000
$2, 800, 000
$4, 500, 000

$24, 500, 000
$290, 000
$100, 000

$2, 670, 000
$4, 970, 000
$7, 500, 000
$9, 000, 000

$11, 500, 000
$290, 000
$100, 000

$1, 170, 000
$1, 770, 000
$2, 200, 000
$5, 000, 000

$7, 770, 000
$290, 000
$100, 000

$927, 000

$1, 270, 000
$1, 600, 000
$3, 100, 000

Range of Costs for SC 4, depending
on | ong-term managemnment options
sel ected

Range of Costs for SC 5, depending

Range of Costs for SC 6, depending
on | ong-term managenent options
sel ected

Range Costs for SC 7, depending,
on | ong-term managenent options
sel ected

$11, 890, 000 to
$18, 800, 000

$24, 890, 000 to

$11, 890, 000 to
$18, 700, 000

$8, 160, 000 to $12, 470, 000



SC-8 Sol vent Extraction (Base Case) $10, 000, 000 $470, 000 $10, 500, 000

Option 1 - Elm St. $510, 000 $67, 000 $290, 000

Option 1 - MII St. $370, 000 $67, 000 $100, 000

Option 2 - Elm St. $1, 100, 000 $67, 000 $1, 170, 000

Option 2 - MII St. $1, 600, 000 $67, 000 $1, 670, 000

Option 3 - Elm St. $2, 100, 000 I $2, 100, 000

Option 3 - MII St. $4, 700, 000 Iy $4, 700, 000
Range of Costs for SC 8, depending $10, 890, 000 to
an | ong-term nanagenent option $17, 300, 000
sel ected

Not e:

Cost shown for Options is the amount to be added to the base case cost
/1111l No associ ated cost
(a): Total NPV at a 7% interest rate; discount factor used dependant upon tinme required to conplete renedi ati on.



Managenent of M gration A ternatives

Conparative Analysis of Managenent of Magration Aternatives

A summary of the individual evaluation of the six managenent of migration alternatives is presented in
Tabl e 26. The conparative analysis of the six alternatives is presented bel ow for each of the NCP
eval uation criteria, except the State and conmunity acceptance

Protection of Human Health and the Environnent Alternatives MOM3 (Air stripping with GAC Adsorption)
MOM 4 ( GAC Adsorption), MOM5 (UV/ Oxidation with GAC Adsorption), and MOM 6 (Extraction and D scharge to
POTW, in conjunction with the inplenentation of a source control alternative, woul d reduce the

contami nation in the ground water to bel ow risk-and heal th-based ARARs in a reasonable time frane. Each
of these four alternatives would elimnate unacceptable risk related to VOCs in the contaninated
overburden in approximately 10 years by extracting and treating the contam nated ground water. Tine
frames cannot be estimated for TCB and PCBs; however they are expected to take |onger, and up to 100
years, given that these two contami nants are not easily nmoved through the groundwater during extraction
The ability to neet the time franes presented in these alternatives is dependent on the anount of
contam nation remaining in the unsaturated and saturated zones at the conpletion of the source contro
action, as well as the extent of the contanination within the bedrock

Upon achi eving the remedial action objectives for Alternatives MOW3, MOM4, MOM5, and MOM 6, the risk
for the ingestion of and dernal contact with ground water woul d be reduced.

Wiile the interimcleanup |l evels established for these alternatives are consistent with ARARs or suitable
TBC criteria for groundwater, a cumulative risk that could be posed by these conpounds nay exceed EPA's
goals for renedial action. At the tine that the interimground water cleanup |evels, newy pronul gated
ARARs, and nodified ARARs that call into question the protectiveness of the selected alternative have
been achi eved and have not been exceeded for a period of three consecutive years, a risk assessnent woul d
be performed on the residual ground water contam nation to determ ne whether the renedial action is
protective.

By reducing the risk in the groundwater through any of these four alternatives, the discharge of
contami nants to the surface water and sedi nents of the Souhegan River would al so be reduced.

Alternatives MOM3, MOM 4, MOM5, and MOM 6 have the potential to inpact the wetlands along the river
Predi ctive nodel i ng conducted using the conputer nodel described in Section 3.3.2 indicated that the
extraction systemwoul d extract river water, but the effect on the wetlands bordering the river should be
negl i gi bl e.

The Limted Action/lInstitutional Controls alternative, MOM 2, would be protective of human heal th because
it requires the inplenentation of institutional controls in the formof restrictions on the use of the
contam nated groundwater, as drinking water, until drinking water standards have been nmet. The No Action
alternative, MOM 1, would not be protective of human health and the environment because it does not
prevent the future ingestion of the contaninated groundwater. Since neither restrictions would be placed
on the use of the groundwater as a drinking water supply until drinking standards have been net, nor any
treatnment or contai nment technol ogies inplenented as part of the No Action alternative, the human health
risks fromthe ingestion of the contam nated groundwater woul d not be mtigated

Both Alternatives MOM1 (No Action) and MOM2 (Limted Action/Institutional Controls) would not provide
any protection to the environment and woul d not return the aquifer to its beneficial use in a reasonable
time frane.

The No Action alternative, MOM1 would not include the use of restrictions to prevent exposure to the
groundwater or the use of treatment to reduce the toxicity, nmobility or volume of the contam nated
groundwater at the Site; and would allow the contam nated groundwater to continue to mgrate off-site and
rel ease contaminants, over time, to the Souhegan R ver surface waters and sedi nents. Contamni nant
concentrations in the groundwater currently exceed drinking water standards. Wth both MOM 1 and MOM 2,
the contam nation in the groundwater would be reduced over a very long period of time due to natural
attenuation process such as dispersion, dilution, sorption, volatilization and both bi ol ogi cal and

abi otic degradation of the volatile contam nants.

In the absence of active renediation of the contam nated groundwater, the VOC and PCB concentrations in
the overburden, are expected to persist in excess of the drinking water standards for approxi mately 25
years and greater than 100 years, respectively. Contam nant concentrations within the bedrock would be
expected to renain in excess of the drinking water standards for an even greater tine franme, depending on
the full extent of contam nation within the bedrock system Depending on the source control action taken
at the Site, contam nated soils could act as a source of continuous groundwater contani nation through



| eachat e generation and contam nant mgration. Conpliance with ARARs. Alternatives MOM 3, MOM 4, MOM 5,
and MOM 6, in conjunction with the inplenmentation of an appropriate source control alternative, would
neet the chem cal -specific ARARs in the ground water within a reasonable tine frame. Each of these
alternatives woul d meet the ground water cleanup levels for volatile and semvolatile contam nants within
10 years.

By meeting the chemical-specific ARARs in the ground water, any of these four alternatives would reduce
the di scharge of contami nants to the surface water and sedinents to bel ow the ground water cleanup |evels
for these two nedia, and the elimnation of contam nant di scharge to the environnent woul d reduce the
cont am nant exposure of ecological receptors to acceptable risk |evels.

The ability to neet the time frames presented in these alternatives is dependent on the anount of
contanmination remaining in the unsaturated and saturated zones at the conpletion of the source control
action, as well as the extent of contamination within the bedrock. Assuning there is no unacceptabl e,
resi dual contam nation in the unsaturated zone, MOM3, MOW4, MOW5, and MOM6 woul d el imnate
unacceptabl e risks due to VOCs in the overburden groundwater within 10 years, but could take much | onger (
up to 100 years) to reach acceptable risks due to PCB and TCB contami nation in the overburden and

bedr ock.

Alternatives MOM1 (No Action) and MOM2 (Limted Action/Institutional Controls) would each take
approximately 25 and at |east 100 years to neet the chem cal -specific ARARs for VOCs and PCBs,
respectively, in the ground water within the overburden, and possibly |onger for the bedrock. Again,
these time franmes were estimated assumi ng that the source of the contami nants had been renoved.

Alternatives MOM1 and MOM 2 do not have any action-specific ARARs because no action would be taken under
these alternatives. Aternatives MOM 3, MOM4, MOM5, and MOM6 woul d all meet the action-specific ARARs,
i ncl udi ng:

. State air em ssion regulations on the air discharge fromthe air stripper and the
UV/ oxi dation systemif ozone is used as the oxidant

. State air stripper regulations on the operation and control of the air stripper

. St at e hazardous waste regul ati ons on the managenent and di sposal of spent granul ar
activated carbon ("GAC ") and other treatnment residuals

. State and federal safe drinking water and O ean Water Act regul ations on the di scharge
of the treated ground water

. State and federal water pollution control regul ations on the discharge of water to a POTW
. State underground injection regulation on the reinjection of the ground water into the
aqui fer.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence. A ternatives MOM 3, MOM 4, MOM5, and MOM 6 woul d reduce the risk
due to VOCs in the overburden plune to acceptable linits within 10 years by extracting and treating the
groundwat er. Because the PCBs and TCB are hydrophobi c and adhere strongly to soils, and therefore are
less nobile in the groundwater, it will take nuch |onger for these contaninants to reach acceptable
limts, and possibly up to 100 years.

Wi |l e these ground water cleanup |levels are consistent with ARARs or suitable TBC criteria for ground
water, future federal or state regulations may nodify the ARARs. Therefore, at the tinme that these ground
wat er cl eanup levels, newWy promul gated ARARs, and nodified ARARs that call into question the
protectiveness of the renedy have been achi eved and have not been, exceeded for a period of three
consecutive years, a risk assessment woul d be perforned on the residual ground water contanination to

det ernmi ne whether the renedial action is protective.

The ability to neet the time franes presented in these alternatives is dependent on the anount of

contami nation renaining in the unsaturated and saturated zones at the conpletion of the source control
action, which can continue to provide a source for the contamnation in the ground water, as well as the
nature of the extent of the contanination within the bedrock. Assum ng there is no residual contam nation
in the unsaturated zone or bedrock, MOM 3, MOM 4, MOM5, and MOV 6 woul d el i m nate unacceptabl e risks
within 10 years.

Alternatives MOM1 and MOM 2 woul d each take at |east 25 and greater than 100 years to reduce the VOC and
PCB contam nation, respectively, in the ground water within the overburden, to within the NCP risk range.
The presence of contamination in the Fletcher's Paint Site bedrock ground water woul d pose an even | onger



long-termresidual risk, depending on the extent of the contam nation w thin the bedrock

Alternatives MOM 3, MOM 4, and MOM5 woul d each produce similar quantities and types of treatnment
residual s that woul d have to treated and di sposed of off-site. Al residuals that woul d be generated
during the renediation of the ground water woul d be di sposed of in a manner to elim nate unacceptabl e
risks. If metals renmoval is required, the netal hydroxide sludges fromthe metal precipitation unit would
be di sposed of in a hazardous waste landfill, and the spent GAC woul d be regenerated by the vendor,
destroyi ng adsorbed contam nants. Spent filters and any free product renoved fromthe equalization tank
woul d be shipped off Site for treatnment and di sposal. Alternative MOM 6 woul d produce only m ni nal
residuals. Alternative MOM6 would result in the generation of spent filters and the collection of any
free product removed fromthe equalization tank. Each of these residuals would be shipped off-site for
treatnment and disposal. Alternatives MOM1 and MOM 2 woul d not produce any residual s because no treatnment
woul d be perfornmed

The active managenment of mgration alternatives, MOM3, MOM4, MOM5, and MOV 6 woul d be operated unti
the ground water net the ground water cleanup |levels, and the contam nants woul d be either destroyed
on-Site in the W/ oxidation systemor off-site when the GAC is regenerated or the extracted ground water
is sent to the POTW therefore, no long-termcontrols woul d be necessary. Al of the technol ogi es that
woul d be used in these alternatives are considered reliable.

Al six managenment of mgration alternatives would require five-year reviews to eval uate whether the
alternative is protective of public health and the environment. The five-year reviews would be initiated
five years after the start of the remedial action and would continue until no contam nants remain at the
Site above levels that allow for unrestricted use and unlimted exposure

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume through Treatnent. In alternative MOM 3, the contamni nation
woul d be treated using an air stripper to volatilize the contam nants fromthe ground water. The air
stripper initially transfers the contam nation fromthe ground water to the air and then fromthe air to
t he vapor phase GAC. The effluent fromthe stripper would be polished with an aqueous phase GAC systemto
adsorb the remaining "unstrippabl e" contam nants. Air stripping is a well proven technol ogy and, based on
the results fromSites with simlar contanination, would renove approximately 90 percent of the VOCs from
the ground water. The remai ning contam nants woul d be renoved by the |iquid phase GAC system The

contam nants adsorbed to the vapor and aqueous phase carbon units woul d be irreversibly destroyed during
the off-site carbon regeneration. This treatnment systemwoul d, therefore reduce the volune, toxicity, and
nobi lity of the contam nants.

In alternative MOM 4, the contam nation woul d be treated using an aqueous phase GAC system Geater than
99 percent of the contaninants woul d be adsorbed fromthe extracted ground water prior to discharge of
the treated effluent. The contaninants adsorbed to the aqueous phase carbon units would be irreversibly
destroyed during the off-site carbon regeneration. This treatment systemwoul d therefore, reduce the
volunme, toxicity, and nobility of the contam nants.

In alternative MOM5, the UV Oxidati on system woul d renove approxi mately 99 percent of the contam nation
fromthe extracted ground water, based on the previous studies conducted by Arthur D. Little and

di scussions with a UV Oxidation systemvendor. The UV/ Oxidati on systemwould irreversibly destroy the
contam nants directly by oxidizing the organics to carbon di oxide, water, and hydrochloric acid. The
remai ni ng contani nants would be treated using the |iquid phase GAC system and would be irreversibly
destroyed during the off-site carbon regeneration. This treatnent system woul d reduce the vol ume
toxicity, and nobility of the contam nants.

In alternative MOM 6, the discharge of the extracted ground water to the MIford POTWwould result in the
destruction of greater than 95 percent of the contam nation. Those netals and refractory organi cs woul d
either be collected in the sludge or discharged with the POTWeffluent. The majority of the organics
contained in the sludge would be irreversibly destroyed when the sludge was conposted. Any netals
captured in the sludge would not be removed, but would remain in the sludge. This treatnment system would
reduce the volune, toxicity, and nobility of the contam nants. Alternatives MOM1 and MOM 2 woul d not
invol ve the reduction of the volune, toxicity, and nmobility of the contami nants through treatnent.

Alternatives MOM 3, MOM 4, and MOM5 woul d produce varying quantities but simlar types of treatnent
residuals. The spent GAC woul d be generated by Alternatives MOM3, MOM4, and MOM5 at rates of
approximately 5.5, 18, and 0.6 tons/year, respectively, and would be recovered through off-site
regeneration. Alternative MOM6 would result in the generation of mninal residuals, conposed of any
NAPLs col lected in the equalization vessel and spent filters. Each of the four active managenent of
mgration alternatives would generate simlar quantities of liquids and solids in the equalization
vessel, as well as spent filters, as all four would enploy identical equalization and filtering systens.
An estimated 50 pounds of solids would be collected each year in the equalization tank that would have to
be treated off Site. Spent filters would also require off-site treatnent or disposal. If netals renova



is required the netal precipitation systemwould generate netal hydroxi de sludges at a rate of
approxi mately 73 tons/year for each of these four alternatives. These sl udges woul d be di sposed of
off-site as a hazardous waste. Alternatives MOM1 and MOM 2 woul d not produce any residual s because
no treatnent woul d be perforned.

Short-Term Ef fecti veness. The operations of the equipnent for Alternatives MOM 3, MOM 4, and MOM5 are
not expected to increase the risk to the community because the air emssions fromthe air stripper and
the UV/ Oxidation systemwould be treated by GAC prior to their release to the environnent. The risks to
the workers fromusing the acids, bases, and the hydrogen peroxi de associated with the air stripper,
netals precipitation, and UV Oxidation treatnment woul d be mninized through the use of engineering
control s and personal protective equipnent. The effluent for each of these three alternatives would be
treated with aqueous phase GAC adsorbers to renove contam nants prior to discharge. Alternative MOM6 is
not expected to pose any short termrisks to the community, as the only treatment conducted on Site is
the filtering of the extracted ground water.

Alternatives MOM3, MOM 4, MOM5, and MOM 6 woul d achi eve renedi al action objectives in a reasonable tine
frame. Each of these alternatives would neet the VOC groundwater cleanup levels in the plunme within
approxi nately 10 years by extracting and treating the ground water (MOVM3, MOM 4, and MOM5), or by
extracting the ground water and discharging it for treatment (MOM6). Wile the tine to reach cleanup
levels in the overburden cannot be estimated for TCB and PCBs, the tinme frane is expected to be much
greater, and could be up to 100 years, due to the hydrophobi c nature of these contam nants and | ower

i mpact that a groundwater extraction systemwould have on these particul ar contam nants versus the VOC
contami nants. The ability to reach the interimcleanup levels in the overburden, is dependent on the
anmount of contamination that remains in the unsaturated zone at the end of the source control action and
the extent of the contamination within the bedrock. Further bedrock studies will be necessary, once the
source control action is conplete to deternmine the ability of and the estimated tine frane for the
groundwat er within the bedrock to reach the interimcleanup levels. It is estimted, however, that the
time to meet cleanup levels in the bedrock will be much longer than the tine frame estimated for the
overburden. Assuming there is no residual contam nation in the unsaturated zone or bedrock, Alternatives
MOM 3, MOM4, MOM5, and MOM 6 woul d neet the ground water cleanup levels for VOCs within 10 years in the
over bur den.

By reducing the risk in the ground water in each of these four alternatives, the discharge of

contami nants to the surface water and sedi ments woul d be reduced to bel ow the cleanup | evels for these
two nedia, and the elinmination of contam nant discharge to the environnent woul d reduce the contan nant
exposure of ecol ogical receptors to acceptable risk levels. Aternatives MOM1 and MOM 2 woul d not
increase risk to the residents, workers, or the environnent, however, neither alternative would neet the
VOC and PCB ground water cleanup levels within the overburden for approximately 25 and at |east 100
years, respectively, and even longer within the bedrock, depending on the extent of the contanination
within the bedrock. |Inplenentation. The construction and operation of the air stripper, GAC adsorption,
and W/ oxi dation systens for MOM 3, MOM4, and MOM 5, respectively, can be easily inplenented and are
technically capable of treating the contamnants in the ground water. However, the UV/ Oxidation system
used in MOM5 is innovative; if the systemcannot neet the ground water cleanup |evels, then either MOM 3
or MOM 4 can be used in its place. Alternatives MOM3, MOM4, and MOM 5 can each be expanded i f

addi tional ground water needs to be treated or the concentration of contanmination is greater than
expected. No special equipnent, materials, or specialists would be required for the inplenmentation of any
of these three alternatives. Alternative MOM6 can al so be inplenented, technically, and could treat nore
than double the anticipated flowrate, as the POTWcurrently treating nuch less than its rated capacity.

Alternatives MOM2, MOM 3, MOM4, MOM5, and MOM6 woul d require state and | ocal coordination for the
inpl enentation of legal restrictions on the use of ground water at the Site. Aternatives MOM 3, MOM4,
and MOM5 woul d al so require state and | ocal coordination for the discharge of treated air and ground
water to the environnent.

Cost



Tabl e : Conparative Cost of Managenent of Mgration Alternatives

Al ternative

MOME 2
Al ternative Limted Al ternative Al ternative Alternative
MOMH 1 Acti on/ MOM: 3 MOM 4 MOM 5 Al ternative MOM 6
Institutional Ar Strip & GAC

Cost No action Control s GAC Adsor ption W x & GAC Di scharge to POTW
Capital Cost $0 $0 $0.49 nmllion $0.37 mllion $0.62 mllion $0.62 mllion
Annual O&M
Cost $4, 000 $0.20 mllion $0.45 mllion $0.48 mllion $0.44 mllion $0.31 mllion
NPV $48, 000 (a) $2.31 mllion (a) $3.77 mllion (b) $3.84 mllion (b) $3.82 million (b) $2.85 mllion (b)
Not es:

(a) Total NPV (1996%) estinated over 25 years at a 7% interest rate.

(b) Total NPV (1996%) estimated over 10 years at a 7% interest rate.



X. THE SELECTED REMEDY

The selected remedy is a conprehensive renedy which utilizes source control and nanagenent of mgration
conmponents to address the principal Site risks for this operable unit. H ghly contam nated soils at the
Elmand MI| Street Sites which pose the greatest risk to hunan health based on the anticipated future
uses of the Site would be excavated, treated on-site by thermal desorption, and replaced. The
concentrations of the contam nants in the renaining contam nated soils would be protective of the

envi ronnent and prevent the future |ong-term spread of the contam nation to the groundwater through

| eachi ng. Managenent of migration will be acconplished over tine through institutional controls and

noni tored natural attenuation.

The selected renedy is a conbination of the SC-6, thermal desorption and MOM 2, nonitored, natural
attenuation alternatives presented in the FS. Several nodifications to the SC 6, thermal desorption
alternative was presented in the Proposed Pl an. These nodifications included an el evation of the Elm
Street subsurface soil cleanup standard from1l nmg/kg to 10 ng/kg PCB and the selection of a RCRA Subtitle
D cap at the EEm Street Site as the | ong-term nanagenent option for the contam nated soils left in place.
Based on public comments received on the Proposed Plan, the renmedy was again nodified as presented bel ow
For a nore conpl ete description of these changes see the Docunentation of Significant Changes, Section
X'l of the ROD

A InterimGound Water C eanup Levels

Interimcleanup | evel s have been established in ground water for all contaninants of concern identified
in the Baseline R sk Assessnment found to pose an unacceptable risk to either public health or the
environnent. Interimcleanup | evels have been set based on the ARARs (e.g., Drinking Water Maxi mum
Contami nant Levels (MCLs), and NH Anbi ent Groundwater Quality Standards (AGX) as available, or other
suitable criteria described bel ow Periodic assessnents of the protection afforded by, renedial actions
will be made as the renedy is being inplenented and at the conpletion of the renedial action. At the tine
that InterimGound Water C eanup Levels identified in the ROD and newl y promul gated ARARs and nodifi ed
ARARs which call into question the protectiveness of the remedy have been achi eved and have not been
exceeded for a period of three consecutive years, a risk assessnent shall be perforned on the residual
ground water contam nation to determ ne whether the renedial action is protective. This risk assessment
of the residual ground water contamination shall follow EPA procedures and will assess the cunul ative
car ci nogeni ¢ and non-carci nogeni c risks posed by ingestion of the groundwater. If, after review of the
ri sk assessnent, the renedial action is not determned to be protective by EPA, the renedial action shall
continue until either protective |levels are achieved, and are not exceeded for a period of three
consecutive years, or until the renedy is otherw se deened protective or is nodified. These protective
residual levels shall constitute the final cleanup levels for this ROD and shall be considered
performance standards for this renedial action.

Because the aquifer under the Site is a Class |I1B aquifer, which is a potential source of drinking water,
MCLs establ i shed under the Safe Drinking Water Act and the NH Anmbi ent G oundwater Quality Standards
(AGS) are ARARs. The New Hanpshire Departnent of Environnmental Services conpleted a Beneficial Use and
Val ue Determination on the MI ford-Souhegan Aquifer in which the Fletcher's Paint Site is located. This
determination is attached as Appendi x D. NHDES determi ned that the groundwater beneath the Site was of
nmedi um use and value to the community and the State of New Hanpshire. This finding indicates that the
groundwat er beneath the Site has "nedi un? value as a future drinking water supply, having been a drinking
wat er supply in the past, and therefore drinking water standards, consistent with the use and val ue
deternination, shall be attained in the groundwater at the Site.

Interimdeanup Levels for known, probable, and possible carcinogenic conpounds (Casses A B, and C
have been established to protect against potential carcinogenic effects and to conformw th ARARs.
Because the MCLGs for Class A & B conpounds are set at zero and are thus not suitable for use as interim
cleanup | evels, MCLs have been selected as the interimcleanup levels for these dasses of conpounds.

Interimcleanup levels for dass D and E conpounds (not classified, and no evidence of carcinogenicity)
have been established to protect against potential non-carcinogenic effects and to conformw th ARARs.
MCLs have been selected as the interimcleanup levels for these O asses of conpounds.

In the absence of a non-zero MCLG an MCL, a proposed non-zero MCLG proposed MCL, State standard, or
other suitable criteria to be considered (i.e., health advisory, state guideline) an interimcleanup

| evel was derived for each conpound havi ng carci nogenic potential (Casses A B, and C conpounds) based
on a 10 -6 excess cancer risk |level per conpound considering the future ingestion of the groundwater. In
t he absence of the above standards and criteria, interimcleanup levels for all other conpounds (d asses
D and E) were established based on a | evel that represent an acceptabl e exposure |level to which the hunman
popul ation including sensitive subgroups may be exposed w thout adverse affect during a lifetime or part



of alifetinme, incorporating an adequate margin of safety (hazard quotient = 1) considering the future

i ngestion of the groundwater.

The tabl e bel ow summari zes the Interim O eanup Levels for carcinogenic and non-car ci hogenic
contami nants of concern identified in ground water.

InterimGound Water C eanup Levels

Car ci nogeni ¢ Interim
Cont am nant of Cl eanup Level s Level of
Concern (d ass) (lg/L) Basi s Ri sk
Vol ati | es:
Benzene (A) 5.0 MCL 1.7 x 10 -6
1, 2- D chl or oet hane (B) 5.0 MCL 5.3 x 10 -6
Tri chl or oet hyl ene (B) 5.0 MCL 6.5 x 10 -7
Pesti ci des/ PCBs:
PCB (B) 0.5 MCL 1.2 x 10 -5
Total Carcinogenic Risk 2 x 10 -5
Non- Car ci nogeni ¢ Interim Tar get
Cont ami nant of Cl eanup Level s Endpoi nt Hazard
Concern (d ass) (lg/L) Basi s of Toxicity Quot i ent
Vol ati | es:
Et hyl benzene(D) 700 MCL liver and kidney toxicity 0.2
Tol uene (D) 1, 000 MCL l'iver and ki dney wei ght
changes 0.1
Total H for liver and
ki dney 0.3
Sem vol atil es:
1,2, 4-Trichl orobenzene 70 MCL reduced body wei ght gain
(D 0.2
Total H Body weight |oss 0.2
PCBs 0.5 MCL i mune system 0.7
Total H [rmune System 0.7
Met al s
Ri sk- central nervous system
Manganese 180 Based (CNS) effects 1
Total H CNS Effects 1

Al InterimGoundwater C eanup Levels identified in the ROD and newly pronul gated ARARs and nodi fi ed
ARARs which call into question the protectiveness of the renedy and protective |evels determned as a

consequence of the risk assessnent of residual contam nation,
remedi al action at the points of conpliance. At this Site,
t hroughout the contam nated groundwater plune, which extends fromthe MII
Ri ver. The exact boundary of such contam nated plume will

nmust be net at the conpletion of the

the Interimd eanup Level s nmust be attained

be defined during renedi al

Street Site to the Souhegan
design by the

establ i shnent of the G oundwater Managenent Zone, consistent with NH s G oundwater Management Policy. EPA

has estimated that the Interimd eanup Levels for the VOC contanination in the overburden will be
obtained within 20 to 25 years after conpletion of an active source control conponent. It is expected
that the PCB contam nation would persist for greater than 100 years follow ng an active source control
conponent. The fractured, shall ow bedrock zone will require further characterization and nonitoring of
the mgration of the contam nants into and through the bedrock fractures, to determ ne when or if the
Interimdeanup Levels will be attained within the bedrock within a reasonable tinme frame. However, based
on the current understanding of the groundwater contam nation within the bedrock, the restoration tine
frame is expected to be greater than the 20 to 25 years estimated for the overburden for the VOCs and
remain greater than 100 years for the PCB contam nation.

B. Soil O eanup Levels

Soi|l cleanup | evels have been established to address two different exposure pathways: 1) dernal contact



and incidental ingestion of surface and subsurface soils, and 2) future ingestion of contam nated
gr oundwat er .

Soi |l cleanup | evels based on exposures through dermal contact and incidental ingestion of Surface and
subsurface soils

Cl eanup |l evels for known and suspect carcinogens (O asses A B, and C conpounds) have been set at a 10 -6
excess cancer risk |evel based on exposures via dermal contact and incidental ingestion of surface and
subsurface soils at the Site. Ueanup levels for PCBs are based on EPA's gui dance entitled Qui dance
Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB Contam nation (PCB Quidance, EPA 1990)(TSCA Spill Policy). deanup

I evel s for conmpounds in soils having non-carcinogenic effects (dasses D and E conpounds) were derived
for the same exposure pat hway(s) and correspond to a level that represents an acceptabl e exposure |evel
to which the human popul ation including sensitive subgroups nay be exposed w thout adverse affect during
alifetime or part of a lifetinme, incorporating an adequate margin of safety (hazard quotient = 1).

Cl eanup | evel s, based on dermal contact and incidental ingestion, were devel oped for two depths of soil:
O to 1 foot across the Site; and from1l to 10 feet at the EEmStreet Site within a utility corridor(s).

Surface soils O to 1 foot. The cleanup level for surface soils at the EEmStreet and MI| Street Sites is
protective for an adult or child resident trespassing on the property in the future, consistent with the
Town of MIford' s future use expectations for the Site. The cleanup |level for PCBs has been set at 1

ng/ kg of PCBs. Based on the expected future uses of the EEmand MII Street Site, this |evel corresponds
to a 3.0 x 10 -6 excess cancer risk level. For noncarcinogenic risks, the Hazard Quotient for 1 ng/kg PCB
is 0.4. (Appendix E contains the calculations for the carcinogenic risk and Hazard Quotient for PCBs).
The Hazard Quotient for arsenic at a cleanup level of 0.9 ng/kg is 0.02.

Subsurface soils 1 to 10 feet within the utility corridor(s) at the EEm Street Site Under an unrestricted
recreational use of the property, adults and children could receive unacceptabl e risks fromexposure to
subsurface soils brought to the surface by future excavations. The Town of MIford has indicated that
future excavation of the Elm Street Site would be restricted to defined utility corridor(s). This will
prevent exposures to the adult and child recreational user to the undi sturbed contam nated subsurface
soils. The 10 foot depth corresponds to a depth which is considered accessible in the performance of
utility placenent and mai ntenance. The cl eanup | evel for subsurface soil within the utility corridor(s)
at the EEm Street Site, is 25 ng/kg PCB. The cancer risk for a utility worker who m ght be exposed to 25
ng/ kg PCB in the utility corridor(s) on an infrequent basis is 4.6 x 10 -7. For non-carcinogenic risks,
the Hazard Quotient at 25 ng/kg PCB for the utility worker, is 0.3. (See Appendix E of this ROD for the
calculations of the utility worker cancer and Hazard Quotient).

The tabl e bel ow summari zes the cleanup | evel s for carcinogenic and non-carci nogeni c contani nants of
concern in soils.

InterimSoil Ceanup Levels For the Protection of Human Health from
Dermal Contact and |ncidental |ngestion

Surface Soils - 0 to 1 Foot at EEmand MII| Street

Conpound Interim Basi s Ri sk at d eanup
Cl eanup Level Level (1)
(no/ ko)
Benzo [a] anthracene 2.1 Ri sk-Based (1) 1.0 x 10 -6
Benzo [a] pyrene 0.2 Ri sk-Based (1) 1.2 x 10 -6
Benzo [a] fluoranthene 2.0 Ri sk- Based (1) 1.4 x 10 -6
PCB 1.0 PCB Spill Policy (2) 3.0 x 10 -6
Arsenic 0.9 Ri sk-Based (1) 1.0 x 10 -6
Total R sk 7.6 x 10 -6
Subsurface Soils - 1 to 10 Feet at EEm Street Site Uility Corridor (s)
Conpound Interim Basi s Ri sk at d eanup
Cl eanup Level Level (1)
(ng/ kg)
PCB 25 PCB Spill Policy (2) 4.6 x 10 -7
Total Risk 4.6 x 10 -7

(1) R sk based on incidental ingestion and dermal contact with soil. See the 1994 and 1996,
amended Hurman Heal th Baseline R sk Assessnents for exposure parameters and equati ons.

(2) PCB Spill Policy (40 CFR 761.60(d)) and EPA Qui dance on Renedi al Actions for Superfund
Sites with PCB Contam nation (EPA, 1990)



Soil cleanup levels for the protection of groundwater from potential soil |eachate

In addition to the cleanup | evels established for protection of hunman health from exposure to the surface
and subsurface soils, consistent with the anticipated future uses of the Site, avail able data al so
suggest that the contaninated soils are also a source of release of PCBs to the groundwater. This
phenonenon may result in an unacceptable risk to those who ingest the contam nated groundwater in the
future. Therefore, cleanup |levels were also established for Site soils, to protect the aquifer from
potential soil |eachate. The Gui dance for Renedial Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB Contam nation
(EPA, 1990) was considered in addressing the contam nated soils that nay be contai ned and managed in

pl ace over the long term

Subsurface soils in all areas below 1 foot at the EEmand MI| Street Sites, except for the area to be
defined as the utility corridor at the Elm Street Site: Soils below 1 foot at the EEmand MII Street
Sites, with the exception of the area to be designated as the utility corridor at the Elm Street Site,
are not expected to pose a threat to human heal th through direct contact given their depth or |ocation,
based on anticipated future uses of the properties. However, contam nants at these depths could | each
into the ground water and pose a threat to hunman heal th through ingestion of ground water. The renedi al
action objective for these soils is to prevent the | eaching of contam nants fromthe soil to the ground
water that will result in the concentration of PCBs in the ground water in excess of health and

ri sk-based ARARs.

The EIm Street and MII| Street |eachate nodeling efforts reflect the apparent fate and transport issues
affecting each portion of the Site differently. At the EEm Street Site, PCB transport through the
subsurface is low, resulting in groundwater contam nant concentrations just above the drinking water
standards. At the MII| Street Site, PCB concentrations are very high and exceed what one woul d expect
given the fate and transport nechanisns for PCBs in soils. For soils greater than 1 foot at both the EIm
Street and MI| Street Site, PCB nigration fromthe unsaturated soil to the water table was nodeled to
det erm ne whether current PCB soil concentrations would result in a ground water exceedance of the MCL
for PCBs in ground water (0.5 ug/L).

El m Street

The results of a previous EPA nodeling effort (EPA PCB Gui dance, 1990) were used to eval uate a PCB
concentration that could remain at the EEm Street Site and not inpact the groundwater in the future above
the Interimdeanup Level for PCBs. The results of this nodeling indicate that a threat to the ground
water currently exists fromthe PCB contam nation at the EIm Street Site. The nodel indicates that the
PCBs that are present in the unsaturated soils below 1 foot at the EEm Street Site will nmigrate to the
ground water and result in an exceedance of the MCL for PCBs, set at 0.5 ug/L PCB. If |eft unaddressed,
this process could continue for several hundred years because PCB mgration is extremely slow Therefore
a cleanup | evel of 100 ng/ kg PCB which could remain in the soils at the EEm Street Site, with only a soil
cover, was set. This concentration will not result in an exceedance of the groundwater MCL for PCBs in
the future.

MIl Street

A separate nodeling anal ysis was conducted (located in Appendix E of the FS) for the MII Street Site due
to the high concentrations of PCBs already present in the ground water in this area, and as a result of
findi ng other contami nants present that are known to increase the solubility of the PCBs. This analysis
suggested that the PCB migration rate at MII Street could be higher as a result of interaction between
the PCBs and the other contam nants found at the MII Street Site. The nodeling indicated that the PCBs
that are currently present in the unsaturated soils below 1 foot at MII Street will mgrate to the
ground water and cause an exceedance of the MCL for PCBs in the ground water beneath the Site.

Anot her factor at the MI| Street Site is the presence of other paint related materials that appear to
forma flocculent material (precipitate) within the well screen of nonitoring well, MMO7A. The PCB
concentration associated with this flocculent material is 1,780 ug/l PCB (Arochlor 1242). No separate
phase DNAPL was observed during any purging of the well or sanpling of this material. A 46 ug/l PCB
concentration found in the top portion of the same groundwater sanple may have been influenced by
particul ates that had not settled out, and therefore nmay not represent the groundwater conditions around
MM 07A.

The SESOI L nodel for |eaching, and the AT123D nodel for down gradi ent groundwater concentrations were
used to determine a soil concentration that will result in groundwater concentrations at or bel ow the
Interimd eanup Levels. SESOL is a nathemati cal nodel designed for |ong-term hydrol ogi c, sedinent, and
pollutant fate sinmulations. It can describe water transport, sedinent transport, pollutant transport and
transformation; soil quality; pollutant migration to groundwater; and other processes. Sinulations are
perforned using a specified soil columm extendi ng between the ground surface and the | ower part of the



unsaturated soil zone. These nodels were used to estinate residual soil levels that are not expected to
impair future groundwater quality. The Interim d eanup Level for PCBs in groundwater was used as input

into the leaching nmodel. If the predicted protective soil |evel was not capable of being detected with

good precision and accuracy, then the practical quantification limt was selected as the cl eanup |evel

for soils.

Low fl ow data col | ected during Phase 1B of the R indicated that dissolved and nobile PCB contam nati on
was present in the groundwater at both nonitoring wells |ocated within the known source area at the M1
Street Site (M¥O7A and MM 21C). Sanpling conducted by GE in 1995 al so confirned dissolved and nobil e PCB
contam nation within the overburden and bedrock at the M1l Street Site.

Because of the potential for the enhanced solubility and nmigration of PCBs as a result of other paint
related materials found only at the MI| Street Site, EPA used a conservative approach to nodeling the
concentration of PCBs that can remain in the saturated and unsaturated soils and not result in an
exceedance of groundwater Interim d eanup Levels. The results of the nodeling indicated that 1 ng/kg PCB
could remain in the soils at the MII Street Site, with only a soil cover, and not result in an
exceedance of the groundwater MCL for PCBs in the future. Recognizing EPA s conservative approach, soil
colum testing can be conducted during design to deternmine a site-dependent PCB concentration that could
remain in the soils at the MI| Street Site and not result in an exceedance of the groundwater MCL for
PCBs in the future. If changes are made to the MII Street Site subsurface soil concentration in the
future, the Draper Energy subsurface soil concentrations, currently set at 1 ng/kg PCB, would al so have
to be revisited to ensure that subsurface soils at the property would remain protective for future adult
and child exposures. The determ nation of a subsurface soil concentration at the MII Street Site, as
well as any revisited cleanup | evel at the Draper Energy property, other than the 1 ng/kg PCB set in this
ROD, will be in the sole discretion of the EPA

The | ong-term nanagenment controls, including appropriate engineering and institutional controls,

devel oped for the EEmand MI| Street portion of the Sites are presented in detail in Section 4.0 of the
FS, and described in SC-4 under the detailed analysis of the source control alternatives. Wile all of
the [ ong-term nmanagenent options are considered protective of the groundwater, EPA selected option 3,
soi|l excavation and pl acement of a soil cover for both the EIm Street and MI| Street Sites.

In summation, the soil cleanup |evels for groundwater |eaching purposes and | ong-term nmanagenent actions
for the EEmand MI| Street Sites are summarized as foll ows:

Elm Street - Excavate all subsurface soils to a concentration of 100 ng/ kg PCB or to a concentration at
whi ch | eachi ng nodel s and/or colum testing show that infiltration through the remaining PCB soil
concentrations will not result in future ground water concentrations in excess of the 0.5, 1g/l ML ground
wat er concentration for PCBs. The deternination of a subsurface soil cleanup | evel other than 100 ny/ kg
PCB, will be in the sole discretion of the EPA

M1l Street - Excavate all soils to a concentration of 1 ng/kg PCB or to a concentration at which

| eachi ng nodel s and/ or colum testing show that infiltration through the remaining PCB soil
concentrations will not result in future ground water concentrations in excess of the 0.5 lg/I ML ground
wat er concentration for PCBs. The determination of a subsurface soil cleanup | evel other than 1 ng/kg
PCB, will be in the sole discretion of the EPA

The tabl e bel ow summari ze the soil cleanup levels required to protect public health and the aquifer from
the | eaching of contamination into the groundwater and was devel oped specifically for the groundwater
contam nant of concern, PCBs, which was detected above the Interimd eanup Level for groundwater.



I NTERIM SO L CLEANUP LEVEL FOR THE PREVENTI ON OF LEACH NG TO THE GROUNDWATER FOR THE PROTECTI ON OF HUMAN
HEALTH

Car ci nogeni ¢ Basis for G oundwat er PCB
Cont ami nant Concern Ri sk Cl eanup Level (ng/kg)
ELM STREET: PCB G oundwat er car ci nogeni ¢ ri sk: 100

MCL of 0.5 ug/l
1.2 X 10 -5

Hazard Quotient:

0.7
M LL STREET: PCB G oundwat er car ci nogeni ¢ ri sk: 1
MCL of 0. 5 ug/l
1.2 X 10 -5

Hazard Quotient:
0.7

Al of the cleanup levels for soils set forth in this ROD are consistent with ARARs for ground water,
attain EPA s risk managenent goal for renedial actions, and have been determ ned by EPA to be protective
of human health. These soil cleanup | evels nust be nmet at the conpletion of the renedial action at the
poi nts of conpliance: throughout the Fletcher's Paint Site wherever soil contam nation |evels exceed the
soil cleanup levels set in this ROD

C. Description of Remedial Conponents

The preferred alternative includes excavation and treatnment of the contaninated soils that present the

hi ghest risk to public health, excavation and treatment of the renmining contamnated soils to prevent
the spread of the contamination into the groundwater, and natural attenuation and |ong-term nonitoring of
the contam nated groundwater. The preferred alternative renedial actions would be inplenmented using a
phased approach that provides use of innovative technology, is cost-effective and reduces the potenti al
inpacts to the comunity.

Specifically the preferred alternative includes the follow ng actions:
salLs
Phase 1 - MII| Street Site d eanup:

To address the current and future risks associated with dernmal contact or ingestion of the contani nated
surface and subsurface soils at the MI| Street Site, the activities would include:

. Excavati on of approxi mately 1,500 yd 3 of surface soils (0 to 1 foot) at the MI| Street
Site to a depth of 1 foot, wherever PCB concentrations are greater than 1 ng/ kg PCB.

To address the future risks associated with ingestion of contam nated groundwater at the MII Street Site
as a result of leaching, the activities would include:

. Excavati on of approxi mately 12,000 yd 3 of subsurface soils at the MIIl Street Site (1 to 20
feet (bedrock) bel ow surface), approxinmately 3,000 yd 3 of which are |ocated bel ow the water
tabl e, wherever PCB concentrations remain that exceed 1 ng/ kg PCB; or excavation of
soils to a PCB concentration at which |eaching nodels and/or soil colum testing show that
infiltration through the remai ning PCB soil concentrations will not result in future
groundwat er concentrations in excess of the 0.5 Ig/l ML groundwater concentration for
PCBs. The determ nation of a subsurface soil cleanup |level other than 1 ng/kg PCB, wll be
in the sole discretion of the EPA

. Water collected fromthe dewatering of the excavated soils and water collected as a result
of lowering of the water table to conduct the excavation, will be either treated on-site in
a nmobile unit and appropriately discharged to the Souhegan R ver or sent off-site to a
treatment facility.



. Treat nent of approximately 13,500 yd 3 of excavated soils by ex-situ thermal desorption.
The thernmal desorption unit would be | ocated on the El m Street property. This property is
currently secured with a fence. Consideration nmay be given to the use of the forner
Fl etcher's Paint Wrks building on the Elm Street Site as storage to stage and screen the
contanminated soils prior to treatnment. Liquid PCB condensate produced fromthe thernal
desorption process will be disposed of off-site at an appropriate facility.

. Denolition and di sposal of the Fletcher's Elm Street building prior to, or follow ng thernal
desorption activities. The manufacturing portion of this building was used to store paint
pignents and chemicals. Wile these were renoved in the 1993 renoval action, gross

contam nation still exists in this facility and therefore sone of the debris will have to be
di sposed of at an appropriate landfill facility. Consideration nay be reviewed for use of
these materials as fill material on the Site. Decontami nation of building material, if

warranted, and off-site disposal will be conducted in accordance w th TSCA

. Of-site disposal of all soil and debris that is either oversized or cannot be treated
through the thernmal desorption unit. Al contam nated soil and debris will be disposed of in
accordance with TSCA di sposal regul ations.

. Backfilling of the treated soils back onto the MII Street Site and restoration of the
property consistent with the anticipated future use of the Site. Specifically, the majority
of the MIIl Street Site will be paved, physically re-aligning MII Street. The pavenent wil |
reduce infiltration of precipitation, control erosion and pronote drai nage away fromthe
residential properties.

. Regradi ng and repair of the stormdrainage ditch system as necessary, to pronote surface
water flow away fromthe Site. Erosion control measures shall be incorporated into the
final drainage systemto prevent erosion or debris fromrestricting future stormwater
flowfromthe MIIl Street Site or filling in of the drainage ditch.

Phase 2 - Elm Street Site d eanup:

To address the current and future risks associated with dermal contact or ingestion of the contam nated
surface and subsurface soils on the EEm Street Site, the activities would include:

. Excavati on of approximately 2,800 yd 3 of surface soils at the EEm Street Site to a depth of
1 foot, wherever PCB concentrations are greater than 1 ng/ kg PCB.

. Excavati on of approxi mately 1,000 yd 3 of subsurface soils, within the utility corridor(s),
at the EEm Street Site at depths between 1 and 10 feet, wherever PCB concentrations are
greater than 25 ng/kg PCB. Final location of the utility corridor(s) within the Site will be
det erm ned during design.

. Excavation of approxi mately 11,600 yd3 of remaining subsurface sods, with the exception of
the "hot spot" naterials described below, from1l foot to the seasonally |ow water table,
wherever PCB concentrations remain that exceed 100 nmg/kg; or to a PCB concentration at which
| eachi ng model s and/ or soil colum testing show that infiltration through the renaining PCB
soil concentrations will not result in future groundwater concentrations in excess of the
0.5 Ig/l MCL groundwater concentration for PCBs. The determ nation of a subsurface soil
cleanup | evel other than 1 ng/kg PCB, will be in the sole discretion of the EPA

. Excavation and off-site disposal in an appropriate landfill of the EB-03 "hot spot", a
senmi-solid stain (pol yam de and pol yurethane) material. This material is not anenable to the
thermal desorption process, as the material is conprised of polyurethane, alkyd resins
etc., which may affect the performance of the thermal desorption unit. (The actual vol unme of
this material is estimated to be 1,000 -2,000 yd3, and is considered part of the subsurface
excavation vol une descri be above.)

. Renmoval and di sposal of the 5 underground storage tanks |ocated on the Fletcher's Elm
Street property. (This could take al so place during Phase 1, if appropriate)

. Treatment of the approximately 15,400 yd 3 of excavated soils by ex-situ thernal desorption.
The thermal desorption unit would be preferably | ocated on the Fletcher's El m Street
property. This nay involve the placenent of the mobile unit at one or nore |ocations on the
property during the excavation and treatnment operations. Liquid PCB condensate produced from
the thernal desorption process will be disposed of off-site at an appropriate facility.



. Backfilling of the treated soils on-site.

. Fi nal grading of and placenent of a 10 inch soil cover over the treated soils, or placenent
of treated soils within the top foot, which can denonstrate PCB concentrations |ess than or
equal to 1 ng/kg PCB. Asphalt would be placed on areas designated for parking, consistent
with the final grading plans and the future anticipated use of the Site. The asphalt
covering will pronote drainage and further minimze infiltration through the residual
contam nation at the Site. Restoration and | andscapi ng of the renaining areas, not covered
by asphalt. Erosion control nmeasures will be incorporated into the final grading to prevent
erosion of the cover materials off-site and into the Souhegan River.

. Institutional controls, in the formof deed restrictions would be inplenmented to prevent
unaut hori zed access into the subsurface. Deed restrictions would al so have to inpl enent ed
to restrict future use of the Site, or the nodification of the cover or surface drai nage
structures in ways inconsistent with this remedy or the anticipated future use of the Site.

GROUNDWATER

. Establi sh a G oundwat er Managenent Zone (GVEZ) under NH s Conprehensive G oundwater Policy.
The GVZ sets plume boundaries within which groundwater will be nmonitored over tine to ensure
that the contam nant concentrations are decreasing; to ensure that the remaining
contami nation has not mgrated beyond the established plume boundaries or inpacted the
Souhegan River; and that the covers are working and renaining effective over tine.
Institutional controls would have to be inplenented to restrict the use of the groundwater
within the GVZ whil e contam nant concentrations are in excess of drinking water standards.
Further action may be necessary consistent with the NH Conprehensive G oundwater Policy.

. InterimGoundwater C eanup Levels nust be achieved within the GW and naintained for a
period of three consecutive years. A risk assessment will be perforned on residual
groundwat er contam nation to deternine protectiveness of the renedy. |If EPA determined the
remedy is not protective, the remedial action shall continue until protective levels are
achi eved and not exceeded for three years or until the remedy is deemed protective or is
nodi fi ed.

General Renedy Description

The sel ected remedy included thermal desorption for the treatnent of the contaninated soils at the Site.
Thermal desorption is an innovative technol ogy that uses heat, at relatively | ow tenperatures (600 to
10005F), to vaporize contani nants and consequently, separate those contam nants fromthe soil. Once
vapori zed, the contam nants are typically collected through condensati on and concentrated condensate is
then treated off-site at a TSCA approved incinerator. This alternative significantly reduces the vol ume
of contam nants to be treated or disposed of, and allows the treated soil to be backfilled on to the
Site.

Thermal desorption is a different process than incineration. Thermal desorption uses heat to physically
separate the contam nants fromthe soil, which then requires further treatment. Incineration uses heat to
actual | y destroy the contam nants.

Site Preparation. The Site preparation work for has four elenents: (1) establishment of Site security,
(2) provision for drainage, (3) clearing, and (4) devel opnment of a staging area. Depending on the
schedul e and space requirenents needed for the renediation at EEm Street and MII| Street Sites,
preparation for both sites may be conpl eted sinultaneously or one after the other. The decision woul d be
made during the renedi al design.

The chain link fence at Elm Street woul d be used to secure the processing area. Additional fencing nmay be
required to conplete the fence around the perineter of the Elm Street and MI| Street Sites to restrict
public access to the treatnent facilities, contam nated soils, and areas of open excavati on.

Site preparati on work woul d i nclude provisions for controlling site drainage to ensure proper drainage of
stormwater away fromthe Site. Erosion controls would be used to prevent uncontrolled novenent of
contam nated soils into uncontam nated areas during excavation activities.

O her site preparation activities include clearing and grubbing of trees and shrubs fromthe El m Street
Site along Keyes Drive and the Souhegan River and along the railroad tracks at the MI| Street Site, as
necessary. Precautions would be taken during clearing and grubbing activities to limt exposure of the
vegetation to soil contam nation.



Three utility poles located on the MI| Street Site may require relocation to allow for soil excavation
activities. The final clearing activities would involve the renoval of the existing geotextile liners
that currently exist at both the EEmand MII Street Sites.

An area woul d be | ocated outside of the 100-year floodplain to stage, as necessary, heavy equi pnent
access roads, automobile and truck parking lots, material transfer stations, staging areas,
decont am nati on areas, equipment sheds or trailers, storage tanks, worker sanitary facilities, and
treat nent systens.

The water collected during staging and dewatering of the soils excavated bel ow the water table at the
M1l Street Site would be processed in a water treatnment systemthat would have to be installed to treat
this and any other liquid effluent fromdewatering operations required during excavati on. Appropriate

di scharge of the treated effluent will be required. If this effluent is treated on-site, discharge could
be to the Souhegan River or to an off-site treatnment facility.

The Fletcher's Paint building would al so be denolished and di sposed of as part of the Site preparation
and could take place in either Phase 1 or 2 of the renedial action. In renoving the building, care would
have to be taken not to disturb the cenetery that is |ocated on the east side of the building
coordination with appropriate officials will b e required to accommbdate any concerns about Site work
activities occurring in the buffer zone of the cenetery. The structure of the building is likely to have
limted contamination and will be disposed of or decontam nated in accordance with TSCA. |f any hazardous
waste or asbestos is found, it will be disposed of appropriately. The foundation is expected to be
contami nated, especially near the back (northern) area used for paint manufacturing, and nmay require

off-site disposal in a TSCA chem cal waste landfill, or RCRA Subtitle D landfill depending on the |eve
of PCB contam nation found, or the ability to decontaminate the naterials on-site, consistent with TSCA
Consi deration nmay be given to the use of the decontam nated denolition debris as backfill, in accordance

with TSCA and all State and | ocal regul ations

Excavation. The soils woul d be excavated in accordance with depth and cl eanup levels set forth in the
ROD. Shoring may be required along the excavation at Elm Street Site to allow continued use of Elm Street
during Site operations. If necessary, traffic may have to be tenporarily directed al ong one | ane of El m
Street if shoring is not sufficient to ensure safe driving conditions until the excavati on area adj acent
to Elm Street could be backfilled. Al efforts would be undertaken to limt any inpact to the flow of the
Elm Street traffic.

Excavation at the MII Street Site would also require the cooperation of the railroad to ensure that
excavation activities can be conducted while allow ng continued operation of at |east one railroad spur
Sorre of the highest levels of contanmination at the MII| Street Site are present near and potentially
under the railroad bed. Any excavation conducted will be managed to ensure that the structural integrity
and safety of the railroad bed is not conpronised

Assum ng an excavation rate of approximately 20 cubic yards of soil per hour, for 8 hour days, it would
be expected to take approxi mately 20 weeks (770 hours) to excavate the 15,400 yd 3 of soil at Elm Street
Site and approximately 17 weeks (675 hours) to excavate the 13,500 yd 3 of soil at the MII| Street Site
Wetting agents and engi neered operating procedures will be used during excavation to mnimze the
generation of particul ate em ssions.

Excavation of the soil at a depth greater than 10 feet at the Elm Street Site may require the
installation of vertical sheet pilings along the edge of the Souhegan R ver to act as a retaining wall
As the depth of excavation drops bel ow the el evation of the river the sheet pilings would stabilize the
river bank and reduce the infiltration of water fromthe river into the deep excavated areas.
Installation of vertical sheet pilings at the EEm Street Site may be difficult due to the presence of
debris-laden fill material, which was dunped al ong the river bank during the operation of the forner
burning dunp as well as during devel opnment and construction of the Fletcher's facility.

At the MII Street Site, the flow of groundwater will be ninimzed during excavation bel ow the water
table, through |owering the water table using de-watering well(s), or trenches, which would be designed
and | ocated during the renedi al design. The extracted ground water woul d be treated separately or
conbined with the liquid effluent fromthe dewatered soils and processed through an on-site or off-site
treatment system

One concern regardi ng excavation at any depth is the volume of debris that was dunped at the El m Street
Site as backfill material over what was the old Town of MIford burning dunp. D scussions with the
Department of Public Wrks Superintendent for the Town of MIford indicated that fill material containing
tree stunps, concrete blocks, |arge chunks of asphalt, and old tires was commonly mxed with fill

material at the EEm Street Site. Drilling operations conducted on Site during the sanpling phase reported
the existence of tree stunps, concrete material, and thick rubber debris. Estinates of the debris vol ume



of the soil requiring excavation range from 10 to 30 percent.

Soil, debris and liquids with PCB concentrations greater than 50 ng/ kg, and which cannot be treated in
the ex-situ thermal desorption or decontaninated on-site, would be transported to a TSCA- approved
landfill. TSCA approved landfills that could potentially accept the soils in bulk forminclude, but are
not limted to, the follow ng

. USPCl, Grassy Mountain, Tooel e County, U ah

. Chem cal Waste Managenent, Enelle, Al abama

. Chem cal Waste Managenent, Mdel Gty, New York
. Envi rosafe, Grand View, |daho

Soil and debris with PCB concentrations |ess than 50 ng/ kg, and which cannot be treated with ex-situ

t hermal desorption, would be transported over the highway to one of the RCRA Subtitle D landfills in the
area. RCRA Subtitle Dlandfills in the region near the Fletcher's Paint Site that could potentially
accept the soils include, but are not limted to, the follow ng

. Wast e Managenent, Rochester, New Hanpshire
. Laidl aw, Plainsville, Missachusetts
. BFI, East Bridgewater, Mssachusetts

Thermal Desorption of Contaminated Soils. Thermal desorption is a process designed to renove organic
conpounds, including PCBs, fromsoils, sludges, and other mnedia by vaporizing the contam nants fromthe

soil into the carrier gas. The contaminants in the gas are then cool ed through the use of condensers into
aliquid formand then treated. The principal residuals fromthernal desorption include the renedi ated
soil, captured particul ate, condensed |iquid contam nants, and exhaust from propane heaters if used as

the prinmary heating source. The renmedy requires the off-site disposal of the |liquid condensate in
accordance w th TSCA

Pretreatnent of the soil will be necessary before processing. After the excavation (or simultaneously
al ong with excavation), the contaninated soil would be staged and dewatered, if necessary. The

contami nated soils woul d be screened before desorption to enhance the efficiency of the desorber and
protect the integrity of the desorber. After screening, the soil is conveyed into the thermal desorber
for treatnent. Oversized debris fromthe screening process will be disposed of in accordance w th TSCA

The treated soil would be discharged fromthe desorber, and quenched with water to cool the material and
suppress fugitive dust em ssions. Typical soil discharge tenperatures are between 4005F and 5005F.
Treated soils would be stockpiled until soil sanpling ensured that soil cleanup | evels were net.

After |eaving the desorber, the carrier gas is passed through a cycl one separator where entrained
particles are renoved with a mininal drop in the off-gas tenperature. The dry cyclone is followed by a
wet scrubber, where the gas streamcooled to its saturation tenperature. The scrubber renoves a portion
of the volatilized organics as the off-gas is cool ed. Recircul ated scrubber water continuously passes

t hrough a phase separator that collects any condensed |ight organics fromthe |iquid surface and

di scharges a bottom sl udge contai ning solids, water and organics. The scrubber sludge is sent to a filter
press, the floating organics are drunmed and sent off-site to a TSCA approved incinerator and the

dewat ered solids are reintroduced in to the thermal desorber feed stream The aqueous phase fromthe
filter press is also recircul ated back to the phase separator

The scrubbed gas passes to the first heat exchanger (condensor) where it is cooled to just above anbient
tenperatures. This heat exchanger woul d produce the bul k of the liquid condensate. The carrier gas
proceeds through a second heat exchanger for further cooling. Liquid condensates from both heat
exchangers are used as nmake up to the phase separator. The organic phase fromthe condensates are then
separated fromthe water. The PCB cont am nated condensor distillate is drummed and sent to an off-site
TSCA inci nerator.

The carrier gas woul d contain residual noisture and organi cs which were present in the feed. A mst
elimnator traps any residual droplets entrained in the streamand the liquid is transferred to the
condensate storage tank. The gas is heated to prevent condensate, and passed through a recircul ation
bl ower. After the blower, a snmall percentage of the carrier gas is vented and the renmai nder is heated
before returning to the desorber. The process vent gas stream passes through a particulate filter and
carbon adsorber before being rel eased to the atnosphere. The spent carbon woul d be di sposed of at an
appropriate facility or regenerated. Propane fuel exhaust fromthe desorber burners can be vented
directly to the atnmosphere without treatnent.

Site Restoration. Restoration activities will include backfilling the excavated pits with the treated
soils, replacing, denolishing/disposing of any staging areas, conpacting and grading the Site



reconstructing any existing roads, adding top soil, asphalt and hydro-seeding, as applicable. The final
surface covering and grading of the Elm Street and MI| Street properties is flexible and can be altered
in any way, consistent with the future anticipated uses of the Site.

The portion of the stormdrainage |ine near the MII Street Pond, which is aboveground will be repaired
during Site restoration. Specifically, drainage controls will be installed to limt soil erosion al ong
the ditch, while pronoting drainage away fromthe MII Street Site and the residential properties.

At Elm Street, the stormdrai nage systemcurrently under the Fletcher's Paint Wrks building is not
accessi bl e by town personnel since the systemlies, in some places, 17 feet bel ow the surface. Since
cont am nat ed groundwat er di scharges through the drai nage cul vert during the seasonally hi gh groundwater
table, re-routing and actual placenment of the new drainage systemwithin a utility corridor will be
necessary and actual |ocation of the drainage systemw ||l have to be part of the renedial design. The
original drain will be filled to prevent further flow through it, and into the Souhegan R ver.

Air Mnitoring. During the excavation and treatnent operations, air nonitoring would be perforned to
ensure that nearby residents and on-site workers are protected. Air sanpling stations would be |ocated at
representative points throughout the Site, along the perimeter of the Site, and at sensitive receptors
outside of perineter of the Site. Sanples would be analyzed at a mnimumfor VOCs and PCB-contam nat ed
particul ate.

Long- Term Monitoring Plan. The long-termmonitoring plan woul d be designed to (1) nonitor any changes in
surface soil, sedinment, ground water and surface water PCB concentrations; and (2) to ensure that the
remedy remains protective of human health and the environnent.

Sanpl i ng woul d be conducted during the renedial action until the Site soils have achi eved the PCB cl eanup
level s. The soil cleanup levels are expected to be attained within 5 years after the start of the

remedi al action, therefore the nonitoring would not be a long-termprogram It would continue for

approxi mately 10 years which should provide sufficient data to denmonstrate the renoval of all
contamination, and sufficient to nonitor the long-termprotectiveness and permanence of the remedy.
Because of the close proxinity to the Souhegan River, surface water and sedinent would be included in the
long-termmonitoring plan to evaluate the effectiveness of the cover to confirmthat contamnmi nants are not
mgrating into these nedia. EPA does not anticipate that any residual hazardous substance remaining in
the soils at both EEm Street or MII Street after the excavation, treatnent, and capping will result in a
future exceedance above Interim deanup Levels in the groundwater. This will be confirned during the

i npl enentation of the | ong-term nonitoring program

G ound water nonitoring would al so be included in the long-termnonitoring programto nonitor the
contami nant concentrations within the G oundwater Managenment Zone to ensure that the contamn nant
concentrations are decreasing, are not mgrating beyond the boundary of the GV, and are not causing
exceedances in the surface water. G oundwater nonitoring will continue until Interimd eanup Levels have
been net and nmi ntai ned throughout the GVZ for a period of 3 years.

Fi ve- Year Reviews. Five-year reviews would be perfornmed to eval uate whether the sel ected renedy remains
protective of public health and the environnent over time. Five year reviews are required whenever
contamination is left in place at the Site at the conpletion of the remedial action. In this cleanup

pl an, contam nated soils with concentrations of 100 ng/kg PCB or less will be left in place at depths
greater than 1 foot at the Elm Street Site, with the exception of the utility corridor. The five-year
reviews would be initiated five years after the start of the renedial action and continue until

contam nants no longer remain at the Site above levels that allow for unrestricted use and unlimted
exposure. A review woul d al so be conducted prior to renedial action conpletion and Site delisting.

Tine to Conpl ete Renedial Action.

Soils

The time required to conplete the remedial action using excavation and thermal desorption would be
approximately 2 years and 6 nmonths if the operations were sequenced with phase 1 followed i nmedi ately by
phase 2. The tine required for each conponent of the renedial action is estinmated as:

Site Preparation - 6 nmonths
Construction/ Startup - 3 nonths
peration (Phase 1) - 8 nonths
Operation (Phase 2) - 10 nonths
Site Restoration - 3 nonths



G oundwat er

G oundwat er nodeling predicted that with the source of the groundwater contam nation addressed, woul d
take approxinmately 25 years for the VOCs within the overburden to reach the Interimd eanup Level s and
approxi mately 100 years for the PCBs to reach the PCB Interim d eanup Level in the overburden. Wile the
full extent of contamination is unknown, it is expected that the bedrock contam nation will take |onger
than the overburden to reach Interim C eanup Levels. As part of the nonitored natural attenuation of the
groundwat er, additional bedrock wells will be installed, and the extent of bedrock contam nation will be
eval uated to determne when and if the Interimd eanup Levels will be attained.

Town |ssues. The sel ected renmedy requires that the contam nated surface and subsurface soils that present
a risk to human health are excavated, and treated to | evels that are pernanently protective of the hunan
heal t h.

The phasing of the cleanup allows for a nore efficient use of the Site properties, thereby reducing any
potential use inpact on the Keyes Field . Wile both portions of the Site are small in size, a thernmal
desorption unit can be placed on the Elm Street property during the cleanup of the MII Street Site. If
it becones difficult to provide adequate space at the Site for remedi al equi pnent, staging areas of clean
fill, and other renedial activities, consideration will be give to the use of the Keyes Field with the
Town's perm ssion. The ability of the cleanup to be conducted, in preference, entirely on the El m Street
Site, will be thoroughly exam ned and detail ed during the design.

Traffic on MII Street may have to be tenporarily rerouted during certain activities because of the small
size of the MII Street Site and the activities involved. However, previous renoval efforts were
undertaken with the closure of only one lane of the two |lane road. Future utilities and repl acenent of
the stormdrai nage systemwoul d be perforned during backfill operations. Access to these utilities would
be acconplished t hrough nmanhol es, etc. which will be designed into the cover system Deed restrictions
woul d be inpl enented regardi ng access and use restrictions to the subsurface at the EEm Street Site.

XlI. STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The remedi al action selected for inplenmentation at the Fletcher's Paint Wirks and Storage Facility
Superfund Site is consistent with CERCLA and, to the extent practicable, the NCP. The selected remedy is
protective of human health and the environnent, attains ARARs, or invokes an appropriate waiver, and is
cost effective. The selected renedy al so satisfies the statutory preference for treatnent which
permanently and significantly reduces the nobility, toxicity or volunme of hazardous substances as a
principal elenent. Additionally, the selected remedy utilizes alternate treatment technol ogies or
resource recovery technol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable.

A. The Selected Renedy is Protective of Human Health and the Environnent

The remedy at this Site will permanently reduce the risks posed to human health and the environnment by
elimnating, reducing or controlling exposures to human and environmental receptors through treatnent,

engi neering controls, and institutional controls; nmore specifically this remedy will permanently reduce
the risks presently posed by human health and the environment through:

. Excavation of soils to a depth of one foot at both the EEmand MI| Street Sites, and to a
depth of 10 feet within the utility corridor at the Elm Street Site wherever contanination
exceeds the soil cleanup, levels set in this ROD

. On-site treatment of these excavated soils by ex-situ thermal desorption.

. Of-site disposal of any soil, debris or liquid contami nated with PCBs above cl eanup |evels
or is too large to be effectively treated by the thernal desorption system

. Appropriate off-site disposal of the PCB-contam nated oil condensate.

. Long-term cont ai nnent of the remai ning contam nated soils present at depths greater than 1
foot and outside of the designated utility corridor (s) as follows:

- excavation and treatnent on-site in the thermal desorption system of the renaining
soils exhibiting concentrations of PCBs greater than 100 ng/ kg PCB at the El m Street
Site, and 1 ng/kg PCB at the MII| Street Site; or to a PCB concentrati on at which
| eachi ng nodel s and/or soil colum testing showthat infiltration through the
remai ning PCB soil concentrations will not result in future groundwater
concentrations in excess of the 0.5 ug/l MCL groundwater concentration for PCBs. The
determ nati on of a subsurface soil cleanup | evel other those set above for PCBs, will



be in the sole discretion of the EPA

. Backfilling of the treated soils on the Site, and restoration of the Site, including
pl acenent of soil and asphalt covers, consistent with the future uses of the Site.

. Nat ural attenuation and the long termnonitoring of the contam nant concentrations in the
groundwater to ensure that the InterimC eanup Levels are met within the GW and that
contami nation is not mgrating beyond the boundaries of the GVZ, or inpacting the Souhegan
R ver

. Institutional Controls to restrict the future uses of the properties, to prevent damage to
the covers and access to the renaining contam nated soils, and restrictions on the use of
t he contam nated groundwater until the Interim d eanup Levels are met and mai nt ai ned.

The remedi al actions, as proposed, will be protective of human health and the environnment. Treatnment of

the soil contamnated to a depth of one foot at both the EEmand MI| Street Sites and to a depth of 10

feet within the utility corridor at the Elm Street Site, wherever contam nation exceeds the soil cleanup
levels set in this ROD, will elimnate current and future exposure risks fromdirect contact and

i nci dental ingestion.

The sel ection of the |ong-term contai nment option of reducing all remaining PCB contamination at the Elm
Street Site to 100 nmg/ kg PCB, and all remaining PCB contamination at the MI| Street Site to 1 ng/kg PCB
- or to levels which would not cause an exceedance of the PCB MCL in groundwater in the future - provides
the greatest protection of human health and the environnment because it treats all the PCB contam nated
soil that could potentially inmpact the groundwater under the Site in the future. The determi nation of a
subsurface soil cleanup | evel other those set above for PCBs, will be in the sole discretion of the EPA
Institutional controls will be exercised, restricting the use of the groundwater, thereby eliminating the
future ingestion exposure until natural attenuation processes can reduce the contam nant concentrations
in the groundwater to safe levels. Along-termmnonitoring programwill ensure the remedy remains
protective of human heal th and the environment.

I npl erentation of the selected remedy will not pose unacceptable short-termrisks or cross nedia inpacts
since the technol ogy, while still innovative, has been successfully denonstrated at nmany Superfund Sites
with PCB contam nation, and pilot studies may be conducted at the Site before full scal e operations

begi n. Phasing of the renmedy allows the nost use of the Site itself, thereby reducing public

i nconveni ence. Finally, engineering controls and air nonitoring will be enployed and precautions taken to
mninize potential air emssions at the Site during excavation activities.

Moreover, the selected remedy will achieve potential hunman health risk levels that attain the 10 -4 to 10
-6 incremental cancer risk range and a | evel protective of noncarcinogenic endpoints, and will conply
with ARARs and To Be Considered criteria. At the tinme that the Interim Gound Water O eanup Level s
identified in the ROD and newly pronul gated ARARs and nodifi ed ARARs which call into question the
protectiveness of the renedy have been achi eved and have not been exceeded for a period of three
consecutive years, a risk assessnent shall be perforned on the residual ground water contanination to
determ ne whether the remedial action is protective. This risk assessnent of the residual ground water
contamination shall follow EPA procedures and will assess the cunmul ative carci nogeni c and

non- car ci nogeni ¢ ri sks posed by ingestion of ground water. If, after review of the risk assessnent, the
remedi al action is not determned to be protective by EPA the renedial action shall continue until
protective levels are achieved and have not been exceeded for a period of three consecutive years, or
until the renmedy is otherw se deened protective or is nodified. These protective residual |evels shall
constitute the final cleanup levels for this ROD and shall be considered performance standards for this
remedi al action.

B. The Sel ected Renedy Attains ARARs

This remedy (nodified versions of SC6 and MOM2) will attain or waive all applicable or rel evant and
appropriate federal and state requirements that apply to the Site. A discussion of which requirenents are
applicable or relevant and appropriate may be found in the FS report for the source control and
managenent of migration alternatives. A brief narrative summary of the ARARs follows. Refer to Tables 27
through 32 of this ROD for a conprehensive presentation of the ARARs and other policies, criteria and

gui dances to be considered (TBCs) that pertain to the sel ected renedy.

Cheni cal Specific ARARs

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) Maxi mum Cont ami nant |evels (MCLs) and the State Ambi ent G oundwat er
Quality Standards (AGXEs), were used to determine appropriate Interimd eanup |levels for the groundwater



and for the soils. The nore stringent of these standards were used to establish groundwater and soil
cleanup levels for the Site.

Location Specific ARARs

Excavations at the Site will not discharge excavated or fill materials into the Souhegan River or M|
Street Pond in accordance with the dean Water Act, the NH Wetlands Act and the NH Dredgi ng Rul es. The
remedy is the best practical alternative and all excavation will be undertaken with control of wetland
excavation and with mninal inpacts to the risk of flood loss in the floodplains, to the greatest extent
possi ble. Restoration will be perforned foll ow ng any such excavation according to the Protection of
Wet | ands Executive Order No. 11990, the Protection of Floodplains Executive Order No. 11988 and the NH
Wet | ands Act.

Action Specific ARARs

Toxi ¢ Substances Control Act. Toxic Substances Control Act. The Toxi ¢ Substances Control Act (TSCA) 40
CFR Part 761, as anmended, addresses the cl eanup, storage and di sposal of PCBs. The requirenents of TSCA's
Subpart D- Storage and Disposal Sections 761.60, 761.61, and 761.65, as anended, are applicabl e because
the sel ected renedy involves the storage and di sposal of soils and |iquids contanminated with PCBs.

At both the EEmand MII Street site, PCB-contaninated surface soils to a depth of 1 foot, will be
treated on-site to a residual PCB concentration of less than or equal to 1 ng/kg and pl aced back in the
excavated area. At the MII Street site PCB-contam nated subsurface soils will remain on-site at a
concentration of less than or equal to 1 ng/kg and at Elm Street, PCB subsurface soils will remain
on-site at concentrations of |less than or equal to 100 ngy/ kg, except within the utility corridor where
the PCB concentration will be less than or equal to 25 ng/kg. The placenent of soils with PCB
concentrations of less than or equal to 1 ng/kg and |l ess than or equal to 100 ng/ kg under an asphalt and
10-inch soil cover, at Elm Street and MI|l Street respectively, would provide a permanent and protective
remedy that satisfies the requirenents of the °761.61(c).

St or age

Wiile waiting to be treated, PCB renedi ati on waste may be stored in accordance with °761. 65.
°0761.65(c)(9) permts bulk PCB renedi ation waste to be stored at the cleanup site for 180 days, subject
to the follow ng conditions:

. The waste is placed in a pile designed and operated to control dispersal of the waste by
wi nd, or where necessary, by neans other than wetting.

. The waste nmust not generate | eachate through deconposition or other reactions;

. The storage site nmust have a liner designed to conply with the requirenents of Section

761.65(c) (9) (iii).

Li qui d PCBs produced fromthe thermal desorption treatnment, in accordance with °761.65(c) (1), are
required to be stored for no nore than 30 days. Pursuant to °761.61(c), however, the Regional

Adm ni strator has determined that |liquid PCB renediati on waste may be stored for a | onger period of time
than prescribed in ©761.65(c)(1). This determ nati on was based on technical, environmental, and/or waste
specific characteristics or considerations, that the proposed storage nethods will not pose an
unreasonabl e risk of injury to health or the environment.

Di sposal

Section 761.61 (a)(5)(i)(B)(2)(ii) provides that soil or debris contanmi nated with PCBs at concentrations
of less than 50 ng/ kg shall be disposed of in accordance with °761.61 (a)(5)(v)(A), which provides the
foll owi ng di sposal options:

. a nunicipal solid waste landfill permtted under Part 258;

. a non-nuni ci pal, non-hazardous landfill pernitted under °°257.5 through 257. 30;
. RCRA Subtitle Clandfill permtted to accept PCB waste; or

. a TSCA approved PCB disposal facility.

Soils or debris contaminated with PCBs at concentrations of greater than or equal to 50 mg/kg will be
di sposed of :

. in a hazardous waste |andfill approved under °3004 of RCRA
. in an incinerator approved under °761. 70;
. by an alternative di sposal nethod approved under °761.60(e); or

. in a chemcal waste landfill approved under °761.75



Li quid PCB renedi ation waste will either be decontam nated to the levels specified in °761.79(b)(1) or
(b)(2) or be disposed of in accordance with °761.60(a), °761.60(e), or °761.61(c).

Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and the NH Hazardous Waste Management Act and Hazar dous
Waste Rules. State (and federal as incorporated by the state) hazardous waste regul ation are applicable
to actions occurring on-site which generate hazardous waste. Undisturbed waste |eft in place, although
not characterized, is determned to be simlar to RCRA waste; therefore certain state and federal
hazardous waste regul ations are relevant and appropriate for actions taken on-site to address these
wast es. RCRA Land D sposal Regul ations are neither applicable nor relevant and appropriate since all
novenent of contaminated soils occur on-site within an area of contam nation, and pl acenent does not
occur .

Hazar dous waste generated and stockpiled onsite for |onger than 90 days through excavation, denolition or
treatment will be stored in waste piles or in tanks in accordance with 40 CFR 262.34 and 40 CFR 264
Subparts J and L before final disposal. Certain closure requirenents are rel evant and appropriate for the
Site such as groundwater nonitoring and | ong-term nonitoring and nmai ntenance plans. Cover requirenents
are al so rel evant and appropriate; however as explai ned bel ow, EPA is invoking the equival ency wai ver for
cover requirenents under CERCLA 121(d)(40(D). In addition, certain portions of the State hazardous waste
facility siting requirenents are wai ved pursuant to Env-W 353.10 as expl ai ned bel ow.

Air Regul ations. The design and operation of the thermal desorption treatment systemw |l meet the air
pol l utant em ssion standards and nonitoring requirements under the respective Subparts P, AA, and CC of
RCRA, and the NH Administrative Code, Air Chapter 100, Parts 604-606, Env-Wn 702.11 and 702.12 as well as
the NH Env-A 1002 and 1305.

Dust and ashestos mthe Site during denolition and excavation would need to conply with the dean Air Act
and the State of New Hanpshire Air Regulations for enissions during denolition, excavation and
transportati on of the contam nated soils. Engineering controls would be used to mnimze the fugitive
dust emissions, including wetting the soils and using foans, as necessary.

Wil e each thermal treatment unit varies, contanminants present in the carrier gas is assunmed to be
negligible due to the pollution control devises on the unit such as condensers, filters and the use of
activated carbon. Propane fuel, if used, should bumcleanly in the desorber and the exhaust could be
vented directly to the atnosphere. Air nonitoring of the thermal treatnent unit would be perforned to
ensure conpliance with the NH Air Regul ations.

Water Regul ations. The nonitored natural attenuation of the groundwater will conply with the O ean Water
Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act which establish Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWXs)for surface
waters and MCLs for drinking waters. The groundwater at the Site will be nonitored to ensure that the
MCLs, which are relevant and appropriate for groundwater, are attained in the future and that the
Souhegan River Surface waters are not inpacted by the contam nated groundwater and conply with the AWXs.

Wi ver s

St orage Requirenents

Any hazardous waste and PCB contam nated materials generated during the RI/FS has required storage and
may continue to require storage until the start of the renedial action, exceeding regul atory storage
limtations under TSCA and the State Hazardous Waste Regul ations. The final disposition of these wastes
comply with ARARs, as the investigative derived wastes currently stored on the Site will be treated via
thernmal desorption, consistent with the selected renedy. An interi mrenedy wai ver pursuant to CERCLA °
121 (d)(4)(A) is being invoked for the RCRA and TSCA Storage limtations for RI/FS generated wastes since
the wastes currently stored on the Site is interimin nature and the final renedy will conply with all
ARARs for final disposition of the waste.

NH Hazar dous Waste Treatment Facility Siting Requirenents

The siting requirenments for new facilities for hazardous waste treatment under the New Hanpshire

Hazar dous Waste Regul ations are applicable for the sel ected renmedy, which includes the on-site treatnent
of contam nated soil and groundwater (fromthe de-watering operation). The Env-Wn 353.09 siting

regul ations specify various siting requirenents that nust be conplied with or waived under Env-W 353. 10.

During inplenmentation of the remedy, the siting of the thermal desorption systemwould |likely be on the
Elm Street Site and the de-watering groundwater treatnent systemwould |likely be on the MII| Street

property.

A waiver is invoked for certain portions of the siting requirements for new facilities due to the on-site
treatnent required as part of the selected remedy. Under the provisions of Env-W 353.10, these
requirenents can be waived if it can be denonstrated clearly and convincingly that the facility will not



pose an unreasonable risk to public health or the environment. The Admi nistrative Record for this Site
denonstrate that the engineering safeguards of the facility will be designed to ensure nornal operation,
prevent public health threatening accidents, and mtigate hazardous waste di scharges to the environnent.
Specifically waivers are being invoked for the siting requirenents 353.09 (b) (2) location within a
100-year flood plain and 353.09(d) , location within the specified distance to a residence, school, home
for the elderly, adjacent property line, surface water public intake system edge of river, within a
non- bedrock aquifer with greater than 200,000 g.p.d yield and within a class A rivershed. (See Figure 16
for Floodplain boundaries).

A wai ver of the closure requirenents of Env-Wiv08.02 is invoked pursuant to CERCLA °© 121 (d)(4)(D on the
grounds that the cover systenms of the selected renmedy attain an equival ent perfornance standard as
required by State regulations. At MII Street, soil will be cleaned up to 1 ng/kg PCB and an asphal t
cover applied over the backfilled, treated soil. At the EEm Street Site soil will be cleaned up to 100
ng/ kg PCB and the cover material is a conbination of soil and asphalt, thus elimnating risks from
exposure to the subsurface soils fromdermal contact and incidental ingestion. The soil and asphalt cover
neet the performance requirenments of the NH dosure regulations. Specifically, the soil and asphalt cover
will be designed to pronote drainage, thus mnimzing the infiltration of the precipitation and the
generation of |eachate. The placenent of the asphalt over the ngjority of the EEmand MI| Street Site
neets the requirenent that the cover naterial be | ess perneable than the bottommaterial, which for this
Site is natural soil materials with very high perneabilities. The asphalt cover will also be designed to
control and direct run-off fromthe Site as well as prevent erosion of the cover naterials off of the
Site and into the surrounding properties or into the Souhegan River. The cover materials will be

mai ntained in such a way as to ensure that these performance standards will be net at the Site.

To be Consi dered

The following policies, criteria, and guidances will also be considered (TBCs) during the inplenmentation
of the source control and managenent of nigration renedial actions:

. Toxi ¢ Substance Control Act (TSCA), PCB Spill Ceanup Policy;

. EPA Cui dance on Renedi al Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB Contam nati on;

. EPA G oundwat er Protection Strategy

. EPA CGui dance on Presunptive Response Strategy and Ex-Situ Treatnent Technol ogi es for
Cont am nat ed G oundwat er at CERCLA Sites;

. EPA Policy Directive for the Use of Mnitored Natural Attenuation at Superfund, RCRA

Corrective Action, and Underground Storage Tank Sites;
C. The Selected Renedial Action is Cost-Effective

In the Agency's judgnent, the selected remedy is cost effective, i.e., the renedy affords overall
effectiveness proportional to its costs. In selecting this renedy, once EPA identified alternatives that
are protective of hunman health and the environnent and that attain, or, as appropriate, waive ARARs, EPA
eval uated the overall effectiveness of each alternative by assessing the relevant three criteria--1ong
termeffectiveness and pernmanence; reduction in toxicity, nobility, and vol ume through treatnent; and
short termeffectiveness, in conbination. The relationship of the overall effectiveness of this renedia
alternative was determned to be proportional to its costs.

The costs of this renedial alternative are:

Sour ce Control Managenent of M gration Total Costs

SC-6: Ther nal MOM 2: Moni tored Natural

Desor pti on Attenuation/Institutional Controls
Capi tal Cost $11, 791, 615 $0 $11, 791, 615
&M Cost $39, 000 $198, 380 $237, 380
Present Wrth $12, 292, 375 $2, 439, 600 $14, 731, 975

Cost

The costs of this renedial alternative are presented in Appendi x F. A conparison of costs associated with
the FS alternatives were presented in this ROD in Tables 25 and 26.

Wth the exception of the no action and limted action alternatives, all of the source control
alternatives, SC4 through SC-8, are protective of hunman health and the environment and attain ARARs.
Conparing these alternatives, EPA's sel ected remedy conbines the nost cost effective remedial conmponents



eval uat ed, and nakes changes to reflect the anticipated future uses of the Site and public comrent.
Specifically, the selected renedy is | ess expensive than the treatnment alternatives presented in the FS
as a result of changes in the subsurface soil cleanup |evels, and | ong-term managenent actions. The
selected renedy is cost effective in that these changes actually nmake the Site nore protective for |ess
costs. In addition, a snmaller volune of soil would al so be excavated, while providing a higher |evel of

| ong-term permanence and protection at the Site since the concentrations of the soils remaining at the
Site are protective of groundwater fromleaching with only a soil cover. Wile the selected renedy would
cost approxinmately $3 to 4 mllion nore than a full containnent renedy (SC 3), a full contai nnent was not
supported by the public, the Town or the State. The selected remedy, while nore costly, provides for the
conpl ete renoval of soil contam nation for the protection of both human health fromdirect contact,
incidental ingestion and | eaching of the soils into the groundwater in excess of the PCB MCL for
groundwater, requiring only future long-termnonitoring of the contam nated groundwater and institutional
controls on the future use and access to the Site and use of the groundwater as a drinking water supply.
A full containment renedy would require the installation and operation of a punp and treat hydraulic
control systemat the MII Street Site which would be anticipated to be operated for over 100 years, due
to the high levels of contam nation at the Site, and the slow transport of that migration over tine into
t he groundwater.

Because the source control action requires that all soils are to be cleaned up such that they are
protective of the groundwater in the future with only a soil cover, the limted action alternative, MM 2
becones the nost cost-effective management of migration alternative. Active managenent of migration

t hrough punmp and treat (MOM 3,4,5 and 6) would not offer significant savings on the time required to meet
the cleanup | evels since the effectiveness of groundwater extraction for TCB and PCBs is limted. The
majority of the punp and treat alternatives cost up to $1.5 mllion nore than nonitored natural
attenuation, while offering no increase to the Ievel of protectiveness.

D. The Sel ected Remedy Utilizes Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnment or Resource Recovery
Technol ogi es to the Maxi mum Extent Practicabl e

Once the Agency identified those alternatives that attain or, as appropriate, waive ARARs and that are
protective of human health and the environnent, EPA identified which alternative utilizes pernanent
solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the naxi mum ext ent
practicable. This determ nati on was nmade by deci di ng which one of the identified alternatives provides
the best bal ance of trade-offs anong alternatives in terns of 1) |long-termeffectiveness and permanence;
2) reduction of toxicity, nobility or volune through treatnent; 3) short-termeffectiveness; 4)
inplenentability; and 5) cost. The bal anci ng test enphasi zed | ong-term effecti veness and pernanence and
the reduction of toxicity, nobility and volume through treatnent; and considered the preference for
treatment as a principal element, the bias against off-site |and disposal of untreated waste, and
community and state acceptance. The sel ected remedy provides the best bal ance of trade-offs anong the
alternatives.

Wth the exception of alterative SC-1, SC-2 and MOM 1, all the alternatives were deternined to be
protective of public health and the environnent and would attain (or waive) ARARs. Source control
alternatives SC-3 - SC-8 and nmnagenent of migration alternatives MOM2 - MOM 6 were conpared using the
five balancing criteria above. In general, the conbination of alternatives SCG6 and MOM 2 best satisfy
these criteria and in conbi nati on, were chosen as the recomrended remedy. There is no direct opposition
to the use of thernal desorption at the site, other than PRP and public interest in EPA review ng the
potential use of an innovative formof thernal desorption, which is perforned by heating wells, in-situ.
Based on the data available to date, EPA was not able to fully evaluate this technol ogy for conparison to
the ex-situ thermal desorption technol ogy selected in the renedy. The sel ected remedy provides a higher
degree of long-termeffectiveness and permanence by excavating and treating all soils that could pose a
long-termthreat to human health and the groundwater when conpared to the containnent alternative SC 3
whi ch woul d | eave high I evels of contamination in place at the Site. Thernal desorption would sinmlarly
reduce toxicity, nobility and volune through treatnment as would SC-8, solvent extraction; but woul d have
| ess short-terminpacts and i nplenentability issues. Of-Site disposal (SC4), and solvent extraction
(SC-8) had conparable costs to thernal desorption. SC6, thermal desorption was nore expensive than both
contai nnent (SC-3) and solidification/ stabilization (SC7); and | ess expensive than off-site
incineration (SCD5).

Moni tored natural attenuation, MOM 2, does not use treatnent to reduce toxicity, volune or nmobility of
the contam nation in the groundwater, as would MOM 3 through MOM 6. However, in conbination with the
source control actions, the groundwater will attain InterimC eanup Levels through natural processes in a
reasonabl e tine frame, when conpared to active punp and treat it is unclear how effective punp and treat
woul d be for the attainnent of the PCB and TCB cl eanup | evels given their slow transport through the
subsurface. MOM 2 costs | ess than MOM 3 through MOM 6 while offering a simlar |evel of protectiveness.



E. The Selected Renedy Satisfies the Preference for Treatnent Wiich Pernmanently and Significantly reduces
the Toxicity, Mbility or Volune of the Hazardous Substances as a Principal El enent

The principal elenent of the selected remedy is the source control action which utilizes excavation and
treatnment of the contaminated soils using ex-situ thermal desorption. Thermal desorption will renove and
concentrate the contaminants in the soil, thereby permanently reducing the volume of and mobility of the
contami nants on the soil. The condensate will be transported off-site to an approved TSCA incinerator for
treatment, thereby permanently reducing the toxicity of the contam nants at the Site.

The source control action addresses the primary threat at the Site, the contam nation of the surface and
subsurface soils. Treatnent of the subsurface soils also pernmanently renoves contam nants that pose a
long-termthreat to the groundwater. The selected renedy satisfies the statutory preference for treatnent
as a principal element by excavating, treating on-site with ex-situ thernal desorption and sending the
condensate off-site for incineration.

Treatment of the contami nated groundwater is not part of the selected remedy, however natural attenuation
processes will eventually result in the attainment of the InterimC eanup Levels in the overburden in
20-25 years for VOCs and 100 years for PCBs. Natural Attenuation processes may result in the attainment
of the Interimdeanup Levels in the bedrock dependi ng upon the full extent of the contami nation within

t he bedrock. The groundwater monitoring programw || assess the potential for DNAPL within the bedrock
system |f DNAPL is conclusively found or concluded to be within the bedrock aquifer, a Techni cal
Inpracticality waiver may be sought for the PCB MCL within the bedrock if the waiver standards are
denonstr at ed.

Al t hough the managenent of migration portion of the remedy relies on natural attenuation to achieve
groundwat er cl eanup standards, the overall renedy is effective only through the active treatnent of the
soils at the Site.

XI'1. DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

EPA issued a Proposed Plan for renediation of the Site in Decenber 1996 and presented it to the public at
a nmeeting held on January 14, 1997. EPA proposed a cleanup plan that would treat the soils that presented
the highest risks to public health and treat the highly contam nated soils within the subsurface at both
Elm Street and MII| Street that posed the greatest threat to groundwater in the future. The | arge vol ume
of renmining, |esser contam nated soils would covered with a cap to prevent the spread of the

contami nation into the groundwater and the groundwater would be restricted fromuse, and nonitored until

natural processes reduced contamination levels in the groundwater to acceptabl e |evels.

In the Proposed Plan, the nmain conponents of the source control portion of the preferred alternative
i ncorporated a phased approach which incl uded:

Phase 1 - MII| Street Site:

. the excavation and on-Site treatnent using thernal desorption, of all contam nated soils in
the top 0 to 1 foot at the MII| Street Site;

. the excavation and on-Site treatnent using thermal desorption of all contam nated soils in
the subsurface (from1 foot to bedrock), wherever concentrations were greater than 1 ng/kg
PCB, or to a level which, in the future, would not result in exceedances above the interim
cleanup levels in the groundwater. Placenment of the treated soils on the Site, and
restoration consistent with the expected future use of the property.

Phase 2 - Elm Street Site:

. the excavation and on-Site treatnent using thernmal desorption, of all contam nated soils in
the top O to 1 foot at the Elm Street Site;

. the excavation and on-Site treatnent using therrmal desorption of all contam nated soils at
the EEm Street Site in the subsurface from1l to 10 feet where PCBs were greater than 10
my/ kg;

. the excavation of all soils at Elm Street, below 10 feet, with PCB concentrations greater

than 500 ng/ kg;



. the placement of a single-liner cap (RCRA Subtitle D) over the renaining contam nated soils
at the EEmStreet Site to prevent the infiltration of precipitation, Placement of the
treated soils on the Site, and restoration consistent with the expected future use of the
property

The managerent of mgration portion of the preferred alternative included use of natural attenuation
processes and long-termnonitoring to attain the interimcleanup levels in the future. Institutiona
controls were also included to restrict access to groundwater, thereby preventing ingestion of the
contam nated groundwater, until drinking water standards coul d be net.

The soil cleanup levels and depths in the Proposed Plan were set as a result of exposure assessnents
relating to discussions with the Town of MIford regarding the anticipated future uses of the properties.
Specifically, the Town of MIford anticipated that the Town woul d take over both the Elm Street and M|
Street properties. The Elm Street Site would beconme an extension to the Keyes Field, primarily for

ext ended parki ng purposes. In addition, the Town wanted future accessibility to the subsurface for
routi ne mai ntenance and repair to the drainage systemand for possible unforseen activities associated
with the Keyes Field such as the placenent of utilities associated restroons, a concession stand, and
parking light installation. It was anticipated that the entire Site would not be covered in asphalt for
parking due to the steep slope presented at the Site, but that parking would be the primary purpose of
the future use of the Elm Street property. The MII| Street Site would be used to physically nmove MII
Street fromits current position, further north, thereby giving additional buffer between the MI| Street
resi dences and the road. No future use was anticipated for the subsurface at the MII Street Site. The
excavation required under EPA's 1996 Proposed Pl an, total ed approxi mately 33,300 cubic yards of

contam nated soil and was estinmated to cost $17.9 million

EPA accepted comment on the Proposed Plan from January 15, 1997 through April 21, 1997. EPA received a
letter fromthe Town of MIford requesting EPA to accept changes in the anticipated future use of the El m
Street Site, thereby al so changing the scope of the final remedy. Specifically the Towmn of MIford
requested that EPA consider incorporating a utility corridor(s) scenario within the Elm Street Site,
where any and all future maintenance of any utility and cul vert system coul d be acconplished. By
restricting the future subsurface exposure pathways to a utility corridor(s) and placing restrictions on
access and use of the renuminder of the subsurface at the Elm Street Site, future human heal th exposure to
the subsurface soils, re-deposited onto the surface through excavati on would be elimnated. The surface
of the Site would renain consistent with the prior anticipated future use as prinmarily a parking area
extension to the Keyes Field. The Town noted that these recomended changes could result in a decrease in
the volunme of soil that required excavation and treatnent, thereby reducing costs and short terminpacts
related to inplenmenting the proposed plan alternative

As a result of public comrent on the EPA's 1996 Proposed Pl an, EPA del ayed the issuance of the Record of
Deci sion until changes could be made with respect to the future uses of the Site, and to accept and
review data on an innovative technol ogy proposed for review called In-Situ Thermal Desorption ("ISTD -
Thermal Wells"). This technology is being devel oped by Terratherm a subsidiary of Shell GI. GE has
proposed the | STD - Thernal Wells as an alternative technology to the ex-situ thernal desorption

t echnol ogy.

EPA hel d numerous neetings to discuss the Towns comrents and how the FS alternatives could be adapted to
consi der the new future use changes requested by the Town. In addition, EPA reviewed data from pil ot
studi es where the | STD-Thermal Well technol ogy has been denonstrated. GE al so submtted a Focused
Feasibility Study in Decenber of 1997, which devel oped FS alternatives that included a m xtures of the
use of the I STD - Thermal Wl | technol ogy and the use of containnent with hydraulic control to reach the
cl eanup goals for the Site.

Signi ficant changes to the scope of the renedy were nade and incorporated into this Record of Decision as
a result of public comrent and the revi ew of subsequent materials in the tinme period between public
comrent and the issuance of the Record of Decision. The significant changes made fromthe Proposed Pl an
to this Record of Decision include the follow ng:

Subsurface Soil d eanup Levels

Under an unrestricted recreational use of the Site, adults and children could be subject to unacceptable
ri sks from exposure to subsurface soils brought to the surface by future excavations. The Town of M| ford
has indicated that future excavation of the Elm Street Site would be restricted to defined utility
corridor(s). This will prevent exposures to the adult and child recreational user to contam nated
subsurface soils. The 10 foot depth corresponds to a depth which is considered accessible in the
performance of utility placement and mai ntenance. The cleanup | evel for subsurface soil within the
utility corridor(s) at the Elm Street Site, is 25 ng/kg PCB, and is derived fromEPA s Qui dance on
Remedi al Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB Contam nation (EPA, 1990) (TSCA PCB Spill Policy). The



cancer risk for a utility worker who m ght be exposed to 25 ng/kg PCB in the utility corridor(s) on an
infrequent basis is 4.6 x 10 -7. For non-carcinogenic risks, the Hazard Quotient at 25 ng/kg PCB for the
utility worker, is 0.3. (See Appendix E of this ROD for the calculations of the utility worker cancer
and Hazard Quotient).

No subsurface future uses are expected for the Fletcher's MII| Street property and therefore no exposures
were eval uated. However, the Draper Energy Coal Yard portion of the MII Street Site has antici pated
future uses as a commercial property. Because no future access restrictions will be placed on the
subsurface soils at the Draper energy portion of the MI| Street Site, these subsurface soils will be
cleaned to 1 ng/kg PCB, consistent with the surface soil exposure criteria for the Site. The 1 ng/kg PCB
cl eanup standard is also consistent with the MIIl Street subsurface soil cleanup standard for the
protection of groundwater through the |eaching of contam nation to the groundwater.

Change to the El m Street Long-term Managenent of residuals:

Soi | s not addressed above include those below 1 foot at the EEmStreet Site, with the exception of the
area to be designated as the utility corridor. These soils are not expected to pose a threat to human
heal th through direct contact given their depth or |ocation, based on anticipated future uses of the
property; however, contam nants at these depths could | each into the ground water and pose a threat to
human heal th through ingestion of ground water. The renedial action objective for these soils is to
prevent the | eaching of contam nants fromthe soil to the ground water that will result in the
concentration of PCBs in the ground water in excess of health and risk-based ARARs.

As a result of the PCB migration analysis, |ong-termnmanagenent controls for the PCB contam nated soils
wer e devel oped to prevent the | eaching of the contam nants fromthe soils in the ground water in
exceedance of the MCL for PCB s. The Quidance for Renedial Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB

Contam nation [ EPA, 1990] was considered in addressing the contam nated soils that may be contained and
managed in place over the long termthrough appropriate engineering and institutional controls. The

| ong-term managenent controls devel oped for the Elm Street Site was presented in Source Control
Alternative 4.

The 1996 Proposed Pl an addressed the these Site soils by requiring excavati on wherever concentrations
were greater than 500 ng/ kg PCB. This required an excavation of an additional 1,600 cubic yards of soils
in addition to the excavation of 18,200 cubic yards of soils associated with the hunan heal th based
cleanup levels in the top ten feet of the Site, for a total of 19,800 cubic yards of contam nated soils
requiring excavation.

Consi stent with the EPA gui dance and the TSCA | ong-term managenent controls, Sites where concentrations
of PCBs remaining are 500 ng/ kg or less, a single, flexible menbrane liner (FM.) cap consistent with RCRA
Subtitle D would be required to prevent the infiltration of precipitation and the | eaching of the PCBs
into the groundwat er above drinking water standards. Long-termnonitoring would also be required to
assure that the cap remains protective of the groundwater. This cap woul d al so require conti nuous

nmai nt enance and restrictions would have required to prevent access to and potential danage to the cap.

The final renedial action plan requires that all soils at the EEm Street Site, below 1 foot with the
exception of those within the utility corridor, be excavated wherever concentrations exceed 100 ng/ kg PCB
or to a PCB concentration at which | eaching nodel s and/or soil colum testing show that infiltration

t hrough the remai ning PCB soil concentrations will not result in future groundwater concentrations in
excess of the 0.5 ug/l MCL groundwater concentration for PCBs. The determination of a subsurface soil

cl eanup | evel other than 100 ng/kg PCB, will be in the sole discretion of the EPA. The renmining soils
are protective of groundwater, but not protective of a child or adult trespasser on the Site; therefore
while institutional controls will restrict future access into these soils, a 10-inch soil cover and
asphalt are required to naintain a protective |layer fromthe contam nated soils and areas of unrestricted
access. Maintenance of the soil and asphalt cover woul d be conducted consistent with TSCA and State

regul ations. This |ong-term managenent action of a soil and asphalt cover is consistent with the TSCA

| ong-term managenent controls where PCBs are left in place at the end of a renedial action that are
greater than 25 ng/kg PCB but |ess than or equal to 100 ng/kg, if the Site is covered with a cap mneeting
the requirenents of 761.61 (a)7 and (a)(8). The cover also neets the performance standards of the State
cl osure regul ati ons.

The anmount of contam nated soil estinmated to have concentrations greater than 100 nmg/ kg PCB, and thus
requiring excavation as apart of the selected remedy is 11,600 cubic yards. The total excavation for the
Elm Street Site in the final selected remedy is 15,400 cubic yards, 4,400 cubic yards | ess than that
estimated for the Proposed Pl an.

Change in the anount of soil requiring excavation:



Under the new cl eanup scenario

the 1996 Proposed Pl an
Elm Street Site:

Area
0- 1 foot:

Uility Corridor, 1-10 feet:

1-23 feet:

MIl Street:

Area
0-1 foot:
1 - bedrock:

volune of soils estimated to require excavati on were reduced from
estimate of 33,300 cubic yards to the follow ng:

Cl eanup Leve
1 ng/ kg PCB
25 ng/ kg PCB
100 ng/ kg PCB

Tot al :

Cl eanup Leve
1 ng/ kg PCB
1 ng/ kg PCB

Tot al :

Soi | Vol une

2,800 cubic yards
1,000 cubic yards
11, 600 cubic yards

15, 400 cubic yards
Soi | Vol une
1,500 cubic yards

12, 000 cubic yards

13, 500 cubic yards

The total excavation for this ROD includes 28,900 cubic yards of soil

Reduction of Costs:

The estinmated costs for the 1996 Proposed Plan were $17.9 mllion

Due to the tinme | apse fromthe

generation of the FS alternative cost estinmates and the Proposed Plan cost estimate, which were devel oped
using 1995 quotes, new estimates were devel oped to reflect the costs associated with the Proposed Pl an
usi ng 1997 quotes. The 1997 quotes for treatment using thermal desorption indicated that the nost
conservative cost for treatment was $200 per ton. This estimate was | ess than the 1995 nobst conservative
quote of $250 per ton treated. The associ ated cost savings of $50 per ton, reduced the Proposed Pl an
costs by approximately $1.8 mllion, to a new 1997 cost estimate of $16.1 million ($13.8 mllion for the
source control and $2.4 mllion for the nonitored natural attenuation),

In addition, to reflect the changes accepted to the future use of the Elm Street Site, described above
EPA al so devel oped 1997 cost estinmates for the Thernal Desorption alternative. Wile new 1997 cost
estimates were not developed for all of the FS alternatives, it should be noted that simlar cost savings
for alternatives SC4 through SC-8 woul d be recogni zed as a result of the changes in the future | and use
assunptions. Since there would be no changes in the SG1, SCG2 or SC-3 alternatives as a result of having
no i npact fromthe change in the future use for the EEm Street Site, no 1997 cost estinmates were

devel oped, and therefore the 1996 costs estinates as presented in this ROD remain accurate. This
information was presented to both GE and, the town of MIford in a letter dated March 6, 1998

The estinmated total volune of soil in the selected renedy, requiring excavati on and treatnent using
thernmal desorption is 28,900 cubic yards. Using the nbst conservative 1997 cost estinmates for thernal
desorption, the final selected renedy has a cost estinmate of $14.7 million ($12.3 mllion for the source
control and $2.4 mllion for the nonitored natural attenuation). This represents a $1.4 mllion decrease
in costs fromthe 1997 Proposed Plan costs and a $3.2 mllion decrease fromthe 1996 Proposed Pl an cost
estimate.

Additional Potential for Cost Savings

Addi ti onal costs savings can be reviewed at EPA' s discretion, during inplenentation of the selected
remedy. These additional costs savings nmay include all or sorme of the follow ng

1) Cost savings could be seen during inplenmentation of the final selected remedy as a result of | ower
actual per unit ton treatnent costs of thernal desorption treatnent. Wile the nost conservative 1997
quot e of $200 per ton was used to develop the costs associated with the final selected remedy, |ess
conservative costs may be realized during inplenmentation of the remedy. The costs for thermal desorption
are becom ng nore conpetitive as the technol ogy sees nore vendors avail abl e and gai ns nore wi despread use
and acceptance. Costs of $100 per ton are not unreasonable for sone Sites.

If the costs for the treatnent of thermal desorption were estimated to be $100 per ton, the cost savings
of the selected remedy would be approximately 2.7 mllion dollars. This would result in a final cost for
the remedy of $11.4 million ($9.6 mllion for source control and $2.4 mllion for nonitored natura
attenuation).

2) Leaching nodeling and/or soil columm testing may be conducted during design to determine a site
specific PCB concentration that could remain in the subsurface and not result in a future exceedance of



the 0.5 ug/l PCB MCL in groundwater. Wiile these studies may or nmay not be undertaken during design any
increase in the PCB soil cleanup fromthe 1 ng/kg PCB concentration used in the cost estimate woul d
realize a cost savings, if EPA determines that the PCB concentration would be protective of the
groundwater in the future. The cost saving would be realized in the decrease in the volunme of soil
requiring excavation and treatnment. For exanple, if EPA deternined that an increase to 100 ng/ kg PCB
woul d be protective of the groundwater at the MII Street Site, this would result in 7,600 cubic yards

l ess soil requiring excavation and treatnent at an additional cost savings of approximately $2.6 nillion.
This could result in a cost reduction to $12.1 nillion for the remedy ($9.7 nillion for the source
control and $2.4 mllion for the nonitored natural attenuation).

If both cost saving scenarios described above are realized for the final renedy, a total cost savings of
approximately $4.5 mllion could be realized, for a potential cost estimate of $10.2 million. ($7.8
mllion for the source control and $2.4 mllion for the nmonitored natural attenuation).

The costs associated with this Record of Decision are $1.4 mllion less than the 1997 Proposed Pl an
costs.

XIIl. STATE ROLE

The New Hanpshire Department of Environmental Services has reviewed the various alternatives and has
indicated its support for the selected renedy. The State has al so reviewed the Renedi al |nvestigation,

t he Baseline Human Health Ri sk Assessnment and its anendments, the Prelinminary Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent
and the Feasibility Study to deternine if the selected remedy is in conpliance with applicable or

rel evant and appropriate State Environmental |aws and regul ations. The State of New Hanpshire has not
concurred with the selected renedy for the Fletcher's Paint Wrks and Storage Facility Superfund Site as
of the signing of this ROD. EPA anticipates that the State will concur shortly. A copy of the declaration
of concurrence will be attached as Appendi x A upon receipt.

<I M5 SRC 98124F>
<I M5 SRC 98124G
<| M5 SRC 98124H>
<| M5 SRC 98124l >
<I M5 SRC 98124J>
<I M5 SRC 98124K>
<I M5 SRC 98124L>
<I M5 SRC 98124MW>
<I M5 SRC 98124ML>
<I M5 SRC 98124Mp>
<I M5 SRC 98124MB>
<I M5 SRC 98124M4>
<I M5 SRC 98124Nb>
<I M5 SRC 98124M5>
<I M5 SRC 98124M7>
<I M5 SRC 98124MB>



TABLES

TABLE 1 - Field Laboratory PCB Results for Elm Street Soils (Page 1 of 4)

ADL Sanpl e Tot al
Locati on Depth(ft.) Sequence No. Dat e PCB Conc. ( g/ kg)
EB- Ola 0.0-2.0 001 10/ 29/ 91 5.3
2.0-4.0 002 10/ 29/ 91 8.6
4.0-6.0 003 10/ 29/ 91 3.1
8.0-10.0 004 10/ 29/ 91 0.1
10.0-12.0 015 10/ 29/ 91 --
12.0-14.0 016 10/ 30/ 91 --
14.0-16.0 017 10/ 30/ 91 --
16.0-18.0 018 10/ 30/ 91 --
18.0-20.0 019 10/ 30/ 91 --
20.0-22.0 020/ 021 10/ 30/ 91 --
22.0-24.0 022 10/ 30/ 91 --
24.0-26.0 023 10/ 30/ 91 --
28.0-29.5 024 10/ 30/ 91 --
30.0-32.0 025 10/ 30/ 91 --
32.0-34.0 027 10/ 30/ 91 --
38.0-40.0 028 10/ 30/ 91 --
44.0-46.0 029 10/ 30/ 91 --
51.5-53.0 030 10/ 30/ 91 --
EB-01b 20.0-21.5 035 11/ 4/91 --
EB- 02a 0.0-2.0 005 10/ 29/ 91 1.8
2.0-4.0 006 10/ 29/ 91 5.3
4.0-6.0 007 10/ 29/ 91 1.8
6.0-9.0 008 10/ 29/ 91 1.4
8.0-10.0 009 10/ 29/ 91 1.0
10.0-12.0 010 10/ 29/ 91 3.0
12.0-14.0 011 10/ 29/ 91 0.9
16.0-18.0 012 10/ 30/ 91 95
19.0-19.3 013 10/ 30/ 91 15
21.0-22.0 014 10/ 30/ 91 34
22.0-24.0 026 10/ 30/ 91 28
24.0-28.0 030 10/ 30/ 91 5.8
31.0-31. 4 031 10/ 30/ 91 0.6
EB- 02b 25.0-28.0 189 11/21/91 1.8
EB- 03a 1.0-2.5 065 11/ 08/ 91 290
3.0-5.0 064 11/ 08/ 91 150
5.0-7.0 066 11/ 08/ 91 200
9.0-10.5 067/ 068 11/08/91 6700/ 7900
11.0-13.0 069 11/08/91 1900
13.0-15.0 070 11/08/91 110
15.0-17.0 071 11/08/91 79
17.0-19.0 072 11/ 08/ 91 1.7
23.0-25.0 073 11/ 08/ 91 2.3
29.0-31.0 074 11/ 08/ 91 0.5
35.0-37.0 075 11/ 08/ 91 0.1
41.0-43.0 078 11/ 08/ 91 --
45.0-46.5 081 11/ 08/ 91 0.3

- = Not detected.



TABLE 1 - Field Laboratory PCB Results for Elm Street Soils (Page 2 of 4)

ADL Sanpl e Tot al
Locati on Depth(ft.) Sequence No. Dat e PCB Conc. ( g/ kg)
EB- 03b 1.0-2.5 087 11/13/91 370
3.0-5.0 089/ 090 11/13/91 110/ 130
5.0-6.5 092 11/13/91 96
7.0-9.0 091 11/13/91 51
9.0-11.0 095 11/13/91 350
11.0-13.0 096 11/13/91 170
13.0-15.0 101 11/13/91 0.8
15.0-21.0 100 11/13/91 3.2
EB- 04a 13.0-15.0 146 11/19/91 2.8
15.0-17.0 147 11/19/91 0.3
17.0-19.0 148 11/19/91 0.6
19.0-21.0 149 11/19/91 0.1
21.0-23.0 150 11/19/91 --
25.0-27.0 159 11/19/91 --
30.0-32.0 160 11/19/91 --
35.0-37.0 161 11/19/91 --
40.0-42.0 171 11/ 20/ 91 --
42.0-44.0 172/ 173 11/ 20/ 91 --/--
44.0-46.0 174 11/ 20/ 91 --
EB- 04c 0.0-2.0 076 11/ 08/ 91 32
2.0-4.0 077 11/ 08/ 91 18
4.0-6.0 079 11/ 08/ 91 11
7.0-9.0 082 11/12/91 9.4
9.0-11.0 083 11/12/91 1.4
11.0-13.0 084 11/12/91 2.7
17.0-19.5 097 11/13/91 0.1
19.0-21.0 098 11/13/91 --
21.0-23.0 103 11/13/91 0.7
23.0-25.0 104 11/13/91 0.3
25.0-27.0 107 11/ 14/ 91 0.1
27.0-29.0 108 11/ 14/ 91 0.1
29.0-31.0 111 11/14/91 --
31.0-33.0 112/ 113 11/14/91 ----
37.0-39.0 117 11/14/91 --
43.0-45.0 128 11/ 14/ 91 --
45.0-47.5 118 11/ 14/ 91 --
48.5-49. 3 129 11/14/91 0.4
EB- 05a 0.0-2.0 191 11/ 21/91 --
2.0-4.0 192 11/21/91 --
4.0-6.0 193 11/21/91 --
6.0-8.0 194 11/21/91 --
8.0-10.0 195 11/21/91 --
10.0-12.0 196 11/ 21/ 91 --
12.0-14.0 197 11/21/91 --
18.0-20.0 199 11/ 25/ 91 --
24.0-26.0 200 11/ 25/ 91 --
32.0-34.0 201 11/ 25/ 91 --
40.0-42.0 216 11/ 25/ 91 --
42.0-44.0 217 11/ 26/ 91 --

= Not detected



TABLE 1 - Field Laboratory PCB Results for Elm Street Soils (Page 3 of 4)

ADL Sanpl e Tot al
Locati on Depth(ft.) Sequence No. Dat e PCB Conc. ( g/ kg)
EB- 05a(con.) 48.0-50.0 211 11/ 26/ 91 --
EB- 06a 57.0-59.0 231 12/ 2/ 91 --
EB- 06¢ 0.0-2.0 202 11/ 25/ 91 --
2.0-4.0 203 11/ 25/ 91 --
4.0-6.0 204 11/ 25/ 91 --
6.0-8.0 205 11/ 25/ 91 --
8.0-10.0 206/ 207 11/ 25/ 91 --
10.0-12.0 208 11/ 25/ 91 --
12.0-14.0 209 11/ 25/ 91 --
20.0-22.0 210 11/ 26/ 91 --
26.0-28.0 224 11/ 26/ 91 --
30.0-33.0 225 11/ 26/ 91 --
37.0-39.0 227 11/ 26/ 91 --
43.0-45.0 228 11/ 26/ 91 --
51.0-53.0 229 12/ 02/ 91 --
53.0-55.0 230 12/ 02/ 91 --
EB- 11a 0.0-2.0 253/ 254 12/ 04/ 91 --
2.0-4.0 255 12/ 04/ 91 --
4.0-6.0 256 12/ 04/ 91 --
6.0-8.0 257 12/ 04/ 91 --
8.0-10.0 258 12/ 04/ 91 --
10.0-12.0 259 12/ 04/ 91 --
12.0-14.0 260 12/ 04/ 91 --
14.0-16.0 261 12/ 04/ 91 --
16.0-18.0 262 12/ 04/ 91 --
18.0-20.0 253 12/ 04/ 91 --
20.0-22.0 264 12/ 04/ 91 --
22.0-24.0 265 12/ 04/ 91 --
24.0-26.0 266 12/ 04/ 91 --
26.0-28.0 267 12/ 04/ 91 --
28.0-30.0 269 12/ 04/ 91 --
30.0-31.5 268 12/ 04/ 91 --
31.5-33.0 270 12/ 04/ 91 0.1
37.0-39.0 271 12/ 05/ 91 --
43.0-45.0 272 12/ 05/ 91 --
49.0-51.0 273 12/ 05/ 91 --
55.0-57.0 274/ 275 12/ 06/ 91 --/--
59.0-61.0 276 12/ 06/ 91 --
65.0-67.0 277 12/ 06/ 91 --
71.0-73.0 278 12/ 06/ 91 --
73.0-77.0 280 12/ 06/ 91 --
EB 15 1.0-2.5 049 11/ 06/ 91 14. 000
4.0-6.0 053 11/ 06/ 91 18
9.0-11.0 054 11/ 06/ 91 940
15.0-17.0 056 11/ 06/ 91 210
19.0-20.5 055 11/ 06/ 91 640
24.0-26.0 059 11/ 06/ 91 11
39.5-39.7 061 11/07/91 0.3

= Not detected



TABLE 1 - Field Laboratory PCB Results for Elm Street Soils (Page 4 of 4)

ADL Sanpl e Tot al
Locati on Depth(ft.) Sequence No. Dat e PCB Conc. ( g/ kg)
EB- 16 0.0-2.0 106 11/14/91 400
5.0-7.0 109 11/14/91 2.3
10.0-12.0 110 11/14/91 5.5
12.0-14.0 114 11/ 14/ 91 8.9
14.0-16.0 115 11/14/91 8.7
16.0-18.0 116 11/14/91 0.5
18.0-20.0 119 11/ 14/ 91 --
20.0-21.5 120 11/14/91 0.1
22.0-24.0 121 11/14/91 0.1
24.0-26.0 122 11/14/91 0.1
30.0-32.0 124 11/14/91 --
35.0-37.0 125 11/14/91 --
38.0-39.5 126 11/ 14/ 91 --
40.0-42.0 127 11/14/91 --
45.0-47.0 141 11/18/91 --
EB- 17 0.0-2.0 032 11/ 04/ 91 18
4.0-6.5 034 11/04/91 --
10.0-12.0 036 11/04/91 45
15.0-17.0 039 11/05/91 29
20.0-22.0 085 11/ 05/ 91 170
27.0-29.0 040 11/ 05/ 91 198
30.0-32.0 041 11/ 05/ 91 10.8
34.0-36.0 042/ 043 11/ 05/ 91 3.7/3.1
EB- 18b 0.0-2.0 292 12/12/91 0.3
5.0-7.0 294 12/12/91 --
10.0-12.0 295 12/12/91 --
15.0-17.0 296 12/ 12/91 --
17.0-18.5 297/ 298 12/ 12/91 --
19.0-20.5 299 12/ 12/ 91 --
20.5-22.0 300 12/ 12/ 91 --
22.0-25.0 302 12/ 12/ 91 --
25.0-26.5 303 12/12/91 --
35.0-36.5 304 12/12/91 --
50.0-51.5 305 12/12/91 --
55.0-56.5 306 12/ 12/91 --
SS-04 0.0-0.5 232 12/03/91 --
0.5-1.0 241 12/ 03/ 91 1.7
1.0-1.5 242 12/03/91 1.2
1.5-2.0 243 12/03/91 0.6
2.5-3.0 244 12/03/91 0.1
3.5-4.0 245 12/03/91 --
4.5-5.0 246 12/03/91 --
5.5-6.0 247 12/03/91 --
6.5-7.0 248 12/03/91 --
7.0-7.5 249 12/ 03/ 91 --
8.5-9.0 250/ 251 12/03/91 --

Notes: Field laboratory results reported on a wet-wei ght basis

- = Not detected



TABLE 2 Estinated PCB Mass, by Depth and Location

Locat i on 0-2 Feet 2-10 Feet
El m Street
Cont ami nated Soil Vol une (CY) 5, 620 17, 480
Aver age PCB Concentration (ng/kg) 660 460
PCB Mass in Soil (kg) 4,390 9, 460
MIIl Street
Cont am nated Soil Vol ume (CY) 3,770 9, 280
Aver age PCB Concentration (ng/kg) 6, 370 620
PCB Mass in Soil (kg) 28, 420 6, 770
TABLE 3 - RESULTS OF PCB- CONGENER ANALYSI S

Fl etcher's Paint Wrks and Storage Facility Superfund Site

wll 1D MM O7A

Sub Sanpl e Location bott om of bail er top of bailer
Sanpl e 1D GN3JH GW4JH
Date Col | ected 18- Nov- 97 18- Nov- 97
Dat e Anal yzed 3- Dec-97 2- Dec- 97
Total PCBs 1781. 85 45. 96

PCB Honol og Distribution (nole percent)

Mono 0.00 0.00
Di 0.93 2.21
Tri 35. 86 35.94
Tetra 48. 31 46. 34
Pent a 12. 60 12.94
Hexa 2.13 2.35
Hept a 0.16 0. 20
Ccta 0.02 0.02
Nona 0.00 0.00
Deca 0.00 0.00

Arocl or D stribution*

Aroclor 1221 0. 00 0. 00

Aroclor 1242 215.64 5.23

Aroclor 1254 78. 37 2.16

Arocl or 1260 0.72 0.02

Arocl or 1268 0. 00 0. 00

Not es:

Unl ess ot herwi se specified, units are expressed as mcrograms per litre (lg/L) or parts per billion (ppb)

PCBs - pol ychl orinated bi phenyls

* Concentration of indicator peaks in Ig/L. A review of the chromatograns and PCB congener distribution
indicated that the PCBs in both sanples are Aroclor 1242 with slight devolatilization and bi odegradation
of selected | ess chlorinated PCB congeners.



TABLE 4 Field Laboratory PCB Results for MII| Street Soils (Page 1 of 2)

ADL Sanpl e Tot a
Locati on Depth(Ft.) Sequence No. Dat e PCB Conc.
EB- 07a 0.0-2.0 130 11/ 15/ 91 9, 700
2.0-4.0 131 11/ 15/ 91 2,300
4.0-5.5 132 11/ 15/ 91 0.3
6.0-8.0 135 11/15/91 7
8.0-10.0 136/ 137 11/15/91 6.4/5.7
10.0-12.0 139 11/15/91
12.0-12.5 140 11/15/91 1.3
EB- 08a 0.0-2.0 285 12/ 11/ 91 --
2.0-4.0 286 12/ 11/ 91 --
4.0-6.0 287 12/ 11/ 91 --
10.0-12.0 288 12/11/91 --
116.0-118.0 289 12/11/91 --
20.0-22.0 290 12/11/91 --
26.0-28.0 291 12/11/91 --
EB- 09a 0.0-2.0 233 12/ 02/ 91 7.4
2.0-4.0 234 12/ 02/ 91 0.3
4.0-8.10 235 12/ 02/ 91 0.3
8.0-10.0 238 12/ 02/ 91 --
10.0-12.0 239 12/ 02/ 91 --
12.0-14.0 240 12/ 02/ 91 --
15.0-16.0 279 12/ 06/ 91 --
22.0-23.0 281 12/ 09/ 91 --
EB- 10b 0.0-2.0 046 11/ 20/ 91 --
2.0-4.0 165 11/ 20/ 91 --
4.0-6.0 166 11/ 20/ 91 --
6.0-8.0 167 11/ 20/ 91 --
8.0-9.5 168 11/ 20/ 91 --
10.0-12.0 169 11/ 20/ 91 --
16.0-18.0 170 11/ 20/ 91 --
18.0-20.0 175 11/ 20/ 91 --
24.5-26.5 188 11/ 21/ 91 --
30.5-32.5 190 11/21/91 --
EB-12 1.0-3.0 047 11/ 06/ 91 110, 000
9.5-11.5 050 11/ 06/ 91 1, 700
15.0-17.0 051 11/ 06/ 91 480
EB- 13 0.0-2.0 086 11/13/91 11, 000
5.0-8.5 088 11/ 13/ 91 12
10.0-12.0 093 11/ 13/ 91 0.4
15.0-16.5 094 11/ 13/ 91 2



TABLE 4 Field Laboratory PCB Results for MII Street Soils (Page 2 of 2)

ADL Sanpl e Tot a
Locati on Depth(Ft.) Sequence No. Dat e PCB Conc.
EB- 14 0.0-2.0 052 11/07/ 91 2,800
4.0-6.0 057 11/07/ 91 330
6.0-8.0 058 11/07/ 91 20
10.0-12.0 045 11/ 07/ 91 4.8
12.0-16.0 044 11/ 07/ 91 4
17.0-19.0 062 11/ 07/ 91 3.7
EB- 19 13.0-14.5 283 12/ 10/ 91 --
18.0-21.5 284 12/ 10/ 91 --
SS-01 0.0-0.5 151 11/19/91 2.5
0.5-1.0 152 11/19/91 0.2
1.0-1.5 153 11/19/91 0.6
1.5-2.0 154 11/ 19/ 91 --
2.5-3.0 155 11/19/91 0.1
3.5-4.0 156 11/19/91 --
4.5-5.0 157 11/19/91 --
5.5-6.0 158 11/19/91 --
6.0-7.5 164 11/19/91 0.1
7.5-8.0 162 11/19/91 --
SS- 02 0.0-0.5 177 11/ 20/ 91 7.7
0.5-1.0 178 11/ 20/ 91 0.2
1.0-1.5 179 11/ 20/ 91 --
1.5-2.0 180 11/ 20/ 91 --
2.5-3.0 181 11/ 20/ 91 --
3.5-4.0 182 11/ 20/ 91 --
4.5-5.0 183 11/ 20/ 91 0.1
5.5-6.0 184 11/ 20/ 91 0.3
6.5-8.0 185 11/ 20/ 91 0.1
8.0-8.5 186/ 187 11/ 20/ 91 --/--
SS-03 0.0-0.5 212 12/ 02/ 91 35
0.5-1.0 213 12/ 02/ 91 6.4
1.0-1.5 214 12/ 02/ 91 6.3
1.5-2.0 215 12/ 02/ 91 3
2.5-3.0 218 12/ 02/ 91 2.6
3.5-4.0 219 12/ 02/ 91 0.4
4.5-5.0 220 12/ 02/ 91 0.1
5.5-7.5 221 12/ 02/ 91 0.3
"-" = Not Detected

<I M5 SRC 98124Mp>
<I M5 SRC 98124N1>
<I M5 SRC 98124N2>
<I M5 SRC 98124N2A>
<I M5 SRC 98124N2B>
<I M5 SRC 98124N2C>



TABLE 7

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk Characterization

Street and El m Street

Incidental Ingestion - Current and Future
Surface Soil - MII

Adul ts

Chenmi cal

Sem vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds

Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Benzo( a) pyr ene
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene
Benzo(k) fl uor ant hene
Chrysene

I ndeno(1, 2, 3-c, d) Pyrene
Phenant hr ene
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
Arocl or-1248

Arocl or-1254

I nor gani cs

Arsenic

Chrom um

Magnesi um

Manganese

N cke

Vanadi um

Pl ease refer to Attachnment #1, and the reference for this table,

Rel ative
Absor ption
Fact or

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

30%
30%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

5

o1 o1 o1 ool oo

(S04

g1 o1 o1 ot ot

Page 1 of 2
Aver age
Exposur e Exposur e Aver age Ref erence Hazar d Exposur e
Fact or Conc. Dai | y Dose Quotients Conc.
Dose

kg/ kg/ day ngy/ kg my/ kg/ day ng/ kg/ day ngy/ kg
- 5E- 07 1. 2E+00 6. 8E- 07 ND NC 6. 4E+00
. 5E-07 1. 3E+00 7. 0E- 07 ND NC 6. 8E+00
. BE- 07 1. OE+00 5. 5E- 07 ND NC 3. 0OE+00
. 5E-07 5.9E-01 3.2E-07 4.0E-03 8E- 05 1. 5E+00
. 5E-07 1. 2E+00 6. 6E- 07 ND NC 6. 7E+00
. 5E- 07 1. 5E+00 8. 4E- 07 ND NC 8. 8E+00
. 5E- 07 6. 8E. 01 3. 7E- 07 ND NC 2. 4E+00
. 5E- 07 2. 0E+00 1. 1E-06 4. OE- 03 3E-04 1. 2E+01
. 5E-07 1. 3E+02 2. 1E- 05 ND NC 1. 3E+03
. 5E-07 1. 1E+01 1. 9E-06 ND NC 1. 5E+02
. 5E-07 9. 5E+00 5. 2E- 06 3. 0E-04 2E-02 2. 6E+01
. 5E-07 1. 8E+01 9. 7E- 06 5. 0E- 03 2E-03 1. 1E+02
. 5E- 07 1. 8E-03 9. 8E-04 ND NC 6. 5E+03
. 5E- 07 1. 4E+02 7.9E-05 5. 0E- 03 2E- 02 3. 9E+02
. 5E- 07 1. 1E+01 5. 8E- 06 2. 0E-02 3E- 04 1. 2E+02
. 5E-07 1. 4E+01 7. 4E- 06 7.0E-03 1E- 03 2. 6E+01

Esti mated hazard index 4E-02
average concentration =

for the correct

Hazard Quotients and Hazard | ndex nunbers associated with ths exposure pathway.

Maxi mum
Aver age Ref er ence
Dai | y Dose
Dose

nmy/ kg/ day ng/ kg/ day
3. 5E- 06 ND

3. 7E- 06 ND

1. 6E-06 ND

8. 2E- 07 4. 0E- 03
3. 7E- 06 ND

4. 8E- 06 ND

1. 3E-06 ND

6. 6E- 06 4. OE- 03
2.1E-04 ND

2. 5E- 05 ND

1. 4E-05 3. 0E-04
5. 8E- 05 5. OE- 03
3. 6E-03 ND
2. 2E-04 5. 0E-03
6. 4E- 05 2. 0E-02
1. 4E- 05 7.0E- 03

Hazard
Quotients

CBBF

566

2E-03

66

5E-02
1E-02

4E-02
3E-03
2E-03

Esti mat ed hazard i ndex 1E-01

maxi mum concentrati on



TABLE 7

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk Characterization Page 2 of 2
I ncidental Ingestion - Current and Future
Surface Soil - MII Street and El m Street
Adul ts
Aver age Maxi mum
Chemi cal Rel ative Exposur e Exposure Aver age Ref er ence Hazar d Exposur e Aver age Ref er ence Hazar d
Absor ption Fact or Conc. Dai |y Dose Quotients Conc. Dai |l y Dose Quotients
Fact or Dose Dose
kg/ kg/ day ngy/ kg nmy/ kg/ day ng/ kg/ day ngy/ kg ny/ kg/ day ngy/ kg/ day

Sem vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
Benzo( a) ant hr acene 100% 5. 1E- 06 1. 2E+00 6. 4E- 06 ND NC 6. 4E+00 3.3E-05 ND NC
Benzo( a) pyr ene 100% 5. 1E- 06 1. 3E+00 6. 6E- 06 ND NC 6. 8E+00 3. 5E-05 ND NC
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 100% 5. 1E- 06 1. 0OE+00 5. 1E- 06 ND NC 3. 0OE+00 1. 5E-05 ND NC
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene 100% 5. 1E- 06 5.9E- 01 3.0E-06 4.0E-03 8E-04 1. 5E+00 7. 7E- 06 4. 0E- 03 2E-03
Benzo(k) f 1 uor ant hene 100% 5. 1E- 06 1. 2E+00 6. 1E- 06 ND NC 6. 7E+00 3. 4E-05 ND NC
Chrysene 100% 5. 1E- 06 1. 5E+00 7. 8E-06 ND NC 8. 8E+00 4. 5E- 05 ND NC
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-c, d) Pyrene 100% 5. 1E- 06 6. 8E. 01 3. 5E- 06 ND NC 2. 4E+00 1. 2E-05 ND NC
Phenant hr ene 100% 5. 1E- 06 2. 0E+00 1.0E-05 4.0E-03 3E- 03 1. 2E+01 6. 1E- 05 4. 0E- 03 2E- 02
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
Arocl or-1248 30% 5. 1E- 06 1. 3E+02 2.0E-04 ND NC 1. 3E+03 2. 0E-03 ND NC
Arocl or-1254 30% 5. 1E- 06 1. 1E+01 1. 7E-05 ND NC 1. 5E+02 2. 3E-04 ND NC
I nor gani cs
Arsenic 100% 5. 1E- 06 9. 5E+00 4.9E-05 3.0E-04 2E-01 2. 6E+01 1. 3E-04 3. 0E-04 4E-01
Chr om um 100% 5. 1E- 06 1. 8E+01 9.0E-05 5.0E-03 2E-02 1. 1E+02 5. 4E- 04 5. 4E- 04 1E-01
Magnesi um 100% 5. 1E- 06 1. 8E- 03 9. 2E- 03 ND NC 6. 5E+03 3. 3E-02 ND NC
Manganese 100% 5. 1E- 06 1. 4E+02 7.3E-04 5.0E-03 1E-01 3. 9E+02 2. 0E- 03 5. OE- 03 4E-01
N ckel 100% 5. 1E- 06 1. 1E+01 5.4E-05 2.0E-02 3E-03 1. 2E+02 6. OE- 04 2. 0E-02 3E-02
Vanadi um 100% 5. 1E- 06 1. 4E+01 6.9E-05 7.0E-03 1E-02 2. 6E+01 1.3E-04 7. 0E- 03 2E- 02

Estimated hazard index 3E-01 Esti mat ed hazard i ndex 1E+00

average concentration = maxi mum concentrati on =

Total estimated average Total estinated maxi num

hazard index = 4E-01 hazard index = 1E+OONot es
NA = Toxicity value not avail able from EPA
NC = Not cal cul at ed Children 1 to 6
Adul ts
E = Exposure Factor (kg/kg/day) = SI x CF x EF x ED E = Exposure Factor (kg/kg/day)= SI x CF x EF x ED

BW x AT BW x AT

SI = Soil incidental ingestion rate (ng/day) 100 SI = Soil incidental ingestion rate (ng/day) 200
CF = Conversion factor (kg/ng) 1. OE- 06 CF = Conversion factor (kg/ng) 1. OE- 06
EF = Exposure frequency (days/year) 140 EF = Exposure frequency (days/year) 140
ED = Exposure duration (years) 24 ED = Exposure duration (years) 6
AT = Averaging time, non-carcinogenic (24 years x 365 days 8, 760 AT = Averaging time, non-carcinogenic (6 years x 365 days/ye 2,190
RAF = Relative absorption factor (PCBs 30% | norganics 100% EPA, 1989) RAF = Rel ative absorption factor (PCBs 30% | norganics 100% EPA, 1989)
BW = Body wei ght (EPA, 1990) (kg) 70 BW = Body, wei ght (EPA, 1990) (kg) 15
Exposure Factor (noncarcinogenic) = 5. 5E- 07 Exposure Factor (noncarcinogenic) = 5. 1E- 06

Aver age

dai |y dose (ng/kg/day)=exposure factor x RAF X exposure concentration

Aver age daily dose (ng/kg/day)=exposure factor x RAF x exposure concentration



TABLE 8

Car ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk Characterization

I ncidental Ingestion - Current and Future

Surface, Soil - MII Street and El m Street

Adul ts

Chemi cal Rel ative
Absor ption

Fact or

Sem vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds

Benzo( a) ant hr acene 100%

Benzo( a) pyr ene 100%

Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 100%

Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene 100%

Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene 100%

Chrysene 100%

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-c, d) Pyrene 100%

Phenant hr ene 100%

Pesti ci des/ PCBs

Arocl or-1248 30%

Arocl or-1254 30%

I nor gani cs

Arsenic 100%

Chrom um 100%

Magnesi um 100%

Manganese 100%

N ckel 100%

Vanadi um 100%

Page 1 of 2
Aver age
Exposur e Exposur e Aver age Cancer
Fact or Conc. Dai |l y Pot ency
Dose
kg/ kg/ day ngy/ kg my/ kg/ day ng/ kg/ day
1. 9E-07 1. 2E+00 2. 3E-07 7.3E-01
1. 9E- 07 1. 3E+00 2. 4E- 07 7. 3E+00
1. 9E- 07 1. OE+00 1. 9E-07 7.3E-01
1. 9E- 07 5.9E-01 1. 1E-07 ND
1. 9E- 07 1. 2E+00 2. 3E-07 7.3E-02
1. 9E- 07 1. 5E+00 2. 9E-07 7.3E-03
1. 9E-07 6. 8E. 01 1. 3E-07 7.3E-01
1. 9E-07 2. 0E+00 3. 7E- 07 ND
1. 9E- 07 1. 3E+02 7. 3E-06 7. 7TE+00
1. 9E- 07 1. 1E+01 6. 4E- 07 7. 7TE+00
1. 9E- 07 9. 5E+00 1. 8E-06 1. 8E+00
1. 9E- 07 1. 8E+01 3. 3E- 06 ND
1. 9E- 07 1. 8E-03 3.4E- 04 ND
1. 9E-07 1. 4E+02 2. 7E-05 ND
1. 9E-07 1. 1E+01 2. 0E-06 ND
1. 9E-07 1. 4E+01 2.5E-06 ND
Estinated i ncremental cancer risk

Pl ease refer to Attachnent

average concentration =

#1, and the reference for this table,

I ncrenent al
Cancer

2E- 07
2E- 06
1E- 07

2E- 08

2E-09
9E- 08

6E- 05
5E- 06

7E-05

for the correct

Hazard Quotients and Hazard | ndex nunbers associated with this exposure pathway.

Maxi mum
Exposure Aver age Cancer I ncrenent al
Conc. Dai |l y Pot ency Cancer
Dose Fact or Ri sk
ngy/ kg nmy/ kg/ day ng/ kg/ day -1
6. 4E+00 1. 2E- 06 7.3E-01 9E- 07
6. 8E+00 1. 3E- 06 7. 3E+00 9E- 06
3. 0E+00 5. 6E-07 7. 3E+01 4E- 07
1. 5E+00 2. 8E-07 ND NC
6. 7E+00 1. 3E-06 7. 3E-02 9E- 08
8. 8E+00 1. 7E- 06 7. 3E-03 1E- 08
2. 4E+00 4. 5E- 07 7.3E-01 3E- 07
1. 2E+01 2. 3E- 06 ND NC
1. 3E+03 7. 3E- 05 7. TE+00 6E- 04
1. 5E+02 8. 5E- 06 7. TE+00 7E- 05
2. 6E+01 4. 9E- 06 1. 8E+00 9E- 06
1. 1E+02 2. 0E- 05 ND NC
6. 5E+03 1. 2E-03 ND NC
3. 9E+02 7. 4E- 05 ND NC
1. 2E+02 2. 2E- 05 ND NC
2. 6E+01 4. 9E- 06 ND NC
Estimated i ncrenental cancer risk 6E- 04

maxi mum concentrati on =



TABLE 8

Car ci nogeni ¢ R sk Characterization
Ingestion - Current and Future
Street and El m Street

I nci dent al
Surface Soil - MII
Children Ages 1 to 6

Chemi cal

Sem vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds

Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Benzo( a) pyr ene
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene
Benzo(k) fl uor ant hene
Chrysene

I ndeno(1, 2, 3-c, d) Pyrene
Phenant hr ene
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
Arocl or-1248

Arocl or-1254

I nor gani cs

Arsenic

Chrom um

Magnesi um

Manganese

N cke

Vanadi um

Rel ative
Absor ption
Fact or

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

30%
30%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

b

e

Esti mat ed hazard i ndex
average concentration

Tot al
hazard i ndex

= 2E-04

estinated average

Page 2 of 2
Aver age
Exposure Exposur e Aver age Cancer I ncrenment al
Fact or Conc. Dai | y Pot ency Cancer
Dose

kg/ kg/ day ngy/ kg my/ kg/ day ng/ kg/ day -1
.4E-07 1. 2E+00 5.4E-07 7.3E-01 4E- 07
.4E-07 1. 3E+00 5.6E-07 7.3E+00 4E- 06

4E- 07 1. OE+00 4. 4E- 07 7.3E-01 3E-07

4E- 07 5.9E- 01 2. 6E- 07 ND NC

4E- 07 1. 2E+00 5.3E-07 7.3E-02 4E- 08

4E- 07 1. 5E+00 6. 7E-07 7.3E-03 5E- 09
.4E-07 6. 8E. 01 3.0E-07 7.3E-01 2E- 07
. 4E-07 2. 0E+00 8. 7E- 07 ND NC
.4E-07 1. 3E+02 1.7E-05 7. 7E+00 1E- 04
.4E-07 1. 1E+01 1.5E-06 7. 7E+00 1E- 05
. 4E-07 9. 5E+00 4.2E-06  1.8E+00 7E- 06
. 4E-07 1. 8E+01 7. 8E- 06 ND NC

4E- 07 1. 8E-03 7.9E-04 ND NC

4E- 07 1. 4E+02 6. 3E- 05 ND NC
. 4E-07 1. 1E+01 4. 6E- 06 ND NC
.4E-07 1. 4E+01 5. 9E- 06 ND NC

2E- 04

Maxi mum

Exposur e Aver age Cancer I ncr errent al

Conc. Dai |l y Pot ency Cancer

Dose Fact or Ri sk

ngy/ kg nmy/ kg/ day ng/ kg/ day -1
6. 4E+00 2. 8E-06 7.3E-01 2E- 06
6. 8E+00 3. OE+06 7.3E-00 2E- 05
3. 0E+00 1. 3E+06 7.3E-01 1E- 06
1. 5E+00 6. 6E+07 ND NC
6. 7E+00 2. 9E+06 7.3E-02 2E-07
8. 8E+00 3. 9E+06 7. 3E-03 3E- 08
2. 4E+00 1. 1E-06 7.3E-01 8E- 07
1. 2E+01 5. 3E- 06 ND NC
1. 3E+03 1.7E-04 7. 7TE+00 1E- 03
1. 5E+02 2. 0E-05 7. 7TE+00 2E- 04
2. 6E+01 1.1E-05 1. 8E+00 2E- 05
1. 1E+02 4. 6E- 05 ND NC

6. 5E+03 2. 8E-03 ND NC
3. 9E+02 1.7E-04 ND NC
1. 2E+02 5. 1E- 05 ND NC
2. 6E+01 1.1E-05 ND NC

Esti mat ed hazard i ndex 2E+03
maxi num concentration =
Total estinmated maxi num

hazard i ndex = 2E+03



Not es:

NA = Toxicity value not avail able from EPA

NC = Not cal cul ated Children 1 to 6

Adul ts

E = Exposure Factor (kg/kg/day) = SI x CF x EF x ED E = Exposure Factor (kg/kg/day)= SI x CF x EF x ED
BW x AT BW x AT

SI = Soil incidental ingestion rate (ny/day) 100 SI = Soil incidental ingestion rate (ny/day) 200

CF = Conversion factor (kg/ng) 1. OE- 06 CF = Conversion factor (kg/ng) 1. OE- 06

EF = Exposure frequency (days/year) 140 EF = Exposure frequency (days/year) 140

ED = Exposure duration (years) 24 ED = Exposure duration (years) 6

RAF = Rel ative absorption factor (PCBs 30% I|norganics 100% EPA, 1989) RAF = Rel ative absorption factor (PCBs 30% | norganics 100% EPA, 1989)

BW = Body wei ght (EPA, 1990) (kg) 70 BW = Body, weight (EPA, 1990) (kg) 15

AT = Averaging time, carcinogenic (days) 25, 550 AT = Averaging time, carcinogenic (days) 25, 550

Exposure Factor (noncarcinogenic) = 1. 9E- 07 Exposure Factor (noncarcinogenic) = 4. 4E- 07

Aver age, daily dose (ng/kg/ day)=exposure factor x RAF x exposure concentration Aver age daily dose (ng/kg/day)=exposure factor x RAF x exposure concentration

<I M5 SRC 98124N3>
<I M5 SRC 98124N4>
<I M5 SRC 98124N5>
<I M5 SRC 98124N6>
<I M5 SRC 98124N7>
<I M5 SRC 98124N8>
<I M5 SRC 98124N9>
<I M5 SRC 9812401>
<I M5 SRC 98124(2>
<I M5 SRC 9812403>



TABLE 15

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk Characterization

Pl ease refer to Attachnment

and the reference for this table,

for the correct

Hazard Quotients and Hazard |ndex nunbers associated with this exposure pathway.

I ncidental Ingestion - Current and Future

Surface Soil - Drainage Ditch
Adul ts

Cheni cal

Semi vol atil e Organi c Conpounds
Benzo (a) anthracene
Benzo (a) pyrene

Benzo (a) fluoranthene
Benzo (g, h,i) perylene
Benzo (k) fluoranthene
Chrysene

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

Pesti ci des/ PCBs

Arocl or-1248

Arocl or-1254

I norgani cs

Anti nony

Arsenic

Chrom um

Manganese

Mer cury

Ni ckel

Vanadi um

Rel ative
Absor ption
Fact or

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

30%
30%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

Exposure
Fact or

kg/ kg/ day

oo

agooaaa o

6. 6E-07
5. 5E-07
5. 5E-07
5.
5
5
5
5

5E-07

. 5E-07
. 5E-07
. 5E-07
. 5E-07

5E- 07

. 5E-07

5E-07
5E- 07
5E- 07
5E- 07
5E- 07
5E-07
5E- 07

Exposure

Conc.

g/ kg

. 6E+00
. 8E+00
. 4E+00
. 2E+00
. 8E+00
. 2E+00
. 8E+00
. 9E+00

PR NRNNRBR

&

5E-01
.1E-01

N

. 1E+01
. 8E+01
. OE+02
. 7TE+02
. 2E+01
. OE+00
. 5E+01

P O ONWEFEN

Aver age

Aver age Ref erence
Dai |y Dose
Dose

g/ kg/ day g/ kg/ day
8. 8E-07 ND
1. 0E- 06 ND
1. 3E-06 ND
1. 2E-06 4. 0E- 03
9. 9E- 07 ND
1. 2E- 06 ND
1. 0E-06 ND
1. 0E- 06 4. 0E-03
7.4E-08 ND
3. 4E-08 ND
1. 2E-05 4. 0E- 04
9. 7E- 06 3. 0E-04
1. 6E-04 5. 0E- 03
1.5E-04 5. 0E- 03
5. 1E-07 3. 0E-04
4. 9E- 06 2. 0E-02
8. OE- 06 7.0E-03

Estimated hazard index

average concentration

Page 1 of 2

Hazar d
Quotients

NC
NC
NC

3

m
o

4
NC
NC
NC

3E- 04

NC
NC

3E-02
3E-02
3E-02
3E-02
2E-03
2E- 04
1E-03

1E-QL

Ex

NN

NEP NP R oS

PROOR AN

posure
Conc.

my/ kg

1E+00
4E+00
3E+01
4E+01
2E+00
1E+01
. 1E+01
. 9E+00

6E+00
2E+01

9E+01
9E+01
2E+03
B6E+02
4E+00
. 6E+01
B6E+01

Ma
Av

xi mum
erage

Dail y

ny/

&

3
4
7
7
3.
6
6
4

B 00k WwoN B

Dose
kg/ day

. 9E- 06
. 6E- 06
. 1E-06
. 7E- 06
9E- 06
. OE-06
. 0E- 06
. 3E-06

3E-07
. 2E-07

3E- 05
7E- 05
4E- 04
1E-04
9E- 06
9E- 06
3E- 05

Ref

g/

NN WO oW A

erence
Dose

kg/ day

ND

ND

ND
.0E-03

ND

ND

ND
. 0E-03

ND
ND

. 0E-04
OE- 04
.0E-03
OE- 03
. 0E-04
.0E-02
. 0E-03

Esti mated hazard index
mexi mum concentration

Hazard
Quotients

NC
NC
NC
2E-03
NC
NC
NC
1E-03

NC
NC

1E-01
9E- 02
1E-01
6E- 02
6E-03
4E- 04
2E-03

4E-01



TABLE 15

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk Characterization

I ncidental Ingestion - Current and Future

Surface Soil - Drainage Ditch
Children Ages 1 to 6

Chenmi cal

Semi vol atil e Organi c Conpounds
Benzo (a) anthracene
Benzo (a) pyrene

Benzo (a) fluoranthene
Benzo (g, h,i) perylene
Benzo (k) fluoranthene
Chrysene

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

Pesti ci des/ PCBs

Arocl or-1248

Arocl or-1254

I norgani cs

Ant i nony

Arsenic

Chromi um

Manganese

Mercury

Ni ckel

Vanadi um

<I MG SRC 9812403A>

Rel ative
Absorption

Fact or

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

30%
30%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

Exposure
Fact or

kg/ kg/ day

oo

agoaoaaaaa

5. 1E- 06
5. 1E-06
5. 1E- 06
5. 1E- 06
5.
5
5
5

1E- 06

. 1E-06
. 1E- 06
. 1E- 06

1E- 06

. 1E-06

1E- 06
1E- 06
1E- 06
1E- 06
1E- 06
1E- 06
1E- 06

Exposure
Conc.

my/ kg

PR NRNNR R

N B

B O O N wWRFEN

. 6E+00
. 8E+00
. 4E+00
. 2E+00
. 8E+00
. 2E+00
. 8E+00
. 9E+00

.5E-01

1E-01

. 1E+01
. 8E+01
. 0E+02
. 7TE+02
. 2E+01
. OE+00
. 5E+01

Aver age

Aver age Ref erence
Dai | y Dose
Dose

nmg/ kg/ day nmg/ kg/ day
8. 2E- 06 ND
9. 3E-06 ND
1. 2E-05 ND
1.1E-05 4. 0E- 03
9. 3E- 06 ND
1. 2E-05 ND
9. 4E- 06 ND
9. 7E- 06 4. 0E- 03
6. 9E- 07 ND
3. 2E-07 ND
1.1E-04 4. 0E- 04
9. 1E-05 3. 0E-04
1.5E-03 5. 0E-03
1. 4E-03 5. 0E- 03
4. 7E- 06 3. 0E-04
4. 6E- 05 2. 0E-02
7.5E-05 7.0E-03

Estimated hazard index

average concentration
Total lifetinme hazard index
average concentration

Page 2 of 2

Hazard Ex
Quotients

LTS

85

3E-01
3E-01
3E-01
3E-01
2E-02
2E-03
1E-02

1E+00

1E+00

NP P NP e o~

NRwoke AN

posure
Conc.

my/ kg

1E+00
4E+00
3E+01
4E+01
2E+00
1E+01
. 1E+01
. 9E+00

. 6E+00
. 2E+01

. 9E+01
9E+01
2E+03
6E+02
4E+00
. 6E+01
. 3E+01

Maxi mum

Aver age Ref erence
Dai | y Dose
Dose

ng/ kg/ day ng/ kg/ day
3. 6E-05 ND
4. 3E-05 ND
6. 6E- 05 ND
7.2E-05 4. 0E- 03
3. 7E-05 ND
5. 6E-05 ND
5. 6E- 05 ND
4. 0E-05 4. 0E-03
4. 0E-06 ND
1.1E-06 ND
4.0E-04 4. 0E- 04
2.5E-04 3. 0E- 04
6. 0E-03 5. 0E-03
2.9E-03 5. 0E- 03
1. 7E-05 3. 0E-04
8. 3E-05 2. 0E-02
1.2E-04 7.0E-03

Estimated hazard index

maxi mum concentration =
Total lifetinme hazard index
mexi mum concentration =

Hazard
Quotients

NC
NC
NC
2E-02
NC
NC
NC
1E-02

NC
NC

1E+00
8E-01
1E+00
6E-01
6E-02
4E- 03
2E-02

4E+00

4E+00



TABLE 16 Page 1 of 2
Carcinogeni c Ri sk Characterization
I ncidental Ingestion - Current and Future

Surface Soil - Drainage Ditch
Adul ts
Aver age Maxi mum
Chemi cal Rel ative Exposur e Exposur e Aver age Cancer I ncrenent al Exposure Aver age Cancer I ncrenent al
Absor ption Fact or Conc. Dai |y Pot ency Cancer Conc. Daily Pot ency Cancer
Fact or Dose Dose
Fact or Dose Fact or Ri sk Dose Fact or Ri sk
kg/ kg/ day ng/ kg nmg/ kg/ day nmg/ kg/ day - 1 g/ kg ng/ kg/ day ng/ kg/ day - 1

Semi vol atil e Organi c Conpounds
Benzo (a) anthracene 100% 1.9E-07 1. 6E+00 3. 0E-07 7.3E-01 2E-07 7. 1E+00 1. 3E-06 7.3E-01 1E- 06
Benzo (a) pyrene 100% 1.9E-07 1. 8E+00 3. 4E- 07 7. 3E+00 2E- 06 8. 4E+00 1. 6E-06 7. 3E+00 1E- 05
Benzo (a) fluoranthene 100% 1. 9E-07 2. 4E+00 4. 5E- 07 7.3E-01 3E-07 1.3E+01 2. 4E-06 7.3E-01 2E- 06
Benzo (g, h,i) perylene 100% 1.9E-07 2. 2E+00 4. 2E-07 ND NC 1. 4E+01 2. 6E-06 ND NC
Benzo (k) fluoranthene 100% 1.9E-07 1. 8E+00 3. 4E-07 7.3E-02 2E- 08 7. 2E+00 1. 4E- 06 7.3E-02 1E- 07
Chrysene 100% 1. 9E-07 2. 2E+00 4. 2E-07 7.3E-03 3E-09 1.1E+01 2. 1E-06 7.3E-03 2E- 08
I ndeno (1,2, 3-c,d)pyrene 100% 1.9E-07 1. 8E+00 3.5E-07 7.3E-01 3E-07 1.1E+01 2. 1E-06 7.3E-01 2E- 06
Phenant hrene 100% 1. 9E-07 1. 9E+00 3. 6E-07 ND NC 7. 9E+00 1.5E-06 ND NC
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
Arocl or-1248 30% 1.9E-07 4.5E-01 2.5E-08 7. 7TE+00 2E-07 2. 6E+00 1.5E-07 7. 7TE+00 1E- 06
Arocl or-1254 30% 1. 9E-07 2.1E-01 1.2E-08 7. 7E+00 9E- 08 7.2E+01 4. 1E- 07 7. 7E+00 3E- 07
I norgani cs
Anti mony 100% 1. 9E-07 2. 1E+01 4. 0E- 06 ND NC 7.9E+01 1.5E-05 ND NC
Arsenic 100% 1. 9E-07 1. 8E+01 3. 3E-06 1. 8E+00 6E- 06 4. 9E+01 9. 3E- 06 1. 8E+00 NC
Chrom um 100% 1.9E-07 3. 0E+02 5. 6E-05 ND NC 1. 2E+03 2.2E-04 ND NC
Manganese 100% 1. 9E-07 2. 7E+02 5. 1E- 05 ND NC 5. 6E+02 1.1E-04 ND NC
Mercury 100% 1. 9E-07 9. 2E+01 1.7E-07 ND NC 3. 4E+00 6. 4E- 07 ND NC
Ni ckel 100% 1.9E-07 9. OE+00 1. 7E-06 ND NC 1. 6E+01 3. 1E- 06 ND NC
Vanadi um 100% 1. 9E-07 1.5E+01 2. 8E-06 ND NC 2. 3E+01 4. 4E- 06 ND NC

Estimated increnental cancer risk 9E- 06 Estimated increnental cancer risk 3E-05

average concentration = maxi mum concentration =

Pl ease refer to Attachnment #1, and the reference for this table, for the correct
Hazard Quotients and Hazard | ndex nunbers associated with this exposure pathway.

<I MG SRC 9812403B>



TABLE 12

Carcinogeni c Ri sk Characterization

I ncidental Ingestion - Future

Surface Soil (1 to 10 feet) - Elm Street

Adul ts
Cheni cal Rel ative
Absor ption

Fact or

Semi vol atil e Organi c Conpounds

1,2,4-Trichl orobenzene 100%

Pesti ci des/ PCBs

Arocl or-1248 30%

I norgani cs

Arsenic 100%

Chromi um 100%

Lead 100%

Manganese 100%

Vanadi um 100%

Children Ages 1 to 6

Chenmi cal Rel ative

Absor ption

Fact or

Semi vol atil e Organic Conpounds

1,2,4-Trichl orobenzene 100%

Pesti ci des/ PCBs

Arocl or-1248 30%

I norgani cs

Arsenic 100%

Chromi um 100%

Lead 100%

Manganese 100%

Vanadi um 100%

<I MG SRC 9812403C>

Pl ease refer to Attachment #1, and the reference for this ta
Hazard Quotients and Hazard |ndex numbers associated with this exposure pathway.

Ex
F

kg/ kg/ day

1

Ex
E

kg/ kg/ day

4

IS

e e

Fa o

posure
act or

. 9E-07

. 9E-07

9E- 07
9E- 07
9E- 07
9E- 07
9E- 07

posure
act or

. 4E-07

. 4E-07

. 4E-07
.4E-07
. 4E-07
4E- 07
4E- 07

Aver age

Exposure Aver age
Conc. Dai |y
Dose

g/ kg g/ kg/ day

1.9 3. 6E-07

1010 5. 7E- 05

10.7 2. 0E-06

13.9 2. 6E- 06

38.8 7.3E-06

116 2. 2E-05

12.0 2. 3E-06

Estimated increnental cancer risk
average concentration =

Aver age

Exposure Aver age
Conc. Dai | y
Dose

g/ kg g/ kg/ day

1.9 8. 3E-07

1010 1.3E-04

10.7 4. 7TE- 06

13.9 6. 1E- 06

38.8 1. 7E-05

116 5. 1E- 05

12.0 5. 3E- 06

Estimated increnental cancer risk
average concentration =

Total lifetime increnental cancer
average concentration =

ble, for the correct

Cancer I ncrenmen
Pot ency Cancer
Fact or Ri sk
nmg/ kg/ day - 1
ND NC
7. 7TE+00 4E- 04
1. 8E+00 4E- 06
ND NC
ND NC
ND NC
ND NC
Cancer I ncrenmen
Pot ency Cancer
Fact or Ri sk
nmg/ kg/ day - 1
ND NC
7. 7E+00 1E-03
1. 8E+00 8E- 06
ND NC
ND NC
ND NC
ND NC
risk

tal

4E- 04

tal

1E-03

1E-03

Maxi mum
Exposure Aver age Cancer
Conc. Daily Pot ency
Dose Fact or
ng/ kg ng/ kg/ day ng/ kg/ day -
8.8 1.7E-06 ND
5000 2.8E-04 7. 7TE+00
19.3 3. 6E-06 1. 8E+00
23.8 4. 5E- 06 ND
81.1 1.5E-05 ND
208 3. 9E- 05 ND
22.6 4. 2E- 06 ND

Estimated increnental cancer risk
mexi mum concentration =

Maxi mum
Exposure Aver age Cancer
Conc. Dai ly Pot ency
Dose Fact or
ng/ kg ng/ kg/ day ng/ kg/ day -
8.8 3. 9E- 06 ND
5000 6. 6E- 04 7. 7E+00
19.3 8. 5E- 06 1. 8E+00
23.8 1. 0E-05 ND
81.1 3. 6E-05 ND
208 9. 1E-05 ND
22.6 9. 9E- 06 ND

Estimated incremental cancer risk
maxi mum concentration =

Total lifetime increnmental cancer risk
maxi mum concentration =

1

1

I ncrenent al
Cancer
Ri sk

NC
2E-03
6E- 06

NC

NC

NC

NC

2E-03

I ncrenment al
Cancer
Ri sk

NC
5E-03
1E- 05

NC

NC

NC

NC

5E-03

7E-03



TABLE 13

NonCar ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk Characterization
Dermal Contact - Future

Surface Soil (1 to 10 feet) - Elm Street

Adul ts

Cheni cal
Absor ption
Fact or

Semi vol atil e Organi c Conpounds

1,2,4-Trichl orobenzene NA
Pesti ci des/ PCBs

Arocl or-1248 6%
I norgani cs

Arsenic NA
Chromi um NA
Lead NA
Manganese NA
Vanadi um NA

Children Ages 1 to 6

Cheni cal
Absor ption
Fact or

Semi vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds

1,2,4-Trichl orobenzene NA
Pesti ci des/ PCBs

Arocl or-1248 6%
I norgani cs

Arsenic NA
Chromi um NA
Lead NA
Manganese NA
Vanadi um NA

<I MG SRC 9812403D>

Pl ease refer to Attachnment #1,

and the reference for this table, for the correct

Hazard Quotients and Hazard | ndex nunbers associated with this exposure pathway.

Exposure
Fact or

kg/ kg/ day
3. 2E-05
3. 2E-05
2E- 05
2E-05
2E- 05

2E- 05
2E- 05

Exposure
Fact or

kg/ kg/ day
5. 1E-05
5. 1E-05
1E- 05
1E- 05
1E- 05

1E- 05
1E-05

agooaa

Exposure
Conc.

my/ kg
1.90
1010
10. 7
13. 90
38.8

116
12.0

Exposure
Conc.

my/ kg
1.90
1010
10.7
13.9
38.8

116
12.0

Aver age
Der mal | y Or al Hazar d
Absor bed Ref erence Quotients
Dose Dose
g/ kg/ day g/ kg/ day
NC 1.0E-02 NC
1.9E-03 ND NC
NC 3. 0E-04 NC
NC 5. 0E- 03 NC
NC ND NC
NC 5. 0E-03 NC
NC 7.0E-03 NC
Aver age
Der mal | y Oral Hazar d
Absor bed Ref erence Quotients
Dose Dose
ny/ kg/ day ny/ kg/ day
NC 1. 0E-02 NC
3.1E-03 ND NC
NC 3. 0E-04 NC
NC 5. 0E- 03 NC
NC ND NC
NC 5. 0E- 03 NC
NC 7.0E-03 NC
Estimated Hazard index NC
average concentration =
Total hazard index NC

average concentration =

Exposure Der mal |y

Conc. Absor bed
Dose

ng/ kg ng/ kg/ day
8.80 NC

5000 9. 5E-03
19.3 NC
23.8 NC
81.1 NC
208 NC
22.6 NC

Exposure Der mal | y

Conc. Absor bed
Dose

ng/ kg ng/ kg/ day
8.80 NC

5000 1.5E-02
19.3 NC
23.8 NC
81.1 NC
208 NC
22.6 NC

Maxi mum

Maxi mum

Oral
Ref erence
Dose
ng/ kg/ day

1.0E-02
ND

3. 0E-04
5. 0E-03
ND
5. 0E-03
7.0E-03

Oral
Ref erence
Dose
ng/ kg/ day

1. 0E-02
ND

3. 0E-04
5. 0E-03
ND
5. 0E-03
7.0E-03

Esti mated hazard index
maxi num concentration =
Total hazard index
maxi mum concentration =

Hazard
Quotients

NC
NC

NC
NC
NC
NC
NC

Hazard
Quotients

NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC

NC



TABLE 14

Carci nogeni ¢ Ri sk Characterization Pl ease refer to Attachnment #1, and the reference for this table, for the correct
Dermal Contact - Future Hazard Quotients and Hazard | ndex nunbers associated with this exposure pathway.
Surface Soil (1 to 10 feet) - Elm Street

Adul ts
Aver age
Chemi cal Exposur e Exposur e Der mal | y Cancer I ncrement al
Absor ption Fact or Conc. Absor bed Pot ency Cancer
Fact or Dose Fact or Ri sk
kg/ kg/ day g/ kg g/ kg/ day nmg/ kg/ day - 1
Semi vol atil e Organi c Conpounds
1,2,4-Trichl orobenzene NA 1.1E-05 1.90 NC ND NC
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
Arocl or-1248 6% 1.1E-05 1010 6. 6E- 04 7. 7TE+00 5E-03
I norgani cs
Arsenic NA 1.1E-05 10.7 NC 1. 8E+00 NC
Chrom um NA 1.1E-05 13.9 NC ND NC
Lead NA 1.1E-05 38.8 NC ND NC
Manganese NA 1.1E-05 116 NC ND NC
Vanadi um NA 1.1E-05 12.0 NC ND NC
Estimated increnental cancer risk 5E- 03
average concentration =
Children Ages 1 to 6
Aver age
Chenmi cal Exposur e Exposur e Der mal | y Cancer I ncrement al
Absor ption Fact or Conc. Absor bed Pot ency Cancer
Fact or Dose Fact or Ri sk
kgl kg/ day ng/ kg ng/ kg/ day ng/ kg/ day - 1
Semi vol atile Organi c Conpounds
1,2, 4-Trichl orobenzene NA 4. 4E- 06 1.90 NC ND NC
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
Arocl or-1248 6% 4. 4E- 06 1010 2.7E-04 7. 7E+00 2E-03
I norgani cs
Arsenic NA 4. 4E- 06 10.7 NC 1. 8E+00 NC
Chrom um NA 4. 4E- 06 13.9 NC ND NC
Lead NA 4. 4E- 06 38.8 NC ND NC
Manganese NA 4. 4E- 06 116 NC ND NC
Vanadi um NA 4. 4E- 06 12.0 NC ND NC
Estimated increnental cancer risk 2E-03
average concentration =
Total lifetime increnental cancer risk 7E-03

average concentration =

<I MG SRC 9812403E>
<I MG SRC 98124Q8F>
<I MG SRC 98124BG>
<I MG SRC 98124Q8H>
<I MG SRC 98124Q3I| >
<I MG SRC 9812403J>
<I MG SRC 98124(BK>
<I MG SRC 98124Q3L>
<I MG SRC 98124G3M>
<I MG SRC 981240G3N>
<I MG SRC 981240
<I MG SRC 98124Q3P>
<I MG SRC 9812403Q>
<I MG SRC 98124BR>
<I MG SRC 9812408S>
<I MG SRC 98124Q3T>
<I MG SRC 98124Q3U>
<I MG SRC 9812403V>
<I MG SRC 981248W

Exposur
Conc.

g/ kg
8.80
5000
19.3
23.8
81.1

208
22.6

Maxi mum
e Dermal | y Cancer
Absor bed Pot ency
Dose Factory
ng/ kg/ day g/ kg/ day -

NC ND
3.3E-03 7. 7TE+00
NC 1. 8E+00

NC ND

NC ND

NC ND

NC ND

Estimated increnental
mexi mum concentration =

Exposur
Conc.

g/ kg
8. 80
5000
19.3
23.8
81.1

208
22.6

cancer risk

Maxi mum
e Dermal | 'y Cancer
Absor bed Pot ency
Dose Fact or
ng/ kg/ day ng/ kg/ day -
NC ND
1. 3E-03 7. 7E+00
NC 1. 8E+00
NC ND
NC ND
NC ND
NC ND

Estimated increnental
nmexi mum concentration =

Tot al

lifetime incremental

cancer risk

cancer risk

nmexi mum concentration =

1

1

I ncrenent al
Cancer
Ri sk
NC
3E- 02

NC

NC

NC

NC

NC

3E- 02

I ncrement al
Cancer
Ri sk

NC
1E-02
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC

1E-02

4E-02



TABLE 24 Pl ease refer to Attachnment #1, and the reference for this table, for the correct
Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk Characterization Hazard Quotients and Hazard |ndex nunbers associated with this exposure pathway.
I ngestion of Drinking Water - Ground Water

Future - Adults

Aver age Maxi mum

Chemi cal Exposur e Exposur e Aver age Oral Hazard Exposur e Avar age Oral Hazard

Fact or Conc. Daily reference Quotients Conc. Dai | y Ref erence Quotients

Dose Dose Dose Dose
L\ kg\ day ng\ L g\ kg\ day g\ kg\ day g\ L g\ kg\ day g\ kg\ day
Vol atile Organic Conpounds 2.7E-02 5. 75E- 03 1.6E-04 ND NC 1.80E-02 4.9E-04 ND NC
1, 2-Di chl or oet hane 2.7E-02 1.81E-01 5. 0E-03 ND NC 4. 40E+00 1.2E-01 ND NC
Et hyl benzene 2.7E-02 4.10E-01 1.1E-02 1.0E-01 1.12E-01 8. 40E+00 2.3E-01 1.0E-01 2. 30E+00
Tol uene 2.7E-02 8. 47E-01 2.3E-02 2.0E-01 1.16E-01 1. 90E+01 5.2E-01 2.0E-01 2. 60E+00
Trichl oroet hene 2.7E-02 2.37E-01 6. 5E- 03 ND NC 5. 70E+00 1.6E-01 ND NC
Xyl enes (Total) 2.7E-02 2. 79E+00 7.7E-02 2. 0E+00 3. 83E-02 5. 50E+01 1. 5E+00 2. 0E+00 7.53E-01
Semi vol atile Organi ¢ Conpounds
1,2,4-Trichl orobenzene 2. 7E-02 9. 61E-03 2. 6E-04 1. 0E-02 2.63E-02 1.40E-01 3.8E-03 1. 0E-02 3.84E-01
Napht hal ene 2.7E-02 6. 54E- 03 1.8E-04 4.0E-03 4. 48E- 02 4. 00E-02 1.1E-03 4.0E-03 2. 74E-01
Pesti ci des/ PCBs
Aroclor-1221 2.7E-02 6. 35E- 03 1. 7E-04 ND NC 1. 40E-01 3. 8E-03 ND NC
Arocl or-1242 2.7E-02 5. 93E-03 1. 6E-04 ND NC 1.30E-01 3. 6E-03 ND NC
Arocl or-1248 2.7E-02 3. 84E- 04 1.1E-05 ND NC 7.40E- 04 2. 0E-05 ND NC
I norgani cs
Arsenic 2.7E-02 1. 69E- 02 4. 6E- 05 3. 0E-04 NC 1.77E-02 4. 8E-04 3. 0E-04 NC
Lead 2.7E-02 2.93E-03 8. OE-05 ND NC 1. 58E-02 4. 3E-04 ND NC
Manganese 2.7E-02 1.33E-01 3.7E-03 5. 0E- 03 7.30E-01 8. 50E-01 2.3E-02 5. 0E-03 4. 66E+00
Esti mated hazard index 1E+00 Estimated hazard index 1E+01
average concentration = maxi mum concentration =

Not es:

Because of the uncertainty in inhalation nodels at this tine, EPA Region 1 suggests that this pathway be qualitatively evaluated by assumi ng that the exposure dose frominhalation is
equal to that received fromingesting 2L of ground water. Thus, total risk from groundwater would be double that fromingestion.

ND = Toxicity value not available from EPA.

NC = Not cal cul at ed.

E = Exposure Factor (L/kg/day) = IR x EF x ED
BW x AT

IR = Drinking water ingestion rate, adult (L/day) 2

EF = Exposure frequency (USEPA, 1991)(days/yr) 350

ED = Exposure duration (years) 30

AT = Averaging time, non-carcinogenic (30 years x 365 days/year) 10, 950

BW = Body wei ght (USEPA, 1991) (kg) 70

Exposure Factor (noncarcinogenic) 2. 7E-02

Aver age daily dose (ng/kg/day)= exposure concentration x exposure factor



Hazard Quotients for PCB 1248 and 1254
Attachnent #1

Table 7 Ingestion of Soil - SS- MIIl and EEmSt. - Adults
AVERAGE
Chem cal Add Rf D HQ
1248 2. 1E- 005 2. 00E- 005 1.05
1254 1. 9E- 006 2. 00E- 005 0. 095

1.1 total H for PCBs
1.1 Total H (at bottom of table)

MAXI MUM
Chem cal Add Rf D HQ
1248 2. 1E- 004 2. 00E- 005 10.5
1254 2. 5E- 005 2. 00E- 005 1.25
11.8 total H for PCBs
11.9 Total H (at bottom of table)
TABLE 7 Ingestion of Soil - SS- MIIl and EEmSt. - Child 1-6
AVERAGE
Chem cal Add Rf D HQ
1248 2. 00E-004 2. 00E- 005 10
1254 1. 7E-005 2. 00E- 005 0. 85
10.9 total H for PCBs
11.3 Total H (at bottom of table)
MAXI MUM
Chemi cal Add Rf D HQ
1248 2.0E-003 2. 00E- 005 100
1254 2.3E-004 2. 00E- 005 11.5

111.5 total H for PCBs
112.5 Total H (at bottom of Tabl e)

TABLE 9 - Dernmal Contact - SS - MII and Elm St. - Adul t

AVERACE
Chemi cal Add Rf D HQ
1248 2.5E-004 2. 00E- 005 12.5
1254 2.2E-005 2. 00E- 005 1.1
13.6 total H for PCBs
13.6 Total H (at bottom of table)
MAXI MUM
Chemi cal Add Rf D HQ
1248 2.5E-003 2. 00E- 005 125
1254 2.9E-004 2. 00E- 005 14.5

139.5 total H for PCBs
139.5 Total H (at bottom of table)

TABLE 9 Dernmal Contact - SS - MII and EEmSt. - child 1-6

AVERAGE
Chem cal Add Rf D HQ
1248 4-00E- 004 2. 00E- 005 20
1254 3. 5E- 005 2. 00E- 005 1.75
21.8 total H for PCBs
21.8 Total H (at bottom of table)
MAXI MUM
Chem cal Add Rf D HQ
1248 4. 00E- 003 2- 00E- 005 200
1254 4. 6E-004 2. 00E- 005 23

223.0 total H for PCBs
223 Total H (at bottom of table)



TABLE 11 ingestion - subsurface soil

Chemi cal

1248

Chemi cal

1248

TABLE 11 - ingestion -

Chemi cal

1248

Chemi cal

1248

TABLE 13 -

Chemi cal

1248

Chemi cal

1248

TABLE 13 -

Chemi cal

1248

Cheni cal

1248

AVERACE
Add

1. 7E- 004

MAXI MUM

Add

8. 2E- 004

AVERAGE
Add

1. 5E- 003

MAXI MUM

Add

7. 7TE-003

dernmal -

AVERACE

Add

1. 9E- 003

MAXI MUM

Add

9. 5E- 003

dermal -

AVERAGE

Add

3. 1E- 003

MAXI MUM

Add

1. 5E- 002

Rf D

2- 00E- 005

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

subsurface soil

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

subsurface soil

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

subsurface soil

El

l_Q

|_Q

mSt - adult

8.5
21.8 Tot al

41
41 Tot al

EElmSt. - child

75
75.4 Tot al

385
385. 7 Tot al

ElmSt - adult

HQ

ElmSt - child 1-6

|_Q

95
95.0 Tot al

475
475 Tot al

155
155.0 Tot al

750
750 Tot al

HI

HI

HI

HI

HI

H

HI

HI

(at

(at

1-6

(at

(at

(at

(at

(at

(at

bot t om of

bot t om of

bot t om of

bot t om of

bot t om of

bot t om of

bot t om of

bot t om of

t abl e)

tabl e)

tabl e)

t abl e)

t abl e)

tabl e)

tabl e)

t abl e)



TABLE 15 - ingestion -

AVERAGE
Chem cal Add
1248
1254

7. 4E- 008
3. 4E- 008

MAXI MUM
Chem cal Add
1248
1254

4. 3E- 007
1. 2E- 007

drai nage ditch - adult

RFD HQ
2. 00E- 005 0. 0037
2. 00E- 005 0. 0017
0. 005 total
0.1 Total
RFD HQ
2. 00E- 005 0. 0215
2. 00E- 005 0. 006
0.028 total
0.43 Tot al

TABLE 15 ingestion - drainage ditch - child 1-6

AVERAGE
Chem cal Add
1248
1254

6. 9E- 007
3. 2E- 007

MAXI MUM
Chem cal Add
1248
1254

4. 00E- 006
1. 1E- 006

TABLE 17 - dermal

AVERAGE
Chem cal Add
1248 8. 5E- 007
1254 3. 9E- 007
MAXI MUM
Chenical Add

1248 5. 00E- 006
1254 1. 4E-006

R D HQ
2. 00E- 005 0. 0345
2. 00E- 005 0.016
0. 051 total
1.0 Tot al
R D HQ
2. 00E- 005 0.2
2. 00E- 005 0. 055
0. 255 total
4.3 Total

- drainage ditch - adult

Rf D HQ
2. 00E- 005 0. 0425
2. 00E- 005 0. 0195
0. 062 total
0.06 Tot al
Rf D HQ
2. 00E- 005 0.25
2. 00E- 005 0. 07
0. 320 total
0.32 Tot al

HI
HI

HI
HI

HI
HI

HI
HI

HI
HI

HI
HI

for
(at

for
(at

for
(at

for
(at

for
(at

for
(at

PCBs
bottom of table)

PCBs
bottom of table)

PCBs
bottom of table)

PCBs
bott om of table)

PCBs
bottom of table)

PCBs
bottom of table)



TABLE 17 der mal

AVERAGE
Chem cal Add Rf D
1248 1. 4E- 006 2. 00E- 005
1254 6. 3E- 007 2. 00E- 005
MAXI MUM
Chem cal Add Rf D
1248 8. 00E- 006 2. 00E- 005
1254 2. 2E- 006 2. 00E- 005

- drainage ditch - child 1-6

l_Q

0. 07
0. 0315

0.102 total
0. 10 Tot al

0.4
0.11

0.510 total
0.5 Total

TABLE 19 - ing veg - drainage ditch - adult

AVERAGE
Chem cal Add Rf D
1248 4. 5E- 006 2. 00E- 005
1254 2. 1E- 006 2. 00E- 005
MAXI MUM
Chem cal Add Rf D
1248 2. 6E- 005 2. 00E- 005
1254 7. 2E- 006 2. 00E- 005

|_Q

0. 225
0. 105

0.330 total
0. 40 Tot al

1.3
0. 36

1. 660 total
1.7 Total

TABLE 20 - ing - sedinent - drainage ditch - adult

AVERAGE
Chenical Add Rf D
1248 1. 6E- 008 2. 00E- 005
MAXI MUM
Chem cal Add Rf D
1248 4, 3E-008 2. 00E- 005

HQ

0. 0008
0. 002 Tot al

|_Q

0. 00215
0. 009 Tot al

HI
HI

HI
HI

HI
HI

HI
HI

HI

HI

for
(at

for
(at

for
(at

for
(at

(at

(at

PCBs
bottom of table)

PCBs
bottom of table)

PCBs
bottom of table)

PCBs
bott om of table)

bottom of table)

bottom of table)



TABLE 20 ing - sediment - drainage ditch - child 1-6
AVERAGE
Chem cal Add Rf D HQ
1248 1. 5E-007 2. 00E- 005 0. 0075
0. 020 Tot al
MAXI MUM
Chem cal Add Rf D HQ
1248 4. 1E- 007 2. 00E- 005 0. 0205
0. 08 Tot al

TABLE 22 dernal - sedinent - drainage ditch - adult

AVERAGE
Chem cal Add Rf D HQ
1248 6. 5E- 007 2. 00E- 005 0. 0325
0. 030 Tot al
MAXI MUM
Chem cal Add Rf D HQ
1248 1. 7E- 006 2. 00E- 005 0. 085
0. 09 Tot al

TABLE 22 dernal - sedinent - drainage - child 1-6

HI

HI

HI

HI

HI

HI

HI

(at bottom of

(at bottom of

(at bottom of

(at bottom of

(at bottom of

(at bottom of

(at bottom of

AVERACGE
Chem cal Add Rf D HQ
1248 3.02E-006 2. 00E- 005 0. 151
0. 150 Tot al
MAXI MUM
Chem cal Add Rf D HQ
1248 8.11E-006 2. 00E- 005 0. 4055
0.4 Tot al
Table 6-29 - ingestion - sw - souhegan river - adults - see BRA 7/1/94
AVERACE
Chem cal Add Rf D HQ
1248 1. 6E-008 2. 00E- 005 0. 0008
0. 001 Tot al
MAXI MUM
Chem cal Add Rf D HQ
1248 2. 9E-008 2. 00E- 005 0. 00145
0. 003 Tot al

HI

(at bottom of

t abl e)

t abl e)

tabl e)

tabl e)

t abl e)

t abl e)

t abl e)

tabl e)



Tabl e 6-29 -

AVERAGE
Chem cal Add
1248 7. 4E- 008
NVAXI MUM
Chemi cal Add
1248 1. 3E- 007

TABLE 24 I|ngestion -
AVERAGE
Chem cal Add
1221
1242
1248

1. 7E- 004
1. 6E- 004
1. 1E-005

NVAXI MUM
Chem cal Add
1221 3. 8E-003
1242 3. 6E- 003
1248 2. 00E-005

AVERAGE
Chemi cal Add
1248 1. 6E- 008
MAXI MUM
Chem cal Add
1248 4, 3E- 008

TABLE 20 ing - sedinent

AVERAGE
Chem cal Add
1248 1. 5E- 007
MAXI MUM
Chem cal Add
1248 4. 1E- 007

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

GW Adul t
Rf D
2. 00E- 005

2. 00E- 005
2. 00E- 005

Rf D
2. 00E- 005

2. 00E- 005
2. 00E- 005

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

l_Q

0. 0037
0. 007 Tot al

HQ

0. 0065
0.01 Tot al

- see 7/1/94 BRA

|_Q

17.1 total
18.1 Tot al

190
180
1

371.0 total
381 Tot al

HQ

0. 0008
0. 002 Tot al

|_Q

0. 00215
0. 009 Tot al

- drainage ditch - child 1-6

|_Q

0. 0075
0. 020 Tot al

l_Q

0. 0205
0.08 Tot al

HI

HI

HI
HI

HI

HI

HI

H

HI

HI

i ngestion - sw - souhegan river - child 1-6 - see BRA 7/1/94

(at bottom of table)

(at bottom of table)

for PCBs
(at bottom of table)

for PCBs

(at bottom of table)

(at bottom of table)

(at bottom of table)

(at bottom of table)

(at bottom of table)



TABLE 22 dernal - sedinent - drainage ditch - adult

AVERAGE
Chem cal Add

1248 6. 5E-007

MAXI MUM

Chemi cal Add

1248 1. 7E-006

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

l_Q

0. 0325
0. 030 Tot al

0. 085
0.09 Tot al

HI

HI

TABLE 22 dernal - sedinent - drainage ditch - child 1-6

AVERAGE
Chem cal Add

1248 3. 02E-006

AVERAGE
Chem cal Add

1248 8. 11E-006

TABLE 24 |ngestion -
AVERAGE
Chem cal Add

1221 1. 7E- 004
1242 1. 6E- 004
1248 1. 1E- 005

MAXI MUM
Chem cal Add

1221 3. 8E-003
1242 3. 6E-003
1248 2. 00E- 005

<I M5 SRC 981244>
<I M5 SRC 98124C6>
<I M5 SRC 9812406>
<I M5 SRC 981240r7>
<I M5 SRC 9812408>
<I M5 SRC 9812409>
<I M5 SRC 98124P>

<I M5 SRC 98124P1>
<I M5 SRC 98124P2>
<I M5 SRC 98124P3>

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

Rf D

2. 00E- 005

|_Q

0.151
0. 150 Tot al

|_Q

0. 4055

GV Adult - see 7/1/94 BRA

Rf D

2. 00E- 005
2. 00E- 005
2. 00E- 005

Rf D

2. 00E- 005
2. 00E- 005
2. 00E- 005

HQ

17.1 total
18.1 Tot al

190
180
1

371.0 total
381 Tot al

H

HI
HI

HI
HI

(at bottom of table)

(at bottom of table)

(at bottom of table)

for PCBs
(at bottom of table)

for PCBs
(at bottom of table)



APPENDI X A

<I M5 SRC 98124P4>

Subj ect: Decl aration of Concurrence
Dear Ms. Meaney:

The New Hanpshire Departnent of Environnental Services (Departnent) has reviewed and concurs with the
"Record of Decision (ROD) Summary for the Fletcher Paint Works and Storage Facility Superfund Site QU 1"
dat ed Septenber 1998. EPA prepared the ROD in accordance with the provisions of the Conprehensive

Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980 as anended by the Superfund
Amendnent s and Reaut hori zati on Act (SARA) of 1986. The ROD addresses the renedial actions necessary under
CERCLA, as anended, to manage potential threats to human health and the environment at the Fl etcher Paint
Wirks and Storage Facility Superfund Site (Fletcher Superfund Site.)

Remedy

The Environnental Protection Agency has selected a preferred remedy for operable unit-1 (OJ 1) of the

Fl etcher Superfund Site. OJ 1 includes the areas identified as the EEm Street Site, the MII| Street Site,
and the drainage ditch/culvert systemthat flows fromthe MI| Street Site to the EIm Street Site and

di scharges into the Souhegan River. The renedy requires cleanup of the highest risk, primarily

PCB- contam nated soils at the surface and in the subsurface, and installation of a protective covering of
clean fill. Institutional controls will prevent exposures to soil and groundwater above appropriate risk
levels. Goundwater will be renediated by nonitored natural attenuation. A second operable unit wll
address river sedinments and the Keyes Wellfield contam nation.

Remedy Conponents

The preferred remedy has the foll owi ng conponents directed at source control and managenent of

cont am nated groundwater nmigration. Contam nated soils will be excavated and treated using on-site
thermal desorption. Surface soils will be remediated to PCB levels of 1 myg/kg to a depth of one foot
bel ow the surface at EEm Street and MI| Street.

Autility corridor will be defined at the Elm Street Site where future excavation nmay expose subsurface
soils. Cleanup levels for PCBs are established within the utility corridor at 25 ng/kg. Any soil outside
the utility corridor will be excavated to a cleanup |evel of 100 nmg/ kg PCB the | evel where PCBs |eaching
to the groundwat er woul d not exceed the drinking water MCL of 0.5 ug/L. Institutional controls wll
restrict direct exposures to the subsurface. Denolition of Fletcher's Elm Street facility and renoval of
under ground storage tanks will be required. Also at the Elm Street Site, a polyam de and pol yur et hane hot
spot will be excavated and treated separately.

Different soil cleanup |levels were developed at MII Street because PCBs are present in groundwater at
hi gh concentrations attributed to their increased solubility when mxed with other contanmi nants that are
present. Mddeling resulted in a cleanup level of 1 ng/kg PCBs that could be left in soils without

| eaching to the groundwater that would exceed the MCL of 0.5 ug/L.

Both soil cleanup |evels may be nodified by further analysis with | eaching nodel s and/or colum testing.
Treated soils will be returned to the sites and covered with a soil/sand m x. Long term nonitoring of
groundwater will be inplenented under a G oundwater Managenent Zone with institutional controls to
restrict use.

Si gni fi cant Changes to the Proposed Pl an

EPA issued the preferred alternative of the Proposed Plan in Decenber and presented it to the public
January 14, 1997. Changes to the scope of the remedy were made as a result of public comrent that include
changing the future use assunptions for the Elm Street property and defining a utility corridor where
excavation would be allowed with limted restrictions. Soil cleanup |levels were then revised to be
consistent with risk under the new antici pated uses and activities.

http://ww. state. nh. us TDD Access: Relay NH 1-800-735-2964



Letter to Ms. Patricia Meaney

Re: Fl etcher Superfund Site ROD - Declaration of Concurrence
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Page 2

The Proposed Plan's Consistency with State's Renediati on Requirenments and Policies

The Departnment has been actively involved in the devel opnent and revi ew of the Fletcher Superfund Site
QU1 proposed renedy. The foll owi ng di scussion describes in detail the consistency of the proposed renedy
with state policies and requirenents.

The proposed renmedy is consistent with the Department's "Draft Quidelines for Selection of Natural
Attenuation for Goundwater Restoration under Env-W 410" in that it meets the gui dance for use of
natural attenuation at contami nated sites and for monitoring of the natural attenuation process. Long
termnonitoring and five year reviews in the ROD, which determine the remedy's protectiveness of public
heal th and the environnment over tinme, are consistent with the gui dance.

The Departrment has reviewed the proposed renedy consistent with its R sk Characterizati on and Managenent
Policy (RCOMP.) Under this policy, renedies that do not neet first tier values (S 1) in the ROW require a
heal th risk assessment. The State's Bureau of Health Ri sk Assessnent has conpleted this review and

concl uded that the soil cleanup levels in the proposed plan appear to be protective of human health with
appropriate institutional controls. The State stresses that in order for this assessment to be valid,
institutional controls nust be devel oped that neet the risk assunptions and they nust be strictly

mai nt ai ned.

Env-\W 410

Env-W 410, the Departnent's G oundwater Protection Rules, establishes statew de groundwater quality
standards and the protocols to be used when investigating and remedi ati ng contam nated sites. It also
all ows the scope and aggressi veness of renedial actions necessary to achi eve these standards to be

sel ected based on the resource use and val ue of the groundwater. EPA has designated specific sections of
Env-W 410 as ARARs. The ROD applies the requirenents of Env-W 410 as fol |l ows:

. GWZ Establishnent: Env-W 410.26 requires the establishnment and contai nnent of contam nated
groundwat er wi thin a G oundwater Managenent Zone (GVE), when viol ations of G oundwater
Quality Standards are present. The ROD includes Env-W 410.26 as an ARAR and provides for
the establishnent of a GWZ with attenuati on of groundwater contam nation;

. Source Area Treatnent, Renoval or Containment: Env-W 410 requires that sources of
conti nui ng groundwat er contami nation nmust be either treated or renmoved and, if treatment or
renoval are not feasible, the source nmust be contained. Source areas at both the El m Street
and M| Street Sites will be excavated to renove contam nants to | evel s bel ow concern for
| eaching into groundwater such that they will no | onger be contam nant sources. The sel ected
remedy will treat the excavated soil;

. G oundwat er Restoration: The remedial action nust restore groundwater quality to neet the
groundwater quality criteria contained in Env-W 410.03. The Fl etcher Superfund Site
G oundwat er Use & Val ue Determ nation devel oped under EPA Qui dance and with consul tation
fromthe town defined this aquifer as of mediumuse and value. This EPA Qui dance is designed
to assist in determning renedial objectives. For a nediumuse and val ue desi gnation, the
groundwat er Renedi al Action objectives generally will include the restoration of
contam nated groundwater to drinking water standards, within a time frane that is reasonable
given the particular circunmstances of the site. The source renmoval action and the nonitored
natural attenuation provisions in the ROD are functionally equivalent to Env-W5 410's
requi renent for devel opnment and inplenentation of a renedy that will restore groundwater
quality to statew de standards;

. Establ i shnent of Perfornmance Standards: Final and interimobjectives and criteria,
i ncluding specific performance standards are established for the remedial actions. If
the remedi al actions do not neet the perfornmance standards, additional action nay be
requi red. The ROD defines performance standards for surface and subsurface soil zones as
part of the renedial action. The ROD includes Env-W 410's numerical groundwater quality
standards as an ARAR and the NCP requires that these standards be met in a reasonable
tinmeframe (March 8, 1990 Federal Register, p. 8732);
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. Long Term Monitoring of the GWZ and Renedy Performance: Env-W 410 requires nonitoring of
the performance of renedial systens and GW boundary conpliance. The ROD provides for
nonitoring of the performance and effectiveness of the remedial actions as well as the
groundwater quality at the GVZ boundary. A conprehensive detailed review of all
environnental nonitoring data will be conducted periodically to ensure that the renedial
action provi des adequate protection of human health and the environment and conplies with
appl i cabl e regul ati ons.

. Institutional Controls; Env-W 410.26(e) requires control of the use of groundwater for
drinking water within the GVZ either ownership of the overlying | and or easenent, unless an
alternate water supply is available. The renedy includes inplenentation of controls to
restrict groundwater use while contam nant concentrations are in excess of drinking water
st andar ds;

Based on the partial use of the Env-W 410 as ARARs, the QU1 ROD is consistent with the approach that
woul d be required to neet our groundwater remnediation approach at simlar sites within the State.

State Concurrence

The Departnment, acting on behalf of the State of New Hanpshire, concurs that the sel ected renedy,
described in the ROD, satisfies the requirenents of CERCLA

In striving to maxi m ze the effectiveness of limted public and private resources, the Departnent
continues to seek reasonable and practical solutions to the conplex challenges associated with

contanmi nated site cleanups. The partnership and dedi cati on of EPA and the Department will speed up the
achi evenent of our mutual environnental goals at this site. As always, the Departnent stands ready to
provi de the gui dance and assi stance that EPA may require to take the actions necessary to protect hunan
heal th and the environment conpletely and cost-effectively.

<I M5 SRC 98124P5>

cc: Dana Bi sbee, Esq., Assistant Conm ssioner, NHDES
Carl W Baxter, P.E, NHDES HWRB
R chard Pease, P.E. , NHDES HW\RB
John Regan, NHDES GPB

C. Vayne |ves, NHDES HWRB
M chael Walls, Esq., NH AGO
Cheryl Sprague, USEPA

Ri chard Boynton, USEPA

Lee Mayhew, Town of MIford



APPENDI X B

Fletcher's Paint Site
Responsi veness Sunmmary

TOM OF M LFCRD, C TIZENS, AND | NTERESTED PARTY COMMENTS

1. The Town of MIford requested that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) revise the Baseline
Human Health Ri sk Assessment (BHHRA) to reflect the town's intention to use Elm Street as a parking | ot
and to adopt institutional controls to limt the use of the property in perpetuity.

EPA Response: The EPA reviewed the Town's request to change the expected future subsurface use at the Elm
Street Site. In the selected renmedy, EPA incorporates the Towns comment by limting future utility
mai ntenance to within designated utility corridors at the Elm Street Site

The risks presented in the FS and in the Proposed Plan reflect the assunption that in the future, adult
and children coul d be exposed to subsurface soils which were re-deposited on the surface as a result of
future excavation or mai ntenance work. The cl eanup |evels presented in the Proposed Plan reflected this
assunption. Liniting the future excavation potential to within the confines of a utility corridor(s),
along, with restrictions placed on unauthorized access into the subsurface at the EEm Street Site as well
as surface restrictions on the future use of the Site, elimnate the exposure pathways of dernmal contact
and i ngestion.

EPA considered the TSCA Spill Policy in setting a cleanup level within the utility corridor to 25 ng/ kg
PCB for the protection of a utility worker who may infrequently access the corridor to perform
mai nt enance and repair.

The surface exposures would remain the sane, adult and child exposure through dernmal contact and
incidental ingestion, since the future use assunption that the Site woul d becone an extension to the
Keyes Field recreation area, prinmarily for the purposes of additional parking woul d not change

The remai nder of the soils in the subsurface at the EIm Street Site would require | ong-term nanagenent
controls and institutional controls for the protection of the groundwater. This is also consistent with
the Town's desire, set forth in a letter to the EPA dated March 13, 1998. The sel ected renedy requires
that the subsurface soils, with the exception of the utility corridor, be excavated and treated by

t hermal desorption wherever concentrati ons exceed 100 nmg/ kg PCB, or which through nmodeling and/ or soi
colum testing show that the PCB MCL of 0.5 ug/l in groundwater will not be exceeded in the future. The
determination to alter the cleanup level to any concentration other than the 100 ng/kg PCB will be to the
sol e discretion of the EPA

The 100 ng/ kg PCB soil cleanup level is based on a | eaching analysis of the soils where only a soil cover
is needed to protect the groundwater fromfuture | eaching of the PCBs into the groundwater above drinking
wat er standards. Erosion and drainage controls will be nostly provided through pl acement of asphalt over
a large portion of the property, consistent with the parking consistent with the future anticipated
parking use for the Elm Street Site. Because the soil concentrations renaining in the subsurface are not
protective for adult and children users of the Site, mninmm10-inch soil cover as well as 6 inches of
asphalt, consistent with TSCA where PCBs will remain in the surface with PCB concentrations of greater
than 25 to less than or equal to 100 ng/kg PCBs will be required. Institutional controls in the form of
deed restrictions will also be required to prevent unauthorized access to the contam nated subsurface
soils in the future, and to protect the integrity of the cover materials.

2. The Town of MIford expressed concern about the potential for Dense Non-Agqueous Phase Liquid ( DNAPL)
and requested additional studies be conducted

EPA Response: |In undertaking the R studies at the Site, EPA has al ways been concerned about the possible
presence of dense non-aqueous phase liquids ("DNAPL"). PCBs are characterized a highly viscous DNAPL,
when conpared to other nore famliar chlorinated sol vent DNAPLs such as TCE and PCE. EPA has al so been
concerned with the potential presence of organic contam nants (other than PCBs) that m ght have enhanced
the mobility or solubility of the PCBs in the past, and which may still be enhancing their novement
through the soils at the Site. The presence of DNAPLs at the Site, whether free-phase or residual, could
cause long-term contam nation of the ground water. EPA believes that the selected renmedy takes into
consideration the potential for DNAPL at the Site

At the EEmStreet Site, there was no evidence that there is currently, or had been in the past, any
organi ¢ conpounds that may have increased the nobility of the PCB contanination. At the MI| Street Site
however, there is significant evidence that there has been enhanced PCB transport. It is unclear however,



if the factors that increased the solubility and nobility of the PCB through the subsurface in the past,
continues today. The high PCB concentrations in the groundwater at the MIIl Street Site could either be
as a result of PCB, DNAPL, or the result of other paint related conpounds found in the subsurface that
have the potential to enhance the transport of the PCBs through the subsurface and/or increase the
solubility of the PCBs in the groundwater.

DNAPL sites also are often characterized by having contaninant concentrations that do not generally
decrease with depth at the site, but are rather sporadic or increasing concentration with depth, with the
majority of the contamination usually lying belowthe water table. This is because of the dense, |ess

vi scous nature of nost DNAPLs and the higher capacity to retain contamnation within the soil pore areas
in the saturated zone. EPA observed during the R that PCB contam nati on decreases with depth at the MII
Street Site with approxinmately 94% of the mass of PCBs at the Site residing in the top 4 feet. This
information, conbined with the percent |evel contam nation levels found within the surface soils as a
result of liquid PCBs being released to the surface, yet the |ack of any visual DNAPL on the soils,
indicates that there is residual PCB DNAPL in the surface soils at the Site. Residual DNAPL is

Wil e that data is unclear whether or not any of the PCB DNAPL has entered into the bedrock,

approxi mately 20 feet below( data fromthe R indicate PCBs contamnation within 5 feet of the bedrock
surface), calculations show that |ess than 1% of the PCB mass at the MII| Street Site currently lies
bel ow t he water table.

The extent of the contamination within the bedrock is uncertain given the limted avail abl e bedrock data
and the nature of contami nant novenent w thin shallow fractured bedrock systens. Wiile specific PCB
congeners have the ability to travel greater distances formthe source area, in general, nost PCB sites
are not characterized by large plunes of PCB contam nation. The data is unclear as to whether or not PCBs
have m grated away fromthe source area at the MI| Street Site.

A chlorinated DNAPL plune typically reflects a concentration in the groundwater of between 1 and 10% of
the effective solubility of the conpound found in the original DNAPL. PCBs are hydrophobi c conpounds and
therefore the PCBs are less likely to nove into the groundwater fromthe soils. At the MII street Site,
the PCB concentrations found in the overburden at MMO7 were 10 and 12 ug/l and up to 270 ug/l in MN21C,
a bedrock well on the Site. These nunbers exceed the 1-10% general rule of thunb since the PCB solubility
for Arochlor 1242 (the preval ent groundwater PCB contamnant) is approxi mately 100 ug/l. The actual
effective solubility of the PCBs in the groundwater could be even | ess than the 100ug/|l since infornation
obt ai ned from past Fletcher enpl oyees reveal ed that the PCBs rel eased onto the Site were often m xtures
of PCBs with other solvents. The effective solubility would take into account the nole fraction of the
PCBs in the original mxture.

EPA bel i eves that the high PCB concentrations found in the groundwater at the MI| Street Site reflect an
enhanced solubility of the PCBs as a result of interactions with other paint related conpounds al so
likely released as liquids to the surface at the MI| Street Site. This is not to say that DNAPL coul d
not also be affecting the groundwater quality at the Site to sone degree. However, a sanple of the
flocculent material taken from MWO7 A reported to have 1,780 ug/l PCB (Arochlor 1242) without any visual
observation of DNAPL. This appears to reflect an extremely high affinity of the PCBs to this material.
EPA believes that the majority of the compounds that conprise the floc will be removed during the
excavation of the soils and the dewatering action needed to excavate the soils below the water.

The sel ected remedy sets surface and subsurface soil cleanup |evels for the protection of human health
t hrough dernal contact, incidental ingestion and ingestion of contam nated groundwater. The sel ected
remedy al so requires the establishnent of a G oundwater Managenent Zone (GMZ) consistent with NH s
Conpr ehensi ve G oundwat er Managenent Policy which requires that the groundwater be nonitored to ensure
that the contam nant concentrations are decreasing, are not novi ng beyond the boundari es established by
the GVZ, and are not inpacting the Souhegan River. Long-termnonitoring of the contam nated groundwater,
i ncludi ng nonitoring of the groundwater within the bedrock, wll be conducted until the Interimcleanup
levels are met in the future for a period of three consecutive years. Future actions may be necessary,
consi stent with the NH Conprehensi ve G oundwater Policy.

An additional comrent was made by one of General Electric's (GE s) consultants that the observed enhanced
vertical PCB migration may have been caused by the drilling process. However, this concern is

unsubst anti ated. Continuous soil sanples were collected in each of the borings at MI| Street Site. Each
of the soil sanples was collected using a split-spoon sanpler in advance of the drill bit. In other
words, el evated PCB concentrations were determned to be present in the subsurface in advance of the
drill bit. Therefore all detected soil contamination was present throughout the soil colum prior to
drilling. Further, monitoring well, MMO7, was only drilled to 12.5 feet with holl ow stem augers (a
relatively destructive technique). At 12.5 feet, a boul der was encountered and a 4-inch dianeter steel
casing was set. The renminder of the hole was drilled through a 3-inch casing using drive and wash

t echni ques. Therefore, the nore contam nated upper portion of the hole was cased-off fromthe | ower



portion of the hole during drilling and well installation activities. In addition, a steel casing at
nonitoring well, MM21C, was set down to bedrock, before drilling through the grout into bedrock for
installation of the bedrock well. As such, the bedrock was isolated frompotential overburden
contami nation by way of the steel casing

3. The Town of MIford requested that the differences between clean up standards for Norwood PCB
Superfund Site, and Fl etcher Paints be evaluated to understand the discrepancy. The stricter standard for
Fl etcher results in a nore expensive and extensive cleanup than that proposed for Norwood, but there is
no conpelling public health or environnental risk warranting the need

EPA Response: Ceanup levels for each Superfund site are based on the anticipated future uses for the
site. Exposure pathways and receptors also vary at each site. It is the evaluation of these factors that
deternm ne how the cleanup levels are set for each site

In deternining the exposure receptors and pathways at each site, the risk assessnment nust address the
site specific current and future uses and exposures on the site. For exanple, the exposure pathway on the
mai n portion of the Norwood Site was anticipated to be used for commercial future uses. At the Fletcher's
Paint Site, however, the future use anticipated is that the surface of the Site woul d be considered
recreational. The Fletcher's Paint Site is abutted by residential hones and in close proximty to schools
and the Keyes Field. The risk assessnent reflects potential exposure scenarios for adult and child
trespassers frequenting the Site for recreational purposes. Because the Site abuts residenti al

properties the exposure parameters used to calculate the risks assumed that the adult and child
trespassers would frequent the Site 140 days per year

Two final notes of difference at the two Sites: 1) is that the Norwood Site has been, and is currently
operating a multi-mllion dollar groundwater extraction and treatnent systemat the site and 2) the
Norwood remedy calls for containnent of the contam nated soils on the commercial property and cl eanup of
the remaining soils, consistent with the exposure pathways present for that site. The punp and treat
operations were considered in the deternination of the Norwood soil renedy. The |argest portion of the

Fl etcher's Paint site (23,600 out of 28,900 yd3) is being cleaned up to standards that are protective of
human health through i ngestion of contam nated groundwater. Because the source control action addressed
all contam nated soil which could inpact the groundwater in the future, nonitored natural attenuation was
sel ected as the nost cost effective nanagenent of migration action for the groundwater. Stringent capping
requirenents as well as additional punp and treat operations would have had to be inplenented if soils
were left in the subsurface at the Fletcher Site that were not protective of the groundwater in the
future

4. The Town of MIford requested that the EPA increase the subsurface clean up standard for MI| Street
from1l ppmto 500 ppm They believe the | ower standard is not necessary and nmay result in cleanup that
could nobilize PCBs in the ground water zone. PCB cl eanup |evels consistent with | and use woul d speed up
the site renedial action and elimnate potential problens such as space limtations to installing thernal
desorption equipnent, or the In-Situ Thermal Desorption - Thernmal Well ("1STD- thermal Wells) technol ogy.
The town is particularly concerned with the inpact on the Keyes Field area, a public park. At Norwood,
additional roomwas required to operate a treatment system and the Town is concerned that this could

al so occur at Fl etcher and cause an unacceptabl e encroachment on the nearby Keyes Field and other site
ar eas.

EPA Response: |In response to the comment concerning increasing the subsurface cleanup level at MII
Street from1l to 500 ng/ kg, please see the EPA's response to Comment 1, since the Town now supports a 100
ng/ kg PCB cl eanup level for the subsurface, consistent with the sel ected renedy.

EPA agrees with the Town that any renedial action will be staged with the prinmary goal of mnimzing the
use of Keyes Field, and mnimzing i nconvenience to the public. In addition, if Keyes Field is used for
storage, only clean soils, construction equi prment, and supplies will be stored there, with prior
agreenent fromthe Town. The phasing approach was incorporated into the selected renedy will allow

maxi mum use of the Site property itself for cleanup activities. By phasing the cleanup, the El m Street
Site can be used to stage the equi pnent and staging of soils needed for the MI| Street operation. Once
the Fletcher's Paint building has been renoved, the Elm Street Site should be sufficiently |arge enough
to house a snmall nobile thermal desorption unit, even if that unit needs to be noved once or even twice
during the operation to naximze the use of the site, without going "off-site" onto other properties.

Whi |l e the Town proposed comment that the subsurface cleanup | evel should be elevated from1 to 500 nmy/ kg
PCB, the EPA received comrent fromthe Town on March 13, 1998, stating that the Town, in consideration of
information received fromthe EPA, now recommended a 100 nmg/ kg PCB cl eanup standards for the subsurface
soils, outside of the utility corridors at the Elm Street site. The cleanup |l evel for these soils cannot
be conpared to any levels set at the Norwood Superfund site, since the |evel represents a concentration
protective of the groundwater and not human health, as were the basis for all of the Norwood soil cleanup



I evel s not included under the contai nment area. NHDES determ ned that the ground waters beneath the
Fletcher's Paint Site were of value to the Town and the State as a potential drinking water supply and
therefore drinking water standards are required to be met in the future in the groundwater at the Site.
Soil standards at the EEmand MI| Street Sites reflect concentrations that can renmain in the subsurface
soils, with only a soil cover, and not inpact the groundwater in the future in excess of the PCB MCL of
0.5 ug/l

5. The Town of MIford, State Representative Durnham and various residents believe that it is essential
to consider |STD Thernal Well data. They believe that the additional tine to assess innovative

t echnol ogi es such as the I STD -Thermal Wells is okay because there is no imediate risk to public health
or the environnent posed by current site conditions. Some residents are concerned about the school yard
adj acent to the site and the transport of soils in its vicinity and potential spreading of the soil, as
well as the resulting disruption. They believe on this basis that | STD Thermal Wells should be consi dered
Anot her resident believes, the EPA should oversee the | STD-Therrmal Wl ls process and inpl ement a vi gorous
testing program but that it is inportant that the contam nation be renoved G| the other hand, one
resident believes the lack of data regarding the | STD-Thernal Well process will only delay inplenentation
of the remedial activities.

EPA Response: EPA granted extensions to the Remedy decision process to review data from Terratherm s

| STD- Thermal Wl | technol ogy. Specifically, EPA extended the public comrent time period on the Proposed
Plan for a total of 3 nonths and granted an additional 3 nonth delay in making a renedy decision
specifically to review submttal of data on the | STD Therrmal Well technol ogy. This data was actual |y not
subnmitted to the EPA till 3 nonths after the end of the original 6 nmonth delay in the schedul e.

Regardl ess, EPA did not nove forward with the selected renedy till after conpleting our review of the
data available to date on the technol ogy.

One of EPA' s national experts on thermal renediation has reviewed the data on the technol ogy and visited
one of the denonstration sites (Mssouri electric Wrks), where the | SDT-Thernmal Wlls were being tested
for the cleanup of PCBs. EPA's expert reviewed the thernal bl anket test version of the | STD technol ogy as
well as the Cape Grardeau, Mssouri Electric Wrks and Mayer |sland Thermal Wl | denonstration reports.

These two denonstrations are the only PCB rel ated denonstrations of the | STD - Thermal Wl | technol ogy to
dat e whose data was made available to the EPA for review

EPA' s conplete review of the I STD -Thernmal Well technology for the Site is available in the

Adm ni strative Record for the Site. This Administrative Record is available at the Wadl ei gh Menori al
library and at EPA's record Center in Boston, Massachusetts. The concl usions fromEPA s thermal expert,
after review of the | STD - Therrmal Wl | data for a total of over two years (since the concept of the

t echnol ogy was first brought to EPA's attention) concluded that while sone inprovenents have been nmade to
the | STD-Thernmal Wl technol ogy with each demonstration, there remains questions as to the
protectiveness and effectiveness of the technol ogy. Specifically EPA remains concerned about the rel ease
of contam nants during the operation of the technology into the anbient air. Data fromthe denonstrations
show that the anbient air concentrations were el evated during the operation of the technology. Wile
these anbient air concentrati ons nay have been protective of workers on the site, based on CSHA
standards, the concentrations woul d have exceeded the NH Arbient Air Level for PCBs, and therefore would
not be protective of human health at the Fletcher's Paint Site, in a simlar situation. EPAis extrenely
concerned about the anbient air results since both the EEmAnd MII Street Sites are small in size and
resi dences, schools and Route 101A are in close proxinity. Any operation at the Site woul d have to neet
the NH s anbient air standards for the protection of the general public.

Anot her concern relates to the lack of data fromthe previous denonstrations that can conpare with the
conditions at the Fletcher's Paint Site. EPA is concerned about the nature of the fill materials at the
Elm Street Site, where the majority of the site is not soil, but fill material conprising of ash, tree
stunps, ceranmics, glass and tires. In addition a |arge deposit of resin-like naterial was al so found on
the Elm Street Site. The MI| Street Site presents an additional problemas sone of the soils requiring
remedi ation are | ocated below the water table. No data submitted on the | STD- thernmal Well technol ogy
indicated the ability of the technology to successfully remediate these naterials or operate successfully
in these types of situations.

Wil e EPA agrees that the | STD-Therrmal Wl | technol ogy woul d be |l ess invasive in that |arge vol unes of
soil would not have to be excavated to conduct the renmediation, there are facets on the inplenmentation of
the technol ogy that EPA does not believe were revealed to the public at the informational public neetings
held by GE and Terratherm Specifically, it appeared to the EPA that the public believed that this

t echnol ogy woul d "not be seen or heard", when conpared to the ex-situ thermal desorption technol ogy
selected by the EPA. The | STD-thermal Well technology requires that a well be driven into the subsurface
to conpl ete the necessary cl eanup. These wells would be |ocated every 5 to 10 feet apart and operate at
extrenely high tenperatures to accommbdate heat |osses and yield tenperatures high enough to result in
the desorption of the contam nants at the points between the wells. Wile this would be done in 3 stages



according to Terratherm this represents a potential for hundred of wells placed on the EEm Street Site
al one. The operation of the treatnent systemwould be for 24 hour days for approxinately 40- 60 days for
each cycle. The noise fromthis operation is very simlar to the ex-situ thermal desorption units,
however the ex-situ units can be "shut down" if desired after 8,10, 12 or 16 hours of operation, thereby
reduci ng or elininating noise inconvenience during the night. CGE also reported in their Decenber 1997
Focused Feasibility Report that the operation of the Thermal Wells would include excavation of all soils
around the entire perimeter of the EIm Street site, a distance of 8 feet fromthe boundary of the Site
These soils would be then treated on-site, away fromthe perineter

The costs for the | STD-Thernmal Wl | technol ogy conpare well with the sel ected renedy, when the sane
cleanup levels are used to conpare the use of the technology in a conplete renedial alterative. The
estimated tine to conplete the renedial action also conpared well to the sel ected remedy when again, the
sane cl eanup standards are appli ed.

EPA wi || consider new data on the | STD Thermal Well Technol ogy as it becones avail abl e. EPA does not
believe further delay is warranted to wait for additional data on the | STD - Thermal Wl ls, since other
vi abl e, cost-effective innovative technol ogi es, such as the ex-situ thernal desorption technol ogy, are
currently available to safely neet the cleanup criteria at the Site.

6. The Town of MIford and a resident requested that EPA consider an asphalt multi-layer cap in the Elm
Street parking area and the M1l Street right-of-way to address PCB, PAH, VOC and netal s contam nation
At Norwood the remedial conclusions were that cover soil and an asphalt multi-layer cap are suitable
contai nnment options to protect the public health and environment from PCB exposure.

EPA Response: The sel ected renedy requires the excavation and treatnent of the surface soils to a depth
of 1 foot wherever soil cleanup |levels are exceeded; the excavation and treatnment of soils within
designated utility corridor(s) on the Elm Street Site wherever PCB concentrations exceed 25 ng/ kg PCB
and the excavation and treatnment of all the remaining soils at the Elm Street site wherever
concentrations exceed 100 ng/ kg PCB. As stated previously, the Town in a letter dated march 13, 1998 now
supports the 100 ng/ kg cl eanup | evel for the subsurface

Pl acement of an asphalt nulti -layer cover (EPA assunmes the commrent refers to a RCRA Subtitle C or
Subtitle D cap) would be protective of human health and the environment if in conjunction with a

l ong-term hydraulic containnent systemfor MII Street Site. Hydraulic contai nment woul d be required
because contaninated soils would be allowed to remain in place at concentrations that would i npact the
groundwat er over time. The cap would only prevent the |eaching of the contam nants fromthe unsaturated
soils. This alternative is feasible and was presented by EPA in the FS as Source Control 3 - Containnent.

Asphalt alone will not prevent the infiltration of precipitation through the remaining contam nated
soils, Asphalt cracks over time, and is susceptible to chem cal degradation, frost heaves and ot her
environnental and mai ntenance related factors that would allow over tine, even with the best nmaintenance
the infiltration of precipitation. At 500 ng/kg PCB, any infiltration through the subsurface would be
expected to result in a groundwater concentration exceeding the MCL of 0.5 ug/l PCB- Therefore asphalt

al one at these concentrations is not protective to the environnent.

Cont ai nnent nmeasures wWill be required at the Site as part of the selected remedy to pronote drainage of f
of the Site, reduce | eachate generation by minimzing the infiltration of precipitation and contro
erosion of the cover materials

Wil e containment is | ess expensive than the sel ected renedy, EPA considered the selected renedy to offer
a greater overall protectiveness, as well as a higher level of |ong term pernmanence and protectiveness
when conpared to the containnent alternative. The selected remedy al so neets the criteria of reduction
in mobility, toxicity and volume through treatment. EPA believes that the selected remedy is cost
effective when conpared to the contai nnent alternative because high | evels of hazardous substances will
not be left on the Site at the conpletion of the selected remedy and groundwater wll be managed through
a Goundwat er Managenent Zone as part of NH s Conprehensive G oundwater Managenent Policy.

7. Representative Durnhamis concerned about stockpiling contam nated soil in Keyes Park.

EPA Response EPA agrees that stockpiling contami nated soils on the Keyes Field would be a concern. EPA
phased t he cl eanup approach in both the Proposed Plan and the selected renedy to maxim ze the use of the
site itself for renmedial activities and minimze any use of the Keyes Field. Al renmedial action
conducted at the Fletcher's Paint site will be staged with the primary goal of mnimzing the use of
Keyes Field, and shoul d additional space be required for storage, only clean soils, construction

equi pnent, and supplies would be tenporarily stored, with permission of the Town. It is not anticipated
that the Keyes Field would be heavily inpacted during the cleanup action, outside of the need to close a
portion of the Keyes Drive during cleanup of the contami nated soils that physically surround the upper



portion of the Keyes Drive. Certain renmedial actions nay al so be able to be undertaken during tinmes when
the Keyes Field is used the | east, to mnimze any inpact.

The use of Keyes Drive as an access to the Keyes Field during the operation of the Elm Street cleanup
wi Il be dependent on the size and | ayout of the treatnment unit and excavation required, as well as the
need to consider the safety of both the workers and the users of the Keyes Field. O nost concern is the
residents wal king or riding bicycles in close proximty to the operating vehicles at the site All actions
wi Il be thoroughly reviewed during design to mnimze any inpacts to the users of the Keyes Field

8. MIlford Power Equipnent is concerned that the disruption resulting fromthe cleanup will inpact
busi ness, and yet they will receive no conpensation

EPA Response: EPA is al so concerned about community disruption during the renedial action, and the
changes made to the Proposed Plan and incorporated into the sel ected remedy shoul d reduce, minimze or
elimnate many of the disruptions. But with all renedial actions, there is bound to be sone disruption
particularly to those closest to the operations. EPA, as well as General Electric have shown at this site
that action can be acconplished with mninal disruption. Five cleanup actions have taken place so far at
the site, all undertaken successfully. The "white suits" mentioned in this commentary, as well as other
protective nmeasures such as personal breathing apparatus, are required by the site workers to keep their
clothing free fromcontaninated soil and are not nmeant to scare away potential business for the abutters.
EPA will be happy to work with this conpany, and any other conpany, during the cleanup action, as was
done during the previous cleanup actions at the MI| Street site, by keeping the business and the
community at |arge appraised of upcom ng and conpl eted work and any anti ci pated i nconveni ences in the
communi ty.

9. A resident expressed concern about the culvert and requested that the cul vert be upgraded

EPA Response: The sel ected renedy includes upgrading the cul vert and the drainage ditch such that the
long-termdrainage fromthe MI| Street site is away fromthe site and the adjacent residential hones.
Wil e renedial action is not warranted for the protection of human health in the drainage ditch that runs
fromthe MII Street Pond to the encl osed systemunder the Elm Street site, inprovenents on the flowin
the drainage systemare required to ensure proper drainage away fromthe MI| Street Site, and to ensure
that the systemhas the capacity to handle the flow at peak tines.

The portion of the culvert that transverses EIm Street site will be renmoved (filled) and replaced, giving
the Town access to the culvert for future nai ntenance. The proposed path of the new culvert is to run
along Elm Street to and down Keyes Drive and then to the Souhegan River

10. Donahoe Lunberyard (abutter to site) expressed concern that the Proposed Renedial Action Plan does
not address contam nati on beneath his property. (ground water issue)

EPA Response: The sel ected renedy does include the requirenment that the Interimd eanup Levels set for
t he groundwat er be net throughout the entire plune of contam nation which spreads fromthe MII Street
site to the Souhegan River, including the groundwater beneath the above nentioned property. EPA has
selected a linmted action renmedy for the managenent of this groundwater contanination whereby natura
processes are allowed over time to degrade, absorb, and disperse the contamination until the cleanup
levels are reached. It is estimated that it will take approximately 20 to 25 years for the VOC

contami nant levels in the overburden to reach the cl eanup |evels, and over 100 years for the PCB
contami nation to reach its cleanup level. Wile the full extent of the contam nation is not yet known,
and nore information will be gathered during design, it is anticipated that it will take |longer for the
bedrock contami nation to reach cleanup levels due to the intricate nature of the flow through the
bedrock. To date, no DNAPL has been confirmed within either the overburden or bedrock systens, though it
is assuned that residual DNAPL, which is currently trapped and no | onger nobile, is present in the top
several feet of the soils due to the presence of percent |evel contam nation. These soils wll be
addressed through excavation and treatment, thereby elimnating this source of continuing groundwater
cont ani nati on

The ground water contamination at the Fletcher's Paint site does not currently pose a risk to human

heal th because the aquifer that is contamnated is not being used by the town as a drinking water supply
and the depth of the aquifer nakes exposure unlikely. In discussions with the State and the MIford town
officials, there was agreenent that the ground water beneath the Fletcher's Paint site is a potential
drinking water supply but that it would not be inmredi ately needed; therefore, institutional controls
woul d be placed on the contaninated ground water to restrict its future use, until the cleanup |evels
were nmet in the future

11. One citizen is concerned about the potential reduction in incone occurring fromthe visual detraction
of his property as a result of the treatnment facility, construction equipnent, and piled soils that would



be present during renediation

EPA Response: EPA phased the inplenentation of the cleanup action to maxim ze the use of the Site and
mni mze and use or disturbance to surrounding properties. Any excavation will be staged with the primary
goal of mnimzing the use of Keyes Field. If Keyes Field is required to be used, with the Towns

perm ssion, an attenpt will be nmade to store only clean soils, construction equi pment, and supplies in
areas that will mnimze their visibility. It is anticipated that these storage areas woul d be |ocated as
far fromresidences as possible. In addition, engineering controls will be in place during all renedia
activities to mnimze air emssions, and the EPA would require the renmedial actions to be nonitored for
PCBs, dust, and noise at the fence line (i.e. property boundaries). The EPA is confident that the
remedi al actions can be inplenmented without greatly inpacting the surrounding comunity.

Any renedy sel ected that involves active remediation will likely result in sone tenporary disruption of
the current site appearance. The selected remedy is expected to take just over 2 years to inplenent.
However, over the long termthese nmeasures are necessary to protect human health and the environnent and
will ultimately result in the site having a better appearance than it has currently. The only
alternatives to active renediation is either No Action or Mnitoring and Institutional Controls. Neither
of these alternatives conplies with the National Contingency Plan (NCP) evaluation criteria. These two
alternatives fail to achieve protectiveness over the period of tinme that contam nation would remain
present at the site, fail to conply with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents, fail to
provide a permanent remedy, fail to be effective over the short and long term and they do not reduce the
toxicity, mobility, or volume of contam nation. The NCP al so indicates that reliance on institutiona
controls is the | east desirable option to provide protection of public health, since such controls can be
changed or ignored over tine.

12. Aforner citizen and police officer comrented that he had observed di scharges to the Souhegan River
as a result of Fletcher's Paint activities as early as 1966. In addition, he al so observed drum

di sposal /burial in the parking ot and area that was later built on and he is concerned that it took as
long as it did for the site to be cl osed

EPA Response: The Fletcher's Paint Site has been investigated by the EPA since 1984, as a result of the
closure of the Keyes Miunicipal Wll. The site was officially listed on the National Priorities List in
1989. Testing perfornmed on the subsurface during the R indicated the presence of 5 underground storage
tanks, but no buried druns were observed at the Site. Future cleanup actions will take this observation
into consideration when conducting explorations into the subsurface.

Many cl eanup actions have already occurred at the Site, thus renoving the nost inmrediate threats to hunan
heal th posed by the Site. These actions included

. Removal of 863 druns of hazardous substances in 1988 and the placenent of a geotextile
fabric over the parking areas of the EEmStreet and MI| Street sites to mtigate the
potential environnental and health threats, and to prevent off-site mgration of PCBs;

. Pl acenent of fence at the perineter of the EEm Street site in 1991 to prevent unauthorized
access onto the property;

. Removal of hazardous substances found inside the Elm Street facility as well as the
dernolition and disposal of the MII| Street building in 1993. This included the renoval of
750 bags of dry paint pignents, 327 druns of hazardous substances, 10 bags of friable
asbestos and 2,500 niscel | aneous subst ances;

. Renmoval of contaninated surface soils on residential properties across fromthe MI| Street
Site in 1995; and

. Removal of contaninated surface soils on the property located in front of the El m Street
cenetery so that a Korean War nenorial could be placed there.

What remains at the Site is contam nation that poses a long-termthreat to hunman health and the
envi ronnent .

13. Acitizen is concerned that the renedy is being inplenented without regard to i nput fromthe people
of the town. This citizen would prefer that the EPA wait for results fromthe tests on the thernal

bl anket and al so suggests that it nmay be prudent to actually test the bl anket under conditions simlar to
MIford' s. It is preferred that the renedi ati on be done right the first tinme.

EPA Response: EPA includes public acceptance as one of its evaluation criteria for selecting a remedy. In
addi tion, EPA has held nmany public informational neetings on the nature of the contamnation at the Site



the potential community inpacts, and the FS alternatives. These public neetings were to gather public
comrent prior to EPA issuing the Proposed Plan for the cleanup of the site prior to naking a decision on
the remedy. Wth respect to the selected renedy, a thorough eval uation has been conducted with the
primary goal of ensuring that human health and the environment are protected, both during inplenentation
and in the future

Pl ease refer to comment 5 above for EPA response to issues relating to the use of |STD Thernmal Wlls at
the site.

14. A citizen supports the EPA actions to cl eanup the contam nation using thermal desorption. The cl eanup
coul d potentially spur econom ¢ devel opnment and al so provi de beneficial future use of the Keyes Minici pal
wel | .

EPA Response: EPA believes that the use of ex-situ thernmal desorption is the best option for the cleanup
of the contam nated soils at the Site. Treatnent of the soils is consistent with EPA's preference for the
use of treatnment to elimnate principal health threats at the site, and to reduce the toxicity, nobility,
and vol unme of the hazardous substances at the Site. Thermal desorption, while considered an innovative

t echnol ogy, has been used successfully at many Superfund Sites for the cleanup of PCB contam nated soils.

The future use of the Keyes Wll is in question though as the nonitored natural attenuation called for as
part of the selected remedy will take approximately 25 years for the VOCs to reach cl eanup standards and
100 years for the PCBs to reach its cleanup standard. The contami nation present in the Keyes Wll Field
will be addressed as part of Operable Unit two for the Site. Th determination to allow for mnonitored
natural attenuation in the selected renedy was in part based on a review of the Town's future foreseeabl e
drinking water needs and the active restoration of the upgradi ent Savage Wl |. Should the Keyes \Wél

Field be used in the future as a drinking water supply, well head protecti on neasures woul d al so have to
be consi dered

General Electric/Potential Responsible Party Comrents
1. Cover Letter to Comments on EPA' s Proposed Renedial Action Plan

15. GE believes that EPA s proposed renedies for MI| and Elmstreet properties do not adequately take
into account the significant potential physical risks of injury or fatality (due to truck traffic,
excavation equi pnent, etc.)

EPA Response: While the ChenRisk cal cul ations are correct and reasonable for the chance of a reportable
not or - vehi cl e accident over the course of the project lifetime, they have been incorrectly interpreted as
representing the chance of a fatal accident. Mreover, this estinate of a fatal accident has then been
conpared to the increase in individual risk fromthe chemcals on site. A nore appropriate assessment and
conparison is provided bel ow

ChenRi sk used a basic accident rate of 1 per 400,000 nmiles or 2.5 x 10 -6 per mle. The correspondi ng
fatal accident rate is 1.8 per 100,000,000 mles or 1.8 x 10 -8 per mle (Accident Facts, National Safety
Council, 1994). If the rate for large trucks were used, rather than that for all vehicles, the nunber
woul d be slightly greater, about 3 x 10 -8 per mle. For the estimated 800 total niles associated with

t he execution of the project, the estimated risk is, therefore, 2.4 x 10 -5 or 2.4 chances in 100, 000
This is about 100 tinmes |ower than the nunber assuned by GE in their statements. Because of the potenti al
to increase the standard at the MII| street site for the protection of groundwater, the potential also
therefore exists to reduce the volume requiring excavation at the MI| street site, thereby reducing the
nunber of trucks and the miles traveled transporting those soils to the EEm Street site for treatnment and
back. An increase of the MII Street subsurface standards fromthe 1 ng/kg PCB to 100 ng/ kg PCB (if EPA
determi nes is acceptabl e) woul d decrease the soil vol une excavated from 13,500 cubic yards to 5,900 cubic
yards, a 7,600 cubic yard decrease. At 15 cubic yards per truck, traveling to and fromE m Street, this
woul d potentially reduce the nunber of truck trips by 500 (one way), thereby further decreasing the risk
of accident at the site.

It should also be noted that this risk is the total chance of a fatality, not the increase in risk per
person in the neighborhood or on the roads of concern. The sane heavy truck statistics indicate that nost
of the fatalities involve persons other than the truck drivers and that the average nunber of fatalities
per accident is roughly 1. Assuming that there are 100 peopl e who m ght use the sidewal ks or the roads in
question while the trucks are in use, the increase in risk to one of those individuals would therefore be
roughly 2.4 x 10 -5/100 or 2.4 x 10 -7 (2.4 chances in 10,000,000). If there are nore people than this
who could be at risk, the risk per individual would decrease.



16. EPA' s proposed renedy for the MI| Street property is likely to he ineffective and may actual ly
exacerbate existing conditions by nobilizing and spreading PCBs in the subsurface (due to the presence of
DNAPL in the subsurface).

EPA Response: EPA disagrees that MI| Street renedy is likely to be ineffective since the majority of
contami nation presenting a known source to the groundwater woul d be renediated. Construction activities
woul d result in enhanced ground notion, however. the property is adjacent to a major railway which over
tine has had the potential to enhance any DNAPL transport to a much greater extent than the expected
construction activities. The railway is active several tinmes a day transporting propane and gravel
through MIford., It is also possible that the ground notion generated by the railway has facilitated the
current vertical extent of contami nation currently observed at MII Street Site, therefore, remediation
would limt the volune of material available for further transport through the subsurface

If it is determined that excavation activities would facilitate an enhanced transport of the PCBs through
the subsurface, engineering controls can be used to offset the action, thereby protecting the bedrock
Engi neering controls such as horizontal barriers or even freezing techni ques have been used with
excavation when facilitated transport during excavation is expected. EPA believes, however that because
the majority of the contam nation at the MI| Street Site resides in the top few feet, and since no
free-phase DNAPL has been visually observed at the Site, that excavation of the contanmi nated soils is
feasible. The use of engineering controls will be considered during remedial design

17. EPA' s proposed renedy for the Elm Street property does not recognize the Town of MIford's
intended future use of the Elm Street property as a parking lot and realistic risk assessment exposure
scenari o0s.

EPA Response: EPA disagrees with this comment and has worked closely with the Town of MIford over the
years to devel op a reasonabl e future use scenario for both the EEmand MI| Street Sites. In doing so
the EPA has altered the Baseline R sk Assessment several tines to reflect the Town's anticipated future
uses. The sel ected renmedy al so incorporated the Town's | atest comments whereby the town would prefer to
see a designated area for subsurface utilities over a nore accessible general use of the subsurface at
Elm Street, as was previously related to the EPA. Please refer to comment 1 for nore details on how the
sel ected renedy nmeets the Town's anticipated future uses for the site

18. The Proposed Pl an does not adequately take into account stakeholder inputs oil the renmedy because
it is proposing a renedy that is nore costly than necessary w thout any corresponding i ncrease in
protection of public health and the environnent. The proposed renedy is inconsistent with the intent of
Superfund reforminitiatives to inplement fairer, faster and nore efficient renedies.

EPA Response: EPA disagrees with the commentor's suggestion that stakeholders inputs were not considered
The entire devel opment of the renedy involved many public nmeetings, presentations of alternatives,
presentations of comunity inpacts, not to nention the numerous neetings and di scussions with GE and the
Town of MIford, both of which are a PRP at this site. Public input and conmmrent as well as the Town's and
GE' s input have been considered and where appropriate, incorporated into the sel ected renedy,

Speci fically, EPA has worked with the Town and the State of NH in devel oping the anticipated future uses
of the Site, such that the cleanup goals would be appropriate and consistent with CERCLA and to the
extent practicable, the NCP

EPA has to consider the nine criteria specified in the NCP in selecting a final remedy. These criteria
include overall protection of human health and the environnment, neeting ARARs, |ong-term pernanence and
protection of the renedy, short terminpacts, inplenentability, the reduction of the nmobility, volune and
toxicity of the hazardous substances through treatnent and both State and public acceptance, as well as
cost-effectiveness. Costs alone are not sufficient reason for selection of a remedy.

Wil e several alternatives had estimated present worth costs that were | ess than the sel ected renedy,
they did not neet the criteria when conpared to the sel ected renmedy. Specifically, the no action and
limted action source control alternatives were not protective of human heal th. The contai nnent
alternative, supported by GE for the MI| Street portion of the Site, does not neet EPA s preference of
addressing principal threats through treatnent, and woul d require extensive |long-termoperation of a
groundwat er extraction and treatment system Since the POTWwas not able to consider accepting the
extracted groundwater at the tinme of the selection of the renmedy, the groundwater would have to be
treated on-site to levels consistent with surface water discharge criteria. Because the contai nment
alternative left wastes in place below the water table, a groundwater treatnent system woul d have been
required to operate for as long as the wastes remai ned, which woul d have been greater than 100 years.
Wil e a feasible cleanup alternative, EPA did not receive any supporting comments for the contai nnent
alternative fromany party other than GE. The renmi nder of the cleanup, alternatives that enployed the
use of treatnment, conpared favorable in cost with thernal desorption alternative



EPA al so disagrees that the selected renedy is inconsistent with EPA's fairer, faster and cost effective
policies since the selected renmedy has costs and estinated cleanup tinme frames conparable to other
treatment technol ogies, including the | STD-Thermal Wl |l technology, and is $1.5 mllion | ess expensive
than the Proposed Plan cost. EPA believes that the selected renmedy is cost effective since the renedy
requires the treatment of all soils that pose the greatest long-termthreat to hunan health and the

envi ronnent w thout requiring a continuous, |ong-termpunp and treat operation using hydraulic controls
to contain the contami nation at the site for nore that 100 years.

19. Consider Alternative Renedial Action Plan (ARAP) which will (1) result in equivalent protection of
human health and the environnent (2) be less disruptive to MIford residents (3) will be conpleted at
significantly lower cost than EPA 's plan. Request EPA' s serious consideration of the Alternative Plan,
including the Terra ThermlIn situ Thernal Desorption (ISTD) technol ogy.

EPA Response: CGE s proposed alternative cleanup plan is | ess expensive that the EPA's Proposed plan or
the sel ected remedy because GE' s plan does not neet the sane cleanup standards required in the sel ected
remedy for the protection of human health and the environment. Further CGE s proposed alternative does not
neet the NH Env-W 410 regul ati ons which require the treatnent and renoval, if feasible, or containnment
of sources at the Site.

EPA invited GE to submt a Focused Feasibility Study which incorporated cl eanup standards that were used
by the EPA in the review of the selected renedy (including the Town's comment on changes to the
subsurface soils at the EEm Street Site). GE submitted such a report in Decenber 1997.

The EPA's review of GE's FFS alternative concluded,, in sumary, that 1) contamination left in place, in
the subsurface at the MI| Street Site is inconsistent with NE's EnvOW 410 regulations; 2) that CE's
containnent alternative that did conply with NH s Env-W 410 regul ations, was simlar to EPA' s
containnent alternative as described in the FS and 3) that insufficient information was available to
review the use of the | STD-Thermal Wl | technology in an alternative against the nine criteria.

The FFS report and EPA's full evaluation of the alternatives proposed in the report can be found in the
Adm ni strative Record avail able at the Wadl eigh Menorial Library in MIford or at the EPA records center
in Boston, Massachusetts.

20. EPA shoul d consider as part of the renedy decision the results of additional field work that would
he conducted to characterize ground water conditions at MII Street.

EPA Response: The only field work undertaken after the rel ease of the Proposed Plan was the sanpling of
monitoring well MMO7A for flocculent material. This material was tested for the presence of PCBs. The
effort was conducted by GE in Novenber of 1997 and the results reported to the EPA in My, 1998. This
information was considered in the selection of the renedy as the data indicated that the floccul ent
material found in MMO7A contained 1,780 ug/l PCB. This concentration of PCB in the flocculent material
is extrenely high given the fact that DNAPL naterials were not identified in the presence of this
material during sanpling. This woul d suggest that the PCBs at the site are very soluble in the paint

rel ated conpounds that nake up the flocculent material. Wile EPA agrees with GE's position that once in
the flocculent state, which apparently is present only in the well screen, the PCBs are not nobile.
However, EPA believes that the PCBs are or were solubilized into the paint rel ated conpounds at the
surface where the contamination was introduced in liquid form Because the soils data at MMO7A indicate
that PCB concentrations fall off drastically before reaching the water table, and finding the floc
materials at the bottomof the well screened interval (just above the water table to just above the
bedrock), suggests that the PCBs are noving into and with the paint related materials at the surface and
are transported down the soil colum. Further EPA believes that these materials are entering the well
screen at the water table, and with the presence of the iron, is precipitated out in the presence of
anbient air in the well screen formng what we have referred to as the flocculent material.

No other field studies were undertaken during the interval fromthe Proposed Pl an (Decenber 1996) and the
i ssuance of this ROD (Septenber 1998). Further investigations are warranted during design on the full
extent of the contami nation within the bedrock. Only one bedrock well is located in the MII Street Site,
with the next closest bedrock well was on the Elm Street site adjacent to the river, 700 yards away.
There is sone question outstanding of the potential presence of DNAPL within the bedrock. Please refer to
comrent 2, for EPA's response relating to the potential for DNAPL at the Site. EPA believes it has
sufficient information at hand to select a renmedy at this tine.

21. EPA shoul d consider results off field tests currently underway on Terrathermi s | STD t echnol ogy.
EPA Response: EPA has considered the data nade available to date on Terrathermi s | STD Thermal Wl

technol ogy. Please refer to comment 5 for nore information related to EPA's review of the | STD Ther nal
Wl | technol ogy



1. GE/ PRP Comments on EPA' s Proposed Renedial Action Plan

M1l Street Properly

22. GE agrees that removal of soil on the Draper Energy property is appropriate but they believe that
t he proposed cleanup criterion of 1 ppmis too | ow and based on unrealistic assunptions. GE proposes a
PCB cl eanup criterion of 6 ppmfor these soils.

EPA Response: EPA set a surface soil cleanup standard at the Site at 1 ng/kg PCB, based on the TSCA Spill
Policy for unrestricted access in residential areas. Wile the Draper Energy property is a comerci al
property, it is adjacent to residential areas. The exposure pathway considered dermal contact and
incidental ingestion and receptor were assuned to be adult and child trespassers.

EPA met with GE and the Town of MIford in August of 1996 followi ng the rel ease of the FS. EPA accepted
GE comment suggesting changes to the assunptions used in the risk assessnent. Using changes suggested by
GE and accepted by the EPA, the 1 ng/kg PCB soil cleanup level represents a 3 x 10 -6 excess cancer risk
and a hazard quotient of 0.4. EPA does not see any further justification to nove off of the 1 ngy/ kg PCB

soil standard recomrended in the TSCA Spill Policy given the potential exposure pathways and receptors at
the Site.
23. The renoval of soils front the MI| Street property is unnecessary and that a nulti-layer cap with

deed restrictions to prevent future excavation of soils beneath the cap is the appropriate renedi al
nmeasure. GE sites the Sullivans Ledge Expl anation of Significant it Differences and Norwood PCB site
Anmended ROD as support for their clai mwhere PCB concentrations of 1200 ppm and 70 ppmrespectively were
all owed to renmin under a cap.

EPA Response: Please refer to EPA s response to comment nunber 6.

24. Inplenmentation of EPA's nmethod will he very difficult because of special construction neasures that
will he required including railway and road stability. excess water when excavating soil bel ow the water
tabl e, and operating heavy equipnent in limted space.

EPA Response: The EPA recogni zes that the excavation of soils at the MIls Street Site will be a conpl ex
operation. The excavation will be perforned in a nmanner that will be protective of human health and
mni mze the inpact on the surroundi ng comunity.

During the design and i npl enentation of the remedy, all of the factors mentioned in the conment will be
consi dered. Monitoring for PCBs, dust, and noise at the fence line of the MII Street site will be
required. If the levels for PCBs, dust, or noise are exceeded at the fence line, the renedial action will
be shut down and additional engineering controls will be put in place. Based on past renoval actions at
the MIIl Street Site and EPA' s extensive history of excavation as part of renedial cleanup actions at

ot her Superfund Sites, the EPA is confident that excavation of the contam nated soils can be carried out
wi thout significant inpacts to the surroundi ng comunity.

25. CE believes that the 500 ppmsoil cleanup criterion selected for the Elm Street. Site should be
applied at MII| Street.

EPA Response: Pl ease refer to EPA responses to comrents 4 and 6.

26. CE believes, that excavation of soil is not required if chem cals are contai ned beneath a cap and
within a hydraulic contai nment system

EPA Response: Please refer to EPA's responses to cooments 4 and 6.

27. CE believes that if their proposed alternative is selected it will produce nmuch |ess inpact to
nearby residents, the cost will he significantly reduced, the remedy will be equally protective of human
health and the environment as the EPA's Proposed Plan, and will he consistent with Region | approaches at
other sites (Sullivan's Ledge, and Norwood PCBs).

EPA Response: Please refer to EPA' s responses to comments 4, 6 and 23.

28. EPA has not adequately identified or considered the potential risks of injury or fatality to
construction workers, truck drivers and pedestrians that may result frominpl ementing the Proposed Pl an.

EPA Response: Please refer to EPA' s response to comment 15.



29. Noise and dust inpacts associated with the inplenentation of the Proposed Plan are a concern
Al t hough engineering controls will be inplemented to mininize dust, noise would renain a nui sance

EPA Response: Please refer to EPA's response to comment 5 and 23 regardi ng noise issues at the Site
during remedi al action

30. The in-situ thermal desorption process has not been given sufficient consideration by the EPA
EPA Response: Please refer to EPA's response to comment 5 regarding the | STD Thermal Wl | technol ogy,

Elm Street Property

31. CE believes that underground utility lines should be plugged and rel ocated al ong Keyes Drive as part
of the renedial action

EPA Response: EPA agrees with the comment and the sel ected renedy incorporates a utility corridor, whose
exact location will be best determi ned during design. However EPA agrees that locating the utility lines
along the Keyes Drive is the nost reasonable.

32. The proposed surface soil cleanup criteria of 1 ppmfor unrestricted off-site properties is
unnecessary and shoul d be changed to 6 ppm In addition, GE believes that excavation and off-site renova
of soils on the Elm Street property is unnecessary and that placenent of a multi-layer cap, the

impl enentati on of deed restrictions, and the planned relocation of utilities will provide adequate
protection to human health and the environnent.

EPA Response: Pl ease refer to EPA' s responses to conments nunber 1,4,6, and

33. The renoval of subsurface soils (1 to 10 feet) with PCB concentrations greater than 10 ppmis based
on unrealistic assunptions for future site use. They state that the Town's planned future use for the
site, the Towns willingness to restrict future use of the site, and the relocation of utilities are
sufficient to provide adequate protecti on of human health and the environment. GCE believes that EPA's
assunptions regarding risks are flawed in that they assume that subsurface soil will be brought to the
surface where routine and prol onged soil contact by children and adults will occur. GE eval uated
potential risks resulting fromutility worker, inadvertently puncturing the cap and bei ng exposed to PCBs
1 day/year over a 25 year tine period and found that, given this scenario, the acceptable soi
concentrations woul d be 943 ng/ kg(ppn) .

EPA Response: Please refer to EPA's response to comment 1 regardi ng changes to the subsurface future use
at the EEm Street Site. EPA set 25 ng/kg PCB as the cleanup level for soils within the utility corridor
at the EEm Street Site. This cleanup | evel was derived fromthe TSCA Spill Policy, and is protective of
utility workers fromdermal contact and incidental ingestion of the contam nated soils. EPA agrees that
by limting future excavations to within the designated utility corridor, subsurface soils will not be
re-deposited onto the surface in the future. The sel ected renmedy incorporates this scenario, and al so
requires restrictions across the Site preventing unauthorized access into the subsurface

34. Wth regard to the excavation of stain-like material at Elm Street, GE believes that the application
of the in situ thermal desorption process should be evaluated for this area. If the process is proven
inappropriate, then soils in this area wul d be excavated and di sposed off-site

EPA Response: Please refer to EPA' s response to comment nunber 5. To date no data has been subnitted to
the EPA regarding the potential ability of the | STD-Thernmal Wll to successfully renedi ate these
materi al s.



Table 27: Fletchers Paint Site,
Regul ati ons (ARARs) for the Source Control

Medi um

Soi |

G ound
Wt er

Pot enti al Federal
Requi r enent

Toxi ¢ Substance Control
Act (TSCA) PCB Spill

Cl eanup Policy

(40 CFR Part 761, Subpart
©)

EPA Qui dance on
Reredi al Actions for

Superfund Sites with PCB
Cont ami nati on (1990)

Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA)  Maxi mum
Cont ami nant Level s
(MCLs)
(40 CFR 141.11-141. 16,
141. 61, 141.62)

M1 ford, New Hanpshire, Cheni cal

Requi renent Synopsi s

Pertains to recent PCB spills (of 50

ppm PCB or greater and occurring
after 5/4/78) and establishes

cl eanup goals for sites depending
on use and accessibility.

Descri bes the recomended
approach to evaluating and

renmedi ating Superfund sites with
PCB contam nati on.

Provi des enforceabl e cl eanup
standards for a nunber of commobn

organi ¢ and i norganic
contam nants. These |evels

regul ate the concentration of

contam nants in drinking water
suppl i es.

- Specific Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate
Action, Thernal Desorption Treatnment

Action to be taken to Attain
ARAR

These guidelines will be used

in establishing goals for the
cl eanup of the contam nated

soi | s dependi ng on | ocati on,
potential for exposure and

concentration of PCBs.

The gui dance set forth in this
docurment will be considered

when establ i shing renediation
goal s for PCB-contam nated
medi a.

SDWA MCLs will be attained
in accordance with the

managenent of nigration

alternative(s) selected as part

of the renedy.

St at us

To Be
Consi der ed

To Be
Consi der ed.

Rel evant and
Appropri at e.



Table 27: Fletchers Paint Site, MIford, New Hanpshire, Chem cal - Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Regul ati ons (ARARs) for the Source Control Action, Thernal Desorption Treatnent

Medi a Potenti al Federal Action to be Taken to Attain
Requi r enent Requi rement Synopsi s ARAR St at us
G ound EPA G ound Water Provi des classification and This strategy will be To Be
Wat er Protection Strategy restoration of ground water based considered in conjunction Consi der ed.
on its vulnerability, use, and val ue. with the federal SDWA and
G ound EPA Fi nal G oundwat er Thi s regional guidance establishes The Site's groundwater To Be
Wt er Use and Val ue an approach allowi ng States to play aqui fer was determned to be Consi dered
Det erm nation Cuidance a pivotal role in determning the of "nedi unm use and val ue.
relative "use" and "value" of site The source control actions
groundwat er resources. The sel ected neet the goals of the
determ nation of the aquifer as a gui dance for nedi umuse and
"high", "mediunf, or "low' use val ue aquifers, by providing
aqui fer inpacts the appropriateness for the future attai nnent of
of restoration time periods and the groundwater cleanup |evels
extent of restoration of the within a reasonable tinme
cont am nat ed groundwater plume peri od.
as called for in the renedial
alternatives.
Sur f ace SDWA Non- Zero MCL Provi des nonenforceabl e health SDWA Non-Zero MCLGs Rel evant and
Wat er/ Goal s (MCLGs) goals for public water systens. will be attained in accordance Appropriate
G ound (40 CFR 141.50-141.51) EPA has pronul gat ed non-zero with the managenent of
\at er MCLGs for specific contam nants mgration alternative(s)

sel ected as part of the remedy.



Table 27: Fletchers Paint Site,
Regul ati ons (ARARs) for the Source Control Action, Thernal

Medi a

Sur f ace
Wat er

Medi a

G ound
Wt er

G ound
Wt er

Potential State
Requi r enent

Cl ean Water Act (CW),
Anbi ent Water Quality
Criteria (WX for
Protection of Human
Heal th and Aquatic Life

Potential State
Requi r enent

New Hanpshire

G oundwat er Protection
Regul ati ons; Ambi ent
groundwater Quality

St andards ( AGQS)

(Part Env-W 410. 03,
Feb. 1993)

New Hanpshire
G oundwat er Protection
Regul at i ons

M1 ford, New Hanpshire, Cheni cal

Requi rement Synopsi s

AWXs are devel oped under the
CWA as gui delines from which
state devel op water quality

standards for protection of human
heal th and aquatic organi sms.

Requi rement Synopsi s

Establ i shes criteria for ground
water quality (AGQXs); states that
ground water may not contain
contam nants above the nuneri cal
concentrations set in Env-W

410. 05.

Est abl i shes ground wat er di scharge
criteria which include the MCLs

(and MCLGs) adopted by the

(Part Env-W 410.05, Feb. Water Supply and Pollution

1993)

Control Division.

Action to be Taken to Attain
ARAR

AWXs will be attained in
surface waters at the end of
the renedi al action, either

through natural attenuation or

active renedi al neasures.

Action to be Taken to Attain

ARAR

Renedi al actions will be

required to treat affected
ground water or to elimnate

di scharge to the ground water.

Any di scharges to ground

wat er nmust not cause any
degradation to surface water
(the Souhegan River) so as to
violate surface water quality
standards in adjacent surface
wat er s

The remedi al action wll
elimnate di scharge of
contam nants, including
VQCs, PCBs, and inorganic
contam nants, resulting in
ground wat er contam nation
concentrations above state
MCL and MCLG | evel s.

- Specific Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate
Desor pti on Treat ment

St at us

Rel evant and
Appropri ate.

St at us

Appl i cabl e.

Appl i cabl e.



Table 28 : Fletcher's Paint Site, MIford, new Hanpshire, Location -Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Regul ati ons (ARARs) for the Source Control Action, Thernal Desorption Treatnent

Pot enti al Federal

Action to be taken to

Medi um Regul ati on Requi rement Synopsi s Attain ARAR St at us
Sedi nment O ean Water Act (CW) States that no di scharge of Excavations at the site wll Appl i cabl e.
Section 404(b) dredged or fill naterial shall be not di scharge dredged or
(40 CFR 230; 33 CFR permitted if there is a practicable fill materials into the
320- 330) alternative that has | ess adverse wet | ands.
i mpact on aquatic ecosystem
provi ded the alternative does not
have ot her significant adverse
envi ronment al consequences.
Wet | ands Protection of Wtlands Requi res that Federal agencies The alternative will be Applicable to
(Executive Order No. preserve and enhance natural and i mpl enented with control excavation and
11990) 40 CFR 6, beneficial values of wetlands and of wetlands excavation to treat ment of
Appendi x A (Policy on m ni m ze the destruction and the greatest extent contam nated soils
I npl emrenting E. O 11990) | oss or degradation of wetl ands. possi bl e. Any excavati on and sedi ments from
in the wetlands will rmneet wet | and ar eas.
the requirenents of this
Executive O der,
Mtigation will follow any
such excavations.
Fl oodpl ai ns  Fl oodpl ai n Managenent Requi res that Federal agencies The alternative will be Appl i cabl e.
(Executive O der No. reduce the risk of flood | oss, inmplenented to mnimze
11988) 40 CFR 6. 302(b) m nimze inpacts of floods, and the inpacts to the risk of
and 40 CFR 6, Appendi x restore and preserve the natural flood | oss to the greatest
A (Policy on and beneficial value of extent possible. Any
I npl erenting E. 0. 11988) f1 oodpl ai ns. activities in the
floodplains will neet the
requirenents of this
Executive O der.
Mtigation will follow any
such excavati ons.
Surface Fish and Widlife Requires the protection of fish or The alternative will be in Appl i cabl e.
Wat er Coor di nati on Act wildlife resources related to conmpliance with this
(16 USC 661-666) actions that control or nodify regul ation. The U S. Fish

wat er bodies. U S. Fish and

Wldlife Service nust be
consulted if any federal agency

proposes to nodi fy water bodies.

and Wldlife Service has
been consul t ed.



Table 28 :
Regul ati ons (ARARs) for the Source Control

Medi um

Wt | ands

Wet | ands

Potential State

Requi r errent Requi renent Synopsi s
Dredgi ng and Control of Establish criteria for conducting
Runof f any activity in or near state
(RSA 485-A:17); surface waters which nay
Dredgi ng rul es: Env-W adversely affect water quality.
Part 415
New Hanpshi re Wetl ands Establ i shed to m ni m ze physi cal
Act alteration to wetlands so their
(RSA 482-A, Env-Vé beneficial functions can be
300- 400, 600, 700) pr eserved.

Action to be taken to
Attain ARAR

Excavati ons near the
Souhegan River will
comply with these
requi renents.

Reredi al activities in
wet | ands | ocated in or
adj acent to the site wll
comply with these

wet | ands protection
requirenents.

Fletcher's Paint Site, MIford, new Hanpshire, Location - Specific Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate
Action, Thernal Desorption Treatnment

St at us
Appl i cabl e.
Appl i cabl e.



Table 29: Fletcher's Paint Site,

M1 ford, New Hanmpshire: Action - Specific Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate

Regul ati ons (ARARs) for the Source Control Actions, Thernal Desorption Treatnent.

Medi um

Ar

Potenti al Federa

Requi r enent

Resour ce Conservation and

Recovery Act (RCRA)

(40 CFR 265 Subpart P)

RCRA

(40 CFR 264, Subpart AA)

RCRA

(40 CFR 264, Subpart BB)
RCRA

(40 CFR 264, Subpart CO)

Asbest os National Em ssion

St andards for Asbestos
(40 CFR 61; Subpart M

Toxi ¢ Subst ance Contr ol
Act (TSCA)
(40 CFR 761)

Requi renent Synopsi s

Regul ations contain requirenents
for air pollutant em ssions from
thermal units.

Regul ations contain air pollutant
em ssion standards for process

vents, closed vent systems, and
control devices at hazardous

waste treatment, storage, and
di sposal facilities.

Est abl i shes desi gn specification

and nonitoring requirenents for
equi pnent that contains or

contacts hazardous wastes with
organi c concentrations of at |east
10% by wei ght

Wul d establish em ssion controls

for tanks, containers, and surface
i mpoundnents having a vol atile

concentration equal to or greater
than 500 ppnw.

Regul ations contain requirenents

for inspecting and denolishing
structures that nay contain

asbestos and di sposi ng of that
material found to contain

asbest os.

All materials that contain PCBs at
concentrations of 50 ppm or

greater shall be disposed of in an
incinerator or in a chemcal waste
landfill or, upon application, using
a di sposal nmethod to be approved

by the EPA Region in which the

PCBs are | ocat ed.

Action to be Taken to
Attain ARAR

The alternative shall neet
the requirenents set forth
n this subpart.

The alternative shall neet

the requirenents of these

regul ations set forth in this
subpart. Appropriate if they

are not.

The thermal desorption
equi pnrent will be
desi gned, and nonitoring

conducted, to conply with
this requirenent.

The thermal desorption

equi prent will be desi gned
to conply with this
requi r enent

Structure(s) wll be

i nspected and denol i shed
and any material
cont ai ni ng asbest os

di sposed of in accordance
with these requirenents.

Fol | owi ng t hernal
desorption, effluent will
incinerated off site in
accordance with these
regul ati ons,

St at us

Rel evant and
Appropriate

Applicable if
threshold | evels are

nmet; Rel evant and

Applicable if
threshold |l evels are
met; Relevant. and

Appropriate if they
are not.

Applicable if
threshold | evel s are
nmet; Rel evant and

Appropriate if they
are not.

Applicable if
asbest os- cont ai ni ng
material found in the

Fletcher's El m Street
Pai nt works is

schedul ed for
denolition.

Applicable if PCB
concentrations are 50
ppm or greater.



Table 29 Fletcher's Paint Site, MIford, New Hanpshire: Action - Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Regul ati ons (ARARs) for the Source Control Actions, Thernal Desorption Treatnent.

Medi um Pot enti al Federal

Requi r enent

Soi | TSCA - 40 CFR
761.65(c)(9),
761.65(c) (9)(iv)
761.61(c), Storage and
Di sposal of Bul k PCB
Renedi ati on Waste

Soi | TSCA 40 CFR
761.65(c) (1) and
761.61(c), Storage and
Di sposal of Liquid PCB
Renedi ati on Waste

Soi | TSCA Spill Policy
(40CFR 761. 60[ d])

Soi | Qui dance on Renedi al
Actions for Superfund

Sites with PCB
Cont am nati on

(OCSWER Directive
9355. 4- 01, August, 1990)

Soi | Qui dance Docunent:

Fi nal Covers on Hazardous
Waste Landfills and

Surface | mpoundnents,
July 1989

( EPA/ 530- Sw- 89- 047)

Requi renent Synopsi s

This regulation allows for the
tenporary storage of bul k PCB

Action to be Taken to
Attain ARAR

Requirenents will be net.

and renedi ati on wastes, for a duration

not to exceed 180 days. The EPA
Regi onal Admi ni strator can
approve alternate storage and

di sposal methods consistent with
the "risk-based option".

These regul ati ons address the
storage and di sposal requirenents
for the remedi ati on of PCB wastes
at facilities where |iquids have
been contam nated by a PCB spill.
Generally, liquid wastes nust be
di sposed of w thin 30 days. The
EPA Regi onal Admi nistrator can
approve alternate storage and

di sposal nethods consistent with
the"ri sk-based option".

Pol i cy establishes guidelines for
spill cleanups to different |evels
depending on spill |ocation,

potential for exposure, and
concentration of PCBs actually

spi | | ed.

Qui dance establishes an approach
for evaluating and renediating

PCB contam nati on at Superfund
Sites.

Qui dance establishes design

specifications for landfill closure

that nmeet RCRA 264 Subpart G

(Subtitle C Landfill) closure
requirenents.

Storage requirenents will
be conplied with, or
grounds for a waiver will
be net.

The Policy will be

considered in determning
cl eanup | evels for PCBs.

This guidance will be
considered in determning
cl eanup | evel s and

appropriate technol ogi es,

This guidance wi |l be

consi dered when desi gni ng
the final cover.

St at us

Appl i cabl e

Applicable if PCI3
concentrations are 50

ppm or greater.

To Be Consi dered

To Be Consi dered

To Be Consi dered



Table 29: Fletcher's Paint Site,

Regul ati ons (ARARs) for the Source Control Actions, Thernal Desorption Treatnent.

Medi um

G ound
Wat er

G ound
Wt er

G ound
Wat er

Pot enti al Federal
Requi r enent

Clean Water Act (CWA),
Section 402, National
Pol | ut ant Di scharge
El i m nation System
(NPDES) 33 USC 1342;
40 CFR 122-125, 131

Qui dance of Use of
Moni t ored Nat ur al

Attenuation at Superfund,

RCRA Corrective Action

and Under ground Storage

Tank Sites
(OCSWER Directive
9200. 4- 17, Dec, 1997)

Qui dance on the
Presunpti ve Response
Strategy and Ex-situ

Treat ment technol ogies for

Cont am nat ed
G oundwat er at CERCLA

Sites (EPA 540- R 96- 023,

oct 1996)

RSA Chapter 147-A, New

Hanpshi re Hazar dous
Wast e Managenent Act
and Hazardous Waste
Rul es

( Env- Wn 100- 1000)

Siting Requirenents
( Env- Wn 353. 09) and
Variances to Siting
Requi renents (353. 10)

Env- Wn 708. 03(d) and
(d) (1)

Requi renent Synopsi s

These standards govern di scharge
of water into surface waters.

Qui dance establishes

i npl enent ati on gui delines for
nonitored natural attenuation
renedi es.

Qui dance establishes design
speci fications for inplenenting
presunptive groundwat er

remedi al actions.

St at e Hazardous Waste

Managerent St andards oper at ed
inlieu of federal RCRA Subtitle
C requirenents.

Provi si on establishes siting

requirenents and vari ances for
hazardous waste facilities near
geologic fault areas and flood
plains and sets forth state

procedures for identifying the
boundaries of the flood plains.

Qutlines operational requirenents
for proper and saf e nanagenent
and conditions for containers and
t anks.

Action to be Taken to
Attain ARAR

Di scharge fromthe water
treatnent plant associ ated
with the dewatering of the
M1l Street soils, will neet
AWXCs.

Thi s guidance will be
consi dered during the
desi gn and perfornmance of
the long-term nonitoring
of the groundwater.

Qui dance will be

consi dered during the
devel opnent of the |ong-
t erm gr oundwat er

noni tori ng program and
future bedrock studies.

Managenent of hazar dous
wastes will conply with

t he substantive standards of
t hese regul ati ons.

The thermal desorption
treatnment facility will be
constructed in conpliance
with siting requirenents or
variance criteria.

This alternative will
conformwi th the proper

and safe usage of tanks and
contai ners in accordance
with these requirenents.

M1 ford, New Hanmpshire: Action - Specific Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate

St at us

Appl i cabl e

To Be Consi dered

To Be Consi dered

I ndi vi dual sections
summari zed bel ow.

Wi ved

Appl i cabl e.



Table 29: Fletcher's Paint Site, MIford, New Hanpshire: Action - Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Regul ati ons (ARARs) for the Source Control Actions, Thernal Desorption Treatnent.

Potential State Action to be Taken to

Medi um Requi r enent Requi renent Synopsi s Attain ARAR St at us
Soi | Env- Wn 702. 09 Est abl i shes desi gn requi renents The thernal desorption Appl i cabl e.
for hazardous waste facilities. treatnment facility will be
constructed in accordance
with design requirenents.
Soi | Operation Requirenents Establ i shes a variety of Facility construction, Applicable to
for Hazardous Waste requirenents relating to operation operation, closure, and operation of a
Facilities and cl osure of hazardous waste post-closure will meet facility: Wived for
( Env- Wi 708. 02) facilities. these requirenents. cl osure requirenents
dependi ng on action.
Soi | UST Regul ations and The NHDES rust be notified To excavate the first ten Appl i cabl e.
Qui del i nes prior to schedul ed cl osure or feet of PCB-contam nated
(ENV-W 411.18) removal of USTs. Hazards and soil, it will be necessary to
potential contanination nust be renmove five USTs. This
assessed, and the NHDES nust alternative will conply
i nspect site and approve of with the regul ati ons and
cl osure. guidelines if UST renoval
i s performed.
G ound Nondegr adati on of G ound Provi des that ground water shall The remedi al action will Appl i cabl e.
\at er water to Protect Surface not contain any contam nant at elimnate or prevent any
Wt er concentrati ons such that natural di scharges to ground water
(Env-W 410.03) di scharge of that ground water to resulting in a violation of
surface water results in a violation surface water quality at
of surface water quality standards. adj acent surface waters or
rendering ground water
unsui tabl e for drinking
wat er
G ound Env-W 410. 26 These provisions set forth Moni toring, institutional Appl i cabl e
Wt er G oundwat er Managemnent requirenents for a GW control s and other actions

Zone (G\E)

establ i shed under 410.03. The
requirenents include inter alia
isolations, institutional controls,
nonitoring, restoration of
groundwat er quality, nethods of

est abl i shing GVZ boundaries, and
means of restricting groundwater
extraction.

taken to renedi ate the
QW w ||l be consistent
with this requirenent.



Table 29: Fletcher's Paint Site,

M1 ford, New Hanmpshire: Action - Specific Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate

Regul ati ons (ARARs) for the Source Control Actions, Thernal Desorption Treatnent.

Medi um

G ound
Wat er

G ound
VWt er

Ar,
G ound
Wat er

Potential State
Requi r enent

Env-Ws 410. 30 Water

Qual ity Sanpling,
Anal ysi s and Mnitoring

Env-W 410.31 (a)
G oundwat er Monitoring
Vells

NH Adm ni strati ve Code,
Air, Chapter 100, Parts
604- 606

Env-Wn 702. 11 and
702. 12

Requi renent Synopsi s

Provi des requirements for surface
wat er and groundwat er sanpling,
nmoni toring and anal ysi s.

Requires nonitoring wells to be
desi gned, installed and

deconmi ssi oned in accordance
with the practices of two

ref erenced gui dance

Est abl i shes standards for the
rel ease of VOCs, particul ate
matter, and ot her hazardous air
pol l ut ants.

Provi si ons establish ground water
nmoni toring requirenments and

aut hori ze the requirenent of other
envi ronment al noni toring.

Action to be taken to
Attain ARAR

Surface water and
groundwat er sanpli ng,
noni toring and anal ysis
will conply with these
requi renents.

Monitoring wells will be
desi gned, installed and
deconmi ssi oned consi st ent
with the practices in the
gui dance docunents

ref erenced.

Thermal desorption

equi prent will be
constructed to conply with
t hese em ssion standards.

Gound water and air

em ssions nonitoring wll
be conducted as necessary
during remnedi ation.

St at us

Appl i cabl e.
Appl i cabl e.
Appl i cabl e.
Appl i cabl e.



Table 29: Fletcher's Paint Site,

M1 ford, New Hanmpshire: Action - Specific Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate

Regul ati ons (ARARs) for the Source Control Actions, Thernal Desorption Treatnent.

Medi um

Sur f ace
Wt er

Sur f ace
Wt er

Potential State
Requi r enent

Env- A 1002

Env- A 1305

St andards for

d assifications of Surface
Waters of the State

(NH Water Quality

Criteria Standards, RS
Chapter 149:3, W 400,
Parts 430-439)

Water Quality Standards
(Env-W 437);

NH Ant i degradati on

Pol i cy

(Env-V¢ 439)

Requi renent Synopsi s

Est abl i shes prevention, abatenent,
and control procedures for
fugitive dust em ssions due to
construction and excavati on.

Est abl i shes requirenents for
technol ogy and for air inpact
anal ysis with respect to devices
em tting regul ated substances.

Requi renent s i ncl ude the

prohi bition of disposal of wastes
that will lower the quality of any
surface water bel ow the m ni mum
requi renents of surface water
classification. Included are

envi ronment al - based standards for
contam nants associated with
specific classes of water.

States that no persons shall place
or discharge pollutants into any
waters of the state unless the

di scharge conplies with effluent
standards and limtations, and will

not degrade existing water quality.

Action to be taken to
Attain ARAR

This alternative will follow
these procedures to

mai ntai n dust control

during renedi ation
activities.

Di scharges from any new
or nodified facility wll
conmply with these

requi renents.

Di scharge of pollutants to
surface waters will neet
appl i cabl e standards.

Di scharges of pollutants to
surface waters will meet
appl i cabl e standards

St at us

Appl i cabl e.
Appl i cabl e.
Appl i cabl e.
Appl i cabl e.



Table 30: Fletcher's Paint Site,

M1 ford, New Hanmpshire, Chemical - Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate

Requi renents (ARARs) for the Managerment of Mgration, Linmted Action/ Institutional Controls

Medi um

Soi |

Soi | /
G ound
Wat er

G ound
Wt er

G ound
Wt er

Pot enti al Federal
Requi r enent

Toxi ¢ Subst ance Contr ol
Act (TSCA) PCB Spill
Cl eanup Policy (40 CFR
Part 761, Subpart Q

EPA Qui dance on

Renedi al Actions for
Superfund Sites with PCB
Cont am nati on (1990)

Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA)  Maxi mum

Cont am nant Level s
(MCLs) (40 CFR

141.11- 141. 16, 141.61,
141. 62)

EPA G ound Wt er
Protection Strategy

Requi renent Synopsi s

Pertains to recent PCB spills (of
50 ppm PCB or greater and
occurring after 5/4/78) and
establ i shes cl eanup goal s for
sites dependi ng on use and
accessibility.

Descri bes the recomended
approach to evaluating and
renedi ating Superfund sites with
PCB cont ami nati on.

Provi des enforceabl e cl eanup
standards for a nunber of
common organi ¢ and i norganic
contam nants. These |evels
regul ate the concentration of
contam nants in drinking water
suppl i es.

Provi des classification and
restoration of ground water based
on its vulnerability, use, and
val ue.

Action to be Taken to Attain
ARAR

Tenporary cover systemwill

be maintai ned; institutional
controls will be placed on the
property restricting uses and
activities on the properties.

Qui dance will be considered
when establishing | ong-term
nmanagenment activities.

SDWA MCLs will be attained
t hrough natural attenuation.

This strategy will be considered
in conjunction with the federal
SDWA and New Hanpshire

Water Quality Standards.

St at us

To Be
Consi der ed

To Be
Consi der ed.

Rel evant and

Appropri at e.

To Be
Consi der ed.



Table 30: Fletcher's Paint Site,

M1 ford, New Hanmpshire, Chemical - Specific Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate

Requi renents (ARARs) for the Managerment of Mgration, Linmted Action/ Institutional Controls

Medi um

Sur f ace
Wt er/
G ound
Wat er

Sur f ace
VWt er

G ound
Wt er

G ound
Wt er

G ound
Wt er

Pot enti al Federal
Requi r enent

SDWA Non- Zero MCL
Coal s (MCLGs) (40 CFR
141. 50- 141. 51)

Clean Water Act (CW),
Anbi ent Water Quality
Criteria (WX for
Protection of Human
Health and Aquatic Life

EPA Fi nal G oundwat er
Use and Val ue
Det erm nati on Qui dance

New Hanpshire

G oundwat er Protection
Regul ati ons, Anbi ent
Groundwater Quality

St andards ( AGQS)

(Part Env-W 410.03, Feb
1993)

NB G oundwat er
Protection Regul ations

(Part Env-W 410.05, Feb.

1993)

Requi renent Synopsi s

Provi des nonenforceabl e health
goals for public water systens.
EPA has promnul gated non-zero
MCLGs for specific

cont am nants.

AWXCs are devel oped under the
CWMA as gui delines from which
state devel op water quality
standards for protection of
human heal th and aquatic

or gani sns.

Provides a rating systemfor the
State to establish restoration
goal s for a groundwater aquifer
based on its vulnerability, use
and val ue.

Establ i shes criteria for ground
water quality (AGQS), states that
ground water nay not contain
contam nants above the

nuneri cal concentrations set in
Env-\W 410. 05.

Est abl i shes groundwat er

di scharge criteria which include
the MCLs (and MCLGs) adopt ed

by the NH WBPC Di vi si on.

Action to be Taken to Attain
ARAR

SDWA Non-Zero MCLGs will
be attained through natural
attenuation.

AWXCs will be attained in
surface waters at the end of
renmedi al action through natural
attenuati on.

Thi s gui dance was considered in
conjunction with the federal
SDWA and the New Hanpshire

G oundwat er Protection Rules in
order to determ ne groundwater
cl eanup | evels. The aquifer was
classified as nediumval ue. The
limted Action/ institutional
Control actions selected are
consistent with this.

Gound waters will be allowed to
natural ly attenuate.

G oundwater will be allowed to
naturally attenuate and will be
nonitored until standards have
been net.

St at us

Rel evant and
Appropri ate.

Rel evant and
Appropri ate.

To Be
Consi der ed

Appl i cabl e.

Appl i cabl e.



Table 31: Fletcher's Paint Site,

M I ford, New Hanpshire,

Regul ati ons (ARARS) for the Managerment of Mgration, Linmited Action/lInstitutional

Medi um

Sedi nent

Wt | ands

Fl oodpl ai ns

Sur f ace
Wt er

Medi um

Wet | ands

Wet | ands

Pot enti al Federal
Requi r enent

Clean Water Act (CWA)
Section 404(b)

(40 CFR 230; 33 CFR
320- 330)

Protection of Wtl ands
(Executive Order No.
11990) 40 CFR 6,

Appendi x A (Policy on

I npl emrenting E. O 11990)

Fl oodpl ai n Managenent
(Executive Order No.
11988) 40 CFR 6.302(b),
40 CFR 6, Appendi x A
(Policy on Inplenenting
E. O 119880

Fish and Wldlife
Coordi nati on Act
(16 USC 661-666)

Potential State
Requi r enent

Dredgi ng and Control of
Runof f

(RSA 485-A: 17);

Dredgi ng rul es: Env-W
Part 415

New Hanpshi re Wetl ands
Act

(RSA 482-A, Env-\Vé
300- 400, 600, 700)

Requi renent Synopsi s

States that no discharge of dredged

or fill material shall be permtted if
there is a practicable alternative that
has | ess adverse inpact on aquatic;
ecosystem provided the alternative
does not have ot her significant
adver se envi ronnent al

consequences.

Requi res that Federal agencies
preserve and enhance natural and
beneficial values of wetlands and

m ni m ze the destruction and | oss or
degradation of wetl ands.

Requi res that Federal agencies
reduce the risk of flood |oss,

m nimze inpacts of floods, and
restore and preserve the natural and
beneficial value of floodplains.

Requires the protection of fish or
wildlife resources related to actions
that control or nodify water bodies.
U S F& W Service nust be

consulted if any federal agency
proposes to nodify water bodies.

Requi rement Synopsi s

Establish criteria for conducting any
activity in or near state surface

wat ers whi ch may adversely affect

wat er quality.

Est abl i shed to m ni m ze physical
alteration to wetlands so their
beneficial functions can be
preserved.

Locati on- Specific Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate
Control s

Action to be taken
to Attain ARAR

No actions will be
taken as part of this
al ternative.

No actions will be
taken as part of this
alternative.

No actions will be
taken as part of this
alternative.

No actions will be
taken as part of this
alternative.

Action to be taken
to Attain ARAR

No actions will be
taken as part of this
alternative.

No actions will be
taken as part of this
alternative.

St at us

Appl i cabl e.

Appl i cabl e to excavation
and treatnent of

contam nated soils and
sedi ments from wetl and
ar eas.

Appl i cabl e.

Appl i cabl e.

St at us

Appl i cabl e.

Appl i cabl e.



Table 32: Fletcher's Paint Site,

Medi um

Sur f ace
Wat er

G ound
VWt er

G ound
Wt er

G ound
Wt er

Medi um

G ound
Wat er

Pot enti al Federal
Requi r enent

O ean Water Act; Sections
301- 304

Safe Drinking Water Act;
40 CFR - Part 141

Qui dance of the Use of
Moni t ored Nat ur al
Attenuati on at Superfund,
RCRA Corrective Action
and Under ground Storage
Tank Sites

(OCSWER Directive

9200. 4- 17, Dec, 1997)

Qui dance on the
Presunpti ve Response
Strategy and Ex-Situ
Treat ment Technol ogi es
for Contani nat ed

G oundwat er at CERCLA
sites (Cct, 1996)

(EPA 540- R- 96- 023)

Potential State
Requi r enent

Env-W 410. 07, 410. 009,
and 410. 10. Prohibited
Di scharge, G oundwat er
Di scharge Zone,

G oundwat er Di scharge

permt Conpliance Criteria

Requi rement Synopsi s

Est abl i shes Anbient Water Quality
Criteria (AWX) standards for
presence of contam nants which
coul d adversely affect aquatic

or gani smns.

Est abl i shes Maxi mum Cont am nant
Level s (MCLs) for toxic chenicals in
public drinking water systens.

Qui dance is intended for the
i mpl enent ati on of nonitored natural
attenuation renedi es.

Qui dance est abl i shes design
specifications for inplenenting
presunptive groundwater renedi al
actions.

Requi rement Synopsi s

Prohi bits discharges to groundwat er
wi t hout use of BAT; requires controls
on use of groundwater within

di scharge zone; sets lints on

di scharges to groundwat er

M1 ford, New Hanmpshire, Action - Specific Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate
Requi renents (ARARs) for the Managerment of Mgration, Linmted Action/ Institutional

Control s

Action to be Taken to
Attain ARAR

Surface waters will be
allowed to naturally
attenuate and will be
nmonitored until standards
have been net.

G ound waters will be
allowed to naturally
attenuate and will be
nmonitored until standards
have been net.

The gui dance will be
consi dered when desi gni ng
and i npl ementing the

| ong-term nmonitoring
program for the

gr oundwat er .

CGui dance will be

consi dered during the
devel oprment of the | ong
term moni toring program

and future bedrock studies.

Action to be taken to
Attain ARAR

Renedi al neasures

i nvol ving di scharges to
groundwat er nust conply
with these requirenents.

St at us

Appl i cabl e.

Appl i cabl e.

To be
Consi der ed

To be
Consi der ed

St at us

Applicable if

t r eat ment
effluent (from
the de-watering
action) is

di scharged to

t he groundwater.



Table 32: Fletcher's Paint Site,
Requi renents (ARARs) for the Managerment of Mgration, Linmted Action/ Institutional

Medi um

G ound
Wat er

G ound

Wat er

G ound
Wat er

Potential State
Requi r enent

Env-W 410. 26
Groundwat er Managenent
Zone (G\VE)

Env-W 410. 30
Water Quality Sanpling,
Anal ysi s and Mnitoring

Env-W 410.3 1 (a)
G oundwat er Monitoring
Vel ls

Requi rement Synopsi s

These provisions set forth
requirenents for a GVZ establ i shed
under 410.03. The requirenents
include inter alia, isolation,
institutional controls, nonitoring,
restoration of groundwater quality,
met hods of establishing Gw

boundari es, and neans of restricting
groundwat er extraction.

Provi des requirements for surface
wat er and groundwat er sanpli ng,
noni tori ng and anal ysi s.

Requires nonitoring wells to be
desi gned, installed and

decomm ssioned in accordance with
the practices of two referenced
gui dance.

M1 ford, New Hanmpshire, Action - Specific Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate

Control s

Action to be Taken to
Attain ARAR

Moni toring, institutional
controls and other actions
taken to renedi ate the
GVEZ will be consistent
with this requirenent.

Surface water and
groundwat er sanpl i ng,
noni toring and anal ysi s
will conply with these
requi renent.

Monitoring wells will be
desi gned, installed and
decomm ssi oned consi st ent
with the practices in the
gui dance docunents

r ef erenced.

St at us

Appl i cabl e

Appl i cabl e

Appl i cabl e
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1 PROCEEDI NGS

2

3 HEARI NG OFFI CER BOYNTON: | am goi ng
4 to wel come everybody to the hearing for the

5 Fl etcher's Paint Superfund Site. | am Dick

6 Boynton fromthe EPA New Engl and Regi onal O fice

7 in Boston.

8 Before | begin the hearing, | want to
9 nmake an announcenent about our Project Manager,

10 Cheryl Sprague. She had a baby girl on Super Bow
11 Sunday. The baby's nane is Courtney, and she is

12 7 pounds, 2 ounces, and 20 inches |ong, and

13 everybody is doing fine; but that is why Cheryl

14 can't be here, but she did call this afternoon at

15 the office.

16 And to ny left is Roger Duwart, our
17 Proj ect Manager fromthe New Hanpshire section.

18 Roger will be helping us with the Fletcher's Paint
19 Site while Cheryl is at hone with the baby.

20 The purpose of tonight's neeting is to
21 accept oral comments on the proposed cl eanup pl an
22 for the Fletcher's Paint Site. I'll serve as the
23 hearing of ficer.

24 The proposed, plan was made public on
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Decenber 27, 1996, and was di scussed in sone
detail at the neeting here on January 14, 1997.
The public comment period began on January 15t h,
and is scheduled to end on February 18t h.

The hearing will be conducted as
follows: First, | will give you a brief overview
of the proposed plan, and | will accept coments
for the record.

If you wish to comment, please fill
out the cards and | eave themfor ne. | already
have sone cards here. Please use the nicrophone
in the center of the room state your nane, and
spell your last nane for our court stenographer.
I amasking that you limt your comrents to
15 minutes. If your statements take nore than
15 minutes, please summarize your inportant
points, and provide ne with a copy of the text

and the comrents, and the text will be transcribed
into the hearing record.

After the comments have been heard, |
will close the hearing. Witten commrents may be
mailed to our Boston office at the address of the
proposed plan, and must be postmarked no | ater

than February 18th. Al of the oral comments, and
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the comments received during the comment peri od,
will be responded to in a responsiveness sumrary,
which will be included with the decision for the
remedy, for the site. W call it a record of

deci si on.

Are there any questions about our
proceedi ngs before, we begin?

W won't be responding to your
comrents toni ght. Those responses will be in
witing in response to your comments.

Are there any questions at all before
we start?

First, let me just nove over here.

AUDI ENCE PARTI CI PANT: Can we turn up
the volume on this. It's not clear.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BOYNTON:  To refresh
everybody's nmenory, |'mgoing to go over the site
and put up an agenda. | already did an introduction.
I"1'l talk quickly about the site description, the
cleanup alternatives that we | ooked at, and our
proposed cl eanup plan, and then we will take oral
conmments for the record.

First, a picture of the site, and this

is the MIIl Street property, which is a very
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condensed area. This shaded area represents the
cont am nated groundwork; and as you see here, this
is the Fletcher Paint property, and the buil ding,
and then Keyes Field is out here, and the road is
down here.

Very quickly, the cleanup alternatives
that we | ooked at for our dealing with the
contam nation at the site are as foll ows: For the
soil cleanup, we put that no action is required to
do that, but that gives us the background to
conpare the other alternatives against. Then it
means what it says, no action for the site.

The limted action woul d be invol ved
with nonitored and restricted use of the site.
There woul d be sone costs associated with that.

Then we | ook at the contai nment
sol ution, which includes a flexible nenbrane cap,
renoval of about three feet of soil, and a
flexi bl e nenbrane cap to prevent infiltration of
water, rainwater to the site, with vertical
barriers to protect the groundwater fromcarrying
contam nation fromthe site.

COURT REPORTER Excuse ne. |I'm

havi ng troubl e hearing you with peopl e wal ki ng
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by. Coul d you nove the microphone over, please
Perhaps that will help

Thank you very much.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BOYNTON:  So we | ook
at a contai nment remedy, which includes a cap, a
flexible menbrane liner, vertical barriers to
prevent the groundwater fromentering the site, to
prevent it fromleaving the site, the groundwater
and discarding it, in this case, in the river

And then we | ooked at off-site
di sposal alternatives. That woul d be excavation
of the soil, putting it in trucks or railcars, and
transporting it to an approved hazardous waste
landfill, or to a hazardous materials incinerator
for destruction

Then lastly, we |ooked at an on-site
alternative. W |ooked at |ow tenperature thernal
desorpti on, which is a process |ike a non-contact
heating in an oven, and driving the volatiles from
the soil into a situation where we can condense
them and consolidate them and take themoff site
for disposal. That |eaves us with clean soil.

W al so | ooked at

stabilization/solidification of the soil, the
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contam nated soil, which entails nmixing themwith
additives like cenent, fly ash, or asphalt, to
contain the contamnation so it would actually fix
it in place, but that still involves a volune
increase in the anmount of material you have to
deal with, and it also involves placing a cap over
it.

Then we | ooked at sol vent extraction
This is basically a washing of the soil with a
solvent or a surfactant, and then concentrating
that solvent and contanination into a solid for
off-site disposal. It requires a |ot of soi
handling and a | ot of use of solvent.

And then we | ooked at how we're goi ng
to clean up the groundwater, and we got into a
situation where if we had to do that, we | ooked at
a no-action alternative for conparison

VW | ooked at a linmted action, which

nmeans we would nmonitor it for the foreseeable
future, foreseeabl e background basically, and
restrict the use of the groundwater, naybe use it
as a portable water supply or -- | don't think you
can use it for an industrial supply anyway.

Then, lastly, we |ooked at a treatnent
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alternative, which is punping the groundwater

directly into the ground, air stripping, wh

ere you

put it through a situation where you punp air

through it, drive the volatile contamnants on to

the air stream and that would activate it

activated carbon and gaseous state, an

contam nants that collect on the carbon

Agai n,

into an

d renove the

the second alternative was just

passing the |iquid phase through the granul ar

activated carbon,
regenerating the carbon

Lastly,

and then recycling and

we | ooked at ultraviolet

radi ati on and sone kind of oxidant to actually

destroy the contam nants in place

woul d use ozone or man-nade --

chem cal as an oxi dant.

That

is what we | ooked at

sone kind of

gamut when we begin to conpare all the alte

Then |

briefly about the proposed plan, the prefer

and for that we

in the whole

rnatives.

should talk a little bit

red

cl eanup pl an, which we broke into two phases,

dealing with the M1

Street property first, which

we thought was nore concentrated or contam nated

And, basically,

at M1

Street,

what we are
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proposing to do is nove about 15,000 yards of
contam nated soil, and truly bring themto the Elm
Street site, and treat themwith the therma
desorption unit, which as | nentioned before is
like a large oven that can separate the PCBs from
the soil.

And al so in Phase |, we woul d denolish
and take the Fletcher's Paint Wrks building off
the Elm Street site and di spose of the rubble at
an approved landfill, and renove the five
under ground storage tanks that are currently
located on the Fletcher's Elm Street property.

This woul d be probably a process of somewhere from
25 to 30 weeks we estimate, once we design what we
are going to do and begin activity.

And then the second phase, after we
complete the MII Street clean up, would be to
deal with the contaninated soils on the Elm Street
property, and this involves treatnent of about
29,000 yards of contam nated soils, the way we
estimate it, and we also would treat these on-site
with the thermal desorption unit, the sane unit
that we use on Elm Street, and we woul d

excavate -- there are sone highly contam nated
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soils and wastes in the area, and we woul d
excavate those and di spose of themoff-site; and
then we woul d pl ace an i npermeabl e, flexible cap
in the drai nage area asphalt, and we woul d assi st
with that, and the idea behind this would be it
woul dn't restrict the use of the property for sone
i ndustrial purposes.

AUDI ENCE PARTI Cl PANT: What date are
we tal ki ng about here now for the second phase,
realistically?

HEARI NG OFFI CER BOYNTON: A coupl e
years at |east before we Clean up that. And then
we believe that if we carry out this proposed
pl an, according to the way we estinate it, that we
woul d not have to cone treat the groundwater. W
can naturally attenuate that over time. So that
woul d mean we woul d still monitor the groundwater
to see what was there, what was happening with it,
and we think it would probably be 30 or 40 years
bef ore the groundwater woul d cl ean up.

AUDI ENCE PARTI Cl PANT: So those cubic
yards that you have already treated at that point
in tinme should be able to be put back down?

HEARI NG OFFI CER BOYNTON: Those woul d
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go back on the site.

So that was -- basically, | just
wanted to do that to refresh everybody's menory of
what the proposed plan | ooked |ike, and now we
will get into the comments.

I would like to al so mention we have a
coupl e of people here: Matt Leahy, from Senator
Judd G egg's office in New Hanpshire; and Donna
Ganmache from Senator Smth's office is also here.

H , Donna.

Now, for people that would like to get
on the record, if they will take the opportunity
to conme up from General Electric.

JILL SIEBELS: Good evening. My name
is Jill Siebels, S1-E-B-E-L-S, and | amthe
Remedi al Project Manager from General H ectric.

Thanks. | amnot used to doing too
many t hi ngs.

| appreciate the opportunity tonight
to present our view regarding the appropriate
remedy for the site, but because this is a
community nmeeting, | amgoing to keep this brief,
and just make a statenment regarding our efforts to

date. GE is preparing detailed witten conmrents
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on the proposed renmedy that we will submt to EPA
before the end of the comrent peri od.

First and forenost, we are commtted
to identify a remedy protective of both human
health and the environment. To that end, we are
interested in evaluating Shell's in situ thernal
technol ogy for use at the site. The devel opnent
of the in situ technol ogy is nmoving ahead quickly,
and that nmakes it sure to be the nost appropriate
remedy to be applied at this site.

W appreciate that the comrunity has
been dealing with this process for quite a |ong
time now, and because of the devel opnent of the
| STD, which is in situ thernal desorption
t echnol ogy, because it's so close, we believe it
is in everyone's best interest to think about
the eval uation for technol ogy before a renedy
is selected at the site.

As | said, we recognize that this is
your meeting, and we want to nake sure that
everyone has the chance to provide comments or ask
questions of the EPA. However, we are nore than
willing to share -- sorry. W are nore than

willing to share our thoughts with the community
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once we have conpl eted our evaluation; and to that
end, anyone who is interested in obtaining
addi tional information can conme up to nme with your
name and address, or we wll have a sign-up sheet
that we can put over on the table, and we are
still in the of process of putting together witten
comrents, but we will share themwith anyone who
is interested, or sit down with you if you are
interested in that.

Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BOYNTON: Thank you,
Jill.

Now, Jack H rsch from Shell Gl
Company. Jack

JACK H RSCH. Good eveni ng. My nane
is Jack Hrsch -- that is HI-RS-GH-- and | am
an enpl oyee of Shell Q1| Conpany, which is the
inventor of the technol ogy, and also Shell is the
owner of its subsidiary, TerraTherm which is
offering this service of the in situ thermal
desorption technol ogy.

| appreciate the opportunity to be
here tonight. | wanted to perhaps clarify sonme of

the questions that we believe were raised at the
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neeting on the 14th of January.
And the first question is: Were are

we in terns of devel opment of the technol ogy?

And several things have happened since

the last tine we nmet with you, and anbng t hem we
had essentially conpleted the project that we were
doing at our test facility in Houston, Texas, and
we thank the town and the state for sending
representati ves down to observe the operation down
there, and al so where we shared the results with
you. We are still finalizing the results from
that work; and when it's conplete, we will be
sharing that with you up here

In addition, the in situ thernal
desorption technology is being comercially
applied full-scale in Portland, Indiana. That is
a 150-well project that is ongoing as we speak
We are currently in the final heating stages of
that project. That is a contanminate of PCE at a
depth of about 20 feet.

TerraThermis al so devel opi ng
proposals for full-scale site renediations for
numerous sites nationally. The technol ogy, while

still being tested to provide performance and
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refinements and other cost data to allow us to
make the conmmercial application as efficient
as possible, we assure you the testing is not
delaying its use in the environnmenta
nmar ket pl ace

There were sone questions, | believe,
concerning the technology and howit's -- where
it's been used for PCBs, polychlorinated
bi phenyl s. The in situ thernmal desorption
t echnol ogy was successfully denonstrated on PCBs
at the Aens Falls Dragstrip site, that is a
New York State Super Fund site, in 1996

It's currently nobilizing the
equi pnent to the Mssouri El ectric Wrks, which is
an NPL listed Super Fund site in Cape Qrardeau
M ssouri, where we will be doing a denonstration
test, which we will conplete by the end of March
this year. The equi prent we are al ready nobilizing
on the site as we speak. W will have the
full-scal e equi prent on the site February 10th
and the contam nant treatnent process, the sane
for both the thermal wells and thermal bl ankets,
denonstrated nore than six 9's destruction

efficiency for polychlorinated bi phenyls.
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The owner of the Mssouri Electric
Wrrks site has made the site avail able for people
that m ght want to cone tour the site during our
operation. W will be letting you know when t hat
woul d be conveni ent; and perhaps again, like you
did in Houston, you can cone join us there to see
what is going on.

Anot her question that was raised
wer e byproducts of inconplete conbustion of
pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyls, such as dioxins.

Woul d they be produced by this technol ogy?

In situ thermal desorption is
different fromincineration in a very fundanenta
way. During incineration, products of inconplete
conbustion may be formed when portions of the
contami nants pass through | ow tenperature regions
toward the base of the flame. Wth in situ
t hermal desorption, however, the contam nants are
desorbed within the soil and are transported
through a uniformy high tenmperature region
surroundi ng the heating el enents. At the
tenperatures used in the in situ thernal
desorption process, the destruction rate of any

byproducts is greater than the rate at which they



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

are forned, and the ngjority,

about 99 percent of

the contam nants and byproducts, are destroyed

within the soil thenselves. So not

only is it in

situ thermal desorption, but it's also in situ

t hermal destruction.

Any residual contaninants or

byproducts, as they exist in the vapor phase, are

drawn through the vacuum extraction systemto the

flanel ess thernal oxidizer where the destruction

process is conpleted. Because of the uniform high

tenperature profiles both surrounding the heating

elenents in the soil, and contained within the

t her mal oxi di zer, all of the desorbed vapors are

exposed to the sanme high temperatures for nearly

i nst ant aneous destruction of contam nants, wth

m nimal formation of byproducts.

The process was tested at the New York

site and showed better than six 9's of destruction

efficiency, for not only the contani nant PCB, but

al so any byproducts that m ght have been forned.

Finally, | believe there was a

question as to whether the technology might fit on

a small site, and al so the social i

noi se and such. The in situ thernmal

mpact of it,

desorption
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technol ogy is very quiet, produces no odors or
dust, and that is the in situ process. The snall
denonstration unit itself is self-contained on a
single tractor trailer, so a single, 40-foot-I|ong
trailer contains all the equi pnent. The
full-scale unit is conplete on three tractor
trailer beds, taking up approxinately a tenth of
an acre of space.

Thi s concl udes the questions which |

feel were raised. If there are nore, then we will
hang around afterwards to answer them and I
appreciate the opportunity.

Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BOYNTON: Thank you,
Jack.

EDWARD FRANKAVI TZ: My nane is Edward
Frankavi t z. I owmn MIford Consignnment outlet, and
| really had nore questions at this point in
time.

And one being, | notice sone
contamnants run all the way fromMIIl Street to
El m Street, and yet nothing is being done
t hroughout that entire region in there.

Wiy is that?



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

HEARI NG OFFI CER BOYNTON: Toni ght' s
hearing is to receive cooments. W will respond
to the comrents and questions in our
responsi veness summary. So if you wanted to nmake
conments now, for the record, do that, and | wll
close the hearing, and | will talk to you about --

EDWARD FRANKAVI TZ: Primarily,
needed answers to the questions so | could have ny
comrents. So possibly | will speak |ater.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BOYNTON: W will talk
after the hearing

Is there anyone el se that would |ike
to nmake a comment for the record?

Then | will close the hearing. This

hearing is cl osed

(There was a discussion off the

record.)
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HANDWRI TTEN SPEECH PREPARED BY JUSTI N DANHCF:

H. My nane is Justin Danhof. | am
an 8th grade student here in town.

For the last couple of nonths, we have
been studying the different sites and the reason
for worry. | think that we all agree that there
is a problem and that is why we are all gathered
here tonight. Now that we have decided to clean
up the sites, sone questions come to m nd.

How rmuch of the soil do we clean up?
I"'mnot stupid. | realize that the EPA, in the
end, is going to do what they want to do. | would
just like the EPA to keep the best interest of us,
the citizens of MIford, in mnd when they do make
their deci sion.

The problemthat we are faced with
here is a chronol ogical problem so | do not

believe that it would be in our best interest to

just wait around for an unstabl e i dea that coul d
possi bly pose a risk to us, the citizens of
M I ford.

In conclusion, | would just like to

wi sh the EPA good | uck, and thank you for your
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tine.

(Wher eupon,

was adj ourned.)

at 7:22 p.m,

the hearing
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CERTI FI CATI ON

I, Marianne Kusa-Ryll, Registered
Prof essi onal Reporter, do hereby certify that the
foregoing, transcript, Volume I, is a true and
accurate transcription of ny stenographic notes

taken on Wednesday, January 29, 1997.

<I M5 SRC 98124P6>
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REPCRT, STUDY No. Pgs: 2

02.04.7 Docunent No. 000015



02. 05

02. 06

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

POLREP #7 - Renoval Action, Elm Street.

JANIS K. TSANG - U. S. EPA REG ON |/ ESD

June 25, 1994

REPCRT, STUDY No. Pgs: 2

02.04.8 Docunent No. 000016

REMOVAL RESPONSE - ON- SCENE COORDI NATOR REPCRTS

Title:

Addr essee:
Dat e:
For nmat :
AR No.
*Att ached

Draft Conpletion of Wirk Report Korean War Menorial Renoval Action Fletcher's Paint
Works Superfund Site.

CHERYL L. SPRAGLE - U.S. EPA REG ON |

Sept enber 1996

REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 11

02.05.1 Docunent No. 000232

to Docunment No. 000231 In 02.01

REMOVAL RESPONSE - WORK PLANS AND PROGRESS REPORTS

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For nmat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.
*Att ached

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:

Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nmat :
AR No.
*Att ached

Title:
Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nmat :
AR No.
*Att ached

Letter Report from A Lee Qustafson, Environmental Science & Engineering, Inc., to
Janis Tsang, US EPA R, (August 28, 1995). Progress Report.

JANIS K. TSANG - U S. EPA REG ON |

A. LEE GUSTAFSON

August 28, 1995

REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 1
02.06.1 Docunment NO. 000243
Letter fromJill Siebels, General El ectric, to Cheryl Sprague, Charles Berube, Lee

Mayhew, (July 25, 1996). Encloses War Menorial Renoval Action Wrk
CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U.S. EPA REG ON |

JILL SIEBELS - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

July 25, 1996

LETTER No. Pgs: 2

02.06.2 Docunment No. 000249

War Menorial Renoval Action Work Plan, Fletcher's Paint Woirks Superfund Site, (July
25, 1996).

CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |

July 25, 1996

WORK PLAN No. Pgs: 10

02.06. 3 Docunent No. 000250

to Docunment No. 000249 In 02.06

Facsim |l e from Charl es Berube, NHDES, to Cheryl Sprague, US EPA RI, (August 7, 1996).
Encl oses comments on War Menorial Renoval .

CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

CHARLES BERUBE - N. H DEPT. OF ENVI RONVENTAL

SERVI CES

August 7, 1996

CORRESPONDENCE No. Pgs: 1
02.06. 4 Docunent No. 000239

Response to EPA Comments regardi ng Korean War Menorial Voluntary Soil Rermoval Wrk
Pl an, prepared by ESE

CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |

A. LEE QUSTAFSON

August 9, 1996

REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 53

02.06.5 Docunent No. 000235

to Docunment No. 000234 In 02.01

War Menorial Renobval Action Wirk Pl an.

CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

A. LEE GQUSTAFSON

August 12, 1996

WORK PLAN No. Pgs: 12

02.06. 6 Docunent No. 000238
to Docunent No. 000237 In 02.01



02. 09 REMOVAL RESPONSE - ACTI ON MEMORANDA

02.15

03.01

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nmat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nat :
AR No.

REMOVAL RESPONSE -

Title:

Dat e:
For nat :
AR No.

Fletcher's Paint Wrks (Elm St.), Renoval

U S. EPA REG ON |
May 9, 1989

M SCELLANEQUS
02.09. 1

No. Pgs: 6
Docunent No.

Fletcher's Paint Wrks (MIIl St.) Renoval

U S. EPA REG ON |
May 9, 1989

M SCELLANEQUS
02.09. 2

No. Pgs: 6
Docunent No.

Site Adm ni strative Record: |ndex

000019

Site Admi nistrative Record: | ndex.

000020

Fletcher's Paint Works Elm Street Site Adm nistrative Record: |ndex.

U S. EPA REG ON |
ROY F. WVESTON, | NC.
Novenber 19, 1991
M SCELLANEQUS
02.09. 3

Fl etcher Paint Superfund Site, Renoval Action |11,

| ndex.

No. Pgs: 4
Docunent No.

U S. EPA REAON | /ESD

ROY F. WESTON, | NC.
July 27, 1993

M SCELLANEQUS
02.09.4

No. Pgs: 174
Docunent No.

000022

000033

Adm ni strative Record File and

Fl etcher's Paint Wrks and Storage Facility Superfund Site Renmoval Action IV
Admi ni strative Record File.
U S. EPA REAON | /ESD

ROY F. VESTON, | NC.
Sept enber 1995

M SCELLANEQUS
02.09.5

HASP Approval form

Novenber 17, 1994
REPORT, STUDY
02.15.1

No. Pgs: 402
Docunent No.

000032

REMOVAL RESPONSE SUBCONTRACTOR DOCUMENTS

from Envi ronnental Science & Engineering, Inc., signed Novenber 17
and Novenber 18, 1994.

No. Pgs: 19
Docunent No.

REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - CORRESPONDENCE

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nat :
AR No.

000248

Request for Review of Wod Coring Sanpling Results.
AWJEAN LUSSIER - U S. EPA REG ON I/ ESD

CHERYL L. SPRAGLE -
August 6, 1992
MEMORANDUM

03.01.1

Letter from Cheryl

Wir ks, (Novenber 18, 1993).

U S EPA REG ON |

No. Pgs: 3
Docunent No.

000034

Sprague, US EPA R, to Robert Courage, MIford Town Dept.

ROBERT COURAGE - TOMW OF M LFORD

CHERYL L. SPRAGLE -
Novenber 18, 1993
LETTER

03.01.2

U S. EPA REG ON |

No. Pgs: 2
Docunent No.

000227

Concerned water |ine-Keyes Well.

of Public



Title: Notification of Evidence of G oundwater Contam nation Apparently Enmanating fromthe
Ctgo Station Area.
Addressee: KENYON O L COVPANY

Aut hor s: DANI EL COUGHLIN - U.S. EPA REG ON |

Dat e: January 25, 1994

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 03.01.3 Docunent No. 000040

Title: Letter from Kenneth Finkel stein, NOAA, to Cheryl Sprague, US EPA R, (May 24, 1994).

Concerni ng ecol ogi cal risk assessnent NQAA; PCB inpact on fish
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGLE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: KENNETH FI NKELSTEI N

Dat e: May 24, 1994

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 3

AR No. 03.01.4 Docunent No. 000230

Title: Transmittal of the Prelimnary Ecol ogi cal Assessnent and the Phase 1B, Renedi al

I nvesti gati on Wrkpl an.
Addressee: THERESA BURKE - BI NGHAM DANA AND GOULD

Aut hor s: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Dat e: June 6, 1994

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 03.01.5 Docunent No. 000036

Title: Letter fromWIlliamJ. MIller, ERMNortheast, to Cheryl Sprague, US EPA R, (Septenber

14, 1994) Revi ew of Renedial Investigation for GE
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUJE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: WLLIAMJ M LLER

Dat e: Sept enber 14, 1994

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 7

AR No. 03.01.6 Docunent No. 000210

Title: Letter fromLee Mayhew, MIford Town Adm nistrator, to Cheryl Sprague, US EPA R, (May

1, 1995). Risk Assessnent exposure scenario.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUJE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: LEE F. MAYHEW- M LFORD BCARD OF SELECTMEN

Dat e: May 1, 1995

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 03.01.7 Docunent No. 000211

03.02 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - SAMPLI NG & ANALYSI S DATA

Title: Sanpling & Analysis Data: Availability for Review

For mat : No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 03.02.1 Docunent No. 000261

Title: Pol ychl ori nat ed Bi phenyl Analysis in Transformer Fluid and Waste O ls - Fletcher's
Pai nt Wrks.

Addressee: MARY ELLEN STANTON - U.S. EPA REA ON |/ ESD

Aut hor s: ELAYNE LEE, DEBORAH THI EM RI CHARD S| SCANAW - U.S. EPA REG ON |/ ESD

Dat e: August 2, 1991

For mat : SAMPLI NG AND ANALYSI S DAT No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 03.02.2 Docunent No. 000088

*Attached to Docunent No. 000086 In 03.02

Title: Anal ysis of Sanpl e Nunbers 85504 and 85506.
Addressee: MARY ELLEN STANTON - U.S. EPA REG ON |/ ESD

Aut hor s: STEVEN HELLER - U.S. EPA REG ON I/ESD

Dat e: August 16, 1991

For mat : SAVPLI NG AND ANALYSI S DAT No. Pgs: 8

AR No. 03.02.3 Docunment No. 000087

*Attached to Docunent No. 000086 In 03.02



Title: Transmittal of Analytical Results for Sanples Collected on July 30, 1991.
Addressee: MARY FLETCHER

Aut hor s: AMYJEAN STRUNK - U.S. EPA REG ON |/ ESD

Dat e: Sept enber 10, 1991

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 03.02.4 Docunent No. 000086

Title: Field Sanpling Plan for Renedial Planning Activities at the Fletcher's Paint Site

M1 ford, NH, Phase |IA Revision No. 1.
Addressee: U.S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ARTHUR D. LITTLE, INC

Dat e: Cct ober 25, 1991

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 246

AR No. 03.02.5 Docunent No. 000017

Title: Report to Residents on Soil Sanples Taken from Drai nage Ditch Adjacent to Their
Property.

Addressee: ORSON H BRAGDON

Aut hor s: CHERYL L. SPRAGLE - U.S. EPA REG ON |

Dat e: Septenber 1, 1992

For mat : SAMPLI NG AND ANALYSI S DAT No. Pgs: 3

AR No. 03.02.6 Docunent No. 000089

Title: Indoor Air and Soil Gas Survey - Results, Jacques El enmentary School .

Addressee: U.S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: U S. EPA REG ON I/ ESD

Dat e: Cct ober 1992

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 31

AR No. 03.02.7 Docunment No. 000091

*Attached to Docurment No. 000090 In 03.02

Title: Transmttal of report: "Indoor Air and Soil Gas Survey - Results.”

Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGJE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: PETER R KAHN - U.S. EPA REG ON |/ ESD

Dat e: Cct ober 27, 1992

For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 03.02.8 Docunent No. 000090

Title: Letter Report from Charles Berube, NHDES, to Cheryl Sprague, US EPA R, (Novenber 9,

1992) Sanpling Rounds Cctober 20 through 21, 1992.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: CHARLES BERUBE - N H DEPT. OF ENVI RONVENTAL SERVI CES

Dat e: Novenber 9, 1992

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 44

AR No. 03.02.9 Document No. 000224

Title: Letter Report from Charles Berube, NHDES, to Cheryl Sprague, US EPA R, (July 21,

1993). Results of Cctober 20 through 21, 1992 sanpling rounds.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: CHARLES BERUBE - N H DEPT. OF ENVI RONVENTAL SERVI CES

Dat e: July 21, 1993

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 7

AR No. 03.02.10 Docunment No. 000225

Title: Letter Report from Charles Berube, NHDES, to Cheryl Sprague, US EPA R, (August 30,

1993) Results from August 3, 1993 sanpli ng.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U.S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: CHARLES BERUBE - N H DEPT. OF ENVI RONVENTAL SERVI CES
Dat e: August 30, 1993
For mat : SAVPLI NG AND ANALYSI S DAT No. Pgs: 8

AR No. 03.02. 11 Docunent No. 000209



03. 04

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Field Sanpling Plan for Renedial Planning Activities at the Fletcher's Paint Site
MIford, NH, Phase IB, Addendum No. 1.

U S. EPA REG ON |

ARTHUR D. LITTLE, INC

Sept enber 1, 1993

REPCRT, STUDY No. Pgs: 23

03.02. 12 Docunment No. 000018

Field Sanpling Plan for Renedial Planning Activities at the Fletcher's Paint Site,
MIford, NH Addendum No. 2.

U S. EPA REG ON |

ARTHUR D. LITTLE, INC

Cct ober 21, 1994

REPCRT, STUDY No. Pgs: 17

03.02. 13 Docunment No. 000229

Chenterve Quality Assurance Quality Control Manual, Revision Date March 1996,
March 1996

REPCRT, STUDY No. Pgs: 42

03.02.14 Docunment No. 000246

REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - | NTERI M DELI VERABLES

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nat :
AR No.

Site Managenent Plan for Renedial Planning at the Fletcher's Paint Site, MIford, NH
U S. EPA REG ON |

ARTHUR D. LITTLE, | NC

August 20, 1991

REPCRT, STUDY No. Pgs: 17

03.04.1 Docunment No. 000021

Health and Safety Project Plan for RI/FS Phase | A Activities at the Fletcher's Paint
Site, MIford, NH

U S. EPA REG ON |

ARTHUR D. LITTLE, INC

August 23, 1991

REPCRT, STUDY No. Pgs: 50

03.04.2 Document No. 000023

Quality Assurance Project Plan, RI/FS Phase |A for the Fletcher's Paint Site in
MIford, New Hanpshire, Revision No. 1.

U S. EPA REGON |

ARTHUR D. LITTLE, INC

Cct ober 23, 1991

REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 64

03.04.3 Docunent No. 000027

Health and Safety Project Plan, Addendum No. 1 for RI/FS Activities at the Fletcher's
Paint Site, MIford, New Hanpshire.

U S. EPA REG ON |

ARTHUR D. LITTLE, INC

Sept enber 3, 1993

REPCRT, STUDY No. Pgs: 23

03.04.4 Docunent No. 000024

Quality Assurance Project Plan, RI/FS for the Fletcher's Paint Site in MIford, New
Hanpshire, Addendum No. 1.

U S. EPA REG ON |

ARTHUR D. LITTLE, |NC

Sept enber 9, 1993

REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 25

03.04.5 Docunent No. 000028



03.06 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON REPCRTS

Title: Techni cal Menorandum for Fletcher's Paint Site, MIlford, NH Phase 1A, Renedial
I nvestigation Rev. No. 1, Vol. 1, Sect. 1-3
Addressee: U.S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ARTHUR D. LITTLE, |NC

Dat e: August 1993

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 184

AR No. 03.06.1 Docunent No. 000141

Title: Techni cal Menorandum for Fletcher's Paint Site, MIford, NH Phase 1A, Renedi al
Investigation, Rev. No. 1, Vol. II, Sect. 4 & 5.

Addressee: U.S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ARTHUR D. LITTLE, |NC

Dat e: August 1993

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 164

AR No. 03.06. 2 Docunent No. 000142

Title: Techni cal Menorandum for Fletcher's Paint Site, MIford, NH Phase 1A, Renedi al
Investigation, Rev. No. 1, Vol. IIll, Appendices A-E

Addressee: U.S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ARTHUR D. LITTLE, |NC

Dat e: August 1993

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 297

AR No. 03.06. 3 Docunent No. 000143

Title: Techni cal Menorandum for Fletcher's Paint Site, MIford, NH Phase 1A, Renedi al

Investigation, Rev. No. 1, Vol. 1V, Appendices F-J.
Addressee: U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ARTHUR D. LITTLE, | NC

Dat e: August 1993

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 349

AR No. 03.06. 4 Docunent No. 000144

Title: Techni cal Menorandum for Fletcher's Paint Site, MIford, NH Phase 1A, Renedi al

I nvestigation, Rev. No. 1, Vol. V, Appendices K-P.
Addressee: U.S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ARTHUR D. LITTLE, INC

Dat e: August 1993

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 162

AR No. 03.06.5 Docunent No. 000145

Title: Final Report for Prelimnary Ecol ogi cal Assessnent at the Fletcher's Paint Site,

MIford, NH Phase | A Technical Menorandum Suppl enment.
Addressee: U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ARTHUR D. LITTLE, INC

Dat e: March 15, 1994

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 156

AR No. 03.06.6 Docunent No. 000031

Title: Fi nal Renedial Investigation for Fletcher's Paint Site, MIford, NH, Revision No. 1,
Vol ume |, Sections 1-3.

Addressee: U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ARTHUR D. LITTLE, INC

Dat e: July 1, 1994

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 186

AR No. 03.06.7 Docunent No. 000079

Title: Fi nal Renedial Investigation for Fletcher's Paint Site, Revision No. 1, Volune II,

Sections 4-7.
Addressee: U.S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ARTHUR D. LITTLE, |INC
Dat e: July 1, 1994
For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 409

AR No. 03.06. 8 Docunent No. 000080



Title: Fi nal Renedial Investigation for Fletcher's Paint Site, Revision No. 1, Volune |11
Appendi ces A-J.
Addressee: U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ARTHUR D. LITTLE, INC

Dat e: July 1, 1994

For mat : REPCRT, STUDY No. Pgs: 865

AR No. 03.06.9 Document No. 000081

Title: Fi nal Renedial Investigation for Fletcher's Paint Site, Revision No. 1. Volune 1V,

Appendi ces K-0.
Addressee: U.S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ARTHUR D. LITTLE, I NC

Dat e: July 1, 1994

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 294

AR No. 03. 06. 10 Docunent No. 000082

03. 07 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - WORK PLANS AND PROGRESS REPCRTS

Title: Wrk Plan for RI/FS Activities at the Fletcher's Paint Site, Revision No. 1.
Addressee: U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ARTHUR D. LITTLE, INC

Dat e: July 19, 1991

For mat : WORK PLAN No. Pgs: 184

AR No. 03.07.1 Docunent No. 000035

Title: Work Plan Anendnent No. 2, Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Activities at the

Fletcher's Paint Site, Revision No. 1.
Addressee: U.S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ARTHUR D. LITTLE, INC

Dat e: August 4, 1993

For mat : REPCORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 36

AR No. 03.07.2 Docunent No. 000037

Title: Work Plan Anendnent No. 4, Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Activities at the

Fletcher's Paint Site, Phase |IB, Revision No. 1.
Addressee: U.S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ARTHUR D. LITTLE, I NC

Dat e: February 3, 1994

For mat : REPCORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 39

AR No. 03.07.3 Docunent No. 000039

03. 09 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - HEALTH ASSESSMENTS

Title: ATSDR Report to Congress 1993, 1994, 1995

Aut hor s: US AT.SDR

Dat e:

For mat : REPCORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 03.09.1 Docunent No. 000259

Title: Prelimnary Health Assessment for Fletcher's Paint Works and Storage Facility

Hazar dous Waste Site.
Addressee: U S. A T.S. DR

Aut hor s: N. H. BUREAU OF HEALTH RI SK ASSESSMENT

Dat e: June 11, 1990

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 15

AR No. 03.09.2 Docunent No. 000085
Title: Health Consultation: Fletcher's Paint Site (CR# 10A2).

Addressee: TED BAZENAS - U S. AT.S.DR

Aut hor s: KENNETH G ORLOFF - U.S. AT.S.D.R

Dat e: July 10, 1992

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 5

AR No. 03.09.3 Docunent No. 000092



Title: ATSDR Record of Activity.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: KENNETH G ORLOFF - U.S. AT.S.D.R

Dat e: August 28, 1992

For mat : REPCORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 03.09.4 Docunent No. 000038

Title: Heal th Consultati on: Eval uation of Chemical Contam nation of Fish fromthe Souhegan
River Area of the Fletcher's Paint Storage Facility.

Aut hor s: US AT.SDR

Dat e: Decenber 10, 1997

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 14

AR No. 03.09.5 Docunent No. 000267

03. 10 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - ENDANGERMENT/ BASELI NE Rl SK ASSESSMENTS

Title: Fi nal Baseline Human Health Ri sk Assessnent for Fletcher's Paint Site, Section 6 of
Renedi al | nvestigation, Revision No. 1.
Addressee: U. S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ARTHUR D. LITTLE, |NC

Dat e: July 1, 1994

For mat : REPCORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 217
AR No. 03.10.1 Docunent No. 000041
Title: Focused Feasi bility Report.

Addr essee: GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Aut hor s: ENVI RONVENTAL SCI ENCE & ENG NEERI NG | NC

Dat e: June 2, 1995

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 121
AR No. 03.10.2 Docunent No. 000094

*Attached to Docunent No. 000093 In 03.10

Title: Comments on the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent.

Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: COLEEN M FUERST - CGENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Dat e: June 6, 1995

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 03.10.3 Docunent No. 000093

04.01 FEASI BI LI TY STUDY - CORRESPONDENCE

Title: "ERACE--El ectrical Renediation at Contam nated Environnments" by Pacific Northwest
Laboratory/Battell e Menorial Institute.

For mat : M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 3

AR No. 04.01.1 Docunent No. 000132

*Attached to Docunment No. 000129 In 04.01

Title: Envi ronment al Renedi ati on Services by Maxym | lian Technol ogi es
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U.S. EPA REG ON |

For mat : M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 15

AR No. 04.01.2 Docunment No. 000139

*Attached to Docunment No. 000173 In 04.01

Title: Of-Site Incineration, State of the Market, Presentation to the EPA by Rollins
Envi ronnent al Servi ces, Date unknown.

For mat : NOTES- MEETI NG No. Pgs: 32

AR No. 04.01.3 Docunent No. 000156

Title: "Facts about In Situ Thernal Desorption Technol ogy," Meeting Handout from Shell
Technol ogi es.

For mat : FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 4

AR No. 04.01.4 Docurment No. 000172



Title: "Cost Effective Solutions - Fornmer Manufactured Gas Pl ant Renedi ation Services"

Maxym | | i an Technol ogi es brochure.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

For mat : M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 4
AR No. 04.01.5 Docunent No. 000222
*Attached to Docunent No. 000221 In 04.01
Title: Ceneral Electric's Woirk Plan for Gasmer Road Thermal Well Field Test, Houston, TX
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |
Aut hor s: GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY
Dat e:
For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 10
AR No. 04.01.6 Docunent No. 000199

*Attached to Docunent No. 000198 In 04.01

Title: U S. PATENT No. 5, 190, 405, Vacuum Met hod for Renoving Soil Contaminants Wilizing
Ther mal Conducti on Heati ng

Dat e: March 2, 1993

For mat : M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 13

AR No. 04.01.7 Docunent No. 000201

Title: Letter Report from David Major, Beak Consultants, "Soil Treatment Strategy for the
Fletcher's Paint Site in MIford, NH " (February 18, 1995).

Addressee: COLEEN M FUERST - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Aut hor s: DAVID W MAJCOR - BEAK CONSULTANTS LI M TED

Dat e: February 28, 1994

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 16

AR No. 04.01.8 Docunent No. 000161

*Attached to Docunent No. 000160 |In 04.01
Title: Si x- Phase Soil Heating Accel erates VOC Extraction fromday Soil, Proceedings of

Spectrum ' 94: International Nuclear and Hazardous WAste Managenent.

Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: J GAUGLI TZ
Dat e: August 14, 1994
For mat : M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 9
AR No. 04.01.9 Docunent No. 000130
*Attached to Docunent No. 000129 |In 04.01
Title: "Si x-Phase Soil Heating for Enhanced Renoval of Contam nants: Vol atile Organic

Conpounds in Non-Arid Soils Integrated Denonstrati on, Savannah Ri ver"

Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: J GAUGLI TZ

Dat e: Cct ober 1994

For mat : M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 65

AR No. 04.01. 10 Docunent No. 000131
*Attached to Docunent No. 000129 In 04.01

Title: In Situ Vitrification Fact Sheet.

Aut hor s: CGECSAFE CORPCRATI ON

Dat e: Novenber 1994

For mat : M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 4

AR No. 04.01. 11 Docunent No. 000099
*Attached to Docunent No. 000098 In 04.01

Title: SI TE Technol ogy Capsul e: Geosafe Corporation In Situ Vitrification Technol ogy.

Aut hor s: U S. ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

Dat e: Novenber 1994

For mat : M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 9

AR No. 04.01. 12 Docunent No. 000101

*Attached to Docunent No. 000098 In 04.01



Title:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Large-Scal e Commercial Applications of the In Situ Vitrification Renediation
Technol ogy.

GECSAFE CORPORATI ON

Novenber 1994

M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 11

04.01. 13 Docunment No. 000102

*Attached to Docunent No. 000098 In 04.01

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Facsim |l e from Col een Fuerst, General Electric, to Cheryl Sprague, US. EPA R,
(Novenber 9, 1994). CQutline of treatability plan, shipping sanple.

CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

COLEEN M FUERST - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Novenber 9, 1994

CORRESPONDENCE No. Pgs: 7

04.01. 14 Docunment No. 000157

State of New Hanpshire G oundwater Sanpling.

CHARLES BERUBE - N H DEPT. OF ENVI RONVENTAL SERVI CES

CHERYL L. SPRAGJE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Novenber 16, 1994

LETTER No. Pgs: 2
04.01. 15 Docunment No. 000095

Letter fromDonald J. Coughlin, NH Superfund Section, to Col een Fuerst, General
El ectric, (Novenber 29, 1994). Concerned FS al ternatives.

COLEEN M FUERST - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

DANI EL COUGHLI N - U. S. EPA NEW ENGLAND

Novenber 29, 1994

LETTER No. Pgs: 3

04.01. 16 Docunment No. 000158

"Devel opment of an Indirectly Heated Thernal Desorption System for PCB Contam nated
Soil," Presented at the 1995 Superfund XVI Conference.

CHERYL L. SPRAGLE - U.S. EPA REG ON |

ANTHONY PI SANELLI, NEAL A. NMAXYM LLI AN

1995
REPCRT, STUDY No. Pgs: 16
04.01. 17 Docunment No. 000137

*Attached to Docunent No. 000173 In 04.01

Title:
Addr essee:
Dat e:

For nat :
AR No.

"I ndirect System Progress Photos" by Maxymillian Technol ogi es
CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |

1995
PHOTO, M CROFORM VI DEO No. Pgs: 18
04.01. 18 Docunment No. 000138

*Attached to Docunent No. 000173 In 04.01

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:

Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Letter fromMario Leclerc, MIford Wastewater Treatment Facility, to M chael Marando,
ADL, (not dated). Concerning groundwater.
M CHAEL A MARANDO - ARTHUR D. LITTLE, |INC
MARI O LECLERK - M LFORD WASTEWATER TREATNMENT

FACI LI TY

1995

LETTER No. Pgs: 1
04.01.19 Docunment No. 000166

*Attached to Docunent No. 000164 In 04.01

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Letter fromMchael A Marando, ADL, to Mario Leclerk, MIford Wastewater Treatnent
Facility, (January 17, 1995). Concerni ng groundwater.

MARI O LECLERK - M LFORD WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACI LI TY

M CHAEL A MARANDO - ARTHUR D. LITTLE, | NC

January 17, 1995

LETTER No. Pgs: 1

04.01. 20 Docurent No. 000165

*Attached to Docunent No. 000164 In 04.01



Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Letter from Col een

Fuerst, GCeneral Electric,

to Cheryl Sprag

13, 1995). Concerning Feasibility Study alternatives.

CHERYL L. SPRAGLE -
COLEEN M FUERST -
February 13, 1995

LETTER

04.01.21

U S EPA REG ON |

GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

No. Pgs:

3

Docurnent No. 000159

ue, US EPA R, (February

Soil Treatnent Strategy for the Fletcher's Paint Site in MIford, New Hanpshire.
CENERAL ELECTRI C COMPANY
DAVID W NMAJOR - BEAK CONSULTANTS LI M TED

COLEEN M FUERST -

February 28, 1995
REPCRT, STUDY
04.01. 22

*Attached to Docunent No. 000096 In 04.01

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

No. Pgs:

16

Docunent No. 000097

Limted Soil Excavation and/or Treatnent Approach.

CHERYL L. SPRAGLE -
COLEEN M FUERST -
March 2, 1995
LETTER

04.01. 23

Letter from Col een
1995). Concerning
CHERYL L. SPRAGE -
COLEEN M FUERST -
March 2, 1995
LETTER

04.01. 24

Menor andum from David Mj or,

El ectric, (March 3,
COLEEN M FUERST -

March 3, 1995
CORRESPONDENCE
04.01. 25

*Attached to, Docunent No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Letter from Col een

U S EPA REG ON |

GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Fuerst, Ceneral Electric,

No. Pgs:

1

Docurent No. 000096

limted soil excavation.

U S EPA REG ON |

GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

No. Pgs:

to Cheryl Sprag

1

Docurrent No. 000160

Beak Consul tants, Ltd.

, to Cole

ue, US EPA R, (March 2,

en Fuerst,

1995). Concerning transport of PCB in groundwater.
CENERAL ELECTRI C COMPANY
DAVID W NMAJOR - BEAK CONSULTANTS LI M TED

000162 In 04.01

Fuerst, Ceneral Electric,

No. Pgs:

3

Docurrent No. 000163

1995). Concerning transport of PCB in groundwater.

CHERYL L. SPRAGLE -
COLEEN M FUERST -
March 6, 1995
LETTER

04.01. 26

Facsimle from Ken

CHERYL L. SPRAGLE -

U S EPA REG ON |

GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

No. Pgs:

to Cheryl Sprag

1

Docurent No. 000162

Cahill, Arthur D. Little, Inc.,
(March 10, 1995). Concerning MIford POTW gr oundwat er assessnent.

U S EPA REG ON |

KEN CAHI LL - ARTHUR D. LITTLE, INC

March 10, 1995
CORRESPONDENCE
04.01. 27

Letter from George

1995). Concerns treatability study.

CHERYL L. SPRAGLE -
GEORGE Kl NGSLEY
March 16, 1995
LETTER

04.01. 28

No. Pgs:
Docurrent No.

Ki ngsl ey, CF Systens, to Cheryl

U S EPA REG ON |

No. Pgs:
Docurrent No.

to Cheryl

1
000164

Spr ague,

(Study is Confidential.)

1
000168

Cener al

ue, US EPA RI, (March 6,

Spr ague,

US EPA R,

US EPA RI,

(March 16,



Title: Letter fromLee F. Mayhew, Town of MIford Adm nistrator, to Cheryl Sprague, US EPA
R, (March 20, 1995). Concerning Feasibility Study.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: LEE F. MAYHEW - M LFORD BOARD OF SELECTMEN

Dat e: March 20, 1995

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 04.01. 29 Docunent No. 000167

Title: Letter fromLee F. Mayhew, to Cheryl Sprague, US EPA R, (March 28, 1995). Concerni ng

Feasibility Study.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: LEE F. MAYHEW- M LFORD BOARD OF SELECTMEN

Dat e: March 28, 1995

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 04.01. 30 Docunent No. 000170

Title: Letter from Cheryl Sprague, US EPA R, to Col een Fuerst, General Electric, (April 2,

1995). Concerni ng proposed technol ogy update neeting.
Addressee: COLEEN M FUERST - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Aut hor s: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U.S. EPA REG ON |

Dat e: April 2, 1995

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 04.01.31 Docurment No. 000171

Title: Letter Commenting on the Renedial Approach Qutlined in April 12, 1995 Letter to

Cheryl Sprague.
Addressee: COLEEN M FUERST - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Aut hor s: JOHN REGAN - N. H DEPT. OF ENVI RONMENTAL SERVI CES

Dat e: May 3, 1995

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 5

AR No. 04.01. 32 Docunent No. 000263

Title: Letter fromJanmes H Maxymllian, Maxymllian Technol ogies, to Cheryl Sprague, US EPA

R, (August 22, 1995). Concerns thernal systens.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: JAVES H  MAXYM LLI AN

Dat e: August 22, 1995

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 04. 01. 33 Docunent No. 000173

Title: "Thermal Bl anket For In-Situ Renediation of Surficial Contam nation: A Pilot Test,"

Pre-print of article submtted to Environ. Science & Tech. 8/30/95
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: I.E. T. IBEN - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Dat e: August 30, 1995

For mat : REPCORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 27

AR No. 04.01. 34 Docunent No. 000200
Title: In Situ Vitrification Technol ogy Update.

Aut hor s: GECSAFE CORPORATI ON

Dat e: Novenber 1995

For mat : M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 6

AR No. 04.01. 35 Docunment No. 000100

*Attached to Docunent No. 000098 In 04.01

Title: Fol | ow-up on Meeting of 10/ 30/95.

Addressee: RUTH BLEYLER - U. S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: DALE M TI MMONS - CGECSAFE CORPORATI ON

Dat e: Novenber 6, 1995

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 04.01. 36 Docunent No. 000098



Title: Letter fromA Lee Qustafson & Dennis R Sasseville, Environnental Science & Engr.,
Inc. to John M Regan, NHDES, (Novenber 9, 1995).
Addressee: N. H DEPT. O ENVI RONVENTAL SERVI CES

Dat e: Novenber 9, 1995

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 5

AR No. 04.01. 37 Docunent No. 000174

Title: "Soi | -Heating Technol ogy Shown to Accel erate the Renoval of Volatile Organic

Conpounds fromday Soils," Bergsman et al.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: THERESA BERGSMAN

Dat e: Decenber 1995

For mat : M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 11

AR No. 04.01. 38 Docunent No. 000133

*Attached to Docunent No. 000129 In 04.01

Title: Letter Concerning the Information Required in the Focused Feasibility Study Being
Prepared by Beak on Behal f of GE
Addressee: M CHAEL | ANNI ELLO - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Aut hor s: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U.S. EPA REG ON |

Dat e: Decenber 5, 1995

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 4

AR No. 04.01. 39 Docunent No. 000266

Title: "Facts about In Situ Thernmal Desorption Technol ogy" from Shell Technol ogy Ventures
I nc.

Addressee: M LFORD BOARD OF SELECTMEN

Dat e: January 1996

For mat : FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 4

AR No. 04.01. 40 Docunent No. 000184

*Attached to Docunent No. 000183 In 04.01

Title: Letter from Col een Fuerst, Ceneral Electric, to Cheryl Sprague, US EPA R, (February
20, 1996). Concerning Maxymllian and Shell thernal technol ogy.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: COLEEN M FUERST GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Dat e: February 20, 1996

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 04.01.41 Docunent No. 000175

Title: Letter from Stephen D. Ransey, General Electric, to John DeVillars, US EPA RI,

(February 28, 1996). Concerning feasibility study.
Addressee: JOHN DEVILLARS - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Dat e: February 28, 1996

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 04.01. 42 Docunent No. 000176

Title: Letter from Col een Fuerst, Ceneral El ectric, to Cheryl Sprague, US EPA R, (March 11,

1996). Concerning thermal desorption technol ogi es.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U.S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: COLEEN M FUERST - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Dat e: March 11, 1996

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 04.01. 43 Docunent No. 000177

Title: A Gtizen's GQuide to Thermal Desorption, Technol ogy Fact Sheet, (April 1996).
Addressee: LEE F. MAYHEW- M LFORD BQARD OF SELECTMEN

Aut hor s: U. S. ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

Dat e: April 1996

For mat : FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 4

AR No. 04.01. 44 Docunent No. 000192

*Attached to Docunment No. 000189 In 04.01



Title: "Cotton Bugs Eat Wastes" ENR, (April 22, 1996), p. 18.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Dat e: April 22, 1996

For mat : NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 04.01. 45 Docunment No. 000179

*Attached to Docunent No. 000178 In 04.01

Title: Letter fromLisa Hogen, Maxymllian Technol ogies, to Cheryl Sprague, US EPA RI,
(April 24, 1996). Enclosed literature on indirect system
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |
Aut hor s: LI SA HOGEN
Dat e: April 24, 1996
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 04.01. 46 Docunent No. 000221
*Attached to Docunent No. 000139 In 04.01
Title: Entretech "1" Infornational description frominternet.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |
Dat e: May 1, 1996
For mat : FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 3
AR No. 04.01. 47 Docunent No. 000180
*Attached to Docunent No. 000178 In 04.01
Title: Letter fromLee F. Mayhew, Town of MIford Adm nistrator, to Cheryl Sprague, US EPA
R, (May 2, 1996). Concerning cotton fiber discovery.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |
Aut hor s: LEE F. MAYHEW - M LFORD BOARD OF SELECTMEN
Dat e: May 2, 1996
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 04.01. 48 Docunment No. 000178
Title: Letter fromJohn DeVillars, US EPA R, to Stephen D. Ransey, General HEectric, (My
7, 1996). Concerning neeting schedules and feasibility study.
Addressee: STEPHEN D RAMBEY - CGENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY
Aut hor s: JOHN DEVI LLARS - U. S. EPA REG ON |
Dat e: May 7, 1996
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 04.01. 49 Docunment No. 000181
Title: "Denonstrati on Test Report PCB D sposal by Non-Thernal Alternative Methods, South
Aens Falls Drag Strip, Saratoga Cty., NY, vols. 1 & 2.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |
Dat e: May 9, 1996
For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 272
AR No. 04.01.50 Docunent No. 000135
Title: Letter fromJohn H Quswa, CGeoTrans, Inc., to Col een Fuerst, General Hectric, (My
22, 1996). Comments on Final Feasibility Study.
Addressee: COLEEN M FUERST - CGENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY
Aut hor s: JOHN H  GUSWA
Dat e: May 22, 1996
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 5
AR No. 04.01.51 Docunent No. 000187
*Attached to Docurment No. 000185 In 04.01
Title: Letter from Col een Fuerst, Ceneral El ectric, to Marilyn Kenison, Town of MIford,
dated 5/23/96, concerning public neeting on thermal technol ogies.
Addressee: M LFORD BOARD OF SELECTMEN
Aut hor s: COLEEN M FUERST - CGENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY
Dat e: May 23, 1996
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 04.01.52 Docunment No. 000183

*Attached to Docunent No. 000182 In 04.01



Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Letter fromJulie A Stickney & Russell E. Keenan, ChenRi sk, to Col een Fuerst, GE
(May 23, 1996). Comments on Final Feasibility Study.

COLEEN M FUERST - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

JULIE A STI CKNEY, RUSSELL E. KEENAN

May 23, 1996
LETTER No. Pgs: 19
04.01. 53 Docunment No. 000186

*Attached to Docunent No. 000185 In 04.01

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Comments (May 24, 1996) from Col een Fuerst, General Electric, on the Final
Feasibility Study.

CHERYL L. SPRAGUJE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

COLEEN M FUERST - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

May 24, 1996
M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 13
04.01. 54 Docunent No. 000185

Facsimle fromLee F. Mayhew, Town of MIford Administrator, to Cheryl Sprague, US
EPA R, (May 30, 1996). Encloses letter from Col een Fuerst, CE

CHERYL L. SPRAGUJE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

LEE F. MAYHEW - M LFORD BOARD OF SELECTMEN

May 30, 1996
CORRESPONDENCE No. Pgs: 1
04.01.55 Docunent No. 000182

Menorandum from Eva L. Davis, EPA Research Hydrol ogist, to Cheryl Sprague, (June 19,
1996). Concerning thernmal renedi ation techni ques.

CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

EVA L. DAVIS - U S. ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

June 19, 1996

MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 4

04.01. 56 Document No. 000190

*Attached to Docunent No. 000189 In 04.01

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Menor andum from Bryan d son, EPA R, to Cheryl Sprague, EPA R, (June 19, 1996).
Concerning infornmation on conparable site for thermal wells deno.

CHERYL L. SPRAGLE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

BRYAN OLSON - U.S. EPA REG ON |

June 19, 1996

MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 1

04. 01. 57 Document No. 000191

*Attached to Docunent No. 000189 In 04.01

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Letter from Cheryl Sprague, US EPA R, to Lee Mayhew, Town of M| ford Adm nistrator,
(June 28, 1996). Concerning Feasibility Study alternatives.

LEE F. MAYHEW - M LFORD BOARD OF SELECTMEN

CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

June 28, 1996

LETTER No. Pgs: 3

04.01. 58 Docunent No. 000189

Letter from Cheryl Sprague, US EPA R, to Lee Mayhew, Town of M| ford Adm nistrator,
(July 3, 1996). darification of June 28, 1996 letter.

LEE F. MAYHEW - M LFORD BOARD OF SELECTMEN

CHERYL L. SPRAGUE U.S. EPA REG ON |

July 3, 1996

LETTER No. Pgs: 1

04.01. 59 Docurent No. 000193

Letter fromJill Siebels, General El ectric, to Lee Mayhew, Town of MIford

Administrator, (July 3, 1996). Answers questions posed on thermal wells.
LEE F. MAYHEW M LFORD BOARD OF SELECTMEN

JILL SI EBELS GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

July 3, 1996

LETTER No. Pgs: 6

04.01. 60 Docunment No. 000194



Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:

Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Letter fromJill Siebels, General Electric, to Philip OBrien, NHDES, (July 10,
1996) . Concerning site tour and neeting July 5, 1996.

PHLIPJ. OBREN- NH DEPT. OF ENVI RONVENTAL SERVI CES

JILL SI EBELS - GENERAL ELECTRI C COMPANY

July 10, 1996

LETTER No. Pgs: 1
04.01.61 Docunment No. 000195
Letter fromlLarry Brill, US EPA R, to Philip OBrien, NHDES, (July 17, 1996).

Concerning nmeeting to discuss goals of clean-up.

PH LIP J. OBREN - N H DEPT. OF ENVI RONMENTAL

SERVI CES

LARRY BRILL - U S. EPA NEW ENGLAND

July 17, 1996

LETTER No. Pgs: 5
04.01. 62 Docunment No. 000197

Letter fromDavid E. Ot, Terra Vac to Cheryl Sprague, EPA Region | (July 18, 1996).

Concerning Six. Phase Soil Heating (SPSH) technol ogy.
CHERYL L. SPRAGUJE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

DAVID OIT

July 18, 1996

LETTER No. Pgs: 1

04.01. 63 Docunment No. 000129

Letter fromPhilip OBrien, NHDES, to Larry Brill, US EPA NE, (July 22,1996).

Concerni ng revised clean up goals and perfornmance standards.
LARRY BRILL - U S. EPA NEW ENGLAND
PH LIP J. OBREN - N H DEPT. OF ENVI RONMENTAL

SERVI CES

July 22, 1996

LETTER No. Pgs: 1

04. 01. 64 Docurment No. 000196

Letter fromJill Siebels, General E ectric, to Cheryl Sprague, Charles Berube,

Mayhew (July 25, 1996). Encl osing work plan for Gasner Road.
CHERYL L. SPRAGUJE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

JILL SI EBELS - CGENERAL ELECTRI C COMPANY

July 25, 1996

LETTER No. Pgs: 1

04.01. 65 Docurment No. 000198

Letter Concerning Attached Wrk Plan for the Use of Is-Situ Thermal Desorption at a

Texas Site.

EVA L. DAVIS - U S. ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

J. M HRSCH - SHELL TECHNCLOGY VENTURES, | NC.

July 30, 1996

LETTER No. Pgs: 20
04.01. 66 Docunent No. 000292

Letter fromJulie Stickney, ChenRisk, to Jill Siebels, CGeneral Electric, (August 1,

1996). Concerning predicted residual risks to utility workers.
JILL SIEBELS - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

JULIE A STI CKNEY

August 1, 1996

LETTER No. Pgs: 19

04.01. 67 Docunent No. 000203

*Attached to Docunent No. 000202 In 04.01

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Letter fromJill Siebels, General El ectric, from Cheryl Sprague, US EPA R, (August

6, 1996). Concerning technical justification for renedies.
CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U.S. EPA REG ON |

JILL SIEBELS - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

August 6, 1996

LETTER No. Pgs: 2

04.01. 68 Docunent No. 000202



Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Letter from Thomas A Krug, Beak Consultants Ltd., to Jill

(August 6, 1996). Concerning potential PCB transport.
JILL SIEBELS - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

THOVAS A. KRUG - BEAK CONSULTANTS LI M TED

August 6, 1996

LETTER No. Pgs: 10
04.01. 69 Docunent No. 000204

*Attached to, Docunent No. 000202 In 04.01

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:

Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:

Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Si ebel s, Ceneral Eectric,

Letter from John Regan, NHDES, to Cheryl Sprague, US EPA R, (August 6, 1996).
Concerni ng groundwat er protection rules and GE's comrents on FS.

CHERYL L. SPRAGLE - U S. EPA REG ON |

JOHN REGAN - N H. DEPT. OF ENVI RONVENTAL SERVI CES

August 6, 1996

LETTER No. Pgs: 2
04.01.70 Docunent No. 000205

Letter Concerning Topics to be Discussed at August 8, 1996 Meeti ng.

JILL SIEBELS - CGENERAL ELECTRI C COVMPANY

CHERYL L. SPRAGE - U S. EPA REG ON |

August 6, 1996

LETTER No. Pgs: 1
04.01.71 Docunent No. 000283

Letter fromMarilyn Kenison, MIford Board of Sel ectnen,
El ectric, (August 12, 1996). Supports GE s denonstration.
JILL SIEBELS - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

MARI LYN KENI SON - M LFORD BOARD OF SELECTMEN

August 12, 1996

LETTER No. Pgs: 2
04.01.72 Docunment No. 000206

to Jill Siebels, General

Menor andum Concer ni ng January 16, 1997 Visit to TerraThermto Tour Thermal Wells

Denonstrati on.

CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |

EVA L. DAVIS - U S. ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON

AGENCY

January 23, 1997

VEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 7
04.01.73 Docunent No. 000293

Letter with Comments and Questions on the Denonstration Test Plan Prepared for the

M ssouri Electric Wrks Superfund Site.

J. M HRSCH - TERRATHERM ENVI RONMENTAL SERVI CES,

I NC.

EVA L. DAVIS - U.S. ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON

AGENCY

January 31, 1997

LETTER No. Pgs: 2
04.01.74 Docunent No. 000294

Menor andum Concer ni ng Thernal Bl ankets and Thernmal Wells,
Notes on Visit to Mssouri Electric Wrks Superfund Site.
ROGER DUWWART - U.S. EPA REG ON |

EVA L. DAVIS - U.S. EPA NEW ENGLAND

May 30, 1997
VEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 6
04.01.75 Docunent No. 000295

wi th Encl osed Sumary of

Letter Concerning Attached Updated Cost Estinates for the Decenber 1997 Proposed Pl an.

M CHAEL | ANNI ELLO - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY
CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |

March 6, 1998

LETTER No. Pgs: 31
04.01.76 Docunent No. 000270



Title: Letter Urging EPA to Adopt a Renedi ation Plan Providing the Most O eanup for the Least

Cost .
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |
Aut hor s: LEE F. MAYHEW- TOM OF M LFORD
Dat e: March 23, 1998
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 5
AR No. 04.01. 77 Docunent No. 000271
Title: Letter darifying Future Land Use Expectations and Town's O eanup Position.
Addressee: LEE F. MAYHEW- TOM O M LFORD
Aut hor s: CHERYL L. SPRAGLE - U. S. REG ON |
Dat e: May 13, 1998
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2
AR No. 04.01.78 Docunent No. 000272
Title: Letter Report on Application of In Situ Thernal Desorption Technol ogy.
Addressee: THOVAS E. ROY - ARIES ENG NEERI NG | NC.
Aut hor s: THOVAS A. KRUG - BEAK CONSULTANTS LI M TED
Dat e: May 15, 1998
For mat : REPORT, STUDY
AR No. 04.01.79 Docunent No. 000298
Title: Response to EPA Letter Concerning Future Use of EEmSt. and MIIl St. Properties.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |
Aut hor s: LEE F. MAYHEW- TOMW OF M LFORD
Dat e: June 1, 1998
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2
AR No. 04.01. 80 Docunent No. 000276
Title: Letter Commenting on the Menorandum from Dr. Eva Davis Concerning the Application of

TerraTherm s | STD Process.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: HARCLD J. VI NEGAR, GEORGE L. STECGEMEIER - SHELL E
& P TECHNOLOGY COVPANY
Dat e: June 19, 1998
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 29
AR No. 04.01.81 Docunent No. 000277
Title: Letter Concerning Additional Questions Regarding In Situ Thermal Desorption.
Addressee: THOVAS E. ROY - ARIES ENG NEERI NG | NC.
Aut hor s: RI CHARD B. SHELDON - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY
Dat e: July 9, 1998
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 9
AR No. 04-01. 82 Docunent No. 000279
Title: Letter Requesting Meeting of Al Parties and Encourages a Denonstrations of the

Ful | - Scal e Application of |STD on PCBs.
Addressee: ANTO NETTE POMELL - U.S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: JOHN E. PELTONEN - SHEEHAN, PHI NNEY, BASS & GREEN
Dat e: July 10, 1998

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 04.01. 83 Docunent No. 000280

04.02 FEASIBILITY STUDY - SAVPLI NG & ANALYSI S DATA

Title: Sanpling & Anal ysis Data: Availability for Review
For mat : No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 04.02.1 Docunment No. 000262
Title: Water Quality Analysis - Sanple #242698 & 242702.
Addressee:  SUSAN LEVESQUE

Aut hor s: CHARLES BERUBE - N. H DEPT. OF ENVI RONMENTAL SERVI CES
Dat e: August 31, 1993

For mat : SAMPLI NG AND ANALYSI S DAT No. Pgs: 3

AR No. 04.02. 2 Docunent No. 000106



Title: Anal ytical Results for Three Sanpl es Taken in March 1994.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUJE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: CHARLES BERUBE - N. H. DEPT. OF ENVI RONMENTAL SERVI CES
Dat e: April 29, 1994

For mat : SAMPLI NG AND ANALYSI S DAT No. Pgs: 16

AR No. 04.02.3 Docunent No. 000105

Title: Ten Locations for Residential PCB Surface Soil Sanpling.
Addressee: CHARLES BERUBE - N H DEPT. OF ENVI RONMENTAL SERVI CES
Aut hor s: CHERYL L. SPRAGUJE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Dat e: Sept enber 14, 1994

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 3

AR No. 04.02.4 Docunent No. 000104

Title: Anal ytical Results fromthe PCB Soil Sanpling on Septenber 19, 1994.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: CHARLES BERUBE - N H. DEPT. OF ENVI RONMENTAL SERVI CES
Dat e: Cctober 14, 1994

For mat : SAMPLI NG AND ANALYSI S DAT No. Pgs: 12

AR No: 04.02.5 Docunment No. 000103

Title: Resul ts of Novenber 1997 Sanpling at the MI| Street Property.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: THOVAS A. KRUG - BEAK CONSULTANTS LI M TED

Dat e: May 25, 1998

For mat : SAMPLI NG AND ANALYSI S DAT

AR No. 04.02.6 Docunent No. 000275

04.04 FEASIBILITY STUDY - | NTER M DELI VERABLES

Title: Thermal Desorption Renedy Sel ection Level Treatability Study Report for the Fletcher's
Paint Site.

Addressee: U S. ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

Aut hor s: | T CORPORATI ON

Dat e: January 1995

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 88

AR No. 04.04.1 Docunent No. 000107

Title: Recal cul ation of risks associated with soil cleanup |levels for the Fletcher's Paint

Superfund Site
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ANN- MARI E BURKE - U.S. ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON
AGENCY

Dat e: Cctober 8, 1996

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 3

AR No. 04.04. 2 Docunent No. 000260

04.06 FEASIBILITY STUDY - FEASIBILITY STUDY REPCRTS

Title: Focused Feasi bility Report.

Aut hor s: ENVI RONMVENTAL SCl ENCE & ENG NEERI NG | NC

Dat e: June 2, 1995

For mat : REPORT, STUDY

AR No. 04.06.1 Docunment No. 000264

Title: Comment s on the Focused Feasibility Report Dated June 1995.
Addressee: COLEEN M FUERST - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Aut hor s: JOHN REGAN - N. H. DEPT. OF ENVI RONMENTAL SERVI CES

Dat e: June 27, 1995

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 4

AR No. 04. 06. 2 Docunent No. 000265



Title: Final Feasibility Study for the Fletcher's Paint Site MIford, NH
Addressee: U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: ARTHUR D. LI TTLE, INC

Dat e: April 26, 1996

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 762

AR No. 04.06. 3 Docunent No. 000140
Title: Focused Feasibility Study Report.

Addressee: GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Aut hor s: BEAK CONSULTANTS LI M TED

Dat e: Decenber 15, 1997

For mat : REPORT, STUDY

AR No. 04.06. 4 Docunent No. 000268
Title: Letter Commenting on the Proposed Focused Feasibility Study Alternatives Contained in

the Focused Feasibility Study Report Submitted by Beak Consultants.
Addressee: M CHAEL | ANNI ELLO - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Aut hor s: CHERYL L. SPRAGUJE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Dat e: February 27, 1998

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 14

AR No. 04.06.5 Docunent No. 000269

Title: Menor andum from EPA Hydrol ogi st Evaluating TerraTherms In Situ Thernmal Desorption
Pr ocesses.

Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U.S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: EVA L. DAVIS - U.S. ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

Dat e: April 21, 1998

For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 9

AR No. 04.06.6 Docunent No. 000274

*Attached to Docurment No. 000273 In 04.06

Title: Menorandum Revi ew of Additional |nvestigation Activities at MI| Street Property ....
Wor kpl an & Sanpling and Anal ysis Plan Prepared by BEAK, 7/97.
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U.S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: A F. BELIVEAU - U S. EPA REG ON |/ESD

Dat e: April 27, 1998

For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 4

AR No. 04.06.7 Docunent No. 000297

*Attached to Docurment No. 000296 In 04.06

Title: Letter Concerning the Proposed DNAPL | nvestigation.

Addressee: M CHAEL | ANNI ELLO - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Aut hor s: CHERYL L. SPRAGUJE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Dat e: May 8, 1998

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 7

AR No. 04.06. 8 Docunent No. 000296

Title: Third and Final Comment Letter to the Focused Feasibility Study, Eval uating

TerraTherm's |1 STD (Thermal Well) Technol ogy.
Addressee: M CHAEL | ANNI ELLO - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Aut hor s: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U.S. EPA REG ON |

Dat e: May 22, 1998

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 11

AR No. 04.06.9 Docunment No. 000273

04.09 FEASIBILITY STUDY - PROPOSED PLANS FOR SELECTED REMEDI AL ACTI ON

Title: Proposed Plan, Fletcher's Paint Superfund Site, MIford New Hanpshire (Decenber, 1996)
Aut hor s: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

Dat e: Decenber 1996

For mat : FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 23

AR No. 04.09.1 Docurment No. 000251



05.01 RECCORDS OF DECI SI ON - CORRESPONDENCE

Title: Nati onal Renedy Revi ew Board Recomrendation on the Fletcher Paint Superfund Site
Addressee: LINDA M MJRPHY - U S. EPA NEW ENGLAND

Aut hor s: BRUCE K. MEANS

Dat e: Decenber 5, 1996

For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 3

AR No. 05.01.1 Docunment No. 000257

05.02 RECORDS OF DECI SI ON - APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT & APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS

Title: Applicabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs), Location-Specific.
Dat e: June 28, 1993

For mat : M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 3

AR No. 05.02.1 Docunent No. 000109

Title: Applicabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenments (ARARs), General Action-Specific.
Dat e: June 28, 1993

For mat : M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 6

AR No. 05.02. 2 Docunment No. 000110

Title: Action-Specific ARARS, Alternatives 2 through 10.

Dat e: June 28, 1993

For mat : M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 25

AR No. 05.02. 3 Docunent No. 000111

Title: Applicabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs), Chem cal - Specific.
Dat e: Decenber 3, 1993

For mat : M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 05.02.4 Docunent No. 000108

05.04 RECORDS OF DECI SION - RECORD OF DECI SI ON

Title: Record of Deci sion

Aut hor s: U S EPA REGON I

Dat e: Sept enber 30, 1998

For mat : REPORT, STUDY

AR No. 05.04.1 Docunent No. 000299

06.01 REMEDI AL DESI GN CORRESPONDENCE

Title: Handwritten Notes on Meeting with CGE, Shell, EPA, NHDES & Town Sel ect nen,
For mat : NOTES- MEETI NG No. Pgs: 6

AR No. 06.01.1 Docunent No. 000284

Title: The Advantages of In-Situ Thernmal Technol ogy.

Aut hor s: GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

For mat : LI ST No. Pgs: 5

AR No. 06.01. 2 Docunent No. 000286

Title: In Situ Thermal Desorption for the Renediati on of PCBs and ot her Hydrocarbons.
Aut hor s: Rl CHARD B. SHELDON - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Dat e: May 17, 1996

For mat : REPORT , STUDY No. Pgs: 18

AR No. 06.01. 3 Docunent No. 000285

09.10 STATE COORDI NATI ON - STATE TECHNI CAL AND HI STORI CAL RECORDS

Title: Conpl aint - Suspected Illegal Industrial Discharges, MIford, New Hanpshire.
Addressee: LORRAINE CARSON - M LFORD CONSERVATI ON COW SSI ON

Aut hor s: LYNN A. WOCDARD - N. H. WATER SUPPLY AND POLL. CONTROL COM

Dat e: March 5, 1981

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 09.10.1 Docunment No. 000077



Title: N. H. Muni ci pal Records Board Rul es, 1985, Mur 300.

Aut hor s: N. H. MUNI Cl PAL RECORDS BCARD

Dat e: 1985

For mat : M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 14

AR No. 09.10.2 Docunent No. 000074

10. 01 ENFORCEMENT/ NEGOTI ATI ON - CORRESPONDENCE

Title: EPA Activities at the Fletcher's Paint Site MIford, NH
Addr essee: ED FRANKOVI TZ - M LFORD CONSI GNVENT SHOP

Aut hor s: DANI EL COUGHLIN U. S. EPA REG ON |

Dat e: July 1, 1993

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 10.01.1 Docunent No. 000043

10. 08 ENFORCEMENT/ NEGOTI ATI ON - EPA CONSENT DECREES

Title: Consent Decree, United States of Anerica v. General El ectric Conpany and
W ndsor - Enbassy Corporation, Gvil No. 91-467-M
Addressee: U S. DI STRI CT COURT, NEW HAMPSH RE

Aut hor s: U. S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTI CE

Dat e: March 23, 1994

For mat : LI TI GATI ON No. Pgs: 46

AR No. 10.08.1 Docunent No. 000044

11.05 POTENTI ALLY RESPONSI BLE PARTIES - MULTI PLE PRP DOCUMENTS

Title: Notice of Potential Liability at the Fletcher Paint Superfund Site, MIford, NH
Addressee: MARILYN KENI SON - M LFORD BOARD OF SELECTMEN

Aut hor s: LINDA M MJRPHY - U.S. ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

Dat e: Cct ober 11, 1996

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 29

AR No. 11.05.1 Docunent No. 000255

11. 09 POTENTI ALLY RESPONSI BLE PARTI ES - PRP- SPECI FI C DOCUMENTS

Title: Letter regarding i ssuance of additional General Notice Letters
Addressee: JILL SIEBELS - GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

Aut hor s: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U.S. ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

Dat e: Cct ober 17, 1996

For mat : CORRESPONDENCE No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 11.09.1 Docunment No. 000254

13.01 COVWMUNI TY RELATI ONS - CORRESPONDENCE

Title: Feasibility Study Public Coments

Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U.S. ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

For mat : No. Pgs: 19

AR No. 13.01.1 Document No. 000253

Title: Qpen Letter to Gtizens of MIford, New Hanpshire.

Aut hor s: VI CTORI A FLETCHER

Dat e: Sept enber 25, 1991

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.01.2 Docunent No. 000062

Title: MIford NNH Concerns and Interests Regardi ng Savage Wl | and Fl etcher Pai nt
Si tuati ons.

Addressee: SUSAN FRANK - U.S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: WLLIAM B. ROTCH - M LFORD CABI NET AND W LTON JOURNAL

Dat e: Decenber 13, 1991

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 13.01.3 Docunment No. 000053



Title:
Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For nmat :
AR No.

Title:
Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For nmat :
AR No.

Title:
Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.
*Att ached

Title:
Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For mat :

AR No.

Title:
Addr essee:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:

For nmat :
AR No.

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

EPA O eanup of Fletcher Paint Wrks - Convening Meeting.
AD HOC C TI ZENS' ADVI SORY COW TTEE

ARNI E W GHT - PRI NCI PLED NEGOTI ATI ONS, | NC.

Decenber 14, 1991

MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 1

13.01. 4 Docunment No. 000054

Request for Meeting About Drainage Under the Fletcher Site.
CHERYL L. SPRAGUJE - U S. EPA REG ON |

LEE F. MAYHEW- TOMW OF M LFORD

February 12, 1992

LETTER No. Pgs: 1

13.01.5 Docunment No. 000050

Public Participation in Cean Up of Fletcher Paint Site.
AD HOC CI TI ZENS' ADVI SORY COW TTEE
ARNIE W GHT - PRI NCI PLED NEGOTI ATI ONS, | NC.

May 2, 1992
LETTER No. Pgs: 1
13.01.6 Docurment No. 000048

EPA/ Fl etcher Paint Site Cean Up, Coals and ojectives of Gtizen Advisory G oup.
AD HOC CI TI ZENS' ADVI SORY COW TTEE
ARNIE WGHT - AD HOC CI TI ZENS' ADVI SORY COW TTEE

June 2, 1992
VEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 4
13.01.7 Docunent No. 000049

to Docunent No. 000048 In 13.01

Questions and Suggestions Related to Well Testing and the School Site Investigation.
DANI EL COUGHLIN - U.S. EPA REG ON |

ARNIE W GHT - PRI NCI PLED NEGOTI ATI ONS, | NC.

July 24, 1992

LETTER No. Pgs: 1

13.01.8 Docunent No. 000047

EPA Response to Questions Pertaining to the Investigations at the Site.
ARNIE W GHT - PRI NCI PLED NEGOTI ATI ONS, | NC.

DANI EL CQUGHLIN - U.S. EPA REG ON |

August 24, 1992

LETTER No. Pgs: 2

13.01.9 Docunent No. 000046

Cheni cal Contamination and Drai nage System Problens at the Site.
LEE F. MAYHEW- TOM OF M LFORD

CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

Cct ober 19, 1992

LETTER No. Pgs: 4

13.01. 10 Docunment No. 000045

O ficials Seek Public input on Superfund Site.
N. H DEPT. OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVI CES

May 10, 1994
FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE  No.Pgs: 1
13.01. 11 Docunent No. 000112

Fletcher's Paint Site, MIford, NH 2/16/95 Meeting with MIford Sel ect men: Agenda.
U S. EPA REG ON |

February 16, 1995

M SCELLANEQUS No. Pgs: 20

13.01.12 Docunent No. 000065



13.02

13.03

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:

Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:
Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For nmat :

AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Dat e:
For nmat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Title:

Addr essee:

Aut hor s:
Dat e:
For mat :
AR No.

Letter fromM

SELECTMEN
February 27, 1
LETTER

13.01. 13

Meet i ng Not es,
Di scussi on.

| ford Board of Selectnen, to Cheryl Sprague, US EPA R, (February 27,
1995). O ficial position on site, goals of clean-up.
CHERYL L. SPRAGUJE - U S. EPA REG ON |

JOHN E RUONALA, RI CHARD H MACE, RCSAR O

Rl CCl ARDI, MARILYN KENI SON - M LFCORD BQARD COF

995
No. Pgs: 3
Docunent No. 000188

EPA Region |, NHDES, GE, Town of MIford (August 8,

CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

August 8, 1995
NOTES- MEETI NG
13.01. 14

Publ i c Comrents Received from May 1996 Public

No. Pgs: 4
Docunent No. 000153

U S. EPA REG ON |

May 1996
PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No. Pgs: 8
13.01. 15 Docunent No. 000149

1996). FS

Meeting (Names redacted).

Letter from Cheryl Sprague, US EPA R, to Jill Siebels, General Electric Co., (August

6, 1996).
JILL SIEBELS -

GENERAL ELECTRI C COVPANY

CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

August 6, 1996
LETTER
13.01. 16

Sunmmary of FS

August 8, 1996
NOTES- MEETI NG
13.01. 17

No. Pgs: 1
Docurment No. 000151

Remedi es vs GE' s Proposed Renedy, Handout from General Electric at
nmeeti ng hel d August 8, 1996.

CHERYL, L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |
CENERAL ELECTRI C COMPANY

No. Pgs: 2
Docurment No. 000154

*Attached to Docurment No. 000153 In 13.01

COMMUNI TY RELATI ONS - COMMUNI TY RELATI ONS PLANS

Title:
For mat :
AR No.
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"MI|ford' s Stone Bridge."

M LFORD CABI NET AND W LTON JOURNAL

August 26, 1992

NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 1

13.03.3 Docunent No. 000113

Phot ograph of a MIford Tannery on the Editorial Page.
M LFORD CABI NET AND W LTON JOURNAL

Cct ober 14, 1992

NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 1

13.03.4 Docunment No. 000114

EPA Awards Initial $15,000 Gant to CUPS! To Monitor Fletcher's Paint Wrks & Storage
Superfund Site d eanup.

U S. EPA REG ON |

June 10, 1993

FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 2

13.03.5 Docunent No. 000056

"Fletcher's dean-Up," The MIford Cabinet and Wlton Journal - MIford, NH (July 28,
1993)

M LFORD CABI NET AND W LTON JOURNAL

July 28, 1993

NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 1

13.03.6 Docunent No. 000219

Phot ograph of "The Bl acksmth Shop" on Elm Street on the Editorial Page.
M LFORD CABI NET AND W LTON JOURNAL

March 30, 1994

NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 1

13.03.7 Docunment No. 000115

"EPA Concl udes Keyes Field Safe for Recreation," EPA Environnental News. EPA Region |
(July 27, 1994).

U S. EPA REG ON |

July 27, 1994

FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 2

13.03.8 Docunment No. 000223

"Keyes Field K, River Of Limts."

M LFORD CABI NET AND W LTON JOURNAL

August 3, 1994

NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 2

13.03.9 Docunent No. 000116

Public Wrkshop to Discuss Potential Inpacts of the Cean Up of Fletcher's Paint
Superfund Site.

U S. EPA NEW ENGLAND

January 12, 1995

FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 1
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"EPA Finds Few Friends in MIlford."

M LFORD CABI NET AND W LTON JOURNAL
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NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 2
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Letter to the Editor: "Leave Wl | Enough Al one."
M LFORD CABI NET AND W LTON JOURNAL
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"Ceneral Electric's Role Cones to Light."

M LFORD CABI NET AND W LTON JOURNAL

February 22, 1995

NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 2

13.03. 13 Docunment No. 000119

Letter to the EBditor, "It's tinme to decide for life or death," MI|ford Cabi net and
WIlton Journal (March 1, 1995).

M CHELLE KUNKEL

March 1, 1995

NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 1

13.03. 14 Docunent No. 000213

"Sel ect men conpl ai n about EPA, open bids, formfireworks group,” The MIford Cabi net
and Wlton Journal - MIford, NH (July 19, 1995). MII St. site.
BOB MACKI NTOSH - M LFORD CABI NET AND W LTON

JOURNAL

July 19, 1995

NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 1
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" Super fund d eanup Bl ues."
BETH A MARCHESE - M LFORD CABI NET AND W LTON

JOURNAL

July 23, 1995

NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 2

13.03.16 Docunent No. 000120

"EPA Bul | dozers in MIford Stirring Up M xed Feelings."
BETH A. MARCHESE - M LFORD CABI NET AND W LTON JOURNAL
July 23, 1995
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"EPA, Ceneral Electric Reach Accord on Work."
JANET PHELPS - M LFORD CABI NET AND W LTON JOURNAL
August 2, 1995

NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 2

13.03. 18 Docunent No. 000122

"EPA, Ceneral Electric reach accord on work," The M| ford Cabi net and W1 ton Journal
- MIford, NH (August 2, 1995).

JANET PHELPS - M LFORD CABI NET AND W LTON JOURNAL

August 2, 1995
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"25 Years Ago this Wek - 1970."

M LFORD CABI NET AND W LTON JOURNAL
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"Dust busters."

M LFORD CABI NET AND W LTON JOURNAL
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"MIlford: MIIl Street deanup on Schedule."
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Title: | npact Meeting Sign-in Sheets.
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Aut hor s: U S. EPA REG ON |

Dat e: May 1996
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Title: Attendance List, EPA, NHDES, GE, Town of MIford, (August 8, 1996).
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Title: Superfund Fact Sheet, Renedial Studies Results & Shed Renobval Updat e.
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Title: Response to Questions fromC U P.S.! on the Fletcher Paint Superfund Site.
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For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 8
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Title: Results of the Cctober, 1992 NHDES Sanpling, MIford Transfer Station & Keyes Field.

Addressee: JAMES D. SMTH - CLEAN UP PAINT SITE (C. U.P.S. 1)
Aut hor s: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U S. EPA REG ON |
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For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
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Title: Request for Hazardous and Toxic Material Renoval, MII| Street Warehouse, Fletcher

Paint Site, [Decenber 11, 1991].
Addr essee: M LFORD BOARD OF SELECTMEN
Aut hor s: JAMES D. SMTH - CLEAN UP PAINT SITE (C. U.P.S.!)

Dat e: Decenber 11, 1992

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 3
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Title: Application for Federal Assistance, Superfund Techni cal Assistance Gant.

Addressee: U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: JAMES D. SMTH - CLEAN UP PAINT SITE (C. U.P.S.!)
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Title: Transmittal of the Prelimnary Ecol ogi cal Assessnent and Notification of Prelimnary
Survey of the Souhegan River.

Addressee: JAMES D. SMTH - CLEAN UP PAINT SITE (C. U.P.S.!)

Aut hor s: CHERYL L. SPRAGUE - U. S. EPA REG ON |

Dat e: June 6, 1994

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
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Title: CUPS! dean Up Paint Site! Community Infornational Sheet.

Aut hor s: JAMES D. SMTH - CLEAN UP PAINT SITE (C. U.P.S.!)

Dat e: January 17, 1995
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Title: Letter from M chael MGagh, TAG Project Manager, US EPA R, to James D.Smth, dean Up

Paint Site! (CUP.S), (March 27, 1996).
Addressee: JAMES D. SMTH - CLEAN UP PAINT SITE (C. U.P.S.!)
Aut hor s: M CHAEL MCGAGH - U S. EPA REG ON |
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For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2
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14.01  OCONGRESSI ONAL RELATI ONS - CORRESPONDENCE

Title: Concern About the Cean up options for the Site, and a Request for Update on Work at
the Site.

Addressee: JOHN DEVILLARS - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: JUDD GREGG - U.S. CONGRESS. SENATE
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Title: Meeting Agenda, Fletcher Paint Site Visit by U S Senator Bob Smith, MIford, NH,

(July 5, 1996).
Addressee: CHERYL L. SPRAGJE - U S. EPA REG ON |

Dat e: July 5, 1996

For mat : NOTES- MEETI NG No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 14.01.2 Docunent No. 000150

Title: Letter fromU. S. Senator Bob Smith, to John DeVillars, US EPA R, (Septenber 9, 1996).

Concerni ng support for delay in ROD to test |STD.
Addressee: JOHN DEVILLARS - U. S. EPA REG ON |
Aut hor s: BOB SMTH - U S. CONGRESS. SENATE

Dat e: Sept enber 9, 1996
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2
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*Attached to Docunent No. 000207 In 14.01
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Title: Congr essi onal Correspondence regardi ng Fl etcher Paint Superfund Site.

Addressee: BOB SMTH - U. S. CONGRESS. SENATE

Aut hor s: JOHN DEVILLARS - U S. EPA REG ON |

Dat e: Cct ober 8, 1996

For mat : CORRESPONDENCE No. Pgs: 2
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APPENDI X D
<I M5 SRC 98124P7>
Ms. Linda Murphy, Director
O fice of Site Renmedi ati on and Restoration
U S. Environmental Protection Agency
John F. Kennedy Federal Buil ding
1 Congress Street
Bost on, NMA 02203-2211

SUBJECT: M LFORD, Fletcher Paint Site, Goundwater Use and Val ue Determ nation
Dear Ms. Murphy:

The New Hanpshire Departnent of Environnental Services (Departnent) has conpl eted the groundwater
use and val ue determ nation for the Fletcher Paint Superfund Site in MI|ford, New Hampshire. The
Department made the determ nation at the request of the U S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) using
EPA' s gui dance docunent entitled, "Gound Water Use and Val ue Determi nati on Quidance, Final Draft, dated
April 3,1996".

Fol  owi ng the procedures outlined in the gui dance docunment, the Department has determned that the
groundwater in the vicinity of the Fletcher Paint Site is Medium Use and Val ue, Attached is a worksheet
summari zing the site-specific use and val ue considerations and a |list of the sources of information used
for the determnation.

EPA and DES recognize this determ nation should not be used nechanically to direct a particular
remedi al outcone, but instead should be used as a managenent tool for renedial action devel opnent and
sel ection. The Departnent believes that the use and val ue determ nati on provi des the foundation for
selecting a renedy that is resource-based and incorporates several of the features of EPA s gui dance
docunent in that it: 1) recognizes an increased State role for Superfund decision-making in accordance
with the principles of the Conprehensive State G oundwater Protection Program (CSGAPP); 2) creates the
framework for a cost-effective and practical decision relative to groundwater remediation within a
reasonabl e time-frame based on the val ue and expected use of groundwater; 3) reflects the Town of
MIford s intentions with respect to their long termplans for use of the Keyes Well and the groundwat er
inthe vicinity of the Fletcher Paint Site; and 4) facilitates naking a decision that is consistent with
the state and federal corrective action prograns. The Departnent has an increased rol e since EPA- New
Engl and endorsed New Hanpshire's CSGAPP programin 1994,

The use and val ue determination is consistent with past discussions between the agencies in which
t he Department has enphasi zed the selection of a renedy that 1) achieves treatnent, renoval or
contai nnent of the source of groundwater contam nation and 2) restores groundwater quality to Anmbient
G oundwater Quality Standards (AGQX), i.e., drinking water standards, through natural attenuation while
nmanagi ng the plune within a G oundwat er Managenent Zone.

The Departrent is inplenenting this approach at nearby sites where rel eases of petrol eumand ot her
contam nants have inpacted groundwater quality. This pragmati c approach is designed so that the conbi ned
remedi al actions taken at the Fletcher Paint Site and other sites will restore the quality of groundwater
over tine. This is consistent with the Town's long termstrategy to reevaluate the use of the groundwater
in this area as an alternative to neet future water supply demand. The Fletcher Paint Site is located in
an area mapped by the U S. Geol ogical Survey as a stratified drift aquifer, and the nearby Keyes Wl | had
a denonstrated yield of 350 gallons per mnute prior to the discovery of contam nants in 1984. The
proximty of the Keyes Wll to several sites where contam nants have been rel eased, and renedial actions
are ongoi ng, does not preclude future use of the well as a water supply. However, the following factors
nake short termreuse of the Keyes Well unlikely: 1) the Town has taken actions to provide a dependabl e
and anpl e source of drinking water through its interconnection to the Pennichuck Water Works system 2)
the Town and the Departnent have a greater interest in restoration and reuse of the groundwater in the
much nore extensive aquifer |ocated near the Savage Well, 3)) the proximty of the Keyes Well to the
Souhegan River nmay subject it to the treatnent requirenents of the Safe Drinking Water Act as groundwater
under the influence of surface water, and 4) there are multiple plumes in addition to the Fl etcher Paint
Siteinthe vicinity of the Keyes Wll that will take tine before groundwater quality is restored.

If you have any questions on this declaration, please contact Carl Baxter at (603) 271-2909.
<| M5 SRC 98124P8>

cc. Philip J. OBrien, Ph.D., Director, WD Carl Baxter, P.E Ri chard Boynton, EPA
Harry Stewart, P.E Larry Brill, EPA
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FACTORS H GH MEDI UM LOW COMVENTS

1. QUANTITY X Transm ssivity ranges from 4000-8000 ft#/ day. The Keyes Wll, an
inactive nmunicipal well, is located within 1100 feet of the site. The
Keyes Wl | had a capacity of approxinately 250,000 gall ons
per day (GPD) before it was closed due to contam nation fromthe
Fl etcher Paint site and other sources in the area. Daily production is
estimated based on 12 hours usage daily.

2. QUALITY X Sore occurrence of elevated concentrations of iron and nanganese.
The Keyes Wll is within 100 feet of surface water and nay
require treatnent or relocation to neet the Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA) treatment requirenents for groundwater under the
influence of surface water in order to be used in the future,
irrespective of the Fletcher Paint site status.

3. CURRENT PUBLI C WATER X Keyes Munici pal Well inactive since 1984. Town uses ot her

SUPPLY SYSTENMS ( PW5S) groundwat er sources and installed connection to Pennichuck water
system

4. CURRENT PRI VATE X Muni ci pal water available to all properties located in the study area

DRI NKI NG WATER SUPPLY
VELLS

G oundwat er Managenment Zone will be established to control
future use.
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SUMVARY OF GROUNDWATER SI TE- SPECI FI C USE AND VALUE CONSI DERATI ONS

5. LI KELI HOCD AND
I DENTI FI CATI ON CF FUTURE
DRI NKI NG WATER USE

6. OTHER CURRENT OR
REASONABLE EXPECTED
GROUNDWATER USE(S) I N
REVI EW AREA

7. ECOLOG CAL VALUE VALUE

8. PUBLIC CPIN ON

X

The town has ot her groundwater sources and Penni chuck

Wat er Works connection to address foreseeabl e needs.

Current source capacity, including Pennichuck, is 1.8 nmillion
GPD. The average daily demand for water in MIford was
966,000 GPD in 1994 with a daily nmaxi mum of 1,460, 000

GPD. Along termgoal is to make the Keyes Wl | avail able

for use. If developed in the future, the Keyes Wll may
require treatment to neet the Safe Drinking Water Act

requi renents for "groundwater under the influence of

surface water." As a result, the future feasibility and cost
effectiveness of treating or re-siting the Keyes Wll is
unknown but may be lowrelative to the use of other current
(such as Penni chuck Water Wrks) and/or potential future
sources. For exanple, the redevel opnent of the Savage

Wl | superfund site after aquifer restoration is likely to be
both nore cost-effective and a higher priority due to the
substantially higher well yields available fromthat aquifer.

Muni ci pal water available to site area and other significant
groundwater withdrawals in the area are unlikely.

G oundwat er Managenment Zone will control future use of

gr oundwat er .

G oundwat er di scharges to Souhegan River, dass B
surface water (swi mrable, fishable and with treatnent can
be used as drinking water source). River is used for
recreational purposes; canoeing, sw nmng and fishing.

Town does not plan to use the Keyes Wll in the
foreseeable future. Long termgoal is that Keyes Wl Il has
value as future potential water supply source.
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UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON 1
JFK Federal Building, Boston, NMA 02203-2211

DATE: Cctober, 8, 11996
SUBJ: Recal cul ation of risks associated with soil cleanup levels for the Fletcher's
Pai nt Superfund Site

FROM Ann- Mari e Burke, Toxi col ogi st
Techni cal Support Section

TO Cheryl Sprague, RPM
NH, R Superfund Section

The following is a recalculation of the cancer risk associated with the cleanup level for PCBs in soils
at the Fletcher's Paint Superfund Site. This recalculation of risks is the result of a neeting held
between EPA, CGE, the State of NH and the Town of MIford, NH on August 8, 1996. At this meeting GE
proposed certain changes to the risk assessnent assunptions for PCBs in soils at the Fletcher's site. EPA
agreed to some changes, disagreed with others and introduced additional changes based on new scientific
information about exposure to PCBs rel eased after the anended baseline risk assessnent (ABRA) was
conpleted. This results in a different risk associated with a soil concentration for PCBs than was
calculated in the ABRA. It has been decided that the ABRA will not be anended agai n but these changes in
exposure and risk assunptions will be conveyed in the ROD for this site. If you have any questions about
this calculation, do not hesitate to call ne at (617)223-5528.

Surface soils 0-1 foot

G eanup levels for surface soils at the EEmand MI| Street site are protective for an adult or child
visitor who m ght contact soils in these areas. The Elm Street site is expected to be a future park and
the MIIl Street site is expected to remain a conmmercial area close enough to residents so that young
children could trespass. The cleanup levels for PCBs in surface soils for both areas is 1ppm

The equation for the risk associated with a particular cleanup level for the oral and dernal routes of
exposures is presented bel ow

<I M5 SRC 98124P9>
<I M5 SRC 98124Q>

<I M5 SRC 98124Q1L>
<I M5 SRC 98124(@>
<I M5 SRC 98124(B>



<I MG SRC 98124Q4>
<I MG SRC 98124Q6>
<I MG SRC 98124Q6>
<I MG SRC 98124Q7>
<I MG SRC 98124Q8>
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