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DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON

New Hanpshire Pl ating Conpany Superfund Site
Merri mack, New Hanpshire

STATEMENT OF PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action for the New Hanpshire Pl ati ng Conpany
Superfund Site (Site) located in Merrimack, 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 concurred on the sel ected renedy.
STATEMENT OF BASI S

This decision is based on the Admi nistrative Record whi ch has been devel oped in accordance with Section
113(k) of CERCLA and which is available for public review at the Merrimack Public Library in Merrimack,
New Hanpshire and at the US EPA - Region | Ofice of Site Remedi ati on and Restorati on Records Center in
Bost on, Massachusetts. The Administrative Record Index (Appendix Cto the ROD) identifies each of the
items conprising the Administrative Record upon which the selection of the remedial 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, nay present an inm nent and substantial endangernent to the
public health or welfare or to the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This ROD sets forth the selected remedy for the New Hampshire Plating Conpany Site, which involves
in-place treatnent of netal -contam nated soil by chemical fixation, natural attenuation of contam nated
groundwater in the overburden aquifers, and institutional controls to allow for acceptabl e re-devel opnent
and prevent future ingestion of contam nated groundwater. The selected renedy is a conprehensive approach
whi ch addresses all current and potential future risks caused by soil and groundwater contam nation at
the Site. The renmedial neasures will prevent |eaching of netal -contanmi nants to groundwater, eliminate
unaccept abl e exposure to sensitive ecosystens, prevent the ingestion and direct contact w th contam nated
groundwater, and allow for restoration of the Site to beneficial uses.

The sel ected renmedy includes these major conponents:

1. treatment of approxinmately 40,000 yd 3 of netal -contam nated soil by in-place chem cal fixation;
2. consolidation and backfilling of all treated soil in former |agoons 1 and 2;
3. crushing, testing and treating the storage-cell material, as necessary, on-site using the chem cal

fixation process and placing treated material in former |agoons 1 and 2;
4. placing two feet of clean soil over the treated materials in the lagoons 1 and 2 area;

5. re-grading and vegetation of the Site using appropriate wetland-type plants and grasses and assuring
adequat e fl ood-storage capacity;

6. restoration of contam nated groundwater in the shallow and deep overburden aquifers by natural
att enuati on;

7. establ i shing a groundwater nonitoring, network consistent with New Hanpshire's G oundwat er
Protection Strategy (GQVE);

8. installing two well clusters in the Town of Litchfield for |ong-termnonitoring;

9. establishing institutional controls including both | and-use and groundwater use restrictions;



10. mtigation of unavoidable inpacts to on-site wetlands through the preservation of the Grassy Pond
area in Litchfield and an additional wetland area to be deternmined in the Town of Merrimack.

DECLARATI ON

The selected renmedy is protective of human health and the environment, attains Federal and State
requirenents that are applicable or relevant and appropriate for this renedial action and is
cost-effective. This renedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnent (or resource recovery)
t echnol ogy, to the maxi num extent practicable, and satisfies the statutory preference for renedi es that
enpl oy treatnment that reduces toxicity, nmobility, or volunme as a principal elenent.

The sel ected renmedy is a conprehensive approach which include both source control and rmanagenent of
mgration conponents. The source control portion of the renedy includes on-site treatnent of

net al s- cont am nated soil by chemcal fixation and renoval, testing and on-site placenment of solidified
material presently contained in a tenporary storage-cell. Land-use restrictions or other appropriate
institutional controls will be enployed to |limt future use of the property to commercial or industrial
devel opnent and prevent excavation of treated material. Of-site wetland preservation will be enployed to
conpensate for unavoi dable inpacts to the on-site wetlands. The nanagenment of mgration portion of the
remedy relies on natural attenuation to restore the contam nated groundwater to its beneficial uses.
Treatnment will not be utilized to restore the contami nated groundwat er because it was deternmned not to
be warranted or cost effective considering the, conditions at the Site. Active groundwater restoration
does not afford a significant cleanup tinme advantage and, with institutional controls to prevent
consunption of groundwater in the interim the selected remedy is as protective of public health as
active restoration.

The overall estimated net-present worth cost of the selected renedy is $9, 905, 400.

OSVER 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 managenment of migration portion of the renedy 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 commencement of this renedial action to ensure that the
remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the environnent.

<I MG SRC 98134A>

I. SITE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

Locati on and Description

The New Hanmpshire Pl ating Conpany Superfund Site (NHP Site or Site) is located in the Town of Merrimack
(H Il sborough County) in south central New Hanpshire. Figure 1 depicts the general |ocation of the Site.
The Site enconpasses approxi mately 13 acres, of which 3.5 acres conprise the Qperations Area where the
former New Hanpshire Pl ating Conpany conducted its operations. The Site is bounded to the east by the
Boston and Mai ne Railroad right-of-way and the Jones Chenical, Inc.; to the south by Wight Avenue; to
the west by the F. & S. Transit Mx Conpany; and to the north by the National School Bus Service Conpany,
and the New Engl and Tel ephone and Tel egraph Conpany. South of Wight Avenue is an undevel oped | ot owned
by the Gty of Manchester YMCA

Geogr aphi cal and Topogr aphi cal Overvi ew

Three maj or surface water bodies exist in the vicinity of the Site. The Merrinmack River, |ocated

approxi mately 500 feet east of the NHP Site, flows fromnorth to south along the eastern boundary of the
study area. Horseshoe Pond, an oxbow | ake located in a former channel of the Merrimack River, is a
recreational water body |ocated on the southern boundary of the study area, approxinately 600 feet south
of the Site. The east-flowi ng Souhegan River joins the Merrimack River approximately 1200 feet north of
the Site.

The Site is situated in an area with mxed | and use, including |ight industries, conmercial businesses,
and a few private residential dwellings. Mdst of the coomercial and industrial facilities are situated
far fromeach other, and the properties are generally only noderately devel oped. Figure 2 depicts the
Site and sone of the adjoining properties.

Several features located within the NHPC property include: the Operations Area, which enconpasses the
former NHPC buil ding (denolished in 1994); a parking lot; the solidified material storage cell (the
nmonolith); the pugm |l area; and the | agoon system which enconpasses Lagoons 1, 2, 3, and 4, and the



Northern and Sout hern Wetl and and adj acent enbankments and upl ands. The | agoon system was a forner
wet | and of approxinmately three acres. A najority of the site (approxinately 10.3 acres) is located within
the 100-year floodplain. These key Site features are depicted in Figure 3

The I and surface generally slopes dowward fromthe Site to the southeast. The | owest topographic
features on the Site property are the former |agoons and wetl and areas (at approxi mately 110 feet nean
sea level (MSL)). The Merrimack River is the |owest feature of the study area at approximately 90 feet
VBL.

The study area lies within the drai nage basin of the Merrinmack River and its tributaries. Surface water
from Horseshoe Pond flows into the Merrinmack R ver through an outlet streamat the southeastern end of
the pond. Surface drainage within the study area is controlled primarily by topographic features. Because
the study area is predom nantly unpaved, nuch of the surface water infiltrates directly into the
subsurface soils during Iight and noderate precipitation periods.

The subsurface soils encountered during the Renedial Investigation (RI), in order fromground surface to
bedrock, generally consist of alluvial sand deposits over glacio-lacustrine, glacial outwash, and gl aci al
till deposits. The | ower perneability glacio-lacustrine deposits were observed in the subsurface soils
across nuch, but not all, of the study area. A bedrock trough, between the former NHP buil di ng and

Hor seshoe Pond, oriented in an approximate north-south direction, extends across the southern portion of
the study area. The bedrock surface rises steeply in all directions away fromthe central bedrock | ow
area. Bedrock cores collected during the R indicated that the dom nant rock types encountered in the
study area were granite and granitic gneiss with sone schist.

During the Renedial Investigation, three water bearing fornations were identified in the study area:

e an unconfined shall ow overburden aquifer that is generally situated between 5 and 40 feet bel ow
ground surface, and is bounded at depth by |ower perneability glacio-lacustrine soils;

e a deep overburden aquifer that is generally bel ow the glacio-lacustrine soil unit within the
gl aci al outwash sand deposits. This aquifer is sem -confined by upper (glacio-lacustrine) and | ower
(bedrock) hydraulic boundaries of |ess perneable formations over nost of the study area, except
where the glacio-lacustrine soils are absent. It ranges between 10 and 75 feet thick across the
study area, showi ng a general trend of thinning toward downgradi ent |ocations adjacent to the
Merrimack R ver; and

e a bedrock aquifer that generally includes the entire bedrock section beneath the study area

G oundwater within the shall ow and deep overburden aquifers predomnantly flows in a southeasterly and
easterly direction toward the Merrinmack R ver. Horizontal flow within the bedrock aquifer appears to be
in an easterly direction toward the Merrimack River

Upward vertical gradients were generally observed between these aquifers in the southern and eastern
portions of the study area. Downward vertical gradients occur in the northern and western portions of the
study area between the shall ow and deep overburden aquifers.

A nore conplete description of the Site can be found in Section 3.0 of the Draft Final Renedia
I nvestigation Report for the New Hanpshire Pl ating Conpany, Volunme 1

I'l. SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES
A. Land Use and Response Hi story

NHPC operated an electroplating facility on the site from 1962 to 1985. The netals used in the

el ectropl ati ng process included cadm um zinc, chromum copper, |ead, nickel, tin, gold, silver,

al um num iron, and manganese. NHPC al so used chl ori nated organi c sol vents for de-greasing including:

trichloroethylene (TCE); 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA); and tetrachl oroethyl ene (PCE). Cyanide was al so
used as part of the electroplating process. Chlorinated solvent use was reportedly discontinued during
the latter part of the 1970s.

Treated and untreated wastes and wastewater were di scharged through a gravity-drai ned underground

di scharge pipe into unlined waste | agoons | ocated approxi mately 325 feet north of the building, These

| agoons occupy wetl ands that devel oped naturally in a series of neander scars forned by the Merrinmack

Ri ver. Wastes were discharged directly into a primary infiltration | agoon (Lagoon 1). The |agoon system
was constructed to allow the discharged wastes to overflow fromthe primary |agoon into a secondary
infiltration |agoon (Lagoon 2) and into subsequent overflow | agoons (Lagoons 3 and 4) during periods of



hi gh di scharge fromthe facility. Approxi mately 35,000 to 60,000 gallons of wastewater were generated and
di scharged to the | agoons each day.

In 1980, NHPC notified the EPA that it was a hazardous waste disposal facility in accordance with the
Resource and Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) Section 3001 regul ations and continued to operate under an
interimpermt. As the result of inspections conducted by EPA and the New Hanpshire Department of

Envi ronnent al Servi ces (NHDES) between 1982 and 1985, NHPC received several Notices of Violation/Oders
of Abatenent for failure to conply with RCRA transportation, storage, and disposal requirenments, and for
i nadequate treatnent of its cyanide wastewater prior to discharge. Qperations at NHPC ceased i n Novenber
1985.

I'n June 1987, the NHDES initiated interimrenedial measures at the site. Wastes including plating

sol utions, cyanide salts, and other materials were renoved fromthe NHPC buil ding. Sludge and sedi nent
were al so renoved fromthe building floors and di sposed of at an approved off-site facility. The NHDES
al so treated sludge and process wastewater in Lagoon 1 with approximately 127 tons of |ime and 800

gal l ons of a sodi um hypochlorite solution.

EPA initiated an energency, renoval action in Cctober of 1989. After a prelimnary study in the fall of
1990 and spring of 1991, EPA performed a limted on-site renoval action. Approximately 13,600 tons of

sl udges and soils were excavated, solidified on-site in an ash/nortar mxture, and encapsul ated in a high
density pol yethylene (HDPE) solidified material storage cell at a location imediately north of the
former NHPC building. Currently, this solidified nonolith nass remains on site. An additional 5,000 tons

of soil were disposed off site at a secured landfill. As the |last step of the renmoval action,
approxi mately 5,600 cubic yards of untreated soils excavated fromthe overfl ow | agoon areas were pl aced
in Lagoon 1. The soils were covered with an HDPE cap and approxinmately 2 feet of clean fill. The other

excavat ed | agoons were covered with between 1 to 2 feet of clean fill.

EPA al so conducted a Non-Tine-Critical Renoval Action (NTCRA) at the NHPC building site in Novenber and
Decenber of 1994. Laboratory wastes left in the NHPC buil ding were packed in drums and shipped off site
for disposal; asbestos-containing materials were renmoved; process equi prent and the buil di ng were

decont am nat ed; the building, floor slab, and foundation were denolished; an underground storage tank was
renoved; the exposed soils were characterized; and the building footprint was graded and covered with a
geonenbr ane. Bot h non-hazardous and hazardous materials generated during the building renoval were

di sposed of off site.

A nore conplete description of the Site history can be found in Section 2.0 of the Draft Final Renedi al
I nvestigation Report for the New Hanpshire Plating Conpany, Volune 1.

B. Enforcenent H story

EPA initiated cost recovery activities during initial renoval actions. On August 30, 1989, EPA sent
General Notice letters to the followi ng persons who were identified as owners or operators at the Site:
1) M. Aldo Bracci and Ms. Ida D. Bracci; 2) NHPC, and, 3) M. Jack O Labovitz (through his attorney)
to notify themof their potential liability as owners and or operators, and invited themto perform
proposed activities. On May 31, 1996, EPA notified M. Randall Bracci, son of Al do Bracci, of his
potential liability as an operator at the Site. M. Aldo and Ms. lda Bracci and M. Randall Bracci
responded that they would like to help with the removal but were financially unable. M. Labovitz was
unresponsive. NHPC is no longer in operation and has no known assets. In 1985, the last tax return for
NHPC was filed and all on-site operations ceased. In 1991, NHPC was di ssol ved.

Adj acent busi nesses were al so investigated to determne if they generated wastes which contributed to the
extent of groundwater contam nation. It was subsequently determined that the only PRPs are the fornmer
owner/operators. Their liability is clear and has been well docunented. However, a cost-recovery case was
deternmined to not be viable because the PRPs were insolvent and did not have the financial ability to
contribute significantly to past or future expenditures. The Bracci's sued their insurance conpany for
coverage but |ost the case. There are no transporters or generators associated with the Site.

A decision not to pursue costs was docunented in a Cost-Recovery O oseout Menorandum approved by the
Ofice of Site Renediation and Restoration Division Director on Decenber 30, 1996. The Cost-Recovery
Cl oseout Menorandum cont ai ns extensive detail on the PRP search efforts conpleted by OSRR and fi nanci al
ability-to-pay anal ysis conducted by CES. This decision applies to all past and future costs.

111, COWUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

Throughout the Site's history, commnity concern has been present in varying degrees of involvenent. EPA
has kept the community and other interested parties apprised of the Site activities through informational



neetings, fact sheets, press releases and public neetings.

On February 26, 1993, EPA rel eased a community relations plan which outlined a programto address
community concerns and keep citizens informed about and involved in activities during remnedial

activities. On June 13, 1990, EPA held an informational meeting at the Merrimack Court House to describe
pl ans for conpl eting emergency renoval activities and placing the Site on the National Priorities List to
performa Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study. On June 9, 1993, EPA held an infornational
neeting at the Merrinmack Court House to discuss ongoi ng Renedi al Investigation activities and present a
schedul e for conpl etion.

On January 15, 1998, EPA made the Administrative Record, including the Renedial |nvestigation Report,
Feasibility Study Report and Proposed Plan, available for public review at EPA's offices in Boston and at
the Merrimack Public Library. The Administrative Record Index is attached in Appendix C and contains a
conplete listing of all documents used to support this ROD. EPA published a notice and brief analysis of
the Proposed Plan in four |ocal newspapers; the Village Crier, the Nashua Tel egraph, the Manchester Union
Leader and the Broadcaster between January 5 and 7, 1998, and nmade the plan available to the public at
the Merrimack Public Library.

On January 15, 1998, EPA held an informational neeting to discuss the results of the Renedial
Investigation and the cleanup alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study and to present the Agency’s
Proposed Plan. Al so during this neeting, the Agency answered questions fromthe public. From January 16
to February 14, 1998, the Agency held a thirty (30) day public comrent period to accept community
feedback on the alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study and the Proposed Plan and on any ot her
docunents previously released to the public. On January 28, 1998, the Agency held a formal public hearing
to discuss the Proposed Plan and to accept any oral comments. A transcript of this hearing and the
comrents and the Agency's witten response to comments are included in the attached Responsiveness
Summary (Appendi x B).

I'V. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

As discussed in Section Il.A above, several renoval actions have been perforned at the Site to stabilize
conditions. The remedi al action authorized by this ROD addresses the remai ning contam nated soil and
groundwater and is the final response action anticipated for the NHP Site.

The sel ected renmedy was devel oped by conbi ni ng conponents of different source control and nanagenent of
mgration alternatives to obtain a conprehensive approach for Site renediation, In summary, the renedy
provides for the on-site treatnent of about 40,000 cubic yards of netal contam nated soils by chem cal
fixation. Treated soils will be consolidated and deposited into forner Lagoons 1 and 2. The tenporary

storage unit (nonolith) materials will be crushed, mxed with the treated soils and placed in former
Lagoons 1 and 2. The backfilled areas will be covered with 18 inches of off-site fill and six inches of
top soil. Excavated areas will be regraded using existing remaining naterials. Al disturbed areas will

be re-vegetated with wetland-type vegetati on. Forner |agoon areas were previously functioning wetl ands.

Since the entire | agoon systemw ||l require significant excavation and grading and treated naterials will
remain on-site, restoration of on-site wetlands is not possible. Therefore, off-site mitigation will be
perforned to conpensate for unavoi dable inmpacts to the 2.8 acre wetl and.

Wth the source area remedi ated, metal and vol atile organic conpound (VOC) contam nation in groundwater
will attenuate. A New Hanpshire G oundwater Managenment Zone will be established to define a nonitoring
program and ensure public awareness of the contam nation. Institutional controls will include groundwater
and | and use restrictions.

This approach will elinmnate | eaching to groundwater, address unacceptable risks to burrow ng ani ral
species, and restore the groundwater quality to acceptable |evels.

V. SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

Section 1.0 of the Feasibility Study (FS) contains an overview of the Renedial |nvestigation. The
significant findings of the Renedial Investigation are summarized bel ow

The contam nants detected within the NHP Site study area correspond to the known plating effluent
constituents. These contam nants include netals (cadm um zinc, chromium |ead, nickel, copper, and tin),
chlorinated solvents, (PCE, TCE and its degradation products), and cyanide. Low |l evels of senmvolatile
organi ¢ conmpounds (SVQOCs) were also infrequently detected, but are not believed to be associated with
facility operations.



A. Sources of Contami nation
The historic sources of netals, cyanide, and VOCs at the Site are:
« effluent fromthe discharge trenches within the building
e effluent fromthe overflow pipes along the north wall of the building;
« discharge of effluent to Lagoon 1
e overflow of effluent fromLagoon 1 into Lagoons 2, 3, and 4; and
« overflow of effluent fromthe | agoons to adjacent wetlands and soil s.

The results of the Renedial |nvestigation conclude that the current residual sources of metal and cyani de
contam nation are

« surface and subsurface soils in the Lagoon 1 area

« surface and subsurface soils in the enbanknents and basins of Lagoons 2, 3, and 4; the
Sout hern Wetl and; the Northern Wtl and; and the Lagoon 4 overfl ow areas; and

e to a |l esser extent, subsurface soils in the building area

Lagoon 1 soils contain the highest levels of netal contamination in the study area and are the | argest
resi dual source of groundwater contam nation

Several VOCs, sem -VQOCs and pesticides were sporadically detected throughout the study area but were
determined to be at concentrations well below a | evel of concern and are not contributing sources of
groundwat er contam nation. No residual source of VOC contam nation was found in on-site soils except
that, subsurface soils below the water table in the Lagoon 1 area are likely desorbing chlorinated VOC
contamination to the groundwater. Cadm um and other metals and chlorinated VOCs in groundwater are
mgrating east and southeast in the shall ow overburden aquifer and are |ikely discharging to the
Merrimack River

A nore detailed discussion of the Renmedial Investigation results by nmedia foll ows.
B. Soils

To provide a better understanding of nmetal contamination renaining in on-site soils, the 13.9 acre study
area was subdivided into specific known or suspected source areas as presented bel ow. These areas are
general ly described as the fornmer operations area, the former |agoon areas and wetland areas. Refer to
attached Figure 3 to locate the specific areas presented bel ow. The netals detected above background
concentrations were cadm um chrom um copper, lead, nickel, tin, and zinc. Cyanide was al so detected
Arsenic, beryllium cadm um chrom um cyanide, |ead, nanganese and nickel were subsequently concluded to
be the contaninants of concern for soils.

Cadm um was general ly detected nore frequently and at higher concentrations than any of the other netals
and was subsequently determned to be the nost toxic contam nant. Therefore, the discussion bel ow focuses
primarily on cadm um Estinmates of contam nated soil volumes are based on cadm um The renedial action

i npl enented for cadm um based vol unes of soil will adequately address the risks presented by other
contami nants. The entire site lies within the 100 year floodplain. Refer to attached Table 1 for a
summary of soil analytical results.

Former Operations Area

This area refers to parcel 1 and includes the former building and rel ated parking area and the area
currently covered by the solidified material storage cell or nonolith

Resi dual levels of netals in soils were found along the northern side of the forner building, where the
overfl ow pi pes discharged through the building wall. Contam nation was generally higher in the surface
soil (0 - 1'), and decreased with depth. The hi ghest | evel of cadm umdetected was 172 ng/ kg froma

| ocation beneath the former discharge trench, where plating effluent exited the building

Detectabl e | evel s of cyanide were found in 21 soils sanples taken fromthe building area. The highest
| evel of cyani de detected was 87.7 ng/kg



In total, an estinmated 5,926 cubic yards of contami nated soils are present in the forner building area to
an average depth of 10 feet.

VOC field screening results indicated the presence of TCE, trans-1, 2-dichloroethene (T-DCE); TCA, PCE
and benzene around the building; and TCE in the vicinity of the former septic system No appreciable
levels of VOCs in soil sanples were detected by |aboratory anal ysis.

The extent of contam nation present underneath the solidified naterial storage cell, if any, could not be
eval uated during the RI. The forner discharge pi pe passed through this area and as a result, could have
rel eased contanination. Therefore, these soils will be tested for contaninants of concern as part of the
selected renedy and nay result in an increase soil volume requiring renediation fromthis area

Former Lagoon Areas

This area refers to the four forner discharge |lagoons (1, 2, 3, and 4) on parcel 2, which were the

subj ect of a nmamjor EPA energency renoval action in 1990 to 1991 (see attached Figure 3). That action
included the renoval of contam nated soils and sludges fromthe | agoon areas. An average of two feet of
clean fill was regraded over the entire |agoon area following the renoval. Prior to their use for
effluent discharge by NHPC, these |agoons constituted a significant portion of a nmuch |arger wetland area
whi ch joined the northern and southern wetland areas renuining on-site. The northern and southern wetland
areas were not part of the original |agoon systemand were not remedi ated during the EPA renoval action

Each of the four |agoons were separated by berns and woul d sequential ly receive discharge from Lagoon 1
to Lagoon 4 as the systemreached capacity. The contam nated soil volune estimates bel ow include the
affected bernmed areas and adj acent enbanknents

Lagoon 1

H gh concentrati ons of cadnmi um and zinc were detected in Lagoon 1 soils, with generally the highest

| evel s of cadmi um (623 ng/kg) in subsurface soils fromthe enbankments and fromthe backfilled soils.
Their presence in the | agoon enbankments suggests that plating effluent may have infiltrated these areas
in a lateral pattern. Their presence in the surface soils suggests that plating effluent fromthe |agoon
periodically overflowed to perineter areas. Metal contami nation, detected in both surface and subsurface
soils in the southwest corner of the Lagoon 1 area, indicates that plating effluent overflowed and/or
infiltrated laterally southwest of the former | agoon to the topographically |ower Southern Wtland area

Metals present in the fornerly renediated and filled portion of the Lagoon 1 area indicates that their

concentrations in the contamnated soil fill are generally honogeneous. The concentrations decrease with
depth bel ow the contam nated fill in soil sanples that entirely penetrate the undisturbed soils beneath
the fill.

Cyani de was detected in 11 of 13 soil sanples; 10 were collected within the contamnated fill soils. The

hi ghest |evel of cyanide detected was 59.9 ng/kg

In total, an estinated 8,416 cubic yards of contam nated soils are present in the forner Lagoon 1 area to
an average depth of 10 feet.

Al t hough sone VOCs were detected during field screening of Lagoon 1 soils, no appreciable site-rel ated
chlorinated VOCs were detected in | aboratory sanples fromany of the |agoons.

Lagoon 2

The lateral distribution of cadm umand zinc reveals that both surface and subsurface soils in the forner
lagoon 2 and its enmbanknments have been contani nated. Cadmi um concentrations ranged from8 to 733 ng/ kg
with the highest |evels detected in the southeastern and northwestern corners of the forner |agoon

H gh concentrati ons of cadmi um and zinc were found within O to 6 feet bel ow ground surface in the
enbanknent area soils. Wthin the fornmerly renediated and filled portion of the Lagoon 2 area

concentrations generally decreased with depth below the fill. H gh concentrations of netals were
encountered in the shall ow subsurface soil beneath the fill. In general, netal concentrations decreased
to non-detection within O to 2-feet depth below the fill, although high target netal concentrations were

found at several sanpling locations, in subsurface soils up to 8 feet below the fill.

Det ect abl e concentrations of cyanide were found in eight of eleven soil sanples, with 74.6 ng/kg the
hi ghest | evel detected



In total, an estimated 10,271 cubic yards of contam nated soils are present in the fornmer Lagoon 2 area
to an average depth of 6 feet.

Lagoons 3 and 4 and Lagoon 4 Overfl ow Area

The characteristics of Lagoons 3 and 4 were deternined to be sufficiently simlar; therefore they are
jointly discussed. The Lagoon 4 overflow area is located in a low lying area on the eastern side of the
former | agoon system near the site boundary with Jones Chemical, Inc. Surface soils in the southwest
corner and al ong the western side of the overflow area have been affected by netals from NHPC waste

di sposal operations. In the overflow area, netal concentrations decrease to non-detectable concentrations
bel ow the 1 foot depth.

Cadm um concentrations detected ranged from6 to 1,277 ng/ kg, with the highest concentration detected in
shal | ow subsurface soils |ocated beneath the clean fill near the enbanknent that separates Lagoon 2 from
Lagoons 3 and 4. This concentration is the highest |evel of cadm umfound anywhere within the NHPC

property.

H gh concentrations of the netal contami nants of concern were also detected in the enbanknent surface
soils. High concentrations of target netals in the soil bermthat separates Lagoons 3 and 4 fromthe
Northern Wetl and reveal s that overfl ow of |agoon effluent occurred between Lagoons 3 and 4, and the

t opographi cal ly | ower Northern Wetl and.

Metal s are present at shall ow depths in both the enmbanknment and interior of the Lagoon 3 and 4 area.

Cyanide was found in 11 of the 20 soil sanples. The highest |evel of cyanide detected in Lagoons 3 and 4
was 247 ng/ kg.

In total, an estinated 10,361 cubic yards of contam nated soils are present in the forner Lagoon 3 and 4
and Lagoon 4 overfl ow areas. The average depth of contaminated soils is 5.5 feet in Lagoons 3 and 4 and 1
foot in the Lagoon 4 overfl ow area.

Wt | and Areas

The two remaining wetland areas on site, the northern and southern wetlands, were not part of the
original lagoon system However, these wetland areas were affected by effluent discharge when the storage
capacity of the | agoon systemwas periodically exceeded, resulting in overflow to the topographically

| ower northern and sout hern wetl ands.

Sout hern Wetl and Area

Overflow fromthe fornmer | agoon system has contami nated the surface and shal | ow subsurface soils

t hroughout the southern wetland area. H gh netal concentrations in the surface soils along the western
edge of the wetland al so indicate that past vehicle decontam nation activities performed during the EPA
renmoval action nay have contributed to the area's netal contam nation.

H gh concentrati ons of cadnmi umand zinc were found in surface soils within the southern wetl and area,

wi th cadm um concentrations ranging from12 to 728 nmg/ kg. The hi ghest cadm um concentrations were
detected in surface soils in the eastern and northern portions of the wetland. Sanple |ocations along the
northern side of the wetland and within the roadway area al so indicated high concentrati ons of cadm um
and zinc in the soils beneath the crushed stone road base fill.

O her target netals detected were not w despread except for chromiumand tin. Cadm um and zi nc decreased
to lower concentrations at depths greater than 4 feet bel ow ground surface for nost of the soil boring
locations in the wetland area.

Cyani de was detected in seven of ten soil sanples collected, with the highest |evel of 509 ng/kg. This
surface soil sanple contained the highest detected | evel of cyanide on-site.

In total, an estimated 3,715 cubic yards of contami nated soils are present in the southern wetland area
to an average depth of 8.5 feet.

Northern Wetl and Area

Overflow effluent fromthe former | agoon systemdelivered metals to shallow soils throughout the area.
Cadm um concentrations ranged from?7 to 286 ng/kg, all in surface soil.



SVQCs were sporadically detected in the Northern Wetland. These contam nants were found at |ow |l evels and
are believed to have originated in stormwater runoff west of the site.

Cyani de was detected in nine of twelve soil sanples. The highest |evel of cyanide detected was 21.5
ny/ kg.

In total, an estinmated 2,621 cubic yards of contam nated soils are present in the northern wetland area
to an average depth of 2 feet.

C. G oundwat er

Cont am nat ed groundwat er has m grated under adjacent properties and is generally bound by the NHPC
property boundary to the north and west, Horseshoe Pond to the south and the Merrimack River to the east.
Known of f-site properties effected by contam nated groundwater are the YMCA, Jones Chenical, New Engl and
Pol e, Techwood Systenms, Inc. and Lot 22. G oundwater in this area exceeds Mxi mum Contam nant Levels
(MCLs) .

In summary, eight VOCs were detected in groundwater at concentrations which exceed MCLs. These incl ude:
TCE; 1, 1-dichloroethene (DCE); PCE; vinyl chloride (VO ; TCA, cis- and trans-1, 2-dichl oroet hene (C&T
DCE); 1, 2-dichloroethane (1,2-DCA); and chloroform Five netals were also detected in the groundwater
above the established MCLs, including cadmium nickel, chromium arsenic, and | ead. TCE and cadm um were
the contam nants that nost frequently exceeded their respective MCLs of 5 ug/L.

G oundwat er contam nati on was detected in all three aquifers. However, the |levels of contanmination in the
deep overburden were significantly less than in the shall ow overburden, while the bedrock aquifer was
relatively unaffected. Metal contamination is present only in the shall ow overburden aquifer.

To provide a better understanding of groundwater contam nation which has originated fromthe site, the
di scussion below is by aquifer: shallow overburden, deep overburden and bedrock. Figure 4 presents the
portions of the overburden aquifer where contam nants were detected in excess of MCLs. Attached Table 2
contains a summary of groundwater analytical results.

Shal | ow Over burden Agui f er

Two VOCs (TCE and DCE) were detected above their MCLs within the northern half of the YMCA property
situated to the south of the forner operations area; six VOCs (TCE, DCE, PCE, TCA, C&T DCE, and VO were
detected above their MCLs within the forner operations area; and five VOCs (TCE, DCE, PCE, TCA, and VO
were detected above their MCLs downgradi ent of the forner operations area. The highest |evel of VOC
contami nation (7500 ug/L of TCE) was found at well MNM217S, within the former operations area,

i mredi atel y adj acent to Lagoon 1. VOC | evel s decrease with distance fromthe Lagoon 1 area.

One well located on the western side of the YMCA property had a cadm um | evel exceeding MCLs. Twel ve
wells in the former operations area had el evated concentrations of cadm um nickel, arsenic, |ead, and
chrom um Sanples fromseven nonitoring wells located in the downgradi ent portions of the NHPC study area
i ndi cated cadmi um nickel, and chromium at el evated concentrations. The highest |evel of netal

contami nation (1,290 ug/L of cadmun) was found at well OHM 3, on the Jones Chemcal, Inc. property,

i mredi at el y downgr adi ent of Lagoon 1.

In total, there is an estimated 3, 343,620 cubic feet of contami nated groundwater in the shall ow
over burden aquifer.

Deep Over burden Aqui fer

Only TCE was detected in excess of its MCL in two deep overburden nonitoring wells within the YMCA
property south of the former operations area. Mnitoring well MM106, |ocated adjacent to Horseshoe Pond
on the southern portion of the YMCA property, had the highest concentration of TCE (220 ug/L) observed in
t he deep overburden aquifer within the NHPC study area. Four deep overburden monitoring wells in the
former operations area indicated VOC concentrations exceeding MCLs. TCE and chl orof ormwere the only VOCs
detected at el evated concentrati ons fromthese wells. Five of six wells downgradient of the fornmer
operations area reveal ed TCE and C&T-DCE at |evels above MCLs.

None of the deep overburden aquifer wells yielded groundwater sanples with netal s exceedi ng MCLs.

In total, there is an estinmated 14, 074,930 cubic feet of contam nated groundwater in the deep overburden
aqui fer.



Bedr ock Aqui fer

One VOC (TCE at 180 ug/L) was detected above its MCL in well MM106R, adjacent to Horseshoe Pond on the
sout hern side of the YMCA property. TCE was al so detected at el evated concentrations in bedrock wells
within the former operations area. The results of the chenical anal yses for three wells downgradi ent of
the former operations area indicated the presence of TCE above its MCL in only one of them

None of the bedrock aquifer wells yielded groundwater sanples with netal |levels in excess MlLs
D. Surface Water and Sedi nents

Surface water and sedi ment sanples were collected and anal yzed for VOCs, SVOCs, netals and cyani de from
Hor seshoe Pond and the Merrinack River. Based on results, it does not appear that detectable
concentrations of site contam nants are discharging to Horseshoe Pond or the Merrinmack R ver. No
contanminants were detected in either surface water body. Several sedinent sanples contained detectable
concentrations of VOCs, SVOCs and netal s; however, the risk assessnent concluded that these | evels were
bel ow a | evel of human health or ecol ogi cal concern

Hor seshoe Pond

VOCs were not detected in any of the surface water sanples; however, VOCs were detected in five of the
seven sedi ment sanples. Four VOCs detected in these sanples include: 2-butanone (nethyl ethyl ketone
(MEK)); acetone; TCA; and carbon disulfide. Based on the absence of these compounds in groundwater which
woul d act as the migration pathway between the site and the pond, it does not appear that these sedi ment
VOCs are related to the forner site operations

The only sedinent sanple anal yzed for SVOCs was col |l ected on the eastern shore; it contained several

pol ynucl ear aronatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) typically associated with fuels, oils, and other

petrol eumrel ated conpounds and is not a site-related contam nant. One phthal ate was al so detected in the
sanpl e.

Sedi nent sanpl es contai ning arsenic, chromum copper, nickel, and zinc were detected at concentrations
approxi mately 25 to 40% above background |l evels in two sanpl es. Based on the absence of these nmetals in
groundwat er between the site and Horseshoe Pond, it does not appear that sedinent netals are related to
the fornmer site operations.

Merrinmack R ver

VOCs were not detected in any of the surface water or sedinent sanples. Chronm umwas detected in one
sedi nent sanpl e, however, no other metals were present.

A conpl ete discussion of site characteristics can be found in Sections 3.0 and 4.0 of the Draft Fina
Remedi al I nvestigation Report.

VI. SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

A Basel i ne Human Heal th and Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent (RA) was perforned to estimate the probability and
magni tude of potential adverse human health and environnental effects from exposure to contani nants
associated with the Site. The human health risk assessnent followed a four step process: 1) contam nant
identification, which identified those hazardous substances which, given the specifics of the Site, were
of significant concern; 2) exposure assessment, which identified actual or potential exposure pathways
characterized the potentially exposed popul ations, and determ ned the extent of possible exposure; 3)
toxicity assessnment, which considered the types and nagnitude of adverse health effects associated with
exposure to hazardous substances, and 4) risk characterization, which integrated the three earlier steps
to summari ze the potential and actual health risks posed by hazardous substances at the Site, including
car ci nogeni ¢ and non-carcinogenic risks. The results of the human health risk assessnment for the New
Hampshire Plating Superfund Site are discussed below, followed by the conclusions of the ecol ogical risk
assessnent .

Human Health Ri sk Assessnent

Forty-five (45) contam nants of concern (COCs), listed in Tables 3 and 4 of this Record of Decision for
soi|l and groundwater respectively, were selected for evaluation in the human health ri sk assessnent.
These contaninants constitute a representative subset of the nore than one-hundred (100) contam nants
identified in soil, groundwater and/or sedinents at the Site during the Renedial Investigation. The
forty-five (45) contam nants of concern were selected to represent potential site related hazards based



on toxicity, concentration, frequency of detection, and nobility and persistence in the environnent. A
summary of the health effects of each of the contaminants of concern can be found in Section 6.2.2 of the
human health risk assessment contained in the Draft Final Remedial Investigation Report.

Potential human health effects associated with exposure to the contam nants of concern were estinated
quantitatively or qualitatively through the devel opment of several hypothetical exposure pathways. These
pat hways were devel oped to reflect the potential for exposure to hazardous substances by nedia based on
the present uses, potential future uses, and location of the Site

The New Hanpshire Plating Site is located in a predonminately industrial area. A though comercial uses
are nost conmmon, sone residential and undevel oped lots do exist in the imediate area. This m xed

| and-use required the risk assessnment to consider residential, trespasser and industrial scenarios to
fully eval uate exposure pathways for various nmedia. The following is a brief summary of the exposure
pat hways eval uated. A nore thorough description can be found in Section 6.43 of the human health risk
assessnent .

Soi | _Exposur e Pat hways

Potential current and future trespassing, future residential and future worker scenarios were eval uat ed
for exposure to contam nated soils. Potential exposures evaluated were incidental ingestion of soil and
dermal absorption of contami nants. Ingestion was evaluated for a 15 kg child (1-6 years) who nay ingest
200 ng/day of soil over 150 days/year for 6 years. Trespasser, residential and industrial ingestion was
evaluated for a 70 kg adult who may ingest 100 ng/day of soil over 52 to 150 days/year for 10 to 25
years. Absorption was al so evaluated for the above pathways. The hazard indices in the baseline risk
assessnent and FS were re-cal culated as shown in Table 5 using the revised dernal adherence factor of
0.23. The dernal factor used in the baseline risk assessnment was 1.0. This resulted in slightly | ower
hazard indices. This change does not effect cleanup goals.

G oundwat er Exposure Pat hways

The potential risks fromfuture residential use of contam nated groundwater were eval uated. Ingestion of
groundwat er for 350 days/year over 30 years was assuned. Small children (15 kg) were assunmed to ingest 1
liter/day and adults (70 kg) were assunmed to ingest 2 liters/day.

Sedi nent Exposur e Pat hway

Potential risks under current and future trespassing and future recreational |and use were eval uated.
Potenti al exposures eval uated were incidental ingestion of soil and dermal absorption of contaninants. It
was assuned that ol der children (40 kg body wei ght and 6-12 years old) and adults (70 kg body wei ght) may
incidental ly i ngest 100ng/day of contam nated sedi ment for 24 days/year

There are no exposure pat hways for surface water or air since these nedia were not inpacted by the

rel ease. For each pathway eval uated, a central tendency (CT) or average and a reasonabl e naxi mum exposure
(RUE) estimate were generated corresponding to exposure to the average and the maxi num concentration
detected in that particular medi um

Human Health Ri sk Assessnent Concl usi ons

Excess lifetinme cancer risks were determned for each exposure pathway by multiplying the exposure |eve
with the chem cal specific cancer factor. Cancer slope factors have been devel oped by EPA from

epi demi ol ogi cal or animal studies to reflect a conservative "upper bound" of the risk posed by
potential ly carcinogeni c conpounds. That is, the true risk is unlikely to be greater than the risk
predicted. The resulting risk estimates are expressed in scientific notation as a probability (e.g., 1 x
10 -6 for 1/1,000,000) and indicate (using this exanple), that an average individual is not likely to
have greater than a one in a mllion chance of devel opi ng cancer over 70 years as a result of

site-rel ated exposure as defined to the conpound at the stated concentration. Current EPA practice

consi ders carcinogenic risks to be additive when assessing exposure to a m xture of hazardous substances,
such as are present at the Site

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 (RfFD) or other suitable benchmark for non-carcinogenic health effects for an individua
compound. 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. RfDs are derived from epi deniol ogical or animal 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 approxi mately one third of an
accept abl e exposure | evel for the given conmpound). The hazard quotient is only considered additive for
conmpounds that have the sane or sinilar toxic endpoint and the sumis referred to as the hazard i ndex
(H'). (For exanple: the hazard quotient for a compound known to produce |iver damage should not be added
to a second whose toxic endpoint is kidney damage).

Table 5 depicts the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk sunmary results for present and potential
future exposure to soil contami nants corresponding to the central tendency (CT) and the reasonable
maxi mum exposure (RVE) scenarios. The results are presented for each of the target areas of the Site
identified in Section V above. Tables 6-10A through 6-19B in Volune 2 of the Draft Final Renedia

I nvestigation Report depict the CT and RVE results for each contaninant of concern.

Attached Tabl e 6 depicts the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk summary results for present and
potential future exposure to groundwater contam nants corresponding to the central tendency (CT) and the
reasonabl e maxi num exposure (RVE) scenarios. Tables 6-20A through 6-23D in Volunme 2 of the Draft Fina
Renmedi al Investigation Report depict the CT and RNE results for each contam nant of concern.

The followi ng bullets best summarize the results of the baseline human health risk assessnment for the
Site:

e For soils, carcinogenic risk estinmates are within or less than EPA's acceptable risk range of 1 x
10 -4 to 1 x 10 -6. Non-carcinogenic risk estinmates for cadm um exceed EPA' s hazard i ndex benchnark
(acceptable threshold) of 1.0 for an RVE receptor assunming industrial or trespasser |and-use
scenari os at Lagoons 3 and 4.

e For groundwater, several volatile organic conpounds (VOCs) and inorganics (netals) exceed
Federal naxi mum contam nant |evels (MCLs), prinmarily in the shallow overburden aquifer. Under
potential future use, if groundwater were ingested, the carcinogenic risk estimates range from1l.4
x 10 -2 to 1. 7 x 10 -3. Hazard indices for non-carcinogenic risks range from 140 for the RVE
scenario to 99 for the CT scenario.

e For Horseshoe Pond and Merrimack River sedinents, the RVE carcinogenic risk estimate for
a recreational user was 2 x 10 -6. The hazard index for all non-carcinogenic risk estimates is |ess
than the benchmark of 1.0. These results indicate that no adverse effects are present from dernal
contact with or inadvertent ingestion of sedinents.

Basel i ne_Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent

Cadm um was sel ected as the contani nant of concern based on its toxicity and hi gh bioaccurul ation
potential. Cadmiumalso had a high frequency of detection and was generally co-located with ot her
contami nants. Potential ecological risks associated with exposure to cadmumin |agoon soils were

eval uated for several target species. No exposure pathways were eval uated for other nedia based on the
limted presence of either habitat or contam nants as explained in Section 7.0 of the Draft Fina
Renedi al I nvestigation Report.

Fi ve indicator species were selected for the ecol ogical risk assessnent, and a conceptual food web node
was prepared to represent the bioaccunul ation pathway at the site. The food web nodel was the basis for
the cal cul ati on of cadm um soil concentrations above which adverse effects on the indicator species are
expected to occur

O the five indicator species, the short-tailed shrew was found to be at the greatest risk of adverse
effects fromcadm um concentrations, in the soil. For this indicator species, cadm um concentrations

above 5.6 ng/kg in 0'- 2' deep soils would be expected to have a detrinmental inpact.

The ecol ogi cal risk assessment concl uded that site soils throughout the wetlands-Iagoons system pose
probabl e adverse ecol ogi cal effects due to cadm um cont am nation

Overal|l Ri sk Assessnent Concl usi on

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. Soil and groundwater both require renediation to address public
health or ecol ogical risk concerns. The basis for soil renediation is to address exi sting unacceptable
ecol ogical threats to |ocal species and elininate ongoing contribution to groundwater contanination

t hrough | eaching of netal contanminants to soil. The basis for groundwater remediation is unacceptable
human heal th risks and exceedances of MCLs.



VI|1. DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENI NG OF ALTERNATI VES
A. Statutory Requirenents/ Response (hjectives

Under its legal authorities, EPA's prinary 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 requirement that EPA
select a renedial action that is cost-effective and that utilizes pernmanent solutions and alternative
treatment technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies 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 of the hazardous substances is a principal element over renedies not involving such
treatnment. Response alternatives were devel oped to be consistent with these Congressi onal nandates.

Based on prelimnary information relating to types of contam nants, environnental media of concern, and
potential exposure pathways, renedial action objectives were forned to aid in the devel opment and
screening of alternatives to mitigate existing and future potential threats to public health and the
envi ronnent .

The remedi al action objectives for soil are:

e mnimze contanminant |eaching fromsoils that would result in groundwater contam nation

exceedi ng MCLs, state anbient groundwater quality standards (AGX), or acceptable
human- heal t h based | evel s; and

e prevent contact by ecol ogical receptors with soils having contam nant concentrations
exceedi ng the ecol ogi cal risk-based perfornmance renedial goals (PRGs).

The remedi al action objectives for groundwater are:

e prevent ingestion of groundwater containing contam nants at concentrati ons exceedi ng
drinking water criteria;

e mnimze off-site mgration of contam nants in the groundwater; and
e mnimze discharge of contam nated groundwater to the Merrimack River
B. Technol ogy and Alternative Devel opnent and Screening

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

Wth respect to source control, the FS devel oped a range of alternatives in which treatnent that reduces
the toxicity, nobility, or volune of the hazardous substances is a principal elenent. This range included
an alternative that renoves or destroys hazardous substances to the nmaxi numextent feasible, elimnating
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 treatment residuals and untreated waste that nust
be managed; alternative(s) that involve little or no treatment but provide protection through engi neering
or institutional controls; and a no action alternative

Wth respect to groundwater response action, the FS developed a limted nunber of renedial alternatives
that attain site specific renediation levels within different time franes using different technol ogies
and a no action alternative

As discussed in Section 2.5 of the Feasibility Study Report, several soil and groundwater treatnent
technol ogi es were identified, assessed and screened based on inplenmentability, effectiveness, and cost.
These technol ogi es were conbined into source control (SC) and nanagerment of migration (MOM alternatives.
Section 3.0 of the Feasibility Study Report presents the devel opnent of SC and MOM al ternatives through
the comnbi nation of technol ogies identified in the previous screening process and consistent with Section
300.430(e)(3) of the NCP. Generally, the purpose of the initial screening process is to narrow the nunber
of potential renedial actions for further detailed analysis while preserving a range of options. Each
formulated alternative is then evaluated and screened again to assenble the final alternatives for
detail ed anal ysis. As discussed in Section 3.4 of the Feasibility Study Report, this tiered alternative
screeni ng approach was not necessary since, in an effort to streaniine the FS, only a linited nunber of



alternatives were initially devel oped based on acceptabl e technol ogi es. Refer to attached Table 7A for a
sunmmary of the five source control alternatives and Table 7B for a summary of the three nmanagenent of
mgration alternatives which were presented for detail ed anal ysis.

VI11. DESCR PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

This Section provides a narrative summary of each alternative eval uated

A. Source Control (SC) Alternatives Anal yzed

The source control alternatives analyzed for the Site include: No-Action (SC1); Excavation
Consol idation and Capping (SC 2); Excavation, Solidification and Of-site Disposal (SC 3); Excavation and
Of-site Disposal (SC-4); and Chenmical Fixation and On-site Backfilling (SC5).

SC-1 No-Action

The No Action Alternative is devel oped as a baseline case. The only activities that woul d be conducted
under this alternative are mnimal long-termnonitoring of groundwater to eval uate potential soil

contam nant | eaching and migration. The purpose of the alternative is to evaluate the overall ecol ogi ca
receptor and environnmental protection provided by the NHPC Site in its present state. Under this
alternative, no renmedial actions would be taken to reduce or mnimze contam nant | eaching or protect

ecol ogi cal receptors. No neasures would be inplenmented to prevent potential exposures of biota to

contami nated | agoon soils. The solidified nonolith would remain on site and woul d not be addressed.
Because the monolith would remain in place, approximately half of the NHPC property would not be suitable
for future reuse.

e Contaminants would renmain in place and continue to mgrate to groundwater
¢ Mninmal groundwater nonitoring would be perforned.
e« No institutional controls would be established.

ESTI MATED NET- PRESENT WORTH COST | S: $714, 100

e This alternative is a baseline against which other cleanup alternatives are conpared. It is not
protective and does not meet applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs).

SC-2 Consolidation and Cappi ng

Soi | s whi ch exceed PRGs for groundwater |eaching and ecol ogical risk and which fail TCLP, or other
suitabl e | eaching test, would be excavated fromthe former building area, Lagoons 1, 2, 3 and 4, and the
Nort hern and Sout hern wetl ands. C osure and post-closure plans would be prepared to conply with RCRA
hazar dous waste surface inmpoundnment closure requirenments in case not all contam nated subsurface soils
can be practicably excavated. Excavated soils would be consolidated into | agoons 1 and 2, which woul d be
lined in conpliance with RCRA hazardous waste regul ati ons. The tenporary storage area woul d be crushed
and added to the consolidated soil. Consolidated areas would be lined and capped and a | eachate detection
system establ i shed to neet RCRA cl osure requirenents.

Since the | agoon systemrepresents a 2.8 acre wetland area and renedi ati on i npacts are unavoi dabl e,
mtigation woul d be perforned through the preservation of off-site wetlands. Institutional controls would
be established to restrict excavation through the cap and limt |and-uses to industrial applications.

e 41,300 yds 3 of soil would be excavated and capped in the forner |agoons 1 and 2 area.

e The tenporary holding cell storage naterial (7,875 yds 3) would be crushed, consolidated
with the treated soil and capped

e The finer and cap would conformw th RCRA Subtitle C requirenents

e The former building and hol ding cell excavated areas woul d be backfilled with clean nmateria
and vegetated to prevent erosion

e The fornmer lagoons 3 and 4 and the northern and southern wetland areas woul d be backfilled
with a miniml amount of clean material (<1') and vegetated to provide adequate storm water
retention.

e Threatened off-site wetlands will be purchased to mitigate on-site |oss

e« The Site lies within the 100 year floodplain. Flood storage capacity woul d be nai ntai ned
t hrough engineering controls (i.e., excavate pug-nll area).

e Institutional controls will be established to restrict activities to commrercial/industria
on Parcel 1 and elimnate excavation through the cap on Parcel 2



ESTI MVATED TI ME FOR REQUI RED CONSTRUCTI ON | S: 24 to 30 nonths
ESTI MVATED TI ME REQUI RED TO ACH EVE PRGs | S: 24 to 30 months
ESTI MATED NET- PRESENT WORTH COST | S: $7, 267, 800

SC-3 Excavation. Solidification and Of-Site D sposa

Alternative SC 3 features excavation of contam nated soils, on-site solidification of soils to stabilize
netals, and off-site disposal in a solid waste landfill. Aternative SC 3 woul d reduce contam nant

| eaching to groundwater (thus protecting human health), and prevent potential ecol ogical receptor
exposures. The soils containing contam nants in excess of PRGs for groundwater |eaching and ecol ogi ca
risks and which fail TCLP, or other suitable | eaching test, would be excavated fromthe forner building
area, the lagoons, and wetlands, and staged on site for treatnent. C osure and post-closure plans would
be prepared to conply with RCRA hazardous waste surface inmpoundnent closure requirenents in case not al
cont am nat ed subsurface soils can be practicably excavated. Cadnium and other netals would be solidified
in a soil-cement matrix to immobilize the metals and ninimze the | eaching of these contam nants.

After solidification, the treated soils would be sent off site for disposal. The solidified soil-cenent
matri x would be cured as a soil-like material rather than as a nmonolithic mass to facilitate subsequent
handl i ng and backfilling. Materials resistant to treatnment would be sent off-site for disposal. The

exi sting nonolith woul d be denolished, crushed and sent off-site

The area enconpassed by the existing Northern and Sout hern Wtl ands, and Lagoons 1, 2, 3, and 4 would be
restored on-site as wetlands. Institutional controls would be established to limt |and- uses to
industrial applications and preserve the restored wetl and

e 41,300 yds 3 of soil would be excavated and solidified.

e The treated soil would be disposed off-site at a Subtitle D solid waste facility. Sonme
materials may require disposal at a Subtitle Cfacility.

e The tenporary holding cell storage naterial (7,875 yds 3) woul d be crushed and di sposed
at a Subtitle Cor Dfacility, as appropriate.

e The fornmer building and hol ding cell excavated areas woul d be backfilled with clean
material and vegetated to prevent erosion

e The forner lagoons 1, 2, 3 and 4 and the northern and southern wetland areas woul d be
backfill ed, graded and vegetated to restore to a natural wetland condition

e« The Site lies within the 100 year floodplain. Flood storage capacity woul d be nai ntai ned
through re-creation of the wetland area.

e Institutional controls would be established to restrict activities to commercial/industrial on
Parcel 1 and preserve the wetland area on Parcel 2.

ESTI MATED TI ME FOR REQUI RED CONSTRUCTI ON | S: 29 to 35 nonths

ESTI MATED TI ME REQUI RED TO ACH EVE PRGs | S: 29 to 35 nonths

ESTI MATED NET- PRESENT WORTH COST | S: $23, 693, 000 (assunes all disposal is at a Subtitle D
facility)

SC-4 Excavation and Of-Site Treatnent and Di sposal

Alternative SC4 features the excavation and off-site di sposal of contam nated soils in a suitable
treatnment, storage and disposal (TSD) facility. Alternative SG4 is sinlar to SCG3; the primary
difference is that under SG 4, treatnent would be conducted at the TSD facility rather than on site.
Based on the leachability of netals fromthe site soils, solidification at the TSD facility would be
required prior to land disposal. Aternative SC4 would reduce or mnimze contam nant |eaching to
groundwat er, thus protecting human health, and prevent potential ecol ogical receptor exposures to
contam nants. The soils containing contaninants in excess of PRGs for groundwater |eaching and ecol ogi ca
risk and which fail TCLP, or other suitable |eaching test, would be excavated fromthe former building
area, the lagoons, and wetlands and staged on site, |oaded into trucks, and shipped off site for
treatment and di sposal. d osure and post-closure plans woul d be prepared to conply w th RCRA hazardous
wast e surface inmpoundnent closure requirements in case not all contam nated subsurface soils can be
practi cably excavat ed.

The nonolith woul d be denolished and sent off-site for disposal at a Subtitle Cor Dfacility, as
appropriate. Treatment should not be necessary since solidification has already been perforned. The
excavat ed areas woul d be backfilled with clean fill and regraded. The area enconpassed by the existing
Nort hern and Sout hern Wetl ands and the | agoon systemwoul d be restored as wetlands. Institutiona
controls would be established to linmt |land-uses to industrial applications and preserve the restored
wet | and



e 41,300 yds 3 of soil would be excavated and treated and di sposed off-site
e The excavated soil would be transported to an off-site TSD facility. The TSD woul d treat

and/ or di spose the soil as appropriate

e The tenporary holding cell storage material (7,875 yds 3) would be crushed and
transported to a Subtitle Dfacility for solid waste disposal. Some naterial nay require
shipnent to the TSD facility for off-site treatment

e The former building and hol ding cell excavated areas woul d be backfilled with clean
material and vegetated to prevent erosion

e The forner lagoons 1, 2, 3 and 4 and the northern and southern wetland areas woul d be
backfill ed, graded and vegetated to restore to a natural wetland condition

e« The Site lies within the 100 year floodplain. Flood storage capacity woul d be mai ntai ned
through re-creation of the wetland area.

e Institutional controls would be established to restrict activities to commercial/
industrial on Parcel 1 and preserve the wetland area on Parcel 2

ESTI MATED TI ME FOR REQUI RED CONSTRUCTI ON | S: 29 to 35 nonths
ESTI MVATED TI ME REQUI RED TO ACH EVE PRGs | S: 29 to 35 nonths
ESTI MVATED NET- PRESENT WORTH COST | S: $37, 323, 400

SC-5 Chemi cal Fixation and On-site Backfilling

Alternative SC 5, selected source control renmedy for the Site, features in-place chemcal fixation
on-site backfilling of treated soils, and off-site conpensatory wetlands restoration. Under Alternative
SC-5, netal contam nants |eaching to groundwater woul d be reduced or mnimzed through chemcally
altering the soluble netals into stable and nuch | ess soluble mneral forns, thus rendering the nmetals
unl eachabl e and protecting hunan health and the environnent. Treated soils fromall excavated areas of

the Site would be used to backfill the Lagoons 1 and 2 areas. They woul d be covered with a two-foot
perrmeabl e soil cover and revegetated to prevent erosion and potential exposure of biological receptors to
the treated soils (if bioavailability of metals in the treated soil is not reduced). Lagoons 3 and 4 and

the Northern and Sout hern Wetl ands woul d be backfilled with a mnimal anount of clean soil and used as
stormwater retention basins that woul d have adequate capacity to address runoff froma 100-year storm
event.

The soils containing contam nants in excess of PRGs for groundwater |eaching and ecol ogical risk and
which fail TCLP, or other suitable |eaching test, would be treated in place with reagents in
approximately 12-inch lifts, mxed, allowed to cure for approxi mately 24 hours, and would then be
excavated and stockpiled on-site tenporarily. Soils fromthe forner building area, the | agoons, and the
Nort hern and Sout hern Wtl ands woul d be treated. The nonolith woul d be denolished, tested for RCRA

| eaching characteristics, treated if needed, and used as on-site backfill. Additional treatnent of the
monolithic materials is not anticipated because contaninated soils were previously solidified

After confirmati on of treatnent effectiveness (through |eaching tests including TCLP, SPLP, or MEP), al
treated materials woul d be backfilled into Lagoon 1 (and a portion of Lagoon 2, as needed) and covered
Cl osure and post-closure plans would be prepared to conply with RCRA hazardous waste surface i npoundnent
closure requirenments in case not all contaninated subsurface soils can be practicably excavated. An
on-site treatability study woul d be necessary to deternine the appropriate reagent m xture and confirm
the effective reduction in | eaching and bioavailability of netals fromtreated soils.

Since the |l agoon systemrepresents a 2.8 acre wetland area and renedi ati on i npacts are unavoi dabl e,
mtigation would be perforned through the preservation of off-site wetlands. Institutional controls would
be established to restrict excavation through the cap and limt land- use to industrial applications.

e 41,300 yds 3 of soil would be treated in-place, excavated and placed in the former Lagoons 1 and 2
areas. The treated material will be covered with a perneable two-foot soil cover to establish
veget ati on.

e The tenporary holding cell storage nmaterial (7,875 yds 3) would be crushed, treated as necessary
and placed with the treated soil in former Lagoons 1 and 2.

e The forner building and hol ding cell excavated areas would be backfilled with clean naterial and
vegetated to prevent erosion

e The former Lagoons 3 and 4 and the Northern and Southern Wtland areas woul d be backfilled with a
m ni mal anount of clean material (<1') and vegetated to provi de adequate stormwater retention

e Threatened off-site wetlands will be purchased to mitigate on-site |oss

e The Site lies within the 100 year floodplain. Flood storage capacity woul d be maintained through
engi neering controls (i.e. excavate pug-mll area).

e Institutional controls will be established to restrict activities to commercial/industrial on
Parcel 1 and elim nate excavation through the soil cover on Parcel 2.



ESTI MVATED TI ME FOR REQUI RED CONSTRUCTI ON | S: 23 to 29 nonths
ESTI MVATED TI ME REQUI RED TO ACH EVE PRGs | S: 23 to 29 nonths
ESTI MATED NET- PRESENT WORTH COST | S: $9, 134, 000

B. Managenent of Mgration (MOM Alternatives Anal yzed

Managenment of M gration (MOM alternatives address contami nants that have nmigrated in groundwater from
the original source of contam nation. At the New Hanpshire Plating Site, contam nants have migrated from
the on-site | agoons and buil ding source areas, under adjacent properties and to the Merrinmack River east
of the Site. The contami nants have al so spread south to Horseshoe Pond. The contaminants are present
primarily in the shall ow overburden aquifer. The MOM alternatives evaluated for the Site include a
no-action alternative (GWM1), a linmted action alternative (GN¥2) and a treatment and contai nment
alternative (GWV3).

Consi stent with EPA's G oundwater Use and Val ue Deternination Quidance (April 3, 1996), NHDES determ ned
that groundwater in the vicinity of the Site is of nediumto high value. A copy of the G oundwater Use
and Value Determination for this Site is attached in Appendix D. The Site and surroundi ng area are served
by the Merrimack Village District public water supply distribution system There are no drinking water
wells in the vicinity of the Site. This use and val ue determ nati on replaces the forner groundwater

cl assification system

Based on information contained in the NHDES G oundwater Use and Value Determination Report (January 12,
1998) and the results of nodeling performed in the Feasibility Study, EPA concluded that, for the

devel opnent of renedial alternatives, extraction and treatment for the purpose of containment (GNM3) was
adequate and that full aquifer restoration through extraction and treatnent was unwarranted.

GW¥1 No-Action

The No Action Alternative was devel oped as a baseline case. Under this alternative, no source control
action would be taken at the NHPC Site to reduce or nitigate soil contaninant |eaching to groundwater.
Wt hout source control, the groundwater quality would not be expected to return to acceptable |evels

t hrough dilution and natural geochem cal attenuation in a reasonable anount of time since soil

contami nants would continually contribute to groundwater contanination. No institutional controls for the
protection of human heal th woul d be provided. The only activities conducted would be mninmal |ong-term
noni toring of groundwater to eval uate contam nant mgration.

e Only mninmal groundwater nonitoring performed.
« No institutional controls established.

ESTI MATED TI ME FOR DESI GN AND CONSTRUCTI ON | S: n/ a
ESTI MATED TI ME REQUI RED TO ATTAIN PRGs | S 700+ years
ESTI MATED NET- PRESENT WORTH COST 1 S: $751, 400

* This alternative is a baseline agai nst which other cleanup alternatives are conpared. It
is not protective and does not neet ARARs.

GN¥2 Limted Action

GNM2 Limted Action, the sel ected nanagenent of migration alternative for the Site, involves little or no
treatnent, but provides protection of human health by preventing or controlling potential exposures to
cont am nated groundwat er through institutional controls. Limted Action would only be inplenented in
conjunction with one of the Source Control alternatives (SCG2, 3, 4 or 5). Wth source control in place,
the groundwater quality would gradually return to acceptable |evels (groundwater quality that woul d neet
federal and state standards) through dilution and natural geochem cal attenuation. A conprehensive

| ong-term surface and groundwat er nonitoring programwould be inplemented to eval uate contani nant status
and nmigration. Surface water bodies to be nonitored include the Merrimack R ver and Horseshoe Pond.

e Inplenented in conjunction with Source Control.

¢ Contami nant |evels woul d be reduced through natural attenuati on nechani sns.

« A conprehensive surface and groundwat er nonitoring programwoul d be established.

e Institutional Controls (i.e., deed restrictions, zoning regul ations) would be established to
prevent consunption of groundwater containing unacceptable |evels of contam nants.

¢ A Goundwat er Management Zone woul d be established in conpliance with the State's G oundwat er
Protection Rules (Env-W 410).



ESTI MVATED TI ME FOR DESI GN AND CONSTRUCTION | S: n/ a
ESTI MVATED TI ME REQUI RED TO ATTAIN PRGs | S: 26 to 58 years
ESTI MATED NET- PRESENT WORTH COST | S: $771, 400

GN¥3 Contai nment by Extraction

Under this treatment alternative, a groundwater extraction systemwould be installed: to hydraulically
contai n groundwater |eaving the NHPC source areas; to limt further contam nant migration in the shallow
over burden, the deep overburden, and bedrock aquifers; and to limt the continued discharge of

contami nated groundwater into the Merrinmack River. It is anticipated that groundwater containnent would
be inplenented in conjunction with one of the Source Control alternatives (SCG2, 3, 4 or 5).

G oundwat er cont ai nment woul d be acconplished using four shall ow overburden and two deep overburden
extraction wells, situated on the NHPC eastern property boundary, to capture contani nated overburden
groundwat er at an estimated conbi ned average of 50 gallons per ninute (gpn) punping rate. The results of
aqui fer tests perforned as part of a pre-design investigation would be used to design and install the
extraction system

G oundwat er col |l ected by the extraction wells would be transferred to a treatment systemfor renoval of
netal s and vol atile organi c conmpounds. G oundwater would be treated to attain the nore stringent of
federal maxi mum contam nant | evels or state anbient groundwater quality standards. Based on avail abl e
space at the Site, the western section of the site (the former pug mll| area) is a viable location for
the treatnment system A surface and groundwater mnonitoring programwould be inplenmented to eval uate
contam nant status and migration. Surface water bodies to be nonitored include the Merrinack River and
Hor seshoe Pond. Institutional controls (i.e., deed restrictions, zoning regulations) would be established
to prevent consunption of groundwater containing, unacceptable |evels of contaminants. Because extraction
and contai nment will retard groundwater flow and inpede dilution, GM3 will require nore tine to achieve
acceptabl e standards in the off-site portions of the plume than full natural attenuation (GWM2).

e Assunes inplementation in conjunction with Source Control.

e Goundwater contam nant |evels on-site would be reduced through treatnment. Contam nant |evels
off-site woul d be reduced through natural attenuation nechani sns

¢ Goundwater nonitoring would be perforned.

e Institutional Controls would be established.

« A Goundwater Managenent Zone woul d be established in conpliance with the State's G oundwater
Protection Rules (Env-W 410).

ESTI MATED TI ME FOR DESI GN AND CONSTRUCTI ON | S: 12 to 18 nonths
ESTI MATED TI ME REQUI RED TO ATTAIN PRGs | S 40 to 112 years
ESTI MATED NET- PRESENT WORTH COST | S: $5, 644, 200

I X,  SUMVARY CF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA presents several factors that, at a mninmum EPA is required to consider in
its assessnent of alternatives. Building upon these specific statutory nandates, the National Contingency
Plan (NCP) articulates nine evaluation 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 renedy for the New Hanpshire Plating Site. The following is a summary of the conparison of each
source control's and nmanagenent of migration alternative's strengths and weaknesses with respect to the
nine evaluation criteria. These criteria are summarized as foll ows:

Threshold Oriteria

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

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

2. Conpliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenments (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 evaluate the el enents of one alternative to
another for those that neet the threshold criteria.

3. Long-term effectiveness 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, mobility, or volune through treatnent addresses the degree to which
alternatives enploy recycling or treatnment that reduces toxicity, nmobility, or volume, including how
treatment is used to address the principal threats posed by the site

5. Short termeffectiveness addresses the period of tine needed to achi eve protection and any adverse
i mpacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during the construction and
i mpl enent ati on period, until cleanup goals are achieved.

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

7. Cost includes estimted capital and Operation and Mintenance (O%V) costs, as well as present-worth
costs.

Modi fying Oriteria

The nodifying criteria are used as the final evaluation of renedial alternatives after EPA has
recei ved public comment 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 waivers.

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

A detail ed assessnment of each Source Control and Managenment of Mgration alternative relative to the nine
criteria can be found in Sections 4.1 and 4.3 of the Feasibility Study.

Fol | owi ng the detailed anal ysis of each individual alternative, a conparative analysis, focusing on the
relative performance of each alternative against the nine criteria, was conducted. The full conparative
anal ysis can be found in Table 8 for Source Control alternatives and Table 9 for Managenent of Mgration
al ternatives, which are attached

The section bel ow presents the nine criteria and a brief narrative sunmary of each alternative's
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 fi ed using the remai ni ng seven
criteria. Alternatives which best satisfy each of the five balancing criteria are shown in bold print.

Source Control Alternatives

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment - Alternatives SCG2, 3, 4 and 5 all neet this
threshold criteria through a conbinati on of physical treatnent and institutional controls. Aternative
SC1 was elimnated fromfurther consideration

2. Conpliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS)- Alternatives SC 2, 3, 4
and 5 all neet this threshold criteria and do not require waivers.

3. Long-term effectiveness and pernmanence - Alternative SC-2 would be effective in reducing | eachi ng of
contam nants and, with proper maintenance, is a reliable technology. Alternative SC 3 would al so be
effective in reducing | eaching of contam nants, is a reliable technology and would require | ess
mai nt enance than SC-1. A ternative SC-4 would enjoy the highest |evel of effectiveness and pernnanence
since contam nated soils would be renoved fromthe Site. Alternative SCG5 would al so be effective in
reduci ng | eaching of contami nants and is expected to require no naintenance. SC-5 is an innovative
technol ogy which is expected to be reliable based on perfornance at simlar sites.

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatnent - Aternative SC 2 does not involve
treatment, therefore there would be no reduction of toxicity or volune. However, reduction of nobility



is expected since a RCRA cap woul d be used to elimnate water infiltration. Alternative SC3 woul d
result in a reduction of contam nant nobility, but not toxicity. Some increase in volume would occur.
Alternative SC-4 involves off-site disposal. Reduction of toxicity, nobility or volume woul d be
simlar to alternative SC2 if the material were sent to a RCRA Subtitle C facility without further
treatment. Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volune would be simlar to alternative SCG3 if the
material were sent to a TSDF for treatment (nost likely by solidification) and then disposed in a
solid waste landfill. Alternative SC 5, would enjoy the highest |evel of reduction in toxicity,
nmobility or volune since nobility would be reduced or elimnated; there is no increase, and possibly a
decrease in volume; and there is evidence to support a reduction in toxicity. Conprehensive testing
will be performed to verify the reduction in toxicity.

Short termeffectiveness - Alternative SC2 would require 24-30 nonths to achi eve PRGs. Potenti al
exposures to workers and the comunity during remediation would be mnimzed through engi neering
controls. Alternative SGC3 would require 29-35 nonths to achieve PRGs. Potential exposures to workers
and the community during remedi ati on woul d be greater than SC 2 but would be m nim zed through

engi neering controls. Alternative SCG-4 would require 29 to 35 nonths to achi eve PRGs. Damage to

wet | ands woul d occur during inplenmentation of all source control alternatives and would require
on-site (SCG3, SC4) or off-site (SGC-2, SC5) mtigation action. Potential exposures to workers and
the community during renediation would be simlar to SG3 and woul d be m ninized through engineering
controls. Alternative SC5 would enjoy the highest |evel of short-termeffectiveness (by a narrow
margin over SC-2) since, simlar to SG 2, potential exposures to workers and the comunity during
renmedi ati on would be relatively low and SC-5 would require slightly less tine to inplenent, 23 to 29
nmont hs.

I npl enentability - Alternative SCG-2 is readily inplenentable. Deed restrictions would be necessary and
may be difficult to obtain since ownership of the property is in question. Alternatives SC3 and SC 4
woul d enjoy the highest level of inplementability since both services are widely avail able and no deed
restrictions woul d be necessary. Aternative SGC-5 is an innovative technology and is expected to be
readily inplementable, though only a Iimted nunber of vendors are known to provide this service.

Al so, deed restrictions would likely be necessary unless a reduction in toxicity could be verified.

Cost - Alternative SC2 would be the | east expensive at an estimated net-present worth cost of
$7,267,800. Alternative SC 3 woul d cost an estinmated $23,693,000. Alternative SG 4 woul d be nost
expensive at an estimated cost of $37,323,400. Alternative SC5 woul d be about 20% nore expensive than
SC-2 at an estinated cost of $9, 134, 000.

State Acceptance - The State has expressed support for the proposed alternative SC 5 (Chenical

Fi xation) based on its ability to effectively treat soils in a cost-effective manner. Al though
alternative SC-2 (Landfilling) would be | ess expensive, the State expressed concerns with the
long-termintegrity of the landfill, its proximty to the Merrinack River and its location in a
100-year floodplain. State acceptance will be assured through i ssuance of a concurrence letter from
the State prior to approval of this docunent by EPA

Communi ty Acceptance - During the public comment period, the only concern raised for the proposed
alternative, SC5, was exposure to dust that woul d be generated during renmedi al actions. However, any
of the proposed renedi al actions would require excavation and may generate dust. Engineering controls
will be used to mininize dust and air nonitoring will be performed to assure no exposure. There were
no other comrents on the proposed source control alternative.

Managenent _of Magration Al ternatives

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment - Alternative GM2 would neet this threshold

criteria through the use of institutional controls. Alternative GM3 would neet this threshold
criteria through a conbi nati on of physical treatnent and

Conpl i ance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARS)- Alternatives G¥2 and
GNM3 would neet this threshold criteria without waivers.

Long-term effecti veness and pernmanence - Alternatives G¥2 and GW¥3 are equally effective and each
woul d require a significant amount of time to reduce contani nant concentrations to acceptable |evels.
The primary mechani smfor reduction under alternative G¥2 woul d be natural attenuation processes
(i.e., flushing). Both alternatives would rely on institutional controls to prevent exposures to
potential contanminants. Alternative GM3 would rely on physical treatnment processes to contain and
reduce contam nation in the plunme area beneath the site. The treatnent processes are expected to be
highly reliable with proper maintenance. Institutional controls may include deed restrictions, zoning
requi renents, Env-W 410 requirenments or a conbinati on of the above, as deened necessary by EPA and
the State. Long-termnonitoring would be inplemented to evaluate the effectiveness of natural



attenuation for both alternatives. Since contamnation would renain at the site in groundwater at
unacceptabl e levels, five-year reviews are necessary for both alternatives.

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatnent - Aternative GN#2 does not involve
treatment and there would be no reduction in nobility or volume. Through natural attenuation,
reduction in toxicity is expected over tinme. Alternative GM3 relies on a conbination of treatnent and
natural attenuation and therefore would result in some reduction in toxicity, mobility and vol une.

5. Short termeffectiveness - Alternative G¥2 would require 26 to 58 years to achieve RAGs. Alternative
GM3 would require 40 to 112 years to achieve RAGs. Since alternative GM2 only invol ves nonitoring,
there would be no risk to the commnity or environnent. Short termrisks to workers would be
controlled through use protective clothing during nonitoring activities. For alternative GWN3,
engi neering controls would be inplenented to mnimze the potential for unacceptable exposure to the
comunity or environment from construction and operation of the treatment plant. Short termrisks to
wor kers woul d be controlled through use protective clothing during nonitoring activities. Overall,
alternative GM¥2 provides the best overall short-termeffectiveness.

6. Inplenentability - Alternative G¥2 would be readily inplementable. Institutional controls are
expected to be readily obtained. Only typical sanpling and | aboratory equi prent woul d be necessary to
i npl enent the nmonitoring program In addition to the above conponents, alternative GM3 would require
construction and operation of a treatment system Services to construct, operate and nmonitor the
treatment systemare expected to be wi dely avail abl e.

7. Cost - Alternative G¥2 would be the | east expensive at an estimted net-present worth cost of
$771,400. Alternative GW¥3 woul d cost an estinated $5, 644, 200.

8. State Acceptance - The State has expressed support for the proposed alternative, GM2 (Limted
Action), since it is protective of human health and the environment and is cost-effective. State
acceptance will be assured through issuance of a concurrence letter fromthe State prior to approval
of this docunent by EPA

9. Community Acceptance - During the public conment period, the Merrimack Village District (MD)
expressed concern with selection of alternative GW#2. The MVD issued several strong letters requesting
that EPA actively renediate groundwater so that it may be used to support installation of a new
comunity well for the town. EPA and NHDES net with the MVD to discuss this issue and agreed to
per form addi ti onal hydrol ogi ¢ and renedi ati on eval uati ons. Based on these eval uati ons, EPA has
concluded that the town's goal to install a nunicipal well in the i nmediate area of the site cannot be
satisfied in the requested tinme frame (8 years). EPA has evaluated a potential alternative well site
that may neet the M/D s requirenents. EPA' s eval uation and concl usions were presented to the Merrinack
Village District in aletter report fromEPA s consultant dated May 28, 1998. The report and
transmttal letter are attached in Appendix E. The Merrimack Village district has not responded to the
report. Alternative GV¥2 renains EPA's preferred alternative.

X. THE SELECTED REMEDY

The sel ected renmedy for the New Hanpshire Plating Superfund Site is a conprehensive approach that
i ncl udes both source control and nmanagenent of m gration conponents.

Alternative SC-5 is the selected source control alternative for remediation of soils. Aternative SC5
features in-place chemcal fixation, on-site backfilling of treated soils, and off-site conpensatory

wet | ands restoration. Under Alternative SC5 netal contam nants |eaching to groundwater will be reduced
to acceptable | evels through chemically altering the soluble netals into stable and nmuch | ess sol ubl e
mneral forms, thus protecting hunan health and the environnent. The treated soils will be used to
backfill excavated areas in |agoons 1 and 2. Excavated areas outside lagoons 1 and 2 will be re-graded
using remaining soils to the extent possible. Mnimal clean fill will be added as necessary. The treated
soils backfill area will be covered with a two foot permeable soil cover and revegetated to prevent
erosion and potential exposure of biological receptors to the treated soils (if bioavailability of nmetals
in the treated soil is not reduced). The backfilled |agoons and wetlands will be used as storm water
retention basins that will have adequate capacity to address runoff froma 100-year stormevent. Land-use
restrictions will be inplenented to limt future devel opment to commercial/industrial uses and assure
that the clean soil cover over the treated naterial on parcel 2 is not breached.

Alternative GM2 is the sel ected managenent of migration alternative for renediation of groundwater.
Alternative G2 does not involve treatnent, but provides protection of human health by preventing or
controlling potential exposures to contam nated groundwater through institutional controls. Wth source
control in place, the groundwater quality will gradually return to acceptable levels (i.e., wll rmneet



federal and state standards) through dilution and natural geochem cal attenuation. The activities that
wi Il be conducted under the GA alternative are institutional controls, |long-termnonitoring of
groundwat er to eval uate contam nant status and migration, and a review of site conditions and risks every
5 years. G will not initself mninze off-site contam nant mgration or discharge of contam nated
groundwater to the Merrinmack River, but in conbination with source control, it will address these

obj ectives. The institutional controls proposed include

« Establishing a Goundwater Managenent Zone (GVEZ) pursuant to the New Hanpshire Code of
Adm ni strative Rule Env-W 410.26; and

e Attaching restrictions, or notices as appropriate, to deeds of the NHPC property and the properties
within the designated GVZ; or

e Enacting |local ordinances to prohibit the potable use of untreated contani nated groundwater
underlying the Site and within the Gw

The remedi al conponents are nore fully described in section D bel ow
A Soi|l deanup Levels

Based upon data developed in the Rl and the Baseline R sk Assessnent, renedial measures to address human
health risks associated wi th possible exposure to source soils are not warranted because present and
future potential risks are within EPA s acceptabl e carcinogenic risk range and generally bel ow a Hazard
I ndex of one for non-carcinogens. Under the reasonabl e naxi mum exposure scenari o, the non-carcinogenic
ri sk woul d exceed a hazard index of 1 in Lagoons 3 and 4 as a result of potential exposure to cadm um
The hazard index in Lagoons 3 and 4 is |less than three, which does not by itself provide sufficient basis
for renedial action. However, area soils are a source of release of inorganic contam nants to
groundwater. Additionally, the levels of inorganic contamnants in the top two feet of soil present an
unaccept abl e ecol ogi cal risk. Therefore, the soil renmedial action is based on protection of groundwater
and ecol ogi cal receptors. In addressing these goals, the incremental risks to human health from exposure
to site soils will also be mtigated

Prot ection of G oundwat er

On-site soils are a source of release of inorganic contam nants to groundwater. This phenonenon has

resul ted in groundwat er contam nant |evels which exceed MCLs and nay result in an unacceptable risk to
those who ingest contam nated groundwater. Therefore, cleanup levels for soils were established to
protect the aquifer fromsoil |eachate. The Excel -Crystal Ball Transport (ECTran) nodel was used by EPA's
consultant to estimate residual soil levels that are not expected to inpair future groundwater quality.
The interimcleanup |levels for groundwater (presented below) were used as input into the ECTran nodel and
are based on MCLs and State AGQS. Table 10 sunmarizes the soil cleanup |levels required to protect the
aqui fer, and therefore public health, and were devel oped for the groundwater contam nants of concern

det ected above interimgroundwater cleanup levels. Cadmumis the nost toxic and frequently detected soil
contam nant throughout the Site and will be used as an indicator to deternine attai nment of clean-up
level s. The clean-up levels for cadmumrange from1.78 to 6.42 ng/ kg, depending on the |ocation of
specific source areas as follows: NHPC forner building area is 3.30 nmg/kg; Lagoon 1 and the southern
wet | and area are 6.42 nmg/ kg; Lagoon 2 is 2.55 ng/kg; Lagoons 3 and 4 are 2.42 ng/kg; and the northern
wetl and area is 1.78 ng/kg. Location specific soil clean-up | evels were devel oped for the contam nants of
concern to account for variation in flow paths, hydrogeol ogi c conditions and contani nant concentrati ons.

Untreated soils which remain in place (i.e., soils below applicable clean-up levels) will be tested for
RCRA | eaching characteristics using the appropriate |eaching test; TCLP, SPLP or MEP, to confirmthat the
residual soil contam nant |evels do not exceed RCRA | eachi ng standards

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk

EPA determined that an active wildlife habitat is present throughout the forner |agoon area. An

ecol ogi cal risk assessment evaluated potential effects to the local wildlife habitat resulting from
exposure to inorgani ¢ contam nants present in soils. A conceptual food-web nodel was prepared to eval uate
t he bi oaccumul ati on pat hways of five indicator species (red fox, short-tailed shrew, green-backed heron
Anmerican robin and green frog). Cadm umwas chosen as the sol e contam nant of concern for all ecol ogica
receptors based on its relative toxicity and bi oaccunul ati on potential. The ecol ogical risk assessnent
only eval uated potential exposures within the top two feet of soil. The general assunption was nade that
ecol ogi cal receptors are not likely to be directly exposed to native soil beneath the zero to two foot
depth interval. The ecol ogical risk assessment concluded that exposure to cadm um soil concentrations
above 5.6 nmg/kg in the top two feet of soil would result in detrinmental inpacts to the short-tailed



shrew. This clean-up level applies to soil throughout the forner |agoon area

These cleanup levels in soil are consistent with ARARs for groundwater, attain EPA s ri sk nanagenent goa
for renedial actions, and have been determ ned by EPA to be protective. The cleanup |evels nmust be met at
the conpletion of the renedial action at the points of conpliance which, for protection of groundwater
include all soil fromground surface to the groundwater table throughout the former |agoon area, the
northern and southern wetland areas and the former building area and, for protection of ecol ogica
receptors, includes the top two feet of soil throughout the forner |agoon area and the northern and

sout hern wetl and areas

B. InterimGoundwater C eanup Levels

Interimcl eanup | evel s have been established in groundwater for all organic and inorganic contam nants of
concern identified in the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent found to pose an unacceptable risk to either public
health or the environment. Interimcleanup | evels have been set based on the ARARs (e.g., Drinking Vater
Maxi mum Cont ami nant Level CGoals (MCLGs) and State Ambient G oundwater Quality Standards (AGXs)) as
avail abl e, or other suitable criteria described bel ow. Because the aquifer under the Site is a mediumto
hi gh val ue aquifer, which is a potential source of drinking water, MCLs and non-zero MCLGs establi shed
under the Safe Drinking Water Act are ARARs. Periodic assessnments of the protection afforded by renedi a
activities will be nmade as the renedy is being inplenented and at the conpletion of the renedial action
Wien the InterimGound Water O eanup Level s have been achi eved and have not been exceeded for a period
of three consecutive years, a risk assessment shall be perfornmed on the residual groundwater
contanmination to determ ne whether the remedial action is protective. This risk assessment of the
resi dual groundwater contam nation shall follow the current EPA procedures in effect at that time and
wi Il assess the cunul ative carcinogeni c and non-carci nogenic risks posed by ingestion of groundwater. If,
after review of the risk assessment, the renedial action is not determned to be protective by EPA the
remedi al action shall continue until either protective levels are achieved, and are not exceeded for a
period of three consecutive years, or until the remedy is otherw se deened protective. These protective
residual levels shall constitute the final cleanup levels for this Record of Decision and shall be
consi dered performance standards for any renedial action

Tabl e 11 sunmarizes the Interimd eanup Level s for carcinogenic and non-carci nogeni ¢ contam nants of
concern identified in groundwater.

Al InterimGoundwater Ceanup Levels and final groundwater clean-up levels, if any, nust be net at the
conmpl etion of the renedial action in all inpacted wells. These wells are located within the State defined
conceptual G oundwat er Managenent Zone depicted in Figure 5. EPA has estinated that these levels will be
obtained within 26 to 58 years after conpletion of the source control conponent.

C. Description of Renedial Conponents

1. Source Control

As the selected source control alternative for renediation of soils, alternative SC5 features in-place
chem cal fixation, excavation, on-site backfilling of treated soils, and off-site conpensatory wetl ands
restoration. In-place chemcal fixation is an innovative technol ogy which has been extensively tested and
used to successfully renediate other federal and state sites. However, because this is a relatively new
technol ogy, a field scale pre-design study will be performed to assure the technology is capable of
treating the soil to the necessary renedial clean-up goals, determne if the preferred in-place
application process is effective, develop the appropriate reagent and application rate, and eval uate the
bi oaccunul ati on potential of treated soils. It is anticipated that the pre-design study will be perforned
on a portion of lagoon 1 soils and will require 3 to 6 nonths to conplete. The conponents of the overal
source control renedial action include

e conpletion of a field-scale pre-design study;
e sequential application of the treatnent reagent in 1-foot lifts throughout the building area,
| agoon area and northern and southern wetland areas down to the water table (about 41,300 cubic

yards of soil will be treated);

e excavation of the treated soil for tenporary on-site storage (air nonitoring to be perforned for
wor ker and adj acent property owner safety);

e backfilling of all treated soil in the lagoons 1 and 2 areas;

e grading of all other excavated areas using existing soils to the extent practical



e use of 18 inches of clean fill and 6 inches of loamto cover treated materials with a 2-foot buffer
to address potential ecological concern and re-vegetate (note that the cover may be reduced to six
inches if results fromthe pre-design study denonstrate that the treated nmaterial has no
bi oaccunul ati on potential, and note that clean fill may be used fromthe on-site pugm!|| area to
hel p retain flood storage capacity); and

e revegetation of the building area with grasses and the remai ning wetl and areas (northern, southern,
Lagoon 3 and Lagoon 4) with appropriate wetland type vegetation.

2. Solidified Material Storage Cell

An EPA energency renoval action was performed on the site from 1990 to 1992. Approxinately 13,600 tons of
sl udge and contam nated soil were excavated fromthe four |agoon areas, solidified on-site and

encapsul ated in a high-density pol yethyl ene solidified naterial storage cell (SMSC). The SMSC was
intended as an interimneasure and does not neet RCRA or State closure requirenents. It is estimated that
the SMSC contains about 8,000 cubic yards of treated material. The follow ng renedial actions will be
perforned on the SMSC as part of source control:

e« the SMBC will be crushed into small dianeter fragnments using a procedure such as a bucket - nount ed
jack hammer (air nonitoring to be performed for the safety of workers and adjacent property
owners);

e the crushed fragnents will be grouped in a pile and tested by TCLP at an established frequency. If
the fragnents pass TCLP, they will be placed in the lagoons 1 and 2 area as backfill to be m xed
with the treated soil. If the fragments fail TCLP, they will be placed in a separate pile for later
treatment using the chemcal fixation process. Follow ng application of the chemcal fixation
process, the fragnents will be re-tested using TCLP. If the fragnents still fail TCLP, they will be
grouped for off-site disposal at an appropriate Subtitle Cfacility.

e The extent of contam nation present underneath the SMBC, if any, could not be evaluated during the
RI. The former discharge pipe passed through this area and as a result, could have rel eased
contami nation. Therefore, these soils will be tested for contami nants of concern as part of the
selected renedy and may result in an increase soft volune requiring renediation fromthis area.

3. Wetland Mtigation

Because the areas to be treated and excavated under the source control conponent are wetlands, excavation
and associated activities will be performed to mnimze adverse inpacts to the wetland areas. Al source
control alternatives considered in the FS, except for no action, would require excavation of contam nated
soil fromwetland areas.

EPA has determned that, for this Site, there are no practicable alternatives to the treatnment and
excavation conponents of the selected renmedy that woul d achieve Site goals but would have | ess,
short-term adverse inpacts to the ecosystem Therefore, neasures will be perforned to mtigate these

i mpacts. Lagoons 3 and 4 and the northern and southern wetlands will be backfilled with mninmal clean
soil, revegetated with appropriate wetl and-type vegetation, and used as stormwater retention basins that
woul d have adequate capacity to address run-off froma 100-year stormevent. Restoration or creation of
new wetl ands on-site would require that treated soils be sent off-site at a cost of approxi mately $8
mllion dollars and are not practical due to limted space and the desire to return the front parcel of
the site to productive light-industrial use consistent with |ocal zoning. As such, EPA has and will
performthe follow ng activities:

e Of-site wetland mtigation will be perforned in coordination with DES, US Fish & Wildlife, the
Nat ure Conservancy and the | ocal conservation conm ssions. EPA and DES jointly agreed to purchase
and preserve an ecologically rare and significant wetland in the adjacent Town of Litchfield. Areas
upl and to the wetland, known as G assy Pond, were purchased by DES in May 1998 under an agreenent
with EPA which allowed for reinbursement of 90% of the State's costs once this ROD was conpl ete.
The urgency to purchase the Grassy Pond upl and properties resulted fromconstruction by the
property owner, which would otherw se have caused irreparabl e danage to the wetland prior to
conpl etion of this ROD. A wetland delineation for Grassy Pond was conpleted prior to the
acqui sition. The acquisition cost was $1.39 mllion;

e In addition, a second wetland acquisition will occur in the Town of Merrinack. This wetland
acquisition is necessary to address concerns raised by the Town of Merrinack that the G assy Pond
acqui sition would not benefit the local community since it is on the other side of the Merrimack
River and is not accessible. Wth respect to off-site wetland mtigation, there is a general
requirenent that the mtigation property be located in the same watershed as the affected site. In



this case, the Grassy Pond wetland is in the same watershed as the Site. However, separation by the
river is a valid concern. Negotiations on the unnamed wetland (referred to as the Naticook Road
Wetland) will begin after the ROD is conpl eted. The apprai sed property value is $110,000. |f
negotiations fail, EPAw Il work with the Town to identify an alternative wetland of equal

ecol ogi cal and nonetary val ue;

e EPAw Il prepare a final wetland nitigation report to denonstrate that the preservation measures
adequately satisfy the objectives of the Wtland Executive Order and Section 404 of the dean Vater
Act .

4. Managenent _of M gration

Alternative GM2 is the sel ected managenent of nigration alternative for renediation of groundwater.
Alternative G2 does not involve treatnent, but provides protection of human health by preventing or
controlling potential exposures to contam nated groundwater through the use of institutional controls.
Wth source control in place, the groundwater quality will gradually return to acceptable levels (i.e.,
will neet federal and state standards) through dilution and natural geochem cal attenuation. The
activities that will be conducted under the GAR alternative include:

« annual monitoring of selected wells within the G oundwater Management Zone (GVEZ). Approxinately 40
existing monitoring wells will be selected by EPA and DES and sanpl ed t hroughout the plume for all
contami nants of concern. Al monitoring wells will be sanpled using the lowflow field method (where
possi bl e) and applicabl e EPA anal ytical nethods. EPA quality control nethods will be followed such as
collection of trip blanks, duplicates, etc. and a conpl eteness check of all analytical results (i.e.,
tier I validation). There are no known existing potable supply wells within the plume area. The
Merrimack Village District requested agency assistance to deternmine a possible location of a new
muni ci pal well in the imediate vicinity, but outside the Gv, that would not be
affected by site-related contamnation. If a nunicipal well is installed in a nmutually agreeable area
outside the GW and is |later found to be inpacted by site-related contam nation, EPA and DES wil |
eval uate options to isolate the plune fromthe well;

e installation of two nmonitoring well couplets on the opposite side of the Merrimack River in the
Town of Litchfield. These wells will be installed in the shallow and deep overburden and will be
used to determne if site-related contam nati on extends beyond the Merrimack River. Exact well
locations will be jointly determ ned by EPA, DES and the Town of Litchfield. These well couplets
will be sanpled initially for all COCs. If the results are non-detect, then annual sanpling wll
commence for VOCs only. If VOCs are later detected, then inorganic contaninants of concern will
al so be nonitored;.

e monitoring of up to six residential wells across the Merrimack River in the Town of Litchfield.
Exact |ocations are to be determi ned. These wells will be used to determine if site-related
contam nati on extends beyond the Merrinmack River. These wells will be sanpled for VOCs only. If
VQCs are present, then inorganic contam nants of concern will be added. Al wells which are
non-detect will be re-sanpled once every five years (prior to the required five-year review). Wlls
with any site-related contanination will be nonitored quarterly;

e« annual sanpling of surface water fromthree points on the Merrinack R ver and three points on
Hor seshoe Pond. The three river nonitoring points will represent upgradient, cross-gradient and
downgr adi ent | ocations. The three Horseshoe Pond nonitoring points will be taken along the shore
front adjacent to the YMCA property. Sanple locations will be replicated to the extent practical.
Samples will be analyzed for all COCs. After conpletion of the first two annual events, sanple
frequenci es may be reduced to once every five years (prior to the required five year review if
results are non-detect.

The long-termnonitoring programmay be nodified in scope and frequency as deened necessary by EPA and
DES and consistent with the goals of the managenent of nigration renedial action.

5. Institutional Controls

Alternative G2 will not initself mninmze off-site contami nant mgration or discharge of contaninated
groundwater to the Merrimack River, but in conbination with source control, it will address these
obj ectives. The institutional controls proposed include:

e establishing a GW pursuant to the New Hanpshire Code of Adm nistrative Rule Env-\W 410. 26;



e attaching restrictions, or notices as appropriate, to deeds of the NHPC property and the properties
within the designated GWZ (at this tine, it appears deed notices will be acceptable for all
i npacted properties within the GW since an active public water supply is in use) or enacting |oca
ordi nances to prohibit the potable use of untreated contam nated groundwater underlying the Site
and wi thin the GQV;

e attaching restrictions to the deed of parcel 1 (the forner building area) to assure the future
property use remains industrial/comercial

e attaching restrictions to the deed of parcel 2 (the forner |agoon area) to assure the remnaining
wet | ands are undisturbed and to limt any future use of the treated-backfilled portion of parcel 2
to activities which do not result in excavation below the two foot clean-fill |ayer.

Consi stent with EPA guidance, EPA will reviewthe Site at |east once every five years after initiation of
remedi al action (Five-Year Review) at the Site to assure that the renedial action continues to protect
human heal th and the environment.

XlI. STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The remedi al action selected for inplenmentation at the New Hanpshire Plating Site is consistent with
CERCLA and, to the extent practicable, the NCP. The selected renedy is protective of human health and the
environnent, attains ARARs and is cost effective. The selected remedy al so satisfies the statutory
preference for treatment which permanently and significantly reduces the nobility, toxicity or vol ume of
hazar dous substances as a principal elenent. Additionally, the selected renedy utilizes alternate

treat ment technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogi es to the maxi mum extent practicable.

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

The remedy at this Site will pernmanently reduce the risks posed to hunan health and the environnment by
elimnating, reducing or controlling exposures to human and environnental receptors through treatnent,
engi neering controls, and/or institutional controls; nore specifically, active soil treatment will
elimnate ecol ogical risks and reduce contani nant |eaching to groundwater such that attenuation
nmechani sns will return the groundwater to acceptabl e drinking water standards. Institutional controls
will elimnate use of the groundwater as a potable source until standards are attained

Mor eover, the selected remedy will achieve potential human health risk levels that attain the 10 -4 to 10
-6 increnmental cancer risk range and a | evel protective of noncarci nogenic endpoints. The sel ected renedy
is protective of sensitive ecological receptors and will conmply with ARARs. Wen the Interim G ound Water
G eanup Levels identified in the ROD have been achi eved and have not been exceeded for a period of three
consecutive years, a risk assessnment shall be perforned on the residual ground water contanination to

det erni ne whether the renedial action is protective. This risk assessnment of the residual groundwater
contamination shall follow EPA procedures and will assess the cunul ative carci nogeni c and

non- car ci nogeni ¢ ri sks posed by ingestion of groundwater. If, after review of the risk assessnent, the
remedial 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 remedy is otherw se deened protective. These protective residual |evels shall constitute the
final cleanup levels for this Record of Decision and shall be considered performance standards for any
remedi al action.

B. The Sel ected Renedy Attains ARARs

This remedy will attain all applicable or rel evant and appropriate federal and state requirenments (ARARs)
that apply to the Site. Since wastes (i.e., contam nated soil) are being noved within the same "area of
contam nation" (AOCC) and will be treated in-place such that hazardous constituents will not mgrate, Land
Di sposal Restrictions (LDRs) do not apply.

A di scussion of which requirenents are applicable or relevant and appropriate nay be found in the FS
Report at pages 4-53 to 4-55 for the source control alternative and pages 4-82 to 4-83 for the nanagenent
of mgration alternative. A brief narrative summary of the ARARs follows. Refer to attached Tabl es 12A,
12B, and 12C for a conprehensive presentation of all Source Control ARARs and other policies, criteria
and gui dances to be considered (TBCs) and Tables 13A and 13B for a conprehensive presentati on of al
Managenent of M gration ARARs and other policies, criteria and guidances to be considered (TBCs).

The sel ected source control and rmanagenment of nigration remedial actions (SC5-Wand GAR2) will conply with
all chenical, action and |ocation-specific ARARs.



Cheni cal - Speci fi ¢ ARARs

Speci fical ly, nmaxi mum contam nant |evels (MCLs), State anbient groundwater quality standards (AGXs), New
Hampshire Surface Water Quality Standards and New Hanpshire Primary Drinking Water Criteria were used to
deternine appropriate soil clean-up | evels based on acceptabl e | eachate. The nore stringent of these
standards and criteria were used to establish groundwater clean-up levels for the Site.

Locat i on- Speci fi c ARARs

Of-site wetlands preservation will be perforned to satisfy the requirenents of the Protection of

Wet | ands Executive Order 11990, the O ean Water Act Dredge and Fill Regul ati ons and New Hanpshire
Criteria and Conditions for Fill and Dredge in Wetlands. Foll owi ng conpl etion of the source control
remedi al action, the Site will be graded and vegetated to retain adequate fl ood storage capacity and
prevent erosion consistent the Fl oodpl ai n Managenment Executive Order 11988 and RCRA Fl oodpl ai n
Restrictions. New Hanpshire Siting Regul ati ons for Hazardous Waste Facilities will be attained since the
treated soils will no longer exhibit hazardous characteristics prior to their placenent on-site.

Acti on-Speci fic ARARs

The source control renedial action will conply with RCRA General Facility Standards, RCRA Preparedness
and Prevention Requirements, RCRA G oundwater Mnitoring Requirenents, RCRA Surface |npoundnent C osure
Requi renents, and ot her various RCRA requirenments concerning the handling of hazardous material s through
operator training, inspections and design of a adequate treatnent and nonitoring prograns. The source
control renmedy will also conply with State standards including fugitive dust control, energency
procedures, design and nonitoring requirements and general operation, environnental and health
requirenents. A G oundwater Mnitoring Zone (GVZ) and associ ated sanpling plan will be established under
t he New Hanpshire G oundwater Protection Rules.

The followi ng policies, criteria, and guidances will also be considered (TBCs) during the inplenentation
of the source control and managenent of mgration renedial actions:

e EPA R sk Reference Doses (RfDs);

¢ EPA Hunman Heal th Assessnent Cancer Sl ope Factors (CSFs);

e EPA Health Advisories, Hunman Heal th and Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent Qui dances;

e EPA Final Goundwater Use and Val ue Determ nati on Qui dance;

e NHDES Contami nated Sites Ri sk Characterization and Managenent Poli cy,

¢ EPA Menorandum "Policy on Floodplains and Wtl and Assessnents for CERCLA Actions," August 6, 1985;
e Menorandum of Agreement (MDA) Between EPA and the US Dept. of the Arny; and

e (Qiidance on Flexibility of the 404(b) (1) Cuidelines.

C. The Sel ected 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 human health and the environment and that attain, or, as appropriate, waive ARARs, EPA
evaluated the overall effectiveness of each alternative by assessing the relevant three criteria in
conbi nation with long termeffectiveness and permanence; reduction in toxicity, mobility, and vol ume
through treatnent; and short termeffectiveness. The relationship of the overall effectiveness of the
sel ected renedy was determned to be proportional to its costs. The costs of this renedial alternative
are:

Source Control Managenent of Total Costs
(SCs-W M gration (GA2)
Capital Cost $7, 434, 600 $20, 000 $7, 454, 600
O & M Cost $262, 750 $56, 500 $319, 250
Present Worth Cost $9, 134, 000 $771, 400 $9, 905, 400

This renedi al approach represents the nost cost-effective conbination of source control and nanagenent
of migration alternatives. Source control alternative SC2 (capping) would be approximately $1.8 mllion

| ess expensive than SC5. However, SC2 would require a waiver fromapplicable Federal and State ARARs,
woul d not satisfy the Agency's statutory preference for treatnment, and was opposed by the NHDES because
of concerns with |ong-term mai ntenance of a landfill in close proximty to the Merrimack River. O her
source control alternatives would be far nore expensive with no additional protection. Alternative G is
the | east expensive management of migration alternative. A though GA2 does not enploy active treatnent,
it is protective of public health and the environnment through the use of available institutional



controls. Active restoration of the aquifer would reduce the overall tine franme for achi evenent of
groundwat er clean-up levels. In addition, the cost of this approach would exceed $5 mllion dollars with
no increase in the level of protectiveness. The inpacted area is served by a public water supply

di stribution system

D. The Selected Renedy Wilizes Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent 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 environment, EPA identified which alternative utilizes pernmanent
solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the nmaxi num ext ent
practicable. This determi nation was nade 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 pernanence
2) reduction of toxicity, mobility or volune through treatment; 3) short-term effectiveness; 4)
inplenentability; and 5) cost. The bal ancing test enphasized | ong-term effectiveness and pernmanence and
the reduction of toxicity, nobility and volume through treatnent; and considered the preference for
treatnment as a principal elenment, the bias against off-site | and di sposal of untreated waste, and
community and state acceptance. The sel ected renmedy provides the best bal ance of trade-offs anobng the
alternatives.

Wth the exception of alternatives SC1L and GM (no action), all alternatives were deternined to be
protective of public health and the environnent and would attain (or be able to waive) ARARS. Source
control alternatives SC - SC5 and nmanagerment of migration alternatives GA2 and GAB were conpared using
the five balancing criteria above. In general, the conbination of alternatives SC5 and GA2 best satisfy
these criteria and was chosen as the reconmended alternative. There is no opposition to the source
control renedial alternative (SC5); however, the local water distributor (the Merrimack Village District)
woul d prefer active groundwater renediation since they would |ike to use the inpacted aquifer as a future
potential public water supply source. EPA and DES agree that use of this aquifer as a public water supply
resource is unlikely, even in a post renedial state, since the entire area is in an industrial zone and
active businesses with various existing and potential environnmental concerns are present. A so, active
groundwat er treatment would not significantly reduce the amount of tine required to achieve renedia
goals. GA2 is protective of public health and is a nore cost-effective approach. If the Merrimack Vill age
District installs a municipal supply well in a nutually agreeable, and |legally perm ssible, area outside
the G oundwat er Managenent Zone, and the supply well |ater becones inpacted by Site-rel ated contam nants,
EPA and DES nmay evaluate options to isolate the plunme fromthe well. Options could include the
installation of physical barriers or other appropriate nethods to contain or isolate the plune fromthe
supply well. The probability of this scenario occurring appears to be extrenely low. Options have not
been evaluated. Refer to the attached Responsiveness Summary for nore detail.

The treatment of soil in alternative SC5 is irreversible, except under a significant pH drop in the
environnent fromthe typical |evel of about 6 down to the 2 - 3 range, which is highly unlikely; SC5 will
result in a reduction is toxicity and mobility and will not increase the overall volune of materials (as
does the nore traditional solidification process); SC5 is an in-place technol ogy which should result in
fewer dust concerns and will only take about 2 years to inplenment; SC5 is readily inplenentable; and SC5
is the second | east expensive alternative. Al source control alternatives require an unavoi dabl e i npact
to on-site wetlands, Alternative G is as effective and permanent as alternative GA (both require
institutional controls); GA2 does not result in any reduction in nobility however, toxicity and vol une
wi Il be reduced through attenuation mechani sms foll owi ng successful conpletion of the source contro
alternative; G will not result in any potential inmpact to the community, and, although it will require
28 to 56 years to achi eve clean-up standards, this is not significantly |onger than active aquifer
restoration; GR is readily inplenentable; and GR is mllions of dollars |ess than active aquifer
restoration

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 source control remedy is chemcal fixation. This el ement addresses
the primary threat at the Site, contam nation of groundwater through continued | eachi ng of excessive
level s of metals and potential exposure of sensitive ecological receptors. The sel ected remedy satisfies
the statutory preference for treatnment as a principal element by treating the netal -contanmi nated soil to
level s which will not exceed acceptable |eaching criteria (i.e., TCLP, SPLP or MEP). Although the
managenent of migration portion of the remedy relies on natural attenuation to achi eve groundwater

cl ean-up standards, the overall renedy is effective only through the active treatnent of the source area



XI'1. DOCUMENTATI ON OF NO SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

EPA presented a Proposed Plan (preferred alternative) for renediation of the Site on January 8, 1998. The
preferred alternative presented was a conbi nati on of source control alternative SC5-Wand nmanagenent of
migration alternative GA2 including the follow ng conponents:

e treating metal -contam nated soil by chemnical fixation;

e redepositing the treated soil in |agoons 1 and 2;
« denolishing, testing and treating (as necessary) the tenporary storage unit and mxing it with the
treated soil in lagoons 1 and 2;

e covering and revegetating treated areas;

e constructing or preserving an off-site wetl and;

e performng long-termnonitoring to confirmnatural attenuation of groundwater,
« and establishing a G oundwat er Managenent Zone and | and-use restrictions.

Public and State comment did not result in any significant changes to the Proposed Pl an. However, the
following mnor nodifications to the preferred alternative were necessary.

1. EPA and DES jointly selected wetland preservation as the appropriate, off-site wetland mtigation
action. Upland areas to a rare and highly valuabl e wetland, G assy Pond, have been acquired in the
adj acent Town of Litchfield at a total cost of $1.39 mllion. Swift acquisition of the Gassy Pond
upl and areas was necessary to cease ongoi ng construction which woul d have resulted in the eventual
destruction of this wetland. In addition, to satisfy concerns raised by the Town of Merrinack, an
additional wetland area will be preserved in the Town of Merrinmack at an approxi mate cost of $100k to
$300k. Once the second acquisition is conplete, a wetland Mtigation Report will be prepared which
wi Il denonstrate that these preservations satisfy the Cean Water Act and the Wtl ands Executive
O der. This approach is consistent with the proposed mtigation options and will not result in an
i ncreased cost to, this conponent of the renedy.

2. Two nonitoring well clusters will be installed and approxinately six residential wells will be added
to the proposed | ong-term groundwater nonitoring programto eval uate conditions across the Merrinack
River in the Town of Litchfield. Exact l|ocations are to be determ ned. These wells will be used to
confirmour conclusion that site-rel ated contam nati on does not extend beyond the Merrimack River. The
addition of these nonitoring points is within the original scope of the nonitoring programand wl |
not result in a significant inpact to the proposed budget.

X1, STATE ROLE

The State of New Hanpshire Departnent of Environmental Services has reviewed the various alternatives and
has indicated its support for the selected renedy. The State has al so revi ewed the Renedi al

Investigation, R sk Assessnent and Feasibility Study to determne if the selected renedy is in conpliance
with applicable or relevant and appropriate State environnental |aws and regul ations. The State of New
Hampshire concurs with the selected renedy for the New Hanpshire Plating Site. A copy of the declaration
of concurrence is attached as Appendi x A
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SUMVARY OF SO L ANALYTI CAL RESULTS
NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG SI TE

Par anet er No.

VOLATI LE ORGANI C CHEM CALS (ug/ kg)

Acet one
Met hyl ene chl ori de

SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI C CHEM CALS (ug/ kg)

Acenapht hene
Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Benzo(b) f I uor ant hene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene
Chrysene

D -n-butyl phthal ate
Fl uor ant hene
Phenant hr ene
Benzo( a) pyr ene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene

Pyrene
| NORGANI CS ( ng/ kg)
Al um num

Ant i mony
Arsenic
Bari um
Beryl i um
Cadm um
Cal ci um
Chr om um
Cobal t
Copper
Cyani de

of Positive

Det ecti ons/
No. of
Sanpl es

Col l ected (1)

8/ 22
3/3

1/ 22
2/ 22
7122
2/ 22
5/ 22
14/ 22
6/ 22
2/ 22
4/ 22
2/ 22
5/ 22

81/81

7/ 81
80/ 81
22/ 81
81/81

413/ 772
64/ 81
110/ 402
79/ 81
98/ 402
46/ 74

Range of Positive
Det ecti ons
[ Average] (2)

15.0-120. 0 [59. 3]
71-110 [ 84]

120 [120]
180- 260 [ 220]
95-900 [ 454]
150- 190 [ 170]
120- 440 [230]
53-790 [ 344]
100- 710 [300]
130- 260 [ 195]
110- 650 [330]
180- 250 [ 215]
150- 470 [ 256]

2270- 16900
[ 11051]
2.7-3.5 [3.1]
2.3-11.5 [5. 3]
26.3-43.0 [33. 6]
0.23-1.40 [0. 71]
1.9-1277.0 [ 162. 4]
338- 3890 [ 1291]
10. 9-403. 0 [ 119. 6]
2.8-8.6 [4.6]
4.1-139.0 [36. 6]
0. 65-509. 0 [41. 73]

Backgr ound
Concentration
Range
[ Average] (2)

ND

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
380
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

13300

ND
1250
16. 2
57
11.2
ND

Locati on of Maxi mum
Positive Detection

NHP- S- L2- D120- 4
NHP- S- NWA- C2- 1

NHP- S- NWA- C1- 1
NHP- S- NWA- C1- 1
NHP- S- SWA-01-1
NHP- S- NWA- C1- 1
NHP- S- NWA- C1- 1
NHP- S-JCR-03-1
NHP- S- N\WA- O -1
NHP- S- N\WA- O -1
NHP- S- SWA-01-1
NHP- S- NWA- C1- 1
NHP- S- NWA- C1- 1

NHP- SL- L2- E400- 2

NHP- SL- L3-L200-0
NHP- SL- L2- F275- 4
NHP- SL- NW TN375- 0
NHP- SL- L3- LN125- 2
NHP- SL-1-275-0
NHP- SL- LI - B550- 0
NHP- SL- DD- 525- 0
NHP- SL- H\N450- 1
NHP- SL- BD- SB4- 2
NHP- S- SWA-01-1



TABLE 1

SUMVARY CF SO L ANALYTI CAL RESULTS
NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG SI TE

(1) The data presented on this table include both Phase |

detects are

PAGE 2 OF 2
Par anet er No. of Positive
Det ecti ons/
No. of
Sanpl es
Col l ected (1)
I ron 81/ 01
Lead 95/ 403
Magnesi um 81/ 81
Manganese 69/ 81
Mer cury 4/ 73
Ni ckel 90/ 402
Pot assi um 81/ 81
Sel eni um 10/ 81
Silver 18/ 81
Sodi um 10/ 81
Tin 14/ 324
Vanadi um 81/ 81
Zi nc 448/ 772
PESTI Cl DES/ PCBs (ug/ kg)
Arocl or- 1254 1/ 22
4, 4' -DDT 1/ 22
Not es:

|'isted.

Range of Positive
Det ecti ons
[ Aver age] (2)

3870- 18500
[ 10740]
2.8-3742.0 [84. 3]

821- 3370[ 2330]
64.1-309. 0 [ 128]
0.05-0.10 [0.07]
7.5-214.0 [49. 3]

610- 1450 [993]
0.45-0.95 [0. 61]
0.93-5.60 [ 2. 45]

51.5-1070. 0

[ 380. 7]

52-657 [ 181]

6.4-34.9 [20.0]
16. 8- 6490. 0
[ 563. 6]

81 [81]
11.0[ 11. 0]

Arithmetic average of positive detections.

(2)
NA  Not Anal yzed
ND Not Detected

Backgr ound
Concentration
Range
[ Average] (2)

14900
ND

2820
215
ND
10

1350
ND
ND
ND

ND

43. 8

ND
ND

and Phase |l results,

Locati on of Maxi mum
Positive Detection

NHP- SL- L2- G375- 1
NHP- SL- Bn- 475- 4

NHP- SL- HN\A50- 1
NHP- SL- HN\A50- 1
NHP- SL- TN375- 0

NHP- SL- L2- CN575- 0
NHP- SL- LI - AANG25- 4
NHP- SL- NW TN375- 0
NHP- SL- L3-1175-2
NHP- SL- L2- C525- 3

NHP- SL- DD- 525- 0

NHP- SL- L2- D425- 4
NHP- SL- 1- 275-0

NHP- S- BLD- 03-1
NHP- S-JCR-01-1

and only positive



Par arret er

VOLATI LE ORGANI C CHEM CALS
1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane
- Di chl or oet hane

1,1

1, 1- Di chl or oet hene
1, 1- D chl or opr opene
1,2,
1, 2-

4-Tri met hyl benzene
Di chl or obenzene

1, 2- D chl or oet hane
1, 2- Di chl or oet hene
(Total)

2- But anone

Benzene

Br onof or m

Car bon di sul fide
Carbon tetrachl ori de

Chl orof orm

ci s-1, 2-Di chl or oet hene
Di br onochl or onet hane

Di chl or obr onorret hane

Et hane, Tri (chloro-fluoro)
Et hyl benzene

Met hyl isobutyl ketone

Met hyl ene chl ori de

Tetra chl oroet hene

Tol uene

trans-1, 2- D chl or oet hene

TABLE 2
SUMVARY OF GROUNDWATER RESULTS
NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG COVPANY
No. of Positive

Det ecti ons/

No. of
Sanpl es

Col l ected (1)

80/ 124

49/ 124

46/ 124
1/9
1/9
1/ 16

71124
47/ 123

1/ 124

1/124

1/ 124

4/ 124
1/ 124

50/ 124

5/9
1/124

3/ 124

718

1/124

10/ 111

2/ 18

24/ 123

6/ 124

1/9

Range of Positive
Det ecti ons
[ Average] (2)

o

.5-53.0 [9. 5]
.1-530 [ 23. 4]

[EEY

0.4[0. 4]
1.8 [1.8]
1.1 [1.1]

1.1-2.8 [1.7]
0.3[0. 3]

1.2-200.0 [14. 3]

1.0-22.0 [10.7]
1.6[ 1. 6]

1.4-3.6 [2. 3]
2.6-60.0 [14. 3]
1.7[1.7]
1.2-76.0 [15.9]

1.2-2.4 [1.8]
0.3-540 [46. 2]
0.3-64.0 [16. 5]

0.9[0.9]

Backgr ound
Concentration

Range

[ Average] (2)

(ug/ L)

ND
[ 145. 9]
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

ND
ND
ND

ND
ND

ND

ND
ND

ND

No background

dat a
ND

ND
ND
ND
1.4[1.41]

ND

Locati on of Maxi mum
Positive Detection

NHP- GW

MA21 8S- 262

NHP- GV B3S- 020

NHP- GV B3S- 020

NHP- GW JCMA2S- 033

NHP- GW W - 013
NHP- GW

JCMMD- 036

NHP- GW B3S- 020

NHP- G

MA217S- 260

NHP- G
JCMMD- 036

NHP- GW

MA213S- 244

NHP- GW

JCMAB- 037

NHP- GW B3D- 267

NHP- G

JCMMD- 036

NHP- G

MA201D- 249

NHP- GW B7S- 023

NHP- GW

JCMAB- 037

NHP- GW

MA201D- 249

NHP- G

MA218S- 262

NHP- GW

JCMA2S- 206

NHP- GW

OHMAB- 030

NHP- GW

JCMMD- 036

NHP- G

MA204S- 264

NHP- GW B3S- 020

NHP- GV 87S. 023



TABLE 2
SUMVARY OF GROUNDWATER RESULTS
NEW HAMPSH RE PLATI NG COVPANY

PAGE 2 CF 2
Par anet er No. of Positive
Det ecti ons/
No. of
Sanpl es
Col l ected (1)
Tri chl or oet hene 95/ 124
Tri chl or of | uor onet hane 5/ 123
Vi nyl chloride 10/ 124
Xyl enes (Total) 3/ 118

SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI C CHEM CALS

Bi s(2- et hyt hexyl ) pht hal ate 8/ 17

Range of Positive
Det ecti ons

[ Average] (2)
(ug/L)

1. 0- 7500. 0
[183. 2]
1.0-310.0 [76. 7]
0.6-23.0 [6. 4]

1.3-6.9 [3.2]

1.0-11.0 [3.3]

Pent achl or ophenol 1/ 17 1.0[1.0]

I NORGANI CS

Al um num 51/ 75 54- 25, 100

[1,076]

Arsenic 10/ 75 5-230 [ 48]

Cadm um 45/ 75 1-1290 [ 157]

Chr omi um 31/ 75 10- 1200 [ 86]

Cyani de 6/ 54 39.5-232 [93. 8]

I ron 57/ 75 51- 45,700 [4129]

Lead 4/ 77 8-16 [11. 5]

Manganese 68/ 75 10- 1330 [ 288]

Ni ckel 33/ 75 20-826 [221]

Sodi um 75/ 75 3040- 192, 000
[ 56, 487]

Zi nc 27/ 75 56- 1310 [227]

Not es:

(1) Based on Phase Il results; only positive detects are reported.

(2) Arithnetic average of positive detections.

Backgr ound
Concentration
Range
[ Average] (2)
(ug/L)
ND
ND
ND

ND

1.0[ 1. 0]

74- 428 [ 185]
ND

1 [1]
ND

ND
204 [12.5]
ND

12- 432 [132]
ND

10, 300- 128, 000
[ 55, 057]
63- 112 [ 87]

Locati on of Maxi mum
Positive Detection

NHP- G

MA217S- 260

NHP- GV B3S- LF- D-
104

NHP- GW CHWB- 257

NHP- GW
JOWRS- 206

GV MV R- 025

GW B3S- 020

NHP- GW
MALO2S- 212

NHP- GW

MA218S- 262

NHP- GV OHVB- 116
NHP- GV

JCWRS- 206

NHP- GW

MA213D- 243

NHP- GV

MALO2S- 212

NHP- GV

MALO2S- 212

NHP- GV B10S- 204
NHP- GW

JCWRS- 206

NHP- GW

MA2O1D- 249

NHP- GW

JCM2S- 206



TABLE 3
CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN FOR SO LS

NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG COWPANY SI TE, MERRI MACK, NH

Cont am nant Prot ection of Protection of Protection of
of Concern Hurman Heal th G oundwat er Ecol ogi cal Rec.
(1) (2)
Arsenic X X --
Beryl |ium X -- --
Cadmi um X X
Chr om um -- X --
Cyani de -- X --
Lead -- X --
Manganese -- X --
Ni ckel -- X --
NOTES:

X Indicates the basis for selection of the contam nant as a CCC.

(1) Human health COC selected if risk assess. results for carc. risk > 1E-06 or non-carc.
risk HQ > 1.0.

(2) Goundwater protection COC selected if detected R conc. > MCL or AGQS; or risk assess.
results indicate groundwater conc. posing carc. risk > 1E-06 or non-carc. risk HQ > 1.0.

TABLE 4

CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN FOR GROUNDWATER
NEW HAMPSH RE PLATI NG COMPANY SI TE, MERRI MACK, NH

Cont am nant Human Heal th Exceeds Exceeds

of Concern Ri sk (1) SDWA MCL NH AGQS
Arsenic X X X
Cadm um X X X
Chr om um X X X
Cyani de -- X X
Lead NA X X
Manganese X -- --
Ni ckel X X X
1,1, 1- Tri chl or oet hane X X X
1, 1- Di chl or oet hene X X X
1, 2- Di chl or oet hene X X X
1, 2- D chl or oet hane X X X
Chl oroform X X X
Tri chl or oet hene X X X
Tet rachl or oet hene X X X
Vi nyl Chloride X X X

NOTES:

X - Indicates the basis for selection of the contam nant as a COC
(1) Selected as hunan health COC if risk assess results indicate
carc. risk > 1E-06 or non-carc. risk HQ > 1.0.
SDWA MCL - Federal Safe Drinking Water Act Maxi mum Cont am nant Level s
HN AGNXES - New Hanpshire Anbient G oundwater Quality Standards [Env-W 410.05, Feb. 1993]
NA - Not Avail able



Area of Concern

Lagoon 1

Lagoon 2

Lagoon 3/ 4

Nor t hern Wt ands

Sout hern Wet | and

NHPC Bui | di ng
Area

Land Use Scenario

Tr espass
I ndustri al
Trespass
| ndustri al
Tr espass
I ndustri al
Trespass
I ndustri al
Trespass

| ndustri al

Resi denti al (Phase 1)

Resi denti al (Phase

1112/ 94)

SUMVARY OF RI SK ASSESSMENT RESULTS FOR SO LS

TABLE 5

NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG COMPANY SI TE

Car ci nogeni ¢ R sk Results

Summary Results
(Cancer Risk)

RVE - 7.1 x 10 -7
Cr- 3.5x 10 -7
RVE - 3.3 x 10 -6
Cr- 1.7 x 10 -6
RVE - 1.2 x 10 -6
Cr-6.2x 10 -7
RMVE - 3.3 x 10 -6
Cr- 1.7 x 10 -6
RVE - 8.9 x 10 -7
Cr - 4.4 x 10 -7
RVE - 3.4 x 10 -6
Cr- 1.7 x 10 -6
RMVE - 9.3 x 10 -7
Cr-4.7x 10 -7
RMVE - 3.6 x 10 -6

CTr 1.8 x 10 -6

RMVE - 1.0 X 10 -6
Cr- 51x 10 -7
RVE - 3.5 x 10 -6
Cr- 1.7 x 10 -6
RMVE - 1.1 x 10 -5
Cr- 1.7 x 10 -6

RMVE - 4.1 x 10 -10
CTr- 3.4 x 10 -8

Predom nant COCs( Cancer

G eat er

G eat er

G eat er

G eat er

G eat er

10 -6)
than 1 x

Arseni c

than 1 x
Arseni c

than 1 x
Arseni c

than 1 x
Arseni c

than 1 x
Arseni c

10

10

10

10

10

Geater than 1 x 10

Arseni c
Beryl I'i um

Ri sk G eater than 10 -4, 10 -5,

o

CPOOOOOOLOOOLOONOOOOCOOODO

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ R sk Results

Sunmmary Results
(Hazard I ndex)

36
24
82
43
25
18
34
67
73
78
75
16
14
09
31
10
36
24
81
41
22
77

.15
.10

Predom nant COCs(HI

greater than unity)

Cadm um

Cadmi um

Cadm um

None

Cadm um

Cadmi um



Area of Concern Land Use Scenario Carci nogeni ¢ R sk Results Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk Results

Summary Results Predoni nant COCs( Cancer Summary Results Predoni nant COCs(HI
(Cancer Risk) Ri sk Greater than 10 -4, 10 -5, (Hazard | ndex) greater than unity)
10 -6)
NHPC Bui | di ng Tr espass(Phase 1) RVE - 8.7 x 10 -7 Geater than 1 x 10 -6: 0. 27
Area(cont'd) CT- 4.1x 10 -7 Arseni c 0.21
Beryl | i um( Cont' d)
Tr esspass( Phase RVE - 1.4 x 10 -11 0.03
I1;12/94) Cr - 6.9 x 10 -12 0.03
I ndustri al (Phase 1) RVE - 3.8 x 10 -6 0. 60
Cr- 1.7 x 10 -6 0. 47
I ndustri al (Phase RVE - 1.1 x 10 -10 0. 07
I1;12/94) Cr- 57x 10 -11 0. 08
Jones Chemi cal Resi denti al RME - 5.0 x 10 -5 Geater than 1 x 10 -5: 0.23 None
Area Cr- 8.0x 10 -6 Arsenic 0.12
Geater than 1 x 10 -6:
Beryl | ium
Tr espass RVE - 3.8 x 10 -6 0. 05
Cr- 1.9 x 10 -6 0.04
I ndustri al RMVME - 1.6 x 10 -5 0. 86
Cr- 7.8 x 10 -6 0. 03

Not es:

RVE - Reasonabl e Maxi mum Exposure
CT - Central Tendency Exposure



Area O Concern

Backgr ound

On Site and Wl s
Affected by the

Sumary
Resul ts

RVE Receptor:1.4 x 10 -2

Site CT Receptor:

Not es:

coC -  Chemcal of concern

RVE - Reasonabl e naxi num
exposur e

(o) - Central tendency exposure

Hi - Hazard | ndex

- 1, 1- D chl or oet hene
1, 2- Di chl or oet hene
- 1, 2-Di chl or oet hane

1.7 x 10 -3

SUMVARY OF RI SK ASSESSMENT RESULTS FOR GROUNDWATER

Car ci nogeni ¢

Predoni nant CCCs Summary
(Cancer risk estinate Resul ts
greater than 1 x 10 -4
1 x 10 -5, or 1 x 10 -6)

NA RMVE Receptor:
CT Receptor:

Geater than 1 x 10 -5: RVE Receptor:

« 1,2-DCA

e Chloroform CT Receptor:

TABLE 6

NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG COWANY SI TE

Ri sk Results

QG eater than 1 x 10 -4:

« 1,1-DCE
« TCE
e PCE
« \VC
e Arsenic
1,1,1-TCA - 1,1, 1-Trichl oroet hane
TCE - Tri chl or oet hene
PCE - Tet r achl or oet hene
VC - Vi nyl chloride

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ R sk Results

2.4

1.7

140

99

CCCs Exceedi ng
Federal Primary
Maxi mum
Cont am nant Level s

Pr edom nant

CCCs
(H greater
than unity)
Manganese None
1, 1- DCE  1,1,1-TCA
1, 2-DCE, total - 1,1-DCE
PCE « 1,2-DCE
TCE « 1,2-DCA
Arseni c e Chloroform
Cadm um « PCE
Manganese e TCE
N ckel « \VC
Chl orof orm e Arsenic
e Cadm um
e Chromum
* N ckel



1. No Action

TABLE 7A
SUMVARY OF SOURCE CONTRCL ALTERNATI VES, REMEDI ATI ON COSTS, AND Tl ME TO ACH EVE CLEAN- UP GOALS
NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG CO. SITE

Vol une of Cont. Soils Leach/ Fl ush of Soils Tine to

to be Esti mat ed Achi eve MCLs at
Al ternative Addr essed Net Present Waste Unit Edge(years)(a)
(cubi c yard) Worth Cost
41, 000 CY $714, 000 > 1000
2. Excavation, Consolidation, and Capping 41, 000 CY $5, 331, 600(c) 0, always bel ow MCLs
3. Excavation, Onsite Solidification, Ofsite 41,000 CY $22, 585, 200( d) 0. 0000
Di sposal, and Wetl ands Restoration
4. Excavation, Ofsite Disposal, and Wtl ands 41,000 CY $36, 215, 600(d) 0. 0000
Rest orati on
5. Chenical Fixation, Onsite Backfilling, and 41, 000 CY $7, 197, 800( c) 0. 0000

O fsite Wetl ands Restoration

NOTES:

a)

b)

c)

d)

Leach/ Fl ush of Soils Tinme to
Achi eve MCLs at Edge of
Merrimack River

(years)(b)

700
0. al ways bel ow MCLs

0. 0000

0. 0000

0. 0000

These val ues represent the tinme required for soil contamnant levels to dimnish to |levels where the | eachate fromthe areas of concern (Lagoons 1-4,
the Northern and Sout hern Wetlands, or the building area) |eaching into groundwater, do not exceed MCLs or risk-based values. The time required

represents the duration after the renedial action has been conpl eted.

These val ues represent the time required for soil contamnant levels to dimnish to |evels where the | eachate fromthe areas of concern (Lagoons 1-4,
the Northern and Sout hern Wetlands, or the building area) |eaching into groundwater, and m xing and attenuated by groundwater, do not exceed MCLs or

ri sk-based values at the Merrinmack River's edge.
Add $1, 936,200 for off-site wetlands mtigation

Add $1, 107,800 for on-site wetlands mtigation



TABLE 7B
SUMVARY OF MANAGEMENT COF M GRATI ON ALTERNATI VES, REMEDI ATlI ON COSTS,
AND TI ME TO ACH EVE CLEAN-UP GOALS
NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG CO. SITE

Alternative PRG Vol . of Cont. Esti mat ed GW Fl ushi ng Ti ne GW Fl ushing Tine to
G oundwat er Net Present to Achi eve MCLS Achi eve MCLs
to be Worth Cost at Waste Unit Edge at River's Edge
Addressed (d) (years) (years)
(cu ft) [ TCH Cd] [ TCH d]
GAL: No Action (a) MCLs and 17,418, 600 (d) $751, 400 ~ 26/ > 1000 ~ 26/ 700
NH AGS
GM2: Institutional Controls MCLs and 17, 418, 600 $771, 400 ~ 26/ 54 (e) ~ 26/58 (g)
and Monitoring (b) NH AGQS
GMB: Extraction, MCLs and 17, 418, 600 $5, 644, 200 ~ 38/184 (f) ~ 40/ 112 (h)

Treatment, and Di scharge (c) NH AGS
NOTES:

a) No source control renedial actions are anticipated with GA.
b) Assunes that a source control renedial action (that achieves PRGWor PRGER in soils), which would be inplenented with GA2 to
m ni m ze contam nant | eaching fromsoils into groundwater.
c) Assunes that GMB is inplenented i ndependent of any source control action, and is principally a hydraulic contai nment action that prevents the
offsite mgration of groundwater contam nants. This alternative is not neant to address the portion of the plune already downgradient of the site.
d) Estimated conbi ned shall ow and deep overburden aqui fer groundwater for TCE plune in excess of MCL.
e) Estimated nunber of years for contam nated groundwater underlying the site to dimnish to MCLS.
f) Estimated nunmber of years for contam nated groundwater underlying the site to dimnish to MCLs, which is |onger than GA2's because the
punpi ng and treating under GAB woul d reduce the flushing of the contam nated portion of the aquifer.
g) Estimated nunber of years for contam nated groundwater plune to dimnish to MCLs at edge of Merrinmack River.
h) Estinmated nunber of years for contam nated groundwater plune to dimnish to MCLs at edge of Merrinmack River, which is |longer than GR2's
because the punping and treating under GA8 woul d reduce the flushing of the contam nated portion of the aquifer.
TCE - Trichl oroet hene
Cd - Cadm um



<I M5 SRC 98134FA>
<I M5 SRC 98134FB>
<I M5 SRC 98134FC
<I M5 SRC 98134FD>
<I M5 SRC 98134FE>
<I M5 SRC 98134FF>
<I M5 SRC 98134FG
<I M5 SRC 98134FH>
<I M5 SRC 98134FI >
<I M5 SRC 98134FJ>
<I M5 SRC 98134FK>
<I M5 SRC 98134FL>
<I M5 SRC 98134FM>
<I M5 SRC 98134FN>
<I M5 SRC 98134FC>
<I M5 SRC 98134FP>
<I M5 SRC 98134FQ>
<I M5 SRC 98134FR>
<I M5 SRC 98134FS>
<I M5 SRC 98134FT>
<I M5 SRC 98134FU>
<I M5 SRC 98134FV>
<I M5 SRC 98134FW¢
<I M5 SRC 98134FX>
<I M5 SRC 98134FY>
<I M5 SRC 98134Fz>
<I M5 SRC 98134FZA>



TABLE 12A

CHEM CAL- SPECI FI C ARARs AND TBCs for SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATI VE ( SC5)
CHEM CAL FI XATI ON, ON-SI TE BACKFI LLI NG and OFF- SI TE WETLANDS RESTORATI ON

NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG COVPANY SI TE
PAGE 3 OF 3

AUTHORI TY REQUI REMENT STATUS
EPA Fi nal G oundwat er

Use and Val ue
Det er m nati on Gui dance

To Be Consi dered

NH DES Cont ami nat ed
Sites Risk
Characterizati on and
Managenent Policy

To be consi dered

REQUI REMENT SYNCPSI S

Thi s regional guidance establishes an
approach allowing states to play a
pivotal role in determining the relative
"use" and "val ue" of site ground

wat er resources. The determ nation

of the aquifer as a "high", "nmediunt,
or "l ow' use aquifer inpacts the
appropri ateness of restoration tine
periods and the extent of restoration
of the contam nated ground water
plume as called for in the renedial

al ternatives.

This policy identifies a tiered risk-
based approach to characterizing risk
and the process used to nmanage
exposures to contami nants renaining
at the site.

ACTI ONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAI N
REQUI REMENT

The site's groundwater aquifer was
determined to be of 'nediumto high' use
and value. SCS will be inplenmented to
provide for the nost rapid restoration
possi bl e.

Actions inplenented under SC5 woul d
conformto this policy's requirenents to
nmanage exposures.



AUTHORI TY

Feder al
Regul at ory
Requi renent s

LOCATI ON- SPECI FI C ARARs; AND TBCs;

TABLE 12B

for SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATI VE ( SC5)

CHEM CAL FI XATI ON, ON-SI TE BACKFI LLI NG and OFF- SI TE WETLANDS RESTORATI ON

NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG COVPANY SI TE

REQUI REMENT

Protection of Wtlands
(Executive Order 11990), 40
CFR 6.302(a) and 40 CFR 6,
App. A (Policy on

I mpl erenting E.O 11990)

Fl oodpl ai n Managenent
(Executive Order 11988, 40
CFR 6.302(b) and 40 CFR 6,
App. A (Policy on

I mpl erenting E.O 11988)

RCRA Fl oodpl ai n Restrictions
for Solid Waste Di sposal
Facilities and Practices (40
CFR 257.3-1)

STATUS
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e

Rel evant and
Appropriate

REQUI REMENT SYNOPSI S

Federal agencies are required to avoid
under t aki ng or providing assistance for
new construction |ocated in wetlands
unl ess there is no practicable

al ternative and the proposed action
includes all practicable neasures to
mnimze harmto wetlands which may
result from such use.

Federal agencies are required to avoid
i npacts associated with the

occupancy and nodification of a

fl oodpl ain and avoi d support of

fl oodpl ai n devel opment wherever there
is a practicable alternative.

Solid waste practices nmust not restrict
the flow of a 100-year flood, reduce
the tenmporary water storage capacity

of the floodplain, or result in washout
of solid waste, so as to pose a hazard
to human life, wildlife, or Iand or water
resources.

ACTI ONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAI N
REQUI REMENT

Under SC5, soil treatnent and
excavation would result in the
unavoi dabl e destruction of the
existing wetland system Of-site
conpensatory wetlands mtigation
woul d be perfornmed, which would
conply with this ARAR

The fl ood storage capacity within the
100-year floodplain would not be

di m ni shed once renediation is
conpleted. SC5 would conply with

this ARAR

Treated materials that constitute solid
wast e woul d be backfilled on site
within the 100-year floodplain. The
treated materials would be covered
with a soil cover to prevent erosion
and washout. No | oss of flood

storage capacity, is anticipated. SC5
woul d conply with this ARAR



TABLE 12B

LOCATI ON- SPECI FI C ARARS AND TBCs for SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATI VE ( SC5)
CHEM CAL FI XATI ON, ON-SI TE BACKFI LLI NG, and OFF- SI TE WETLANDS RESTORATI ON
NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG COVPANY SI TE

PACE 2 OF 4

AUTHORI TY

Feder al

Regul atory
Requi renent s
(Cont' d)

REQUI REMENT STATUS

CWA - Dredge and Fill Appl i cabl e
Regul ati ons (40 CFR 230; 33
CFR 320- 330)

Endanger ed Species Act (16 Appl i cabl e
USC 1531 et. seq.; 40 CFR
6.302(h))

Fish and Wldlife Coordination Appl i cabl e
Act (16 U.S. C. 661)

REQUI REMENT SYNOPSI S

These regul ati ons of which 40 CFR
230 are al so known as the CWA
Section 404(b) (i) Cuidelines, outline

requirements for the discharge of areas.

dredged or fill materials into surface
wat er, including wetlands. Under

these requirenents, no activity that
inpacts a wetland shall be pernmitted if
a practicable alternative which woul d
have | ess adverse inpact exists.

This statute requires that Federal
agenci es avoid activities which

j eopardi ze threatened or endangered
speci es or adversely nodify habitats
essential to their survival. Mtigation
nmeasures should be considered if a
listed species or habitat may be

j eopar di zed.

This regul ation requires that any
Federal agency that proposes to

nodi fy a body of water nust take
action to prevent, nitigate or
conpensate for project-related |osses
of fish and wildlife resources.

ACTI ONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN
REQUI REMENT

SC5 invol ves the excavation and
treatnment of contaminated soils in the
fornmer |agoon, wetland and buil di ng
SC5 would conply with this

ARAR since there is no practicable
alternative that woul d have | ess
adverse inpacts to the wetlands and
the anticipated wetlands | oss woul d

be mitigated through an offsite
action.

During the R, the effects on
endangered and threatened species
were considered and the U S. Fish
and Wldlife Service was consulted.
No endangered or threatened

species were identified on site, but
their presence has been noted in the
ar ea.

During the identification, screening,
and eval uation of alternatives, the
effects on fish and wildlife resources
were evaluated. |If an alternative

nmodi fies the wetlands on site, EPA
will ensure that | osses to these
resources will be prevented, nmitigated
or conpensated and that the U S.

Fish and Wldlife Service will be
consul ted. SC5 would conmply with

this ARAR



TABLE 12B

LOCATI ON- SPECI FI C ARARs AND TBCs for SOURCE CONTRCOL ALTERNATI VE ( SC5)
CHEM CAL FI XATI ON, ON-SI TE BACKFI LLI NG and OFF-SI TE WETLANDS RESTORATI ON
NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG COVPANY SI TE

PAGE 3 OF 4
AUTHORI TY

Feder al

Regul at ory
Requi renent s
(Cont' d)

State Regul atory
Requi rerment s

REQUI REMENT

An Act Relating to the
Preservation of Historical and
Archeol ogi cal Data (16 USC
469a- 1)

Ar cheol ogi cal Resources
Protection Act (16 USC

470aa-nm 36 CFR 296, 32
CFR 229, 43 CFR7, and 18
CFR 1312)

Rul es Relative to Prevention of
Pol ['ution from Dredgi ng,
Filling, Mning, Transporting,
and Construction (Env-Ws

415)

STATUS

Applicable, if
encount er ed

Rel evant and

Appropriate, if
encount er ed

Appl i cabl e

REQUI REMENT SYNOPSI S

This statute requires that, whenever
any Federal agency finds or is nade
aware that its activity in connection
with any construction project or
federally licensed project, activity or
program may cause irreparable |oss or
destruction of significant scientific,
prehistorical, historical, or

ar cheol ogi cal data, such agency shal
undertake the recovery, protection and
preservation of such data or notify the
Secretary of Interior. The undertaking
could include a prelimnary survey (or
ot her investigation as needed) and

anal ysis and publication of the reports
resulting from such investigation

Thi s regul ati on devel ops procedures for
the protection of archeol ogi ca
resources

These rules establish criteria for the
protection of surface water quality
resulting fromactivities which
significantly alter the terrain or occurs
in or on the border of surface water.

ACTI ONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAI N
REQUI REMENT

If significant scientific, prehistorical,
historical, or archeol ogical data are
encountered during soil excavation,
steps will be inplenented to recover,
protect and preserve such data. SC5
woul d conply with this ARAR

I f archeol ogi cal resources are
encountered during soil excavation,
they must be revi ewed by Federal and
State archaeol ogi sts. This
requirenent is applicable to any
excavation onsite. SC5 woul d conply.

Under SC5, the site terrain would be
nodi fied during excavation.

However, SC5 would conply with

this ARAR by regradi ng and

vegetating the created storm water
retention basins to prevent erosion or
washout .



TABLE 12B

LOCATI ON- SPECI FI C ARARs AND TBCs for SOURCE CONTRCOL ALTERNATI VE ( SC5)

CHEM CAL FI XATI ON, ON-SI TE BACKFI LLI NG and OFF-SI TE WETLANDS RESTORATI ON
NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG COVPANY SI TE

PACE 4 OF 4

AUTHORI TY

State Regul atory
Requi renent s
(Cont' d)

Criteria,
Advi sori es,
CGui dance

REQUI REMENT

New Hanmpshire Criteria and

Conditions for Fill and Dredge

in Wetlands (Env-W 300)

New Hanpshire Siting

Regul ati ons for Hazardous
Waste Facilities (Env-Wn
353.09 and 353.10)

U. S. EPA Menorandum
"Policy on Floodpl ains and
Wet | and Assessnents for
CERCLA Actions" (Aug. 6,
1985)

Menor andum of Agr eement
(MXA) between EPA and the
U S. Departnent of the Arny

Gui dance on Flexibility of the

404(b) (1) Cuidelines

STATUS
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e

To Be Consi dered

To Be Consi dered

To Be Consi dered

REQUI REMENT SYNCPSI S

These regul ati ons provide requirenents
for the dredge and/or fill of wetlands
and establish criteria for protection of
fish, wildlife, comrerce, and public
recreation. Under this requirement, no
activity that inpacts a wetland shall be
permitted if a practicable alternative
exi sts that would have | ess adverse

i npact on the areas and environments.
These rul es inpose restrictions on
where hazardous waste facilities can

be | ocated, specifically |ocations near

geol ogic fault areas or near floodplains.

Thi s gui dance di scusses situations that
require preparation of a floodplains or
wet | ands assessnent, and the factors
whi ch shoul d be considered in
preparing an assessnment, for response
actions undertaken pursuant to section
104 or 106 of CERCLA.

This notice provides clarification and
general guidance regarding the level of
mtigation necessary to denpbnstrate
conpliance with the Cean Water Act
section 404(b) (1) Guidelines.

Thi s docunent provides guidance on

the flexibility that the U S. Arny Corps
of Engi neers should be utilizing when
meki ng determ nations of conpliance
with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines,
and gui dance on the use of mtigation
banks as a neans of providing
conpensatory nitigation for Corps

regul atory deci sions.

ACTI ONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN
REQUI REMENT

Under SC5, the site terrain would be
nodi fi ed during excavation. SC5
woul d conply with this ARAR since
conpensatory wetlands woul d be
established offsite.

The treated soils would no | onger be
hazardous by characteristic. SC5
woul d conply with this ARAR

SC5 woul d be consistent with this
TBC because no practicable

al ternative outside the wetlands or
fl oodpl ain exist.

SC5 woul d be consistent with this
TBC because all practicable steps
have been undertaken to first avoid
and then mnimze adverse inpacts to
the aquatic ecosystem

SC5 woul d be consistent with this
TBC because an appropriate |evel of
anal ysi s has been provi ded supporting
the conclusion that there is no
practicable alternative to the
treatment, excavation and filling in of
the on-site wetl ands.



TABLE 12C
ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARs AND TBCs for SOURCE CONTRCL ALTERNATI VE ( SC5)
CHEM CAL FI XATI ON, ON-SI TE BACKFI LLI NG, and OFF- SI TE WETLANDS RESTORATI ON
NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG COVPANY SI TE

AUTHORI TY REQUI REMENT STATUS REQUI REMENT SYNOPSI S ACTI ONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAI N
REQUI REMENT

Feder al RCRA - General Appl i cabl e These regul ations outline requirenments for SC5 woul d conply with this ARAR

Regul at ory Facility Standards (40 general waste analysis, security, inspections,

Requi renent s CFR 264 Subpart B) personnel training, and handling of ignitable,

reactive or inconpatible wastes for hazardous
waste facilities.

RCRA - Preparedness Appl i cabl e The regul ations in this subpart outl 1ne SC5 would conply with this ARAR
and Prevention (40 requirenents for the safe design and operation
CFR 264 Subpart C) of a facility, safety equipment, and

conmmuni cation systens for RCRA hazardous
waste facilities.

RCRA - Groundwat er Appl i cabl e Details requirements for groundwater SC5 woul d conply since |ong-termand post-
Monitoring (40 CFR nmoni toring and responding to rel eases from cl osure groundwater nonitoring would be
264 Subpart F) Solid Waste Managenment Units. i mpl emrent ed.
Requi renments for Applicable, if These regul ati ons specify the design, If ex-situ chemical fixation is required, then
Hazar dous Waste ex-situ installation, operation, nonitoring, inspection, SC5's use of tank systens would conply
Tank Systens (40 treatment is contingency plan, and closure requirenents for with this ARAR
CFR 264 Subpart J) required the storage or treatnent of hazardous waste
using a tank system
RCRA - Surface Appl i cabl e Details the design, construction, operation, SC5 woul d conply since all |agoon contents
| mpoundrents (40 nmoni toring, inspection, and contingency plans consi dered "hazardous" woul d be treated and
CFR 264 Subpart K) for a RCRA surface inpoundnent. Al so cl osure and post-closure plans will be
provides three closure options for CERCLA prepared to conply with these requirenents
sites: clean closure, containnent closure, and in case not all contaninated soils can be

alternate closure. practically excavated and treated.



TABLE 12C

ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARs AND TBCs for SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATI VE ( SC5)

CHEM CAL FI XATI ON, ON-SI TE BACKFI LLI NG and OFF- SI TE WETLANDS RESTORATI ON
NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG COVPANY SI TE

PAGE 2 OF 3

AUTHORI TY

Feder al

Regul atory
Requi rement s
(Cont' d)

State Regul atory
Requi renment s

REQUI REMENT

Requi rements for
Hazar dous Waste Pile.
(40 CFR 264 Subpart
L)

RCRA - Land
Treatnent (40 CFR
264 Subpart M

New Hampshire
Abandonment of Wel |
Rul es (Env-We 604)
New Hanpshire Applicable
General Design

Requi rements (Env-
Wn 702. 09)

New Hanpshire

Envi ronment al and
Heal t h Requirenents
(Env- Wn 702. 08)

New Hanpshire

Moni toring of

Hazar dous Waste
Treatnent Facilities
(Env-Wn 702. 10-

702. 13)

STATUS

Applicabl e

Rel evant and

Appropriate
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e

REQUI REMENT SYNOPSI S

These regul ations identify design, operating,
noni toring, closure, and post-closure
requirements for the storage or treatnent of
RCRA hazardous waste in piles. If the
hazardous waste is accunulated on-site for 90
days or |less, these regulations reference 40
CFR 262.34, 264.1, and 265 Subpart W

which allows for the use of drip pads.

These regul ations detail the requirenents for
conducting land treatnent of RCRA hazardous
wast e.

These requirements regul ate well closure.

Al hazardous waste treatnment and transfer
facilities are to neet specified design
requirements.

These rules require the operator of a hazardous
waste facility to meet environnmental standards

for surface water, groundwater, and air.

The regul ati ons specify requirenments for

instal |l ation and operation of one or nore of the

followi ng nonitoring systens:
e Groundwat er nonitoring network
e Air em ssion nmonitoring network

ACTI ONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN
REQUI REMENT

SC5's use of the "pugmill area" for stockpile
and staging will conply with these
requirenents.

SC5's in-place chem cal fixation process
woul d be conducted in conpliance with this
requirenent.

The abandonment of existing nonitoring
wells would conply with this ARAR SC5
woul d conply.

SC5 on-site treatnent systems woul d be
desi gned to neet these requirenents.

SC5 woul d be conducted to conply with
these requirenents.

SC5 woul d conply since groundwater and air
em ssion nonitoring consistent with this
regul ati on woul d inplemented during the
renedi al action.



TABLE 12C

ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARs AND TBCs for SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATI VE ( SC5)

CHEM CAL FI XATI ON, ON-SI TE BACKFI LLI NG and OFF- SI TE WETLANDS RESTORATI ON
NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG COVPANY SI TE

PAGE 3 OF 3

AUTHORI TY

State Regul atory
Requi renent s
(Cont' d)

State Regul atory
Requi rement s
(Cont' d)

REQUI REMENT

New Hanpshire
General Operation
Requi renments ( Env-
Wn 708)

New Hanpshire

G oundwat er

Prot ecti on Rul es,

G oundwat er
Managemnent Zone
(Env- W 410. 26)

NH Groundwat er
Protection Rules,
Water Quality

Sanpl i ng, Anal ysis,
and Reporting;

G oundwat er
Monitoring Wells (Env-
W 410. 30 and 410.
31)

New Hanmpshire Toxic
Air Pollutants (Env-A
1302)

New Hanpshire

Testing and

Moni tori ng Procedures
(Env- A 805)

New Hanpshire
Fugi tive Dust, Control
(Env- A 1002)

New Hanpshire

Ener gency Procedures
(Env-A 505.02 and
506. 02)

STATUS
Applicabl e
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e
Applicabl e
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e

REQUI REMENT SYNOPSI S

These rul es establish requirenments for
hazardous waste facility operation.

These regul ati ons specify the requirement of a
GWZ at sites with contaninated groundwater
that exceeds the AGQSs.

These rul es establish the requirenments for
sanpling and nonitoring groundwater, and
specify nonitoring well design and installation.

These rul es establish Arbient Air Linmits (AALS)
and air quality inpact analyses to protect the
public fromconcentrations of pollutants in
anmbient air that nay cause adverse health
effects. If AALs are not met, then corrective
action, which may include Best Avail able
Control Technol ogy or Reasonably Avail able
Control Technol ogy, shall be inplenented to
nmeet the AALs.

These regul ations identify requirenents for air
em ssion testing for stationary sources which
are subject to opacity and/or emssion limts.

These regul ations require precautions to
prevent, abate, and control fugitive dust during
specified activities, including excavation,
construction, and bul k hauling.

The regul ati ons inpose obligations on sources

of air pollution in emergency situations.

ACTI ONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAI N
REQUI REMENT

SC5 would conmply with this ARAR

A GV will be established for the delineated
contam nant plune. Institutional controls
such as deed restrictions will be inposed to
prevent the use of groundwater within the
GWZ as a potable water supply. SC5 would
conply with this ARAR
Under SC5, groundwater would be sanpl ed
and nonitored in accordance with these
requirements to assess groundwater quality
downgr adi ent of the source areas.

SC5 renedi al actions woul d be inplenmented
to prevent air em ssions in excess of the
pertinent AALs.

During on-site renedial action, air emnissions
woul d be nonitored and tested to ensure

that these sources do not exceed pertinent

st andar ds.

Fugi tive dust em ssions would be controlled
during remedial activities. SC5 would
conply with this ARAR

During renedi al actions, SC5 would conply
in the event of "warning" and/or
"energency" status.



AUTHORI TY

Feder al
Regul at ory
Requi renent s

State
Regul atory
Requi rement s

TABLE 13A

CHEM CAL- SPECI FI C ARARs AND TBCs for MANAGEMENT OF M GRATI ON ALTERNATI VE ( G/2)
NATURAL ATTENUATI ON W TH | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTROLS AND MONI TORI NG

REQUI REMENT

SDWA- Maxi mum

Cont am nant

Level s (MCLs) (40
CFR 141.11 -

141. 16)

New Hanpshire

G oundwat er
Protection Rul es
(Env-W$, 410. 03,
410. 04 and

410. 05)

STATUS

Rel evant
and

Appropriate

Applicabl e

NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG COVPANY SI TE

REQUI REMENT SYNOPSI S

MCLs have been promul gated for a nunber of

common organi ¢ and inorgani c contam nants to

regul ate their concentrations in public drinking water
supply systens. MCLs are rel evant and appropriate

for NHPC groundwat er because the aquifer beneath

the site is a potential drinking water supply.

These regul ati ons establish state anbi ent groundwater
qual ity standards (AGQSs). 410.03 requires that all
groundwat er of the state shall be suitable for drinking,
shal | not contain regul ated contami nants in excess of
the 410.05 requirenents, and shall result in

di scharges to surface water in excess of surface water
qual ity standards. The 410.03 regul ations are derived
from MCLs and health-based linmts to protect quality
of anbi ent groundwater. Exenptions from

groundwat er quality criteria (410.04) include areas
desi gnated as QWZs.

ACTI ONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN
REQUI REMENT

MCLs were used in determning potential
action levels for the aquifer.

GA2 woul d conmply with this ARAR by
establishing a GV, inplenmenting a source
control action, using deed restrictions to
prohi bit use of contam nated groundwater for
drinking and allowi ng attenuation of the
contam nant plume to occur over tine.

NH AGQSs were used al ong with Federal

MCLs in determning clean-up levels for the
aqui fer. Where the state AGQSs are nore
stringent than Federal MCLs and non-zero
MCLGs, the state standards were used.

GA2 woul d conmply with this ARAR by
establishing a GV, inplenmenting a source
control action, using deed restrictions to
prohi bit use of contam nated groundwater for
drinking and allowi ng attenuation of the
contam nant plume to occur over tine.
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State New Hanpshire Rel evant This regul ation establishes water quality criteria for Because cont ani nat ed groundwat er

Regul atory Surface Water and toxi c substances and establishes rules for deternining originating fromthe site is currently

Requi renent s Qual ity Standards Appropriate accept abl e point- and non-point-source discharges to di scharging to the Merrimack River, these

(Cont i nued) (Env-W 430- the state's surface waters. regul ati ons were considered in determning the

437) | evel of groundwater treatnent necessary at

the site.
Because under GA2 a source control action
will be inplenented to prevent further
degradation of groundwater quality, this ARAR
will be net over tine as the attenuation of the
cont am nant plunme occurs.

AUTHORI TY REQUI REMENT STATUS REQUI REMENT SYNOPSI S ACTI ONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAI N
REQUI REMENT

State New Hanpshire Rel evant New Hanmpshire MCLs and MCLGs establish New Hanmpshire MCLs, non-zero MCLGs and

Regul atory Primary Drinking and contami nant levels that are allowable in public water SMCLs were used to determ ne acceptable

Requi renent s Water Criteria Appropriate supplies, and can be used as action |levels or clean up cl eanup |l evel s where they are nore stringent

(Cont i nued) (Env-W¢ 316, standards for aquifers that are potential drinking water than federal MCLs and non-zero MCLGs.

317 & 319) sources. The regulations are generally equivalent to G2 would conply with this ARAR by
SDWA MCLs. i mpl enenting a source control action to

prevent further degradati on of groundwater
quality, and using deed restrictions to prohibit
use of contamni nated groundwater for drinking
and al l owi ng attenuation of the contani nated
plume to occur over tine.

Criteria EPA Ri sk To Be Rf Ds are dose |evels devel oped by EPA for use in RfDs were used to assess health risks due to

Advi sori es Ref erence Doses Consi der ed estimating the non-carcinogenic risk resulting from exposure to non-carcinogenic chemicals in

and CQui dance (Rf Ds) exposure to toxic substances. groundwat er, and to devel op of acceptable

groundwat er PRG concentrati ons.

G2 woul d be consistent with this TBC since
remedi al actions would be inplenmented to
prevent ingestion and nmitigate contam nant

m gration and the PRG concentration |evels

will be net over tine as the attenuation of the
cont am nant pl unme occurs.
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Criteria EPA Hunman To Be CSFs are devel oped by EPA for health effects CSFs were used to conpute the individual
Advi sori es Heal th Consi dered assessnent or evaluation by the Hunan Heal th cancer risk resulting fromexposure to
and Qui dance Assessment Assessment G oup. These val ues present the nost chem cal s and in devel opi ng accept abl e
(Cont i nued) Cancer Sl ope up-to-date cancer risk potency information and are contam nant | evel s.
Factors (CSFs) used to conpute the individual increnental cancer risk G2 woul d be consistent with this TBC since
resulting from exposure to carcinogens. remedi al actions would be inplenmented to
prevent ingestion and mtigate contam nant
m gration and since the PRG concentration
levels will be net over time as the attenuation
of the contam nant plune occurs.
AUTHORI TY REQUI REMENT STATUS REQUI REMENT SYNCPSI S ACTI ONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAI N
REQUI RED
Criteria EPA Heal th To Be These advi sori es and gui dance documents provide These advi sories and gui dance documents
Advi sori es Advi sori es, Consi dered gui dance for devel oping health risk information and were used in assessing health risks and in
and Qui dance Human Heal th envi ronnental assessnment at Superfund sites. consi dering environnental effects from
(Cont i nued) Ri sk Assessnent contam nants present at the site. GA2 woul d
Qui dance and be consistent with this TBC
Ecol ogi cal R sk
Assessnent
Qui dance
EPA Fi nal To Be Provides a rating systemfor the State to establish Thi s gui dance was considered in conjunction
G oundwat er Use Consi dered restoration goals for a groundwater aquifer based on with the Federal SDWA and New Hanpshire
and Val ue its vulnerability, use, and val ue. G oundwater Protection Rules in order to
Det erm nation det erm ne groundwater cleanup |evels. The
Qui dance aqui fer was classified as mediumto high

Value. GA2 is consistent with this TBC



AUTHORI TY

State
Regul at ory
Requi renent s

TABLE 13B

ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARs AND TBCs for MANAGEMENT CF M GRATI ON ALTERNATI VE ( G/A2)
NATURAL ATTENUATI ON W TH | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTRCLS AND MONI TORI NG
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REQUI REMENT STATUS

New Hanpshire

G oundwat er Protection
Rul es, G oundwat er
Management Zone ( Env-
W 410. 26)

Appl i cabl e

New Hanpshire

G oundwat er Protection
Rul es, Water Quality
Sanpl i ng, Anal ysis, and
Reporting; G oundwater
Moni toring, Wells (Env-W
410. 30 and 410. 31)

Appl i cabl e

REQUI REMENT SYNCPSI S

These regul ations specify the requirenents of

a GW at sites with contam nated
groundwat er that exceeds the AGS.

These rul es establish the requirenents for

sanpl ing and nonitoring groundwat er,
specify nonitoring well design and
instal |l ation.

and

ACTI ONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAI N
REQUI REMENT

G2 would conmply with this ARAR A GWZ
will be established for the delineated
contam nant plunes. Deed restrictions and
| ocal ordinances woul d be used to prevent
the use of groundwater within the GVZ for
dri nki ng.

G2 woul d conply since groundwat er

woul d be sanpl ed and nonitored in
accordance with these requirenents to
ensure that groundwater quality outside the
GWZ is not degraded.
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Patricia L. Meaney, Director

O fice of Site Renmedi ati on and Restoration
US EPA - Region 1

John F. Kennedy Federal Building (HBO

1 Congress Street

Boston, MA 02203-2211

SUBJECT: MERRI MACK - New Hanpshire Plating Superfund Site, Record of Decision
Decl aration of Concurrence

Dear Ms. Meaney:

The New Hanpshire Departnent of Environnental Services (Department) has reviewed and concurs with the
"Record of Decision" (ROD) for the New Hanmpshire Plating (NHP) Superfund Site in Merrinmack, New
Hampshire. The ROD addresses the renedial actions necessary to address potential threats to hunan heal th,
wel fare and the environnent at NHP which resulted fromrel eases of hazardous substances and docunents the
remedi al actions to protect human health and the environnent.

EPA prepared the NHP RCD i n accordance with the provisions of the Conprehensive Environmnent al
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as anmended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reaut hori zati on Act of 1986 (SARA). The Departnent has participated in the oversight of EPA s Renedi al
I nvestigation, R sk Assessnent and Feasibility Study. The Departnent has al so revi ewed the various
alternatives and has indicated its support for the sel ected renedy.

The sel ected source control renedy (SC-5) includes in-situ treatnment of netal -contam nated soils by
chem cal fixation and renoval, testing and on-site placement of solidified material presently contained
in a tenporary storage cell. The nanagenent of mgration remedy (GM2) consists of establishing a
G oundwat er Managenment Zone (GVEZ), under W5 410.26, performng long-termnonitoring of groundwater
quality, and allow ng the natural attenuation of nmetals and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) to reduce
these constituents to the State's Anbient Goundwater Quality Standards (AGX) over tinme. |If a nunicipal
well is installed in a nmutually agreeable area outside the GVZ and is later found to be inpacted by
on-site contam nation, EPA and the Department will evaluate options to isolate the plune fromthe well.

As a denonstrated state-of-the-art chem cal process, chenical fixation can treat soils containing
| eachabl e heavy metals by using in-situ or ex-situ processing equipnent. In the Department's review of
avail able literature, no heavy nmetal bearing wastes have been found to be resistant to the chem cal
fixation process. The intent of the source control renedy is to initially performa treatability scale
viability denonstration and then use the resultant data of the study to engi neer and inplement to a full
scal e project application.

Natural attenuation has been deternined by EPA s consultant, using nodeling results devel oped during
the RI, to be equal or superior to an active punp and treat system because, w th source controls neasures
inmplenented at the site, there is little difference in the predicted tine required to attain AGE. In
fact, for some punping scenarios, the inpact was negative due to aquifer characteristics and the
proxinmty of the Merrimack River. Because the groundwater extraction systemwould renmove approxi mately 30
to 50 gallons per mnute fromthe aquifer system there would be | ess groundwater available to flush out
t he remai ni ng downgradi ent portion of the aquifer. Hence, a longer renediation tine frame woul d be
requi red. The nanagenent of migration renmedy as discussed in the text of the NHP ROD is consistent with
the State's "Draft Cuidelines for Selection of Natural Attenuation for G oundwater Restoration under
Env-W 410" in that it neets the guidance for inplementation of natural attenuation at contami nated sites
and for nonitoring of the natural attenuation process.

http://ww. st ate. nh. us TDD Access: Relay NH
1- 800- 735- 2964
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Fol | owi ng the procedures outlined in EPA s guidance entitled, Gound Water Use and Val ue Deterni nation
Qui dance, Final Draft, dated April 3, 1996, the Departnent determ ned that the groundwater in the
vicinity of the NHP site is nediumto high value. This determ nation is consistent with the Merrimack
Village District's (MD) long-termstrategy to reeval uate the use of the groundwater in the area as an
alternative to neet future drinking water supply demands. The NHP site is in a high transm ssive aquifer
that has potential for high yielding wells. CQurrent indications are that the Town of Merrimack will need
addi tional drinking water supply sources, which may include the use of the "Horseshoe Pond aquifer,"
within the next decade. The MVD and the Departnment realize that the quality of the groundwater in this
area has been tenporarily inpaired by NHP and other industrial activities in the areas which continue to
have significant commercial/industrial activity. Consequently the Department believes that any future
devel opnent of drinking water supply wells in this area will require careful aquifer managenent and will
have to conply with the State's well head protection requirenments under Env-W 378.

As part of the remedy, EPA and the Departnent have worked jointly to secure wetland areas to
conpensate for the loss of wetland at the NHP site. On March 23, 1998, the State purchased an
ecologically rare and significant wetland in the adjacent Town of Litchfield known as Grassy Pond. The
Department, under an agreenent with the EPA, will be reinbursed 90% of its costs once the ROD is
conplete. In addition to Gassy Pond, a second wetland acquisition will occur in the Town of Merrimack.
Negoti ations for the so-called Nati cook Road wetland in Merrimack, will begin after the ROD is conplete.
If negations fail, EPA and the Departnent will help with the Town to identify an alternative wetland of
equal ecol ogi cal and nonetary val ue.

The selected renedy will include a provision to construct and sanple nonitoring wells on the
Litchfield side of the Merrinack River to deternine if contam nated groundwater has migrated under and
across the river. EPA and the Departnent will evaluate existing hydrogeol ogi c i nformation fromthe Town
of Litchfield to hel p understand groundwater flow and eval uate existing potential receptors as possible
sanpling locations. Installation of well couplets will be installed in the shall ow and deep overburden
and will be used to deternmine if NHP-related contam nation extends beyond the Merrimack R ver.

The Departrment reviewed all information in the NHP Admi nistrative Record, evaluated the cunmul ative
ri sks associated with current and future potential exposures to the contam nants whose presence is
associated with a CERCLA rel ease and determ ned the actions set forth in the NHP ROD are consistent with
State applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents. Acting as agent for the State of New
Hampshire, the Department concurs with the renedi al decision selected under CERCLA for NHP.

In striving to achieve the nmaxi mum benefit with limted public (and private) resources, the Department
continues to seek reasonabl e and practical solutions to the often costly and conpl ex environnent al
chal | enges associated with contam nated site cleanups. Through the partnershi p and dedi cati on exhi bited
by all parties, the rapid inplementation of the actions necessary to protect human health and the
environnent will serve to expedite the achievenent of our mutual environnental goals and facilitate
efforts to restore the | ocal econony in order to protect the welfare of those in comunities surrounding
the NHP site. As always, the Department stands ready to provide the guidance and assi stance EPA may
require in order to take the actions necessary to protect human health and the environment in a conplete
and cost-effective manner.

<I MG SRC 98134H>

A\ MEANEY. LET
cc: Dana Bi sbee, Esq., Assistant Conm ssioner, NHDES
Carl W Baxter, P.E., Admnistrator, Hazardous Waste Renedi ati on Bureau, WWD
R chard H Pease, P.E., Hazardous Waste Renedi ati on Bureau, WD
M chael WAlls, Esq., NH Departnent of Justice
Ri chard Boynton, EPA - New Engl and
JimDilorenzo, EPA - New Engl and
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PREFACE

The U. S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) held a 30-day public comrent period, fromJanuary 16,
1998 through February 14, 1998, to provide an opportunity for interested parties to comment on EPA' s
preferred alternative to address soil and groundwater contam nation at the New Hanpshire Pl ating Conpany
(NHPC) Superfund Site in Merrinmack, New Hanpshire. The preferred alternative was selected after EPA

devel oped a feasibility study that scrutinized various options for addressing soil and groundwater
contami nation resulting frompast waste disposal practices at the site. EPAidentified its prelimnary
recommendation of a preferred alternative in a proposed plan, issued in January 1998, at the start of the
NHPC public comrent period. On the evening of January 15, 1998, EPA conducted a public neeting to discuss
the feasibility study and the preferred alternative. On January 28, 1998, EPA held a fornal public
hearing at which two comrenters spoke. Six comments were received during the public comrent period; one
comment er responded at the public hearing and in witing three tines.

The purpose of this responsiveness summary is to docunment EPA responses to the comments and questions
rai sed during the public comrent period. EPA considered all of the comrents summarized in this docunent
before selecting the cleanup plan to address soil and groundwater contanination at the site.

The responsi veness summary is divided into the followi ng sections:

Section I. Overview. This section discusses the site history, outlines the objectives of the
feasibility study, identifies the alternatives evaluated in the feasibility study, and identifies and
summari zes general reaction to EPA's preferred alternative.

Section I1. Background on Community Invol venent and Concerns. This section contains a summary of the
hi story of conmmunity interest and concerns regarding the NHPC site.

Section Il1l. Comments Received During the Public Comment Period and EPA' s Response to those Comments.
Each witten and oral comrent fromthe public and interested parties on the feasibility study and
proposed plan are repeated and responded to directly.

ATTACHVENT A - This attachment provides a list of the comunity relations activities that EPA has
conducted for the NHPC site.

ATTACHVENT B - This attachment is the transcript of the January 28, 1998, public hearing held in
Merri mack, New Hanpshire.

ATTACHVENT C - This attachment includes the conplete text of comments received during the public comrent
peri od.

l. OVERVI EW

The NHPC Superfund Site is |located on Wight Avenue in Merrinack, New Hanpshire, a community m dway
bet ween Nashua and Manchester. The NHPC site is a 13.1 acre | ot where NHPC provi ded el ectropl ating
services to local industries from 1962 to 1985. Pl ating process wastes, including netals and organic
sol vents, were disposed by discharging to unlined trenches in the building's concrete floor, which
directed wastes through a discharge pipe to four lagoons in a wetland behind the buil ding.

In the early 1980s, the New Hanpshire Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) and EPA began attenpts
to regul ate NHPC s hazardous waste di sposal activities under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA). The state issued a Notice of Violation and Order of Abatenent in which New Hanpshire Plating was
required to treat its wastes prior to discharge into the | agoons. NHPC ceased operations in 1985 because
it was unable to neet the financial assurance provisions of RCRA and to continue to pursue the field
investigation necessary to determne the nature and extent of the contam nation it caused. In 1987, a
contractor for the state stabilized the plating waste in the |agoon systemwith line and a sodi um
hypochtorite solution; renmoved debris, druns, and plating tank liquids; and conducted a limted

decontam nati on of the NHPC buil ding. An EPA energency renoval action, conducted from 1989 to 1991,
confirned that a number of volatile organic conpounds (VOCs) including trichloroethylene (TCE) and
1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA); netals such as arsenic, cadmum chromium |ead, zinc; and cyanide
were present in the |agoon system Since these contaminants were detected in nonitoring wells on and
around the site, in July 1991, EPA proposed to add the site to its National Priorities List (NPL), naking
it eligible for funds for long-termcleanup. Final NPL listing occurred in Qctober 1992. Soon thereafter,
EPA initiated a renedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) for the site.

During the R, initial data indicated that a portion of the contani nated groundwater beneath the site
m ght be flowi ng south toward and possi bly underneath Horseshoe Pond. Later investigations determ ned



that groundwater was migrating off site and discharging to the Merrimack River. The dil api dated NHPC
bui I ding and the contam nated underlying soils resulting fromthe use of unlined trenches for waste

di sposal were deened potential continuing sources of contam nation to soil and groundwater. As a result,
EPA prepared an Engineering Eval uati on/ Cost Analysis (EE/CA) to support selection of a short-termaction
referred to as a Non-Tine-Oritical Removal Action (NTCRA). NTCRAs all ow EPA to spotlight and address
portions of Superfund sites that tend thenselves to rapid short-term cl eanup approaches. The goal of the
NTCRA was to reduce those sources of contam nation, thereby Iimting contam nant mgration into
underlying soil and groundwater, while the R studies necessary for |ong-termcleanup conti nued

In 1993, EPA signed an action nenorandum sel ecting the NTCRA conponents. They included decontam nating

di smantling, and di sposing the NHPC buil ding and contents; sanpling and potentially renoving an

under ground storage tank; disposing off site contam nated soil beneath the former building; and placing a
tenporary cover over the former building |ocation. These activities were conpleted in 1994.

In 1996, EPA issued the site-wide R report; the FS was rel eased in January 1998. A proposed pl an
outlining the findings of the Rl and the FS, and detailing EPA's preferred alternative, was sent to the
site mailing list. The proposed plan, and notices in the |ocal newspapers (Nashua Tel egraph, Union
Leader, Village Crier, and Bedford-Merrimack Bulletin), announced the January 15 public neeting, the
January 28 public hearing, and the comrent period, extending fromJanuary 16 through February 14.

A Preferred Alternative
EPA identified cl eanup objectives that woul d address site risks. The objectives included

e« mnimzing netals | eaching fromsoil into groundwater; netal contam nation rendered groundwater
unsaf e for human consunption

e preventing ingestion of groundwater that exceeds |evels set to protect human health
e mnimzing off-site mgration of contam nated groundwater and protecting the Merrinmack R ver
e preventing contact between burrow ng aninmals and contam nated soi

EPA identified response actions that m ght be taken to satisfy these objectives that included: no action
whi ch serves as a conparative baseline; limted action, which restricts access and nonitors the site;
contain contam nation (leave it where it is and cover it); nove the contamnation off site; and treat it
on site.

Based on these general response actions, EPA evaluated five soil alternatives in the FS

No action

Consol idate contam nated soils, cap them inplenent institutional controls

Excavate contam nated soils, solidify them dispose themoff site, restore wetl ands
Excavat e contam nated soils, dispose themoff site, restore wetl ands

Chemcally treat contam nated soils in place, construct an off-site wetland

b~ wWNPE

and three groundwater alternatives:

1 No action

2 Establ i sh a G- oundwat er Managenent Zone, nonitor natural attenuation, and inplenent deed
restrictions
3 Prevent off-site migration (contain) of contami nated groundwater, treat and discharge it,

establish a G oundwat er Managenent Zone and i npl enent deed restrictions

After reviewing the FS alternatives against the nine cleanup criteria cited in the regul ations, the
proposed plan identified EPA's preferred alternative, which is Alternative 5 for soil and Alternative 2
for groundwater.

The preferred soil alternative included

e treating nmetal s-contam nated soil with a binding agent to significantly reduce |eaching (fixation)
e redepositing the treated soil on site in two | agoons

e« denolishing the tenporary storage unit and using its nmaterial as additional backfill

e constructing or preserving an off-site wetland



The preferred groundwater alternative included

e inplenenting a G oundwater Managenent Zone to nonitor the progress of natural attenuation and
restrict groundwater use

e conducting long-termnonitoring of surface and groundwat er

When conbined, Alternatives 5 and 2 will neet all of EPA' s objectives for this action. |nplenentation of
Soil Alternative 5 will prevent the continuing mgration of contam nants to groundwater by binding
contami nants to the soil. Once the contam nated soil has been addressed, the |evel of contami nation in
groundwater will naturally attenuate and will achieve the state's groundwater quality standards in the
future

B. Ceneral Reaction to the Preferred Alternative

Except for one commenter who expressed concern about possible short-termhealth effects on nearby
residents during excavation activities, little coment was expressed on the preferred soil cleanup
alternative. O the coments received either in witing or at the public hearing, concerns revol ved
around whether the preferred alternative for groundwater (limted action) took into consideration the
town's need for additional potable water supplies. Qther concerns addressed the location of the off-site
wetland mitigation area selected to be protected or constructed to replace wetland functions |ost as a
result of the soil cleanup strategy, and whether contam nated groundwater was mgrating beneath the
Merrimack River to the Town of Litchfield.

1. BACKGROUND ON COVMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

The I evel of community concern about the site was highest in the early 1990s at the end of EPA s

ener gency renoval action, when town officials | earned that waste would renmain stored on site
indefinitely. Concerns expressed by people interviewed in the spring of 1993 for the Commnity Rel ations
Plan included the credibility of the federal bureaucracy, safety and public health issues (including the
NHPC building itself), future uses f or the NHPC site, contami nation fromother sites, and water supply
quality

I npl erenting the NTCRA addressed the first two of these concerns: by decontaminating, dismantling, and

di sposing the NHPC building off-site, the public's concern about its safety and public health
inplications was reduced. EPA denonstrated that when a threat was defined, quick action was taken to
protect the comunity. EPA anticipates that inplementation of the proposed plan will respond to the three
of four renaining concerns. Al though the EPA is working with them the NHDES has taken the |ead on
studyi ng contanination that may be coming from other nearby properties

Attachrment A lists conmunity relations activities conducted at the NHPC site.
1. COMMENTS RECEI VED DURI NG THE PUBLI C COMMENT PERI OD AND EPA' S RESPONSE TO THOSE COMMENTS

Two people testified at the public hearing: one offered general support for the proposed plan; the second
argued that the groundwater conponent of the proposed plan was technically unsound and conprom sed the
town's future drinking water supply source. A copy of the hearing transcript is attached as Attachnent B
Eight witten comrents were received, one of which was also read into the hearing record. Attachment C
sumari zes the witten public comments. Appendix D contains the conplete text of witten conments
submitted during the public coment period.

Comment 1: Soil Alternative 5, the preferred alternative, would result in airborne contam nation during
excavation that could inpact the health of people living nearby. The cormenter prefers Soil Alternative
4, featuring off-site disposal and wetl ands restoration.

Response: Soil excavation is necessary under both Soil Alternatives 4 and 5 so that renedi ati on can be
conpleted. In Soil Aternative 4, excavation would be required to nove the contam nated soil into

t enporary stockpiles and then | oaded into dunp trucks for shipping to an off-site | ocation. Soi
Alternative 5 features first treating the soil with a binding agent, then excavating it in successive
"lifts" until subsurface soil is reached that meets acceptable limts. The treated soil would be placed
in Lagoons 1 and 2, covered, and vegetated. Table 3 of the proposed plan indicates that both alternatives
are equally protective, however, Alternative 4 (off-site disposal) is four times nore expensive than

Al ternative 5. Measures woul d be taken under either alternative to mnimze dust generation and potenti al
i npacts to nearby residences.



The colum entitled "The NNne Criteria for Choosing a O eanup" on page 7 of the proposed plan expl ains
the criteria EPA uses to assess alternatives. Nunber 5, Short-termeffectiveness, addresses whether the
cl eanup coul d cause short-term hazards to workers, residents, or the environment. Section 4 of the FS
addresses these issues for both alternatives by stating that, "During nonolith [tenporary storage unit]
derolition, excavation, truck |oading, backfilling and grading, risks posed by fugitive dusts to off-site
workers [and residents] would be mninized by appropriate engi neering control neasures (dust

suppressants, water sprays)."” And "Wile engineering controls can be inplemented during excavation
grading, and loading to mnimze inpacts of fugitive air em ssions, sone rel eases may occur. Air

noni toring woul d be perforned during renedi ation to assess the need to provide engineering controls or to
stop excavation activities."

Finally, toward the end of the design phase, EPA will hold a public nmeeting to explain the details of the
remedi ation, including the steps planned to ensure that there are no unacceptable |levels of fugitive
em ssi ons.

Comment 2: | support the current proposal. | "urge a solution that can bring the site back to viable use
as expeditiously as possible."

Response: EPA appreci ates the Community Devel opnent Director's support of the Proposed Plan. By

remedi ating on-site soils and renoving the Tenporary Storage Unit, a large portion of the site will be
avail able for commercial or industrial use. The entire front parcel, which housed the former plating
building, will be available for unrestricted comrercial or industrial use. Approxinmately 3 to 4 acres of
the rear parcel that will receive the treated soil will be suitable for non-intrusive uses such as a
parking lot or recreational field. The rest of the parcel will remain as wetlands. The entire site lies
within a 100-year fl oodpl ain.

It is EPA's intention to performthe soil clean up as quickly as possible. However, as a federal fund

| ead, EPA needs to conpete with other clean up projects across the nation. It has been EPA s experience
that some projects have required as long as three years to secure funding. In the interim necessary
pre-design and design work will be performed that will require about a year to conplete

Commrent 3: Groundwater Alternative 3, Treat Contam nants On Site, woul d enabl e the Horseshoe Pond aquifer
to be retained for use as a source of potable water by the year 2008. The preferred alternative
G oundwater Aternative 2, Limted Action, would not retain the aquifer's high val ue.

Response: Goundwater Alternative 2, Limted Action (long-termmnonitoring and institutional controls)
was formul ated as a passive groundwater remedi al approach that will be inplenented only in conjunction
with active soil renediation. Once the source of groundwater contami nation (the nmetal s-1aden soil and
sedinents on the NHPC property) is addressed (treated, renoved, covered, etc.), there will no | onger be
any future mgration of netals into the underlying groundwater. Wth this aggressive source reduction
approach, the contam nated groundwater will gradually be flushed fromthe aquifer until levels are
reduced to bel ow the New Hanpshire Anbient Goundwater Quality Criteria

G oundwater Alternative 3, Goundwater Collection, Treatment, and Discharge, will also, in tine, restore
groundwater quality for the portion of the aquifer underlying the NHPC site and extending eastward to the
Merrimack River. Goundwater Alternative 3 was formul ated as an active groundwater extraction and
treatment option whether or not any soils (source) remedi ati on occurred. The purpose of G oundwat er
Alternative 3 is to prevent. contam nated groundwater frommigrating fromthe NHPC site. This means, even
if the soils were never cleaned up, contam nated groundwater would not migrate off site and cause further
degradation of groundwater east of the site. Using a series of interceptor wells, Goundwater Alternative
3 woul d capture groundwater migrating fromthe site. In tinme, groundwater quality for the portion of the
aqui fer extending fromthe site to the Merrinack R ver would be naturally restored.

G oundwater Alternatives 2 and 3 of the FS were devel oped based on the foll owi ng considerations
1) there are no current residential or public wells in the site's vicinity.

2) the current land use is comrercial/industrial, and it is expected that the future | and use will
renmai n the sane

3) restrictions (W5 410) will be enacted to prevent the use of underlying groundwater as a potable
suppl y.

4) NHDES' groundwat er use and val ue determ nati on

5) EPA and NHDES desire to develop a cost-effective renedial approach consistent with the aquifer use

and val ue



The Merrimack Village District (MVD) expressed concern regarding the length of time needed under

G oundwater Alternatives 2 and 3 to restore groundwater quality in the site's vicinity. The extended
restoration duration would preclude siting a public supply well near Horseshoe Pond, which is |ocated
near the site. Based on a neeting between EPA, the NHDES, and the MVD on February 13, 1998, the M/D
requested that EPA prepare a nore aggressive groundwater alternative that would result in a shorter
remedi ation tine frame than offered by either Goundwater Alternatives 2 or 3. The M/D stated that
information devel oped by their consultant (Enery and Garrett) indicated that the area underlying the
"Hor seshoe Pond aquifer"” could yield sufficient quantities of water for future use.

EPA appreciates the need to identify and protect future potential drinking water supplies in the Town of
Merrimack and the MVD s desire to use this highly productive aquifer. However, EPA and NHDES questi oned
whether it was realistic to install a public water supply well in a comrercial/industrial area.

To address the MWD s concern, EPA performed the follow ng activities:

¢ Reviewed the Goundwater Exploration Program Phase | Report (prepared by Enery and Garrett
G oundwater, Inc. for the WD) and the state's well siting criteria to determne if a supply well
pl acement in the Horseshoe Pond vicinity is practicable

e ldentified the closest viable location to situate a hypothetical municipal supply well in the
vicinity of the NHPC Site and within the "Horseshoe Pond aquifer"” by review ng | and use zoni ng,
groundwat er contam nati on sources, and the state's well siting regul ations,

e Eval uated whether a hypothetical well could yield a desired 300 to 400 gallons per mnute rate by
assessing the MWD consultant's report and United States Geol ogical Survey geol ogi c and groundwat er
dat a,

e Eval uat ed whet her punping this hypothetical supply well could potentially induce contani nated
groundwater to flow fromthe NHPC site plune to the well.

A detailed evaluation of the viability of siting a nunicipal supply well was prepared and forwarded
to the MMD (letter report of May 28, 1998 prepared by Brown & Root Environmental, Inc. on behal f of
EPA). Based on the assessnent of current and future land use, state well siting regulations, and

t he hydrogeol ogy of the area of interest, EPA concluded the follow ng:

e It would be highly infeasible to site a hypothetical nunicipal supply well in the NHPC site's
i medi ate vicinity that woul d have an adequate wel | head protection area and a required protective
radi us of at |least 400 feet. There are five known hazardous waste sites with groundwater concerns
surrounding the NHPC site. In addition, land use in the NHPC vicinity is either comrercial or
industrial, and siting a water supply well in this area would be infeasible because of inadequate
wel | head protection.

e A parcel of undeveloped | and situated to the southeast of Horseshoe Pond was identified as a viable
muni ci pal water supply well siting |ocation because it is adequately distant fromidentified
potential contam nant sources, but within the desirable "Horseshoe Pond Aquifer".

e Sustained punping rates of between 125 to 250 gpmare likely for a hypothetical rnunicipal well
situated in the undevel oped parcel |ocated southeast of Horseshoe Pond (higher yields nay be
possi bl e) .

e Punping the hypothetical supply well would not |ikely draw contam nated groundwater fromthe NHPC
vicinity to the supply well because of the linmted influence over a |long distance. Horseshoe Pond
woul d recharge the supply well under sustained punping conditions.

Based on the above assessnments, nore aggressive remedi ation of the groundwater plume at the NHPC site
woul d not allow for a successful siting of a high yield water supply well in the site's imredi ate
vicinity because of the need to nmeet state well siting requirements, its proximty to four known
hazardous waste sites, and its proximty to commercially and industrially zoned | ands and properti es.
Therefore, consideration of a nore aggressive active groundwater renediation systemto address the NHPC
groundwater plune will not be pursued further.

Comment 4: The commenter raises several points:
a) The nodel used indicates that linmted action (Goundwater A ternative 2) would attain cl eanup goal s

faster than the active renmediation (G oundwater Alternative 3). The nodel nust not be representative
of real conditions.



b)

c)

Descri be how nodel i ng was conducted, and present a discussion of why nore realistic cleanup
alternatives were not eval uated or presented

Descri be how EPA' s proposed cleanup plan will affect the WD s future use for a well in the Horseshoe
Pond area, because the MVD is concerned about obtaining "new source approval " status

Response: EPA' s response parallels the comrents characterizations.

a)

b)

A groundwater fate and transport nodel was used during the FS Report devel opnent to estinmate the
approxi mat e nunber of years needed to restore. groundwater quality to acceptable |evels, which are the
state's Anbient G oundwater Quality Criteria. The details, assunptions, input values, and printouts of
nunerous iterations are presented in the FS Report. As indicated in the previous response, the
groundwat er alternatives were based on current and projected future aquifer use considerations. The
focus of the nodeling was to assess the effect of perform ng different degrees of contani nated soi
remedi ati on, thereby inproving and protecting groundwater quality in the long termthrough a nore
passi ve approach

G oundwater Alternative 2 assumed that a level of source control, neaning active renediation of the
soil, would be enacted, thereby elimnating further contam nant mgration into groundwater. Aquifer
contam nants, neani ng contam nants in the groundwater and those adsorbed to saturated soil particles
woul d gradual ly be flushed out by precipitation infiltration and by groundwater entering the affected
portion of the aquifer. Based on the nost aggressive renediation of soils possible, the node
estimates that up to 54 years may be required before contami nant |evels dimnish to the Anbient
Groundwat er Quality Standards throughout the plune

Based on the considerations discussed in the response to Comment 3, Groundwater Alternative 3 was
devel oped to prevent contam nant migration off site fromthe NHPC property regardl ess of whether the
source control cleanup was inplenented. Only one line of interceptor wells was considered because of
the proxinmity of the site to the Merrinmack River. At the tine the FS Report was being prepared (prior
to the public comrent period), there had been no indication fromeither town officials or the state
that groundwater in the site's vicinity would be considered for future drinking water, considering
the nearby industrial |and use, the nunber of active industrial and conmercial facilities, and the
proximty of the railroad tracks and sewer lines. In this particular scenario, one |line of interceptor
well's woul d be effective in capturing contam nated groundwater occurring at the NHPC site. The
groundwat er that had already left the site would continue on its path to the Merrinmack R ver. Because
the groundwat er extraction systemwoul d renmove approximately 30 to 50 gallons per mnute fromthe
aqui fer system there would be | ess groundwater available to flush out the remnai ni ng downgradi ent
portion of the aquifer. Hence, a |longer renediation tine frame would be required.

Informati on used in the nodel was devel oped during the R, or was suppl emented by data from vari ous
literature and journal sources. The same input paranmeters were applied for each nodel run for each
groundwat er alternative including: size and concentration of contam nant plune, thickness of the

aqui fer, hydraulic gradient, porosity, precipitation and infiltration, contam nant retardation rates,
and contam nant partitioning coefficients, etc. The differences in nodeling for each alternative
related to how the groundwater was being renmoved fromthe aquifer: under natural flow conditions, or
under artificial conditions by punping

During the devel opnent of G oundwater Alternative 3, active groundwater extraction and treatnment and
several variations were considered. An eval uation consi dered recharging extracted and treated
groundwater into the NHPC site to aid in flushing the contam nants fromthe aquifer. Appendix D of the
FS Report presents a hydrogeol ogi ¢ eval uati on of recharging (injecting) the treated groundwater on
site.

G oundwat er woul d be extracted fromthe shall ow overburden aquifer and fromthe deep overburden

aqui fer; these two aquifers appear to be separated by a sem -confining unit. D scharging treated water
into the shall ow overburden would be difficult because of its linmted thickness and | ow hydraulic
conductivity, neaning the shall ow overburden aquifer would not be able to accept the estinmated 30 to
50 gallons per mnute of water that would need to be reinjected. Injecting treated water into the deep
over burden was nore pl ausi bl e because it is a nore hydraulically conductive unit. Munding of
groundwat er woul d occur, which could benefit flushing, but could foster contam nant migration in other
directions (toward Horseshoe Pond) if not captured by lhe extraction well. Excess groundwater coul d

al so be injected into the bedrock aquifer; however, because of the uncertainties and the nature of
fractured bedrock, the injected water could "short circuit" and di scharge to the overburden aquifer
causing conplications in the extraction systemor causing contamnants to migrate in an undesired
manner. Because of the unknowns, potential for fostering contaninant mgration through reinjection
the inability of the shall ow overburden to accept treated groundwater, and the considerations cited
previously, and lack of any groundwater users in the vicinity of the site, an active aquifer flushing



alternati ve was not pursued.

Because of the MVD s concern regardi ng the extended renediation tine frame under G oundwater
Alternatives 2 and 3, EPA and MVD did discuss the possible devel opment of a nore aggressive active
aqui fer flushing alternative, if information was devel oped that indicated that situating a nunicipal
supply well in the NHPC site's vicinity was viable. However, follow ng the conpletion of the well
siting and hydrogeol ogi c eval uati on (see Response to Comment 3), it was determ ned that devel opi ng
anot her groundwat er renedi ati on option was unnecessary.

EPA has expended considerable effort to assess whether a nunicipal supply well could be situated in
the vicinity of the NHPC site vicinity. As presented in the response to Comrent 3, EPA's well siting
and hydrogeol ogi ¢ eval uati ons concluded that the proximty to several industrial facilities (which are
known or potential groundwater contanination sources), to the sewer line that runs parallel to the
Boston and Maine railroad right of way, and proximty to Daniel Wbster H ghway commrercial facilities
(gas stations, autonobile painting establishnents, dry cleaners, etc.) would preclude establishing a
public supply well near the NHPC site. However, EPA did identify a parcel of undeveloped land that is
in the area of the "Horseshoe Pond aquifer" that could potentially be devel oped as a well field. Any
alternative, whether passive or active, will require that a W5 410 GW be established until anbient
groundwater quality standards are attained. No well can be installed within a GW during the

remedi ation time frame. However, this undevel oped parcel falls outside the GW and could be nore fully
eval uated and potentially devel oped to nmeet the MVD s needs in a much shorter tine frame.

Comrent 5: One commenter opposes selection of a wetland mtigation area not within the Town of Merrinack.

Response: As explained in a letter fromEPA Region 1 to the Nature Conservancy on March 4, 1998, EPA
intends to purchase two wetland areas to conpensate for the unavoi dable | oss of wetlands on the New
Hanmpshire Plating Site. EPA has been pursuing a unique and threatened wetland | ocated in the Town of
Litchfield (Gassy Pond) as adequate nitigation. On March 23, 1998, EPA and t he NHDES purchased G assy
Pond to stop inmnent devel opnent. However, EPA realizes that the benefit to the Merrinack comunity from
the preservation of Grassy Pond is not adequate because the property is |ocated on the opposite side of
the Merrimack River. EPA therefore intends to purchase an unnaned wetland in the Town of Merrimack to:
(1) address the Conservation Conmi ssion's desire to conpensate for the | oss of on-site wetlands within
the town; (2) ensure adequate mitigation for wetlands |oss through the joint preservation efforts; and
(3) ensure well-head protection for town wells. If the purchase of this property is not viable, i.e. the
owner will not sell, EPAw Il work with the Conservati on Commi ssion to determine other suitable
conpensati on.

Comrent 6: Two conmenters (the Merrimack Conservation Conmi ssion and the Merrimack Village District
Vel | head Protection Committee) support selection of |and denoted in town tax naps as Lot 3B-260 (the
Wiite Pine Swanp Area) as the wetland nitigation area discussed in the proposed plan. The Conservation
Conmmi ssion notes that this land "is within the well head protection area of Merrimack Village District
Wlls No. 1, 2, and 3."

Response: EPA intends to purchase the unnanmed wetland in the Town of Merrinack. Lot 260 of Tax Map 3B is
anong the properties being considered. EPA has began the process of securing this property, in
cooperation with the Nature Conservancy, by hiring an independent certified appraiser and performng a
use and val ue wetl and del i neati on.

Comment 7: One commenter requests that the selected renedy include a provision to construct and sanpl e
nonitoring wells on the Litchfield side of the Merrinmack River to determne if contam nated groundwater
has mgrated "deeper into the water table and potentially nove(d) under and across..." the river. The
comrenter requests that sanpling results be sent to the Litchfield Board of Health and the Conservation
Commi ssion. The comenter encl oses a copy of the town tax maps with names and addresses of property
owners.

Response: During the R, wells were not installed on the Litchfield side of the river because: (1)
contam nation is confined primarily to the shall ow overburden aquifer on the Merrinack side of the river
and it is likely that the contam nants are discharging to the Merrinmack River and (2) groundwater flow on
the Litchfield side is likely to be toward the river. However, to address the Town's concern, EPA will
performthe followi ng activities: (1) evaluate any existing hydrogeol ogic, information fromthe Town of
Litchfield to hel p understand groundwater flow (2) evaluate existing potential receptors, i.e. well

users, as possible sanpling |ocations and (3) determine the best |ocation and nunber of wells that should
be installed as permanent long-termnonitoring points. EPA may need assistance fromthe town to obtain
access to potential well locations through use of public land or rights of way. EPA will request the town
designate an official representative, i.e. health officer, to coordinate well installations and subnit
future data.



Comrent  8: One commenter requests that EPA conduct a public hearing on this issue for the information
and education of the residents of Litchfield

Response: As stated above, EPA believes that the Litchfield aquifer is not affected by the NH Pl ating
pl ume. Hopefully, this finding will be confirnmed through the initial and | ong-termperiodic nonitoring of
existing and/or newy installed wells in Litchfield. EPA believes that this issue does not warrant a
public hearing that may have the unintended result of worrying area residents w thout basis. Instead,
EPA: (1) addressed the Litchfield selectmen in a public forum(2) will contact area property owners for
perm ssion to access existing and/or install wells for sanpling and (3) will hold a public hearing |ater
if sanpling results indicate a potential problem exists.

Several comments were offered after the close of the public hearing.
Comrent : What is the executive order referenced at the public meeting?

Response: President dinton has ordered that sites that can conplete all cleanup levels stipulated in
their RODs by the end of the year 2000 should receive priority for funding.

Comrent : Does the approxinmately $10 mllion estimated cost of the proposed plan include funds spent
to date on the site?

Response: No. It does not include the noney spent conducting the two renoval actions in 1989 and 1994
and the RI/FS. The total past costs for the site are approximately $7 mllion

Comment : Wio owns the site?
Response: The forner plating conpany owners still hold the titles. EPA holds a lien on them and back
taxes are due the town. EPA will not take the properties but the town could take the |and without

incurring liability.

Comrent: |If the town took the |land, could the area behind the former building be used as a recreation
area?

Response: Yes. A portion of the lagoon systemwill receive the treated soil so the area woul d be
flattened out. Uses such as a parking lot, a playing field, or any other use that does not include
excavation shoul d be acceptable. Excluding areas that will continue to be wetlands, approxinmately 3 to 4
acres could be avail able for such uses

Comrent: Does the proposed plan include any | and use restriction on abutting properties?

Response: The only restriction would be that wells in the G oundwater Managenent Zone coul d not be used
for potabl e purposes.

Comment: |s EPA working with the NHDES to nonitor abutting properties?

Response: Yes. NHDES is the lead; EPA is working with the state



ATTACHVENT A

COVMWUNI TY RELATI ONS ACTI VI TI ES CONDUCTED AT THE NHPC

SUPERFUND SI TE I N MERRI MACK, NEW HAMPSHI RE

Community relations activities conducted at the NHPC Site include:

EPA conducted | ocal interviews to assist in developing a Community Rel ations Plan (April/ My
1993).

EPA issued the NHPC Community Relations Plan (July 1993).

EPA published notices in early Novenber 1993 in the Nashua Tel egraph, Union Leader, Village
Crier, and Bedford-Merrinmack Bull etin announcing the establishnent of the Administrative
Record for the NTCRA and the date of the public neeting and public hearing to discuss the
NTCRA preferred alternative and solicit public comrent on the preferred alternative.

EPA rel eased a fact sheet, dated Novenber 1993, discussing the EE/CA and its preferred
alternative for the NTCRA

EPA conducted a public neeting to discuss the preferred alternative and a public hearing to
solicit public comrent on the preferred alternative. Both activities were held on Novenber
15, 1993. Twenty-six people signed the sign-in sheet; eight people testified during the
public hearing. A copy of the hearing transcript is included in the Adm nistrative Record at
the Information Repositories at the Merrinmack Public Library and at the EPA Records Center.

EPA conducted a public coment period from Novenber 3 through Decenber 2, 1993. Two peopl e
subnitted witten comments.

EPA issued a press rel ease on February 24, 1994, announcing it would renove the NHPC
bui I ding the foll ow ng sumrer.

EPA issued a press rel ease on Novenber 3, 1994, announcing the initiation of the renoval
action on the NHPC buil di ng.

EPA publ i shed notices in January 1998, in the Nashua Tel egraph, Union Leader, Village Crier,
and Broadcaster announcing the establishment of the Adm nistrative Record for the RI/FS, and
the dates of the public neeting, the public hearing, and public conmrent period.

In early January 1998, EPA issued a proposed plan, which described the results of the Rl and

FS, and identified EPA's preferred cl eanup alternative. The proposed plan was sent to the
NHPC site mailing list.

EPA conducted a public neeting on January 15, 1998, to discuss the Preferred Alternative.
El even peopl e signed the sign-in sheet.

EPA conducted a public hearing on January 28, 1998, to solicit public comrent on the
Preferred Alternative. Twel ve people signed the sign-in sheet: two people testified during

t he hearing.

EPA conducted a public coment period fromJanuary 16, 1998 through February 14, 1998. Ei ght
witten comments were submtted.

EPA and NHDES net with the Merrinmack Village District on February 13, 1998.

EPA and NHDES nmet with the Litchfield selectnen on April 13, 1998.
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MR BOYNTON: CGood evening. My name

is Richard Boynton. |'mthe supervisor in EPA s Superfund
Program out of the Boston office. | have the
responsibility for inplenenting response actions at the
National Priorities List sites in New Hanpshire. | think
we have 18. 1'I|l be the Hearing Oficer for tonight's
hearing on the New Hanpshire Plating Superfund Site. Al so
present with nme tonight are James D Lorenzo, who is U S
EPA' s project manager for the site; Angela Bonarrigo in the
front row, who is our community relations specialist; Betsy
Horne of Brown and Root Environnental at the table near the
door and to ny left is Carl Baxter, who is New Hanpshire
DES chief for the Bureau of Waste Managenent and Ta
Hubbard of the New Hanpshire DES. He's the project manager
for the state. The purpose for this hearing is to
accept oral comments on the New Hanpshire Plating
Feasibility Study and on EPA's proposed plan for addressing
the contamnation at the site. This is a formal hearing
and we will not be responding to the comrents tonight but
will respond to themin witing after the closure of the
coment period in a docunent called a Responsi veness
Summary.

EPA conducted a public infornation meeting on the

Feasibility Study Proposed Plan on January 15th at this

LEGAL DEPCSI TI ON SERVI CE
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|l ocation. At that meeting we presented infornation

concerni ng the proposed plan and responded to questions
about the site. The public comrent period began on January
16th, 1998 and will end on February 14th, 1998

Now, |et ne describe the format of the hearing. First
JimDiLorenzo will give a brief overview of the proposed
plan to clean up the site. Following Jims presentati on we
will accept oral comments for the record. If you wish to
make a comment please fill out an index card, avail able
fromBetsy in the rear of the roomand al so we have extra
copi es of the proposed plan available if you don't have
one. I'll call on those wi shing to nmake comments in the
order in which | receive the cards. Wien | call on you I
woul d ask you to stand and cone forward, we have a
m crophone, and state your name and address and
affiliation. The reason for this is we're recording these
proceedi ngs verbatimand we'll need this information for
the record. If you have comments that nay take |onger than
say, 15 minutes, please summarize your main points and
provide us with a copy of the full text which I'Il enter
into the record inits entirety. Follow ng your commrents
anybody at the table, Jim | or the State, may ask you a
question regarding your statement for clarification. After

all the comments have been heard | will close the fornal
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hearing and at that point we can take questions that will
be off the record. If you wish to submt witten coments
you can give those to us tonight or you can mail themto
our Boston office and the address is in the proposed pl an.
If you have any questions about how to submt comments you
can talk to Angela or anyone of us. As | nentioned
earlier, we will have a Responsiveness Sunmary that wll
become part of the administrative record for the site and
it will be included with our record of decision that we
prepare at the end of the comment peri od.

Are there any questions about the format for the
hearing? (No response fromthe audience). Before | ask Jim
to talk about the site | just wanted to nention that we
have received a cooment fromthe Merrimack Village D strict
dated January 12th, 1997. | want to correct that for the
record and that date should be 1998. This comrent in
general tal ks about the Horseshoe Pond aquifer which nay be
needed by the year 2008. This letter, signed by M.

Moreau, the chairman, will be entered into the record in
its entirety as part of the comments.

W al so received sone comments from sone | ocal
resi dents who were concerned about the inplenentation of
the actual work at the site and what kind of risks that

m ght cause themas | ocal people living near the site.

LEGAL DEPGCSI TI ON SERVI CE
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1 Wth that, Jimwhy don't you begin

2 MR D LORENZO Wiat I'mgoing to do is

3 provide a very brief overview of what's already in the

4 proposed plan just to try to clarify the main points of

5 what is contained in that docunent. |'m sure many of you

6 have cone here with questions and we want to get right to
7 those statenents and questi ons.

8 So with that in nind, the proposed plan puts forth
9 EPA's renedy for the New Hanpshire Plating Superfund Site,
10 which is located off of Wight Ave. and is delineated here
11 on this map and the proposed plan. It includes treatnent
12 of soil and groundwater, active treatnent of soil, passive
13 treatment of groundwater. Wat that means is that the

14 soil, which contains primarily cadm um but al so many ot her
15 plating netals, will be treated on site. The contam nated
16 soil currently exists in the former |agoon |ocations where
17 they were discharged fromthe plating facility and

18 underneath the former plating building itself. So this

19 area here and throughout this area here. Together that

20 represents about 40,000 yards of contaninated soil. The

21 soil will be treated down to the groundwater table on-site
22 through a process called chemical fixation. The purpose of
23 which is to elimnate the |l each-ability of the netals

24 through treatment of the netals itself. It chemcally
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binds the metals to the soil rendering them unl eachabl e.
That process woul d be performed on-site in one-foot lifts.
The process involves spraying the soil with this reagent
whi ch reacts with the soil in a 24 hour time frane and
renders the soil unleachable. It is excavated in one-foot
lifts, tenporarily stockpiled. Once all the soil has been
treated it will be redeposited back in roughly this area of
the site and revegetated, the top of it will be

reveget at ed.

Once that is done, that will renove the ongoing source
of contami nation to the groundwater. The groundwater right
now is contamnated with the sanme netals, prinmarily Cadm um
and al so sonme solvents, primarily Trichl oroethene. The
sol vents were not found in the soils on-site, we tested for
thembut they are in the groundwater. | want to note too
that the groundwater contamination is limted to the
shal | ow aqui fer. W& did sanple the shallow, which is
basically the water table aquifer. And then there's al so
a deeper aquifer which was sanpl ed. That had sone traces of
the metals but no contamination that exceeds ambient
groundwat er quality standards. That's also true of the
bedrock. So the contamnation is linted to the shallow
aqui fer.

What we're proposing to do with groundwater is once
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the source of contanmination is removed and treated we fee
that over a period of tinme, 26 to 54 years, that
groundwater will attenuate. And we woul d propose
establ i shing a groundwat er managenent zone around
basically this area here, something of that fashion. What
that groundwat er managenent zone does is establishes a
nmoni toring program and establishes restrictions on
groundwater use in that area. Currently the only
groundwat er user is the Jones Chemical Corporation who has
a production well. Wiat we would be looking to restrict is
wat er used for potable uses. So that would act to protect
the public in terms of not allowing themto drink the water
and establish a monitoring programto ensure that the
| evel s do begin to decrease once the source control is
conplete. W woul d expect to see a decrease begin within
five years after the start of the remedy. |If not, then we
woul d re-evaluate the approach at that tine

Included in the nmonitoring program we will continue
to sanpl e surface water on Horseshoe Pond and the Merrimack
Ri ver. Past sanpling has indicated no inpact to those
surface water bodies and we woul d expect that trend to
continue. Wth that done that woul d open for re-use this
front parcel as industrial/comercial redevel opnent in the

future. This back parcel would have sone use in the
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nonwet | and areas. These forner |agoons were a wetland and
are requi red under the dean Water Act and the Federa
Executive Order to be either restored or conpensated

As | said earlier, we need to excavate material from
this area no matter which renedi al approach we take
Therefore, inpact to the wetlands is unavoidable, in fact
it's already been inpacted by the forner plating operation
So what we're proposing to do is |leave the treated nateria
on-site which is going to require us to conpensate for the
approxi mately three acre wetland. For conpensatory
measures we are working with the Merrimack Conservation
Commi ssion and others to find suitable off-site |ocations,
either inside the town or outside the town. The preference
is to find something in the same watershed area and in near
proximty to the site if possible.

Wth that said, the plan schedule is to have a
Responsi veness Summary following the close of the public
comment period on February 14. Thirty to 60 days we will
have a record of decision out with our final deternination
Any issues that are raised will be responded to in witing
and we could al so discuss themin an informal fashion
directly if you would like during that tine period. Once
those issues are addressed we woul d anticipate having a

record of decision in 30 to 60 days, sonetine hopeful |y by
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the end of March, and then we woul d have to conpete for
federal funds to performthe work. Right now | don't have
a firmestinate of how long that may take. It's a
federally funded project and it coul d take several nonths
or even longer to obtain the funding. So that is hard to
predict. But once we have the record of decision finalized
it will be put forth to a national review panel who | ooks
at this renedial action and all the other renedial actions
that EPA is putting forth across the country and they
basi cally rank them and determi ne who gets funding for
what. The entire cost of this proposed renedy is just shy
of ten mllion dollars including the soil treatnent, the
moni toring program and any incidental costs with the
institutional controls, the groundwater managenent zone

So with that said, once the soil treatnent starts we
estimate it would take two years to conplete. | think that
covers everything in a nutshell. Like R chard said, we'l
open it up to formal comments now and then afterwards, once
we close the hearing, if you want to cone up and ask
specific questions we'll hang around as long as it takes to
try to answer them Thank you

MR BOYNTON: The first person to nmake

a comment is M. Jay M nkarah, Town of Merrinmack Comunity

Devel opnent Director

LEGAL DEPGCSI TI ON SERVI CE
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MR M NKARAH |'Ill keep ny conments
brief and | have to apol ogi ze because | don't really have
a strong understandi ng of the technical aspects of the
cleanup. Overall, as | understand it the current proposa
is most likely the proposal that would nmost swiftly return
the property to an economcally viable use, which fromthe
prospective of the Community Devel opnent Departnent is our
greatest interest. Fromthat perspective | think at this
point | amat |east supportive of the current proposal. W
certainly do have concerns that the cleanup be done in a
manner that protects the interests of the existing viable
uses in the area. W do have active industrial sites and
we certainly have a concern that there not be an adverse
i mpact to those.

We do have a concern for the quality of the
groundwater and the speed in which it will be restored to
an acceptable level. However, fromny linmted
understanding it appears that the alternative that is
currently proposed, basically the attenuation, is probably
as effective as any nore aggressive approach. Perhaps |I'm
wong in understanding that but that seens to be -- that is
at | east ny understanding. Gtherwise | would just urge a
solution that can bring this site back to viable use as

expeditiously as possible. Thank you
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MR BOYNTON: The next comment is from

M. Brian J. Wlson, Merrimack Village District.

MR WLSON Good evening. | have a
letter dated today. It's directed at M. JimDi Lorenzo and
| need to read it into the record

MR BOYNTON: If you'd like to and
then if you could just hand it to us, if it's not 25 pages
| ong.

MR WLSON No, actually it's only
two and | think | can go through it pretty good. This is
in coment after the fact that we cane to the informational
neeting, we asked sonme questions, we heard sone answers and
we sat down and thought about how we felt about the whole
project itself.

The Merrimack Village District Wl | head Protection
Commi ttee has reviewed the proposed plan for the New
Hampshire Plating Superfund Site. Wiile we agree with the
soi|l cleanup portion of the plan we are extrenely concerned
about the groundwater cleanup proposal. W understand that
this portion of the project consists of Alternative 2:
Limted Action. The limted action woul d i ndeed be
limted, providing only natural attenuation of groundwater
pollution. This is virtually the sane as the No Action

alternative with the mnor exception that a groundwater
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managenent zone be established and there would be |ong term
noni toring of the groundwater.

W are al so concerned with evaluation that was done
for the project. Your table 4 of the proposed plan dated
January 19, 1998 shows Alternative 2 with a shorter cleanup
tine for groundwater than Alternative 3, an active cleanup
W suspect the nodeling that this is based on is not
representative of real conditions since it suggests that
your punp and treat systembe |ess effective than no system
at all. What are the assunptions used in the nodel ? W do
not believe that the nodel or the evaluation represents
what woul d real ly happen if a conpetent groundwater cleanup
scenario were used. W do not agree that the only
groundwat er cl eanup option avail abl e woul d nake the
situation worse instead of better. Perhaps the nodel's
assunption shoul d be re-exan ned or the cleanup scenario
should be nodified so that it represents a nore realistic
si tuati on.

The town of Merrinack's water situation is such that
we cannot afford to wite off najor sources of water. The
Hor seshoe Pond aquifer is such a source. W have not
tested the area because of the presence of this superfund
site, however our hydrogeol ogi ¢ eval uati on of the town

identified it as one of the highest, if not the highest,
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groups in Merrimack. The same hydrogeol ogi c study al so
revealed to us that are no other sites left in Merrinmack
Qur two nost recent well sites are located just over the
town line in Hollis because of the fact that there were no
other sites left in Merrinmack

The town is also working with DES to get Merri mack
industrial nmetal sites cleaned up as soon as possible so
that we may restore well 6 to good production capability.
Once well 6 has been restored our next nost cost effective
alternative is to purchase water fromone of our nei ghbors
Somewhat | ess cost effective is an intake and treatment
plant on the Merrimack River. Currently not a very
practical alternative because of the expense, difficulty of
operation and | ow water |evels during our naximm daily
demand. As a result of these factors this Horseshoe Pond
aquifer is of critical inportance to the town of Merrimack
and the Merrimack Village District.

As a result of these concerns we request that the EPA
provide us with the following information: a witten
description of how the nodeling of the groundwater cleanup
alternative was conducted and a di scussi on of why nore
realistic cleanup alternatives were not eval uated or
presented. Please also tell us how the nodel's assunptions

could be nodified to show a nore realistic situation or

LEGAL DEPCSI TI ON SERVI CE
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alternatively discuss why other alternatives were not
presented or their benefits not estimated if the

hydr ogeol ogi ¢ situation is too conplex to nodel. Please
descri be how EPA' s proposed cleanup will effect Merrimack
Village District's future use of the Horseshoe Pond area
for a production well. W are nost concerned about how we
woul d be able to obtain new source approval for a well in
the Horseshoe Pond area if the site has not been cl eaned up
adequat el y.

Based on the current proposal and our concerns as
descri bed above we do not support the cl eanup as proposed
Shoul d you have any questions there's phone nunbers of
where we can be reached and it's signed by Eilene
Panneti er, Wl | head Chairman.

MR BOYNTON: Thank you M. W] son.

Does anyone el se wish to nake a comment at this tine?

(No response fromthe audi ence)

MR BOYNTON: If there are no further
coments for the record | amgoing to close the hearing and
then we can take general questions after that. So with
that, | thank you all for coming and | want to thank you

for your comments. This hearing is closed.

OFF THE RECORD (7:35 p.m)
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STATE OF NEW HAMPSHI RE
MERRI MACK, SS.
I, Cori Crunb, a Notary Public in the State of New Hanpshire, do hereby certify
that | transcribed froma tape recording the foregoing thirteen (13) pages and that the same
is atrue, full and correct transcript of all of the testinobny, to the best of nmy know edge
and bel i ef.
I further certify that | amneither attorney nor counsel for, nor related to, or
enpl oyed by any of the parties to this action, and further that | amnot a relative or
enpl oyee of any attorney or counsel enployed in this case, nor am| financially interested

inthis action.

IN WTNESS WHERECF, | hereunto set ny hand this 5th day of February 1998.

<I M5 SRC 98134K>
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COVPLETE TEXT OF COMMENTS RECEI VED DURI NG THE PUBLI C COMVENT PERI CD
<I M5 SRC 98134L>

M. Jim D Lorenzo

Remedi al Project Manager
USEPA( HBO)

JFK Federal Buil ding
Boston, MA 02203

Dear M. DiLorenzo:

A study performed by the Merrinmack Village District's hydrogeol ogi sts in 1994-1995 showed that the
Hor seshoe Pond area near New Hanpshire Plating nay be one of the only significant aquifers renaining in
Mer ri mack.

W have recently added a well online in the adjacent town of Hollis and we have an additional tap site,
also in Hollis. These are small yield wells and we will need nore wells in the future. After expected

restoration of a well in South Merrinmack that had been contam nated by Merrimack Industrial Mtals and
the added Hollis well, by the year 2004 we will be facing a critical need for other sources.

Your proposal to clean up the New Hanpshire Plating site is of vital interest to us as we plan for the
future. Your groundwater clean up alternatives found |listed on page 9 of your plan we received this date
caused us to focus on "Alternative 3" - Treat Contaminants on Site. W feel that this procedure woul d
enabl e the Horseshoe Pond aquifer to be retained in our planning for use by the year 2008 and that the
hi gh value that this aquifer represents woul d be retained.

W need to take what steps possible to avoid having Horseshoe Pond abandoned as a potential source of
water. |f we can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to call.

<I M5 SRC 98134L1>
<| M5 SRC 98134M>
<I M5 SRC 98134N>
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January 28, 1998

M. Jim D Lorenzo

Remedi al Proj ect Manager
USEPA

JFK Federal Buil ding
Bost on, MA 02203

Dear M. DiLorenzo:

The Merrimack Village District Wllhead Protection Conmittee has reviewed the proposed plan for the New
Hampshire Plating Superfund site. Wile we agree with the soil clean up portion of the plan, we are
extrenely concerned about the groundwater clean up proposal. W understand that this portion of the
project consists of Alternative 2: limted action. The limted action would i ndeed be Iimted: providing
only "natural attenuation" of groundwater pollution. This is virtually the sane as "no action"
alternative, with the mnor exception that a groundwater managenent zone woul d be established, and there
woul d be long- termnonitoring of the groundwater.

We are al so concerned with the evaluation that was done for the project. Your Table 4 of the proposed

pl an dated January 19, 1998 shows Alternative 2 with a shorter clean up tine for groundwater than
Alternative 3: an active clean up. W suspect that the nodeling that this is based on is not
representative of real conditions, since it suggests that your punp and treat systembe |ess effective
than no systemat all. Wiat are the assunptions used in the nodel ? W do not believe that the nodel, or
the eval uation, represents what would really happen if a conpetent groundwater clean up scenario were
used. W do not agree that the only groundwater clean up option available woul d make the situation worse
instead of better. Perhaps the nodel's assunption should be reexam ned, or the clean up scenario should
be nmodified so that it represents a nore realistic situation.

The Town of Merrimack's water situation is such that we cannot afford to "wite-off" major sources of
wat er. The Horseshoe Pond aquifer is such a source. W have not tested the area because of the presence
of this Superfund site, however, our hydrogeol ogi c evaluation of the town identified it as one of the
hi ghest, if not the highest producing area in Merri nmack.

Field office Tel. (603) 424-7171 « Business OOfice Tel. (603) 424-9241 « Fax (603) 424-0563
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M. Jim D Lorenzo

The same hydrogeol ogi ¢ study al so revealed to us that there are no other sites left in Merrimack. Qur two
nost recent well sites are |located just over the town line in Hollis, because of the fact that there are
no other sites left in Merrimack. The town is also working with DES to get the Merrimack I ndustri al

Metal s site cleaned up as soon as, possible, so that we nay restore well 6 to good production capability.
Once well 6 has been restored, our next nost cost-effective alternative is to purchase water from one of
our nei ghbors. Somewhat |ess cost-effective is an intake and treatnent plant on the Merrimack River,
currently not a very practical alternative because of the expense, difficulty of operation, and | ow water
I evel s during our maxi nrum day demand. As a result of these factors, this Horseshoe Pond aquifer is of
critical inmportance to the Town of Merrimack and the Merrimack Village District.

As a result of these concerns, we request that EPA provide us with the follow ng infornation:

1) Awitten description of how the nodeling of groundwater clean up alternatives was conducted and a
di scussion of why nore realistic clean up alternatives were not evaluated or presented. Please al so
tell us how the nodel's assunptions could be nodified to show a nore realistic situation, or
alternatively, discuss why other alternatives were not presented or their benefits not estinated if
the hydrologic situation is just too conplex to nodel.

2) Pl ease describe how EPA's proposed clean up will affect Merrimack Village District's future use of the

Hor seshoe Pond area for a production well. W are nost concerned about how we woul d be able to obtain
"new source approval" for a well in the Horseshoe Pond area if the site has not been cl eaned up
adequat el y.

Based on the current proposal and our concerns described above, we do not support the clean up as
proposed. Shoul d you have questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact ne at
424- 8444 x301 or Brian WIlson, M/D Assistant Superintendent, at 424-7171. Thank you in advance to your
response to these requests.

Si ncerely,
Ei | een Panneti er

Chai r man
Wel | head Protection Conmittee

Field Ofice Tel. (603) 424-7171 « Business Ofice Tel. (603) 424-9241 « Fax (603)424-0563
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M. Jim D Lorenzo

Remedi al Project Manager

U S. Environmental Protection Agency (HBO
JFK Federal Buil di ng

Bost on, MA 02203

Re: N.H Plating Superfund Site - Oficial Coment
Dear M. DiLorenzo:

The Town of Litchfield, situated directly across the Merrimack River fromthe N. H Plating Conpany
Superfund site has reviewed the proposed plan for cleanup and wi shes to nake the foll ow ng comments part
of the official records.

The Town of Litchfield has reviewed the proposed cl eanup docunents presented at the Public Informational
neetings held on January 15 & 28, 1998. In review ng these docurments and the comments nade by EPA
personnel at the meetings, the Town has a concern surrounding the contanination of the groundwater
present at the site in Merrimack and its nigration towards the Merrinack River. As stated by EPA the
contamination of the groundwater on the Merrinmack side currently resides in the upper strata of the water
table and there has been to date no detection of the contamnation in the River water, its sedinents or
fauna. The Town of Litchfield is concerned that the contanination of the NNH Plating Conpany site may

m grate deeper into the water table and potentially nove under and across the Merrinmack R ver thus
presenting a hazard to residents of Litchfield.

The Town of Litchfield bordering the Merrinack is conposed nostly of agricultural and residential
property. Residents of the Town currently utilized the water fromour aquifer for both drinking as well
as agricultural purposes. The utilization of water contam nated by heavy netal s and organi c conpounds as
described in Table 2 (G oundwater Standards and Average Concentrations Detected in your infornmational
bulletin presented at the Public Meetings we believe to be inappropriate and warrants nonitoring by EPA
and the Town of Litchfield.

The Town of Litchfield is requesting that as part of the cleanup of the N.H Plating Conpany Superfund
Site that nonitoring wells sanpled at an appropriate frequency be established on the Litchfield side of
the Merrimack River. The purpose of the nonitoring wells would be to detect as early as possible any
mgration of groundwater contaninants and thus provi ded sone assurance of protection to Litchfield
residents. Furthermore, the Town of Litchfield requests that any results of groundwater mnonitoring
perforned on either the Merrimack or Litchfield side of the river be provided to the Litchfield Board of
Sel ectnen and the Litchfield Conservati on Conm ssion. The Town of Litchfield also requests that the EPA
conduct a Public hearing on this matter for the information and education of the town residents. It is
anticipated that the establishnment, nonitoring and reporting of results for the nonitoring wells would be
perforned at the expense of the EPA Superfund Program W have enclosed in this letter a photocopy of the
Town's tax maps with the names and addresses of property owners

Shoul d you have any questions on this matter, please do not hesitate to contact the Board of Sel ectnen or
Conser vati on Commi ssi on.

Respectful ly submtted,

<I MG SRC 98134R>
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February 13, 1998

Jim Di Lorenzo
Envi ronnent al Protection Agency
HAND DELI VERED

Dear M. D Lorenzo:

The Merrimack Village District Wllhead Protection Commttee supports the mtigation procedures set forth
by the Merrimack Conservation Committee. This 50.337 acre plot (29.6 acres we believe to be wetl ands)

mar ked by Town of Merrimack tax maps as | ot 3-B-260 has nunerous benefits to the town. It is an
environnental | y sound deci sion, by the Conservation Conmittee, to protect this area fromfuture

devel opnent for several socio-econonm c reasons. This area is an excellent recharge source for an

under | yi ng aqui fer system Your cooperation in supporting the efforts of our Conservation Committee is
appr eci at ed.

<I M5 SRC 98134T>

Field Ofice Tel. (603) 424-7171 « Business OOfice Tel. (603) 424-9241  Fax(603)424-0563



Town of Merrinack, New Hanpshire 03054

603/ 424- 3531
Communi ty Devel opment Department. P.O Box 940 603/ 424- 3931
Town Hall, West Wng, 8 Baboosic Lake Road Fax 603/ 424- 1408
Di vi si ons: Code Enforcenent & Building - Conservation - Health - Planning & Zoning

February 13, 1998

M. Janes M D Lorenzo, Environnental Eng.
U S. Environnental Protection Agency
O fice of Site Renmedi ati on and Restoration
JFK Federal Buil ding (HBO
Bost on, NMA 02203-2211
RE: New Hanpshire Plating
Wetland Mtigation Sites
Dear M. D Lorenzo:

This letter is subnmitted by the Merrimack Conservation Comm ssion to urge the U S. Environnental
Protection Agency (EPA) to select a parcel of land within the Town of Merrimack to be used as a
mtigation site for the wetlands which will be destroyed as a result of site redenption activities at the
New Hanpshire Plating Site on Wight Avenue in Merrimck, NH

At the Conservation Commi ssion's January 27, 1998 neeting which was attended by you and M. Tal
Hubbard of the NHDES, three potential sites were suggested for mitigation: 1)the Skylar Property, Tax Map
3D-1/3, 2) an area in the Wiite Pine Swanp area, Tax Map 3B/ 260, and 3) an area owned by the Manchester
YMCA | ocat ed adj acent to Horseshoe Pond, Tax Map 4D-4/43. On January 9, 1998 site inspections were nade
of the Skylar and Wiite Pine Swanp properties. At our January 10, 1998 Conservation Conm ssion neeting it
was reported to us that of these two properties the Wiite Pine Swanp | ot | ooked nore favorabl e. However,
it was also reported that EPA rmay consider selecting properties outside of the Town of Merrimack as a
mtigation site.

The Conservation Comm ssion wi shes to go on record as opposing EPA's selection of mtigation sites
outside of the Town of Merrimack. W believe that it is inappropriate to spend Federal nonies (tax payers
dollars) on land acquisition outside of Merrimack when the | oss of valuable wetland areas has occurred
within the Town. Merrimack, as you may well know, relies on groundwater for nearly 100 percent of its
potabl e drinking water supply. It is inperative that the Town protect its groundwater supply by
practicing w se | and managenent and controlling those activities in the vicinity of our water supply
wel l's and wel | head protection areas. One nethod of control is for the Town to acquire |ands w thin and
adj acent to wel | head protection areas. Accordingly, it would be very appropriate for the Town to acquire
the 55 + acre parcel of land in the Wite Pine Swanp area. As was pointed out in the Comm ssion's January
27, 1998 neeting, this land is within the well head protection area of Merrinack Village District Wlls
No. 1, No. 2 and No. 3. Acquisition of the Wiite Pine Swanp property provides the follow ng benefits for
t he Town:

e Property is located in the headwaters of a stream which runs into G eenspond which is adjacent to
MD Vel | #3;

e The property itself is a source of recharge within the recharge area for MWD Wl | #3;

e« It is a nursery and brooding area for waterfow;

e It is a suitable habitat for nmink, otters and beavers;

e |t serves as a nesting area for songbirds and marsh dwel |l ers;

e« |t is located in the sane watershed as the NH Plating Site wetl ands;

e Ensures protection of a |arge upland area around the wetl ands by renovi ng devel opnent options which
are currently being considered; and finally

e |Is within the Town where the renediation site is |ocated.

The Merrimack Conservation Conmmission urges you and your staff to select the Wite Pine Swanp property
(or other appropriate area within the Town) as the mtigation area for the wetlands which will be
destroyed during the site remediation activities at the NH Plating renediation site. If you have any
questions regarding this natter, please do not hesitate to call ne at (603)595-4504.

<I M5 SRC 98134V>

CC. Dean Shankl e, Town Manager

Merrimack Board of Sel ectmen

Jay M nkarah, Community Devel opnent Director
Brian WIson, Asst. Superintendent, M/D
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Site.
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Transmttal of Conmmunity Relations Material, Technical Assistance, New Hanpshire
Pl ating Superfund Site.
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Letter Concerning Renedial Investigation Activities List.
KATHY DONOVAN - BADGER ENG NEERS

JIMD LORENZO - U S. EPA REGON 1

March 11, 1993
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Transmittal of the Agency For Toxic Substances and D sease Registry (ASTDR) Public
Heal th Assessnent - Public Comment Rel ease.
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Sanpling and Anal ysis Data: Available for review at EPA Records Center.
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03.02.1 Docurrent No. 000026

Sanpl i ng and Anal ysis Pl an, Technical Assistance with Transmittal Letter (Draft).
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Letter from Steven Safferman, U S. EPA to Richard Goehlert, U S EPA R . Revised Meno
- Soil Screening Treatability Results.

RI CHARD GCEHLERT - U. S. EPA REG ON 1

STEVEN SAFFERVAN - U. S. EPA OFFI CE OF RESEARCH & DEVELCP.

Decenber 13, 1993

CORRESPONDENCE No. Pgs: 10

03.02.6 Docunent No. 000031

Letter Concerni ng G oundwater Sanpling Results.
ROBERT PALERMO - BADGER ENG NEERS

Rl CHARD GOEHLERT - U.S. EPA REG ON 1

February 3, 1994

CORRESPONDENCE No. Pgs: 1

03.02.7 Docunment No. 000032

Transmttal of Horseshoe Pond I norganic Data Validation Packages for Surface Water and
Sedi nent s.

Rl CHARD GOEHLERT - U.S. EPA REG ON 1

ROBERT PALERMO - BADGER ENG NEERS

May 13, 1994

CORRESPONDENCE No. Pgs: 2

03.02.8 Docunment No. 000033



Title: Conceptual Wetland Mtigation Plan, R /FS.
Addressee: U S. EPA

Aut hor s: HALLI BURTON NUS

Dat e: August 1994

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 44

AR No. 03.02.9 Docunent No. 000034

Title: Ceophysi cal Investigations in the Vicinity of a Forner Electroplating Facility in

Merrinmack, New Hanpshire with Transmittal Letter.
Addressee: RICHARD WLLEY - U S EPA REGON 1

Aut hor s: THOVAS MACK - UN VERSI TY OF CI NCI NNATI

Dat e: Sept enber 27, 1994

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 47

AR No. 03.02. 10 Docunent No. 000035

Title: Sanpling and Analysis Plan for Soil Characterization, RI/FS, (Draft).
Addressee: U.S. EPA

Aut hor s: HALLI BURTON NUS

Dat e: Decenber 1994

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 75

AR No. 03.02.11 Docunent No. 000037

Title: Sunmmary of Phase | and Surficial Soil Sanmpling XRF Metals and CLP Cyani des Map.
Addressee: U.S. EPA

Aut hor s: HALLI BURTON NUS

Dat e: Decenber 1994

For mat : MAP No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 03.02. 12 Docunent No. 000038

03.04 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - | NTER M DELI VERABLES

Title: Heal th and Safety Plan, Phase | Lagoon and Surficial Soil Sanpling, RI/FS, (Draft).
Addressee: U S. EPA

Aut hor s: HALLI BURTON NUS

Dat e: Novenber 1992

For mat : WORK PLAN No. Pgs: 131

AR No. 03.04.1 Docunent No. 000039

Title: Ecol ogi cal Characterization for New Hanpshire Plating Site with Transmttal Letter.
Addressee: CARL DELA - U S. EPA REG ON |

Aut hor s: GORDON BECKETT - U.S. DEPT. OF INTERI OR

Dat e: Sept enber 29, 1994

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 36

AR No. 03.04. 2 Docunent No. 000036

03.06 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON REPCRTS

Title: Phase || Lagoon Sanpling Renedial |nvestigation Report Mp.

Aut hor s: HALLI BURTON NUS

Dat e: February 13, 1996

For mat : VAP No. Pgs: 14

AR No. 03.06.1 Docunment No. 000040

Title: Renedi al |nvestigation Report, Volume 4 - Appendices, RI/FS, (Draft Final).

Addressee: U S. EPA

Aut hor s: HALLI BURTON NUS

Dat e: April 1996

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 488

AR No. 03.06. 2 Docunment No. 000044

Title: Renedi al |nvestigation Report, Volume 1 - Text, RI/FS, with Transmttal Letter (Draft
Final).

Addressee: U S. EPA

Aut hor s: HALLI BURTON NUS

Dat e: May 1996

For mat : REPCORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 423

AR No. 03.06. 3 Docunent No. 000041



Title: Renedi al I nvestigation Report, Volume 2 - Tables, R/FS, (Draft Final).
Addressee: U S. EPA

Aut hor s: HALLI BURTON NUS

Dat e: May 1996

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 171

AR No. 03.06.4 Docunent No. 000042

Title: Renedi al I nvestigation Report, Volume 3 - Figures, RI/FS, (Draft Final).
Addressee: U.S. EPA

Aut hor s: HALLI BURTON NUS

Dat e: May 1996

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 53

AR No. 03.06.5 Docunent No. 000043

03. 07 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - WORK PLANS AND PROGRESS REPCRTS

Title: Work Plan, Renedial Investigation/Focus Feasibility Study, with Transnmittal Letter
(Draft Final).
Addressee: U.S. EPA

Aut hor s: HALLI BURTON NUS

Dat e: January 1993

For mat : WORK PLAN No. Pgs: 144

AR No. 03.07.1 Docunent No. 000046

03.10 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON - ENDANGERMENT/ BASELI NE Rl SK ASSESSMENTS

Title: Basel i ne Hunan Heal th Ri sk Assessnent, Appendix E, R/FS, (Draft Final).
Addressee: U.S. EPA

Aut hor s: HALLI BURTON NUS

Dat e: Cct ober 1995

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 256

AR No. 03.10.1 Docunent No. 000047

04.06 FEASIBILITY STUDY - FEASIBI LI TY STUDY REPCRTS

Title: Final Feasibility Study, New Hanpshire Plating Conpany Site.
Addressee: U.S. EPA

Aut hor s: BROM & ROOT

Dat e: Decenber 1997

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 698

AR No. 04.06.1 Docunent No. 000048

04.09 FEASIBILITY STUDY - PROPOSED PLANS FOR SELECTED REMEDI AL ACTI ON

Title: Proposed Pl an, New Hanpshire Pl ati ng Conpany Superfund Site.
Aut hor s: U S EPA

Dat e: January 1998

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 16

AR No. 04.09.1 Docunent No. 000062

13.01 COWUNI TY RELATI ONS - CORRESPONDENCE

Title: Letter from M chael Robinette, NHDES, to Charles Watson, Town of Merrinmack. Questions
regardi ng the renedi ati on process.
Addr essee: CHARLES WATSON - TOM OF MERRI VACK

Aut hor s: M CHAEL ROBINETTE - N.H. DEPT. OF ENVI RONVENTAL
SERVI CES

Dat e: July 22, 1992

For mat : CORRESPONDENCE No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 13.01.1 Docunent No. 000049



13.02 COVWMUNI TY RELATIONS - COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS PLANS

Title: Community Relations Plan, RI/FS, with Transmittal Letter.
Addressee: U S. EPA REGON 1

Aut hor s: HALLI BURTON NUS

Dat e: July 1993

For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 23

AR No. 13.02.1 Docunent No. 000050

13.03 COWUNI TY RELATIONS - NEWS CLI PPl NGS/ PRESS RELEASES

Title: "EPA to Resune O eanup at Waste Site in Merrimack."
Aut hor s: US EPAREGON 1

Dat e: May 15, 1990

For mat : FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 13.03.1 Docunent No. 000051
Title: "EPA Proposes 22 Site to Superfund List, Two in New Engl and."
Aut hor s: U S EPA REGON 1

Dat e: July 25, 1991

For mat : FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 13.03.2 Docunent No. 000052
Title: "Heal th Report Expected on New Hanpshire Metals Site."
Aut hor s: TELEGRAPH NEWS

Dat e: March 16, 1993

For mat : NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.03.3 Docunent No. 000053
Title: "Public Comrent Sought on Merrimack Site."

Aut hor s: ROCKI NGHAM COUNTY NEWS

Dat e: March 31, 1993

For mat : NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.03. 4 Docunent No. 000054
Title: "EPA Studying Merrimack Waste Site Contanination.”
Aut hor s: UNI ON LEADER NEWBPAPER

Dat e: May 28, 1993

For mat : NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.03.5 Docunent No. 000055
Title: "Merrimack Residents Told Site is not a Health Threat."
Aut hor s: UNI ON LEADER NEWSPAPER

Dat e: June 10, 1993

For mat : NEWS CLI PPI NG No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.03.6 Docunent No. 000056
Title: "EPA to Monitor Merrinmack Pollution Site.”

Aut hor s: UNI ON LEADER NEWSPAPER

Dat e: Cct ober 23, 1993

For mat : NEWS CLI PPl NG No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.03.7 Docunment No. 000057

13.04 COVWUNI TY RELATIONS - PUBLI C MEETI NGS/ HEARI NGS

Title: Letter Containing a Summary of |ssues Raised at June 13, 1990, Public Meeting.
Addressee: PAUL GROULX - U S. EPA REG ON 1

Aut hor s: EBER CURR ER - TOM OF MERRI MACK

Dat e: June 27, 1990

For mat : CORRESPONDENCE No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.04.1 Docunent No. 000058



Title: New Hanpshire Plating Superfund Site, Wdnesday June 9, 1993, Meeting Agenda with
Transmttal Letter.
Addressee: RICHARD GOEHLERT - U S. EPA REG ON 1

Aut hor s: ROBERT PALERMO - BADGER ENG NEERS

Dat e: June 9, 1993

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECCRDS No. Pgs: 4

AR No. 13.04. 2 Docunent No. 000059

13.05 COMMUNI TY RELATIONS - FACT SHEETS/ | NFORMATI ON UPDATES

Title: "Renedi al Activities Underway."

Aut hor s: US EPAREGON 1

Dat e: May 1993

For mat : FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 8

AR No. 13.05.1 Docunent No. 000060

16. 04 NATURAL RESOURCE TRUSTEE - TRUSTEE NOTI FI CATI ON FORM AND SELECTI ON &J

Title: Letter fromMerrill Hohman, U S. EPA Region | to Ken Finkelstein, National Cceanic and
At nospheric Administration with attached Trustee Notification

Addressee: KENNETH FI NKELSTEI N - NATL. OCEANI C AND
ATMOSPHERI C ADM N.

Aut hor s: MERRI LL HOHVAN - U.S. EPA REG ON 1
Dat e: February 25, 1993
For mat : CORRESPONDENCE No. Pgs: 4

AR No. 16.04.1 Docunent No. 000061



APPENDI X D
G oundwat er Use and Val ue Determ nation
<| MG SRC 98134W
January 12, 1998

M. Harley Laing

U S. Environmental Protection Agency
John F. Kennedy Federal Buil ding

1 Congress Street

Boston, MA 02203-2211

SUBJECT: Merrinack, New Hampshire Plating Site, Goundwater Use and Val ue Deternination (DES #840630)
Dear M. Laing:

The New Hanpshire Departnent of Environnental Services (Department) has conpl eted the groundwater use
and val ue deternination for the New Hanpshire Plating Superfund Site (Site) located in Merrinmack, New
Hampshire. The Departnment nade the determination at the request of the U S. Environnental Protection
Agency (EPA) using EPA s gui dance docunent entitled, Gound Water Use and Val ue Determ nation Qui dance,
Final Draft, dated April 3, 1996.

Fol | owi ng the procedures outlined in the gui dance docunent, the Departnent has determined that the
groundwater in the vicinity of the Site is Mediumto H gh Value. Attached is a worksheet (Appendix A)
summari zing the site-specific use and val ue considerations and a |list of the sources of information used
for the determnation.

EPA and the Departnent recognize this determ nation should not be used nechanically to direct a
particul ar renedial outcone, but instead should be used as a nanagenent tool for renedial action
devel opnent and sel ecti on. The Departnent believes that the use and val ue determ nation provides 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 deci si on-maki ng
in accordance with the principles of the Conprehensive State G oundwater Protection Program (CSGNPP), 2)
creates the franework for a cost-effective and practical decision relative to groundwater, 3) reflects
the Town of Merrimack's intentions with respect to their long termplans for use of the groundwater in
the vicinity of the Site (Appendix B), and 4) facilitates nmaking a decision that is consistent with the
state and federal corrective action prograns. The Departnent has an increased rol e because EPA- New
Engl and endorsed New Hanpshire's CSGAPP programin 1994,

The use and value determination is consistent with past discussions between the agencies in which the
Depart ment has enphasi zed the sel ection of renedies that: (1) achieve treatnent, renoval or containment
of the source of groundwater contamination and (2) restore groundwater quality to Anbi ent G oundwat er
Quality Standards (AGQX), i.e., drinking water standards. The proposed renedy for the Site includes
cappi ng the existing |l agoon area to contain the contam nation source, the off-site repl acenment of
wet | ands danaged by Site waste disposal practices, and natural attenuation of groundwater contanination.
In this case, it is expected that groundwater contami nation levels will dimnish with tine after the
source has been controlled by capping. Natural attenuation was determ ned by EPA's consultants to be
equal or superior to an active punp and treat system because, with a cap in-place, there is little or no
difference in the predicted tinme required to attain AGXE at the site. In fact, for some punping
scenari os, the inmpact was negative due to aquifer characteristics and the proximty of the Merrinack
River. As at other sites in New Hanpshire, the groundwater contamination plune will be managed through a
G oundwat er Managenent Zone which is likely to dimnish in size over tine as the contam nation source is
contai ned and groundwater is renedi ated.

This determination is also consistent with the Town of Merrinack's long termstrategy to reeval uate
the use of the groundwater in the area as an alternative to neet future water supply demands. The Site is
on an aquifer area that has the potential for high yielding wells. CQurrent indications are that the Town
wi Il need additional water supply sources, which may include the use of the Horseshoe Pond aquifer, in
just over 10 years. The Department concurs with the Town that the Horseshoe Pond aquifer should not be
abandoned. However, both the Town and Departnent also realize that the quality of the groundwater in this
area has been tenporarily inpaired by the Site and other industrial activities in the area. It will take
tine to renediate the groundwater in this area. The area al so continues to have significant
commercial /industrial activity. Consequently, any future devel opnent of water supply wells in this area
will require careful aquifer nanagerment, the need for which nay dimnish with time sonewhat as water
qual ity inproves, and an aggressive well head protection program

http://ww. state. nh. us TDD Access: Relay NH 1-800- 735- 2964



M. Harley Laing

Merrimack, NH Plating Site (DES #840630)
January 12, 1998

Page 2

If you have any questions on this declaration, please contact Carl Baxter at (603)271-2909.
<I MG SCR 98134X>

At t achment
cc: PhilipJ. OBrien, Ph.D., Drector, WD
Harry Stewart, P.E., Chief Engineer, WD
Carl Baxter, P.E, WWD
Tal Hubbard, P.E., WD
Larry Brill, EPA-New Engl and
Ri chard Boynton, EPA-New Engl and
Janes Di Lorenzo, EPA-New Engl and
Bruce W Mreau, Chairnman, Merrinmack Village D strict
Dean Shankle, Jr., Town Manager, Town of Merrimack



APPENDI X A
NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG SI TE, MERRI MACK
SUMVARY OF GROUNDWATER S| TE- SPECI FI C USE AND VALUE CONSI DERATI ONS

FACTCORS H GH VEDI UM LOW COMMENTS

1. QUANTITY U S GS Water Resources Investigation report 86-4358 states that

per neabl e, coarse-grai ned deposits capable of yielding |arge quantities of
Water to well are located along the Merrinack River from1 nile south of
the Thortons Ferry toll gate of the F.E. Everett Turnpi ke northward to the
Bedford town line (includes study area). However, these discontinuous

X aqui fers are surrounded by finer, grained naterials. The transmi ssivity
varies fromless than 2,000 ft 2/d to nore than 8000 ft 2/d. Saturated
t hi ckness ranges from about 20 to 1000 ft; the greatest saturated thickness is
bet ween Hor seshoe Pond and the Sout hegan River (includes study area).
This aquifer has potential for additional high-yield wells, especially north of
the Southegan river (north of the study area) because of the large area and
saturated thickness or the aquifer and its potential for induced recharge.

2. QUALITY X Area is comercial/industrial with some residential with other actual and
potential future contam nation sources. The proximty of the aquifer to the
Merrimack River (induced recharge) may subject it to recent treatnent
requirenents (Safe Drinking Water Act) for sone potential well sites in the

ar ea.
3. CURRENT PUBLI C WATER X The Merrimack Village Water District (MW)) provides drinking water
SUPPLY SYSTENMS ( PWBS) to the study area. The MWV ) operates four municipal wells that draw

groundwat er fromthe overburden. Two or the production wells are |ocated
one nile north of the site, and the other two production wells are |ocated
approximately two mles southwest of the site.

4., CURRENT PRI VATE X The nearest residential well is located 3500 feet to the west and upgradi ent

DRI NKI NG WATER SUPPLY or the site. A private well |ocated along the western bank of Horseshoe

VELLS Pond was originally used as an irrigation well for watering | awns. Due to
low yields, the well is no longer in use. Jones Chemical Inc., (within

study area) has a bedrock water supply well that is used for non-contact
cooling water in its manufacturing process. The process water is

di scharged directly to the Merrinmack River. A G oundwater Managenent
Zone (GVZ) will be established to control future use of groundwater.



APPENDI X A
NEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG SI TE, MERRI MACK
SUMVARY OF GROUNDWATER S| TE- SPECI FI C USE AND VALUE CONSI DERATI ONS

FACTORS H GH MEDI UM LOW COMMENTS
5. LI KELI HOCD AND U S GS Water Resources Investigation report 86-4358 states that
| DENTI FI CATI ON OF FUTURE per neabl e, coarse-grai ned deposits capable of yielding |arge quantities of
DRI NKI NG WATER USE water to wells are located along the Merrinmack River from1l mle south of

the Thortons Ferry toll gate of the F.E. Everett Turnpi ke northland to the
Bedford town line (includes study area). However, these discontinuous
aqui fers are surrounded by liner, grained naterials. The transm ssivity

X varies fromless than 2,000 ft 2/d to nore than 8,000 ft 2/d. Saturated
t hi ckness ranges from about 20 to 100 ft; the greatest saturated thickness is
bet ween Hor seshoe Pond and the Sout hegan River (includes study area).
This aquifer has potential for additional high-yield well, especially north of
the Southegan river (north of the study area) because of the large area and
saturated thickness of the aquifer and its potential for induced recharge
Current indications are that the Town may need the aquifer in the study
area or other water sources in a little over 10 years. Nevertheless all parties
realize that the quality of the groundwater has been stressed because of
several industries in the area and the area contains significant
i ndustrial/conmmercial developnent. It will take tinme to remedi ate the
groundwater and institute a well head protection area for the aquifer

6. OTHER CURRENT OR X Muni ci pal water available to site area. A Groundwater Managenent Zone
REASONABLE EXPECTED (GvZ) will control future use of groundwater. However, area
GROUNDWATER USE(S) IN groundwater is currently used as process water for one industry.
REVI EW AREA
7. ECOLOGE CAL VALUE G oundwat er di scharges to Merrimack River and Horseshoe Pond, both

X Class B surface waters (swi mmable, fishable and with treatnment can be

used as a drinking water source). Both surface waters are used for
recreational purposes.

8. PUBLIC OPI NI ON X Town may need to use the aquifer in the study area in a little over 10 years.
The area has potential for high yield wells.



APPENDI X E
Letter/Report to Merrinmack Village District
<I MG SCR 98134Y>

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON 1
JOHN F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUI LDI NG
BOSTAON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203- 0001

June 6, 1998

Brian J. WIson

Assi st ant Superi nt endent
Merrimack Village District
2 Geens Pond Road

P. O Box 1949

Merri mack, NH 03054

Subj ect: Additional Hydrogeol ogi c Eval uation from February 13, 1998 Meeting
Response to Merrimack Village District's Concerns
New Hanmpshire Plating Superfund Site

Dear M. WI son:

During EPA's public comrent period on the Proposed C eanup Plan for the New Hanpshire Pl ating Superfund
Site (NHP Site), the MVD expressed concerns with the passive natural attenuation approach to groundwater
remedi ati on which was presented as EPA's preferred alternative. In a neeting between the MWD, EPA and
NHDES on February 13, 1998, EPA agreed to performthe follow ng activities:

1. review State and local well siting criteria to determine the feasibility of installing a
hypot heti cal municipal supply well in the vicinity of the NHP Site and preferably within the highly
productive "Horseshoe Pond Aquifer";

2. eval uate exi sting hydrogeolic information to determine the anticipated radius of influence of a
hypot hetical supply well and determine the need to isolate the NHP Site contam nant plunme; and

3. present and eval uate a nore aggressive groundwater remedi ation alternative which incorporates active
flushing to accelerate aquifer restoration.

EPA' s consultant, Brown and Root Environmental (BRE), has conpl eted an extensive evaluation of the
State's well siting criteria and Enery & Garrett's (EG town-w de resources study. BRE has concl uded t hat
it may be possible to install a municipal well in an area just south of Horseshoe Pond. Based on existing
information, it appears a well in this area would be on the fringe of the highly productive "Horseshoe
Pond Aquifer", would support a sustainable yield of approximately 250 gpm and woul d not conmunicate with
the NHP Site contaninant plunme. The MVD would need to collect actual field data to determ ne accurate
wel | yields. The property is currently zoned as industrial but is undevel oped.

Based on BRE s report (enclosed), established well siting criteria prohibit installation of a nunicipal
well in the imrediate vicinity of the NHP Site. Therefore, EPA has determ ned that conpletion of a nore
aggressi ve groundwater renedi ation alternative is not necessary. The current passive approach, as
presented in EPA's Proposed Plan, will be protective of public health and the environnent. EPA is
planning to include a contingency in the pending Record of Decision (ROD) which would allow for the
installation of physical barriers or other appropriate nethods to contain and isolate the plune froma
"newly installed WD supply well" in the unlikely event that site-related contam nant infiltration
becones a probl em

EPA has prepared formal witten responses to your comrents submitted during the public comrent period
which will be distributed with the rel ease of the pending ROD. Please review the attached report and call
me at (617)223-5510 if you have any questions or would like to schedul e a subsequent neeting.

<I M5 SCR 98134zZ>

cc: Tom Andrews, DES
Li yang Chu, BRE (W o encl osure)
Di ck Boynton, EPA(W o encl osure)
Sean Goodwi n, Town (W o encl osure)



<I M5 SCR 9813471>
Brown & Root Servi ces
55 Jonspin Road / WImngton, MA 01887-1020 / 978-658-7899 / Fax: 978-658-7870
RAC | - EPA- 0659W
Contract No. 68-W-0045
May 28, 1998
M. Jim D Lorenzo (HBO
U S. Environmental Protection Agency
J. F. Kennedy Federal Building
Bost on, Massachusetts 02203-2211
Subj ect: Evaluation of Potential Supply Wll Siting Locations
New Hanmpshire Pl ating Conmpany Site
Feasibility Study
RAC 1 WA No. 018-R FS-01GL
Dear M. DiLorenzo:

As requested, enclosed is the evaluation of potential locations in the vicinity of the New Hanpshire

Pl ati ng Conpany (NHPC) Site located in Merrimack, New Hanpshire, that nmay be suitable for siting a

hypot heti cal municipal supply well. This evaluation was prepared to address concerns raised by Merrimack
Village. District after the EPA presented its preferred groundwater renediation option for the NHPC Site.
A hydr ogeol ogi ¢ eval uati on was al so prepared that assessed the punping of a hypothetical well and its
potential influence of the NHPC groundwat er pl une.

Shoul d you have any questions or comments on this transmttal, please call nme at (978)658-7899.

<I MG SCR 9813472>



ATTACHVENT
EVALUATI ON OF POTENTI AL SUPPLY WELL SI TI NG LOCATI ONS
NEW HAVPSHI RE PLATI NG COMPANY SI TE, MERRI MACK, NEW HAMPSHI RE
WA NO 018-Rl FS 01GL
May 28, 1998
| NTRODUCTI ON

A nmeeting was held on February 13, 1998 between the U S. Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA), the
Merrimack Village District (MD), the New Hanpshire Departnent of Environmental Services (NHDES), and
Brown & Root Environmental (B&RE) to discuss the EPA's preferred alternative to addressi ng groundwat er
contami nation associated with the New Hanpshire Pl ating Conmpany (NHPC) Superfund Site, which is situated
al ong Wight Avenue near the Horseshoe Pond area, in Merrimack, New Hanpshire.

EPA had previously presented Alternative GR of the Feasibility Study during the January 1998 public
hearing as its preferred renedi ati on approach. GA2 consists of establishing a Goundwater Managenent Zone
(GQvg), performing long-termnonitoring of groundwater quality, and allowing the natural attenuation of
netals and vol atile organi ¢ conpounds (VOCs) to reduce these constituents to the state's Anbient

G oundwat er Quality Standards over tine. EPA and B&RE expl ained that GA was devel oped, in part, based on
the current and anticipated future comrercial/industrial |land use of the NHPC property and adj acent
properties, and the premise that groundwater in this area is not, and would not be used as a potable

wat er supply because of the industrial activities in the vicinity of NHPC. The entire area is served by
the WD s distribution system

During EPA's public comment period, the MVD expressed concerns and di ssatisfaction with this approach
because it would not allow groundwater quality to be restored to drinking water standards within a tine
frame that would pernmt the use of the aquifer as a potable water supply. The M/D projects the town wll
need additional supply wells within eight years. The MVD wanted EPA to consider an active groundwater
remedi ati on approach that would nmeet this desired tine frame.

During the February 13th neeting, the M/D inforned EPA and the NHDES that informati on developed in a
town-wi de study conpleted by its consultant, Enery & Garrett Groundwater, Inc. (EG3d), indicated that the
area in the vicinity of the NHPC Site, referred to as the "Horseshoe Pond aquifer”, was one of the |ast
viable locations in the town suitable for siting a municipal water supply well. EPA inquired where the
M/D was considering siting this well, and whether it was practical to install a municipal supply well in
the vicinity of several industrial facilities that have associ ated groundwater issues (which are being
addressed or evaluated separately by the NHDES). The MVD indicated that EGA had determned that the area
under | ying the "Horseshoe Pond aquifer” could yield sufficient quantities of water for use, but an actual
| ocation had not yet been identified because of NHPC s Superfund status and the presunption that EPA

woul d be conducting an active groundwater renediation. EPA felt that it was unreasonable to consider and
inplenent a costly active aquifer renediation in an industrial area where siting a nunicipal supply well
woul d be unlikely. The NHDES indicated that there are state siting regulations for |arge overburden and
bedrock community wells that would prohibit siting a well near potential contam nant sources.

To resolve this issue, EPA offered, and M/D agreed, that it was necessary to:

e identify the closest viable location to situate a hypothetical nunicipal supply well in the
vicinity of the NHPC Site and within the "Horseshoe Pond aquifer"”,

e evaluate whether this hypothetical well could yield a desired 300 to 400 gallons per mnute rate,

e eval uate whether punping this hypothetical supply well could potentially induce contam nated
groundwater to flow fromthe NHPC Site to the well, and

e prepare a new groundwater remedi ation alternative (with nodeling and estinated constructi on and
operations costs) that enploys active aquifer flushing to accelerate restorati on of groundwater
quality at the NHPC Site.

1.0 Identification of Oosest Viable Wll Siting Location

To identify the closest viable location to site a hypothetical municipal supply well, B&RE eval uated
several information sources and conpiled the findings into several figures enclosed with this eval uation.
By graphically depicting the areas where siting a well is unsuitable because of known or potenti al

contami nation sources, or existing |and use, these areas may be elimnated fromfurther consideration and
areas that are viable for installing a supply well can then be identified.



The foll owi ng docunents or informati on sources were consulted to determne where well siting could be
restricted or prohibited:

e A Quide for New Large Overburden Wlls, prepared by the NHDES that explains and defines the State
of New Hanpshire regul ation Env-W 378, Site Sel ection

e Phase | Goundwater Exploration Report, prepared by Enery & Garrett G oundwater, Inc. (EG3) for
the Merrimack Village District, August 8, 1994.

e Town of Merrimack, Community Devel opnent Group, re: |and use designations for various |ots.

e Town of Merrimack property maps, Sheet Nos. 3D1, 3D2, 4D, 4D 1, 4D 2, 4D-3, 4D-4, 5D 1, and 5D 2.
Prepared by James W Sewal | Company, dated April 1, 1979. Revisions: various dates.

Figure 1 depicts the |ocus nmap that enconpasses the NHPC Site, the Horseshoe Pond area, the Daniel
Webster Hi ghway area, the F. E. Everett H ghway area, property boundaries for various |ots adjacent to
the Site, the currently delineated groundwater plune associated with the NHPC Site, and identification of
selected industrial facilities

Figure 2 depicts the areas that are excluded from consideration as viable well siting |ocations based on
presence of potential and known sources of groundwater contam nation, other New Hanpshire well siting
regul ation requirements, and current |and use. B&RE graphically depicted potential contam nant sources
and the necessary protective radii fromthese potential threats to groundwater quality in Figure 2 to
elimnate fromconsideration areas in the vicinity of the NHPC Site that would be unsuitable for siting a
potabl e water supply well. Details on the devel opnment of Figure 2 are provided in Section 1.1.

Figure 3 depicts the extent of the 100-year floodplain and the 500-year floodplain, which indicate areas
where if a well is sited, would need to be protected fromthe effects of the 100-year fl ood.

Based on the information presented in Figure 2, there appears to be an area situated sout heast of

Hor seshoe Pond, within the desired "Horseshoe Pond Aquifer", that could be used to site a municipa
supply well because it is currently undevel oped and is sufficiently far fromany potential contam nation
sources to satisfy the state's siting regulations. However, this area is situated within the 100-year
floodplain, which will require that additional neasures be taken to ensure that operating a well and a
punmp house, if constructed in this area, would not be affected by the effects of a 100-year fl ood

1.1 ldentification of Potential Contam nant Sources

Two docurents were used to develop the protective buffer zones, meaning areas where siting a nunicipa
supply well is undesirable or unlikely.

a. The NHDES docunment A Quide for New Large Overburden Wl ls, which summarizes the state regul ation
Env-W 378 Site Selection of Wells for Community Water Systens, was used to prelimnarily identify
areas that would not be suitable for siting a municipal supply well. ENV-W 378 identifies the
wel | head protection requirements to protect the groundwater supply from known or potentia
contam nant sources and incorporates these into the community water systens well siting
requirenents.

The revi ew and approval process for the siting of a new |large overburden well by the NHDES Water Supply
Engi neering Bureau requires that the applicant, a water supplier, follow the Env-W 378 requirenents
i ncl udi ng:

« establishing a well head protection area (WHPA), the area under which groundwater will flow toward a
punpi ng well, using a default of a 4000-feet radius for the supply well (or determned using
ar ea- speci fi c hydrogeol ogi ¢ characteristics

e preparing an inventory of existing and potential contam nation sources

« establishing a protective radi us area around a proposed supply well location so that the
groundwat er supply nmay be protected fromthe effects of known or potential contanmi nant sources. The
protective radius area is defined "as an area that nust be kept in a natural state and that is

owned or ot herw se controlled by the water supplier"”.

e having a well set back at |east 50 feet from perennial water bodies

Fol | owi ng Env-W 378 requirenents for a proposed production volune of greater than 144,000 gal | ons per
day (or 100 gpm), a mininmum protective radius of 400 feet is required. No underground utilities or



structures may be installed within the protective radius area except for potable water and el ectrical or
communi cation conduits. Appendix Il of A Quide for New Large Overburden Wl ls identifies a nunber of
potential contaninant sources including (but not limted to):

e transportation corridors including, but not limted to highways and railroads

* hazardous waste facilities (as regul ated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act)

« manufacturing facilities (including electronics and chem cal manufacturing, wood processing)
e a vehicle service and repair shops

* general service and repair shops

To elimnate areas to be considered for siting a well, 400-foot buffer zones were depicted around
identified potential contam nant sources. Because transportation corridors are considered potenti al
contam nation sources and nay not be located in the wellhead protection area, a 400-foot buffer zone was
depicted in Figure 2 to the east and west of the Boston & Maine railroad right of way, which traverses
the area in a north-south direction just west of the Merrinmack River. A sewer line is also located within
the railroad right of way. 400-foot buffer zones were al so established around two transportation
corridors: the Daniel Whbster H ghway and the F. E. Everett H ghway.

Hazardous waste facilities were identified and graphically depicted in Figure 2 of this menorandum and
are based in part on information listed in Appendix E of the EGA Phase | report (see discussion in
foll owi ng paragraph); buffer zones of 1500 feet were depicted around these properties based on EGA's
approach. To identify land uses that may pose potential contami nant threats, Figure 9 of EGAd's report
was consulted in addition to obtaining information fromthe Town of Merrimack's Community Devel opnent

gr oup.

b. As part of the Phase | G oundwater Exploration Report preparation, EGd identified areas within
Merrimack that would be inconpatible with devel opi ng groundwat er resources for potable water
supplies. Using the NHDES files, EG3 identified known potential contam nant sources, including five
hazardous waste sites fromthe NHDES Federally Registered Sites List, wth groundwater concerns, in
a grouping in the vicinity of the New Hanpshire Plating Conpany Site. EGd also identified a nunber
of other potential sources of groundwater contam nation throughout the area including gas stations
and existing industrial, comercial, and high density residential |and uses. For the Phase 1 Report
(Figures 8, 9, and 11), EGE graphically depicted buffer zones around each known hazardous waste
site, and identified |l and use areas that pose potential contami nant threat to groundwater quality,
whi ch EGA considered to be | ess favorabl e for groundwater devel opnent. EGE designated 1500 feet
radii circles around each of the five |listed on the NHDES Federally Registered Sites List in the
report figures. Leaking underground storage tank sites and sel ected areas of known contami nation
were depicted with a 750 feet radius buffer.

B&RE i ncorporated the 1500 feet distance as a buffer zone surrounding the perimeter of each of the five
Federal |y Registered Sites in Figure 2. Current comrercial and industrial |and use areas were al so
integrated into Figure 2. Because there are numerous conmercial businesses and industrial facilities in
this area of Merrimack, at |east a 400 feet distance should be maintai ned between the properties of
concern and the hypothetical well |ocation. The area enconpassed by buffer zones covers the entire area
from m d- Hor seshoe Pond northward to the Souhegan River, westward to the Daniel Wbster H ghway, and
eastward to the Merrimack River. EGA has also identified current industrial, comercial, and high
density (devel opnent too dense to obtain the required 400-foot protective radius) |and uses within those
buffer zones.

1.2 ldentification of Potential WIll Siting Locations

To identify potential well siting |ocations, areas that are currently undevel oped, pursuant to the NHDES
Env-W 378 requirenents, and are not |ocated within the buffer zones were considered. The NHPC Site and
adj acent areas are situated in an area EGAd considers geologically favorable for groundwater devel opnent.
However, based on the well siting requirenments of the Env-W 378 regul ation and information presented in
EG3's Phase | report, B&RE concludes that the areas adjacent to the NHPC Site area would not be a
successful candidate for groundwater devel opnent. According to the docunents reviewed, existing or
potential contami nation threats to groundwater and current |and use woul d preclude siting a nunici pal
supply well in the imediate vicinity of the NHPC Site, and still maintain an effective protective

radi us.

One area consi dered consists of the undevel oped property situated within the "Horseshoe Pond Aquifer
area" and in the vicinity of the NHPC Site is currently zoned for industrial |and use, but is not



actively used. Lot No. 92 of Sheet No. 4D-3, located directly across Wight Avenue fromthe NHPC Site, is
currently owned by the YMCA. However, nost of this property is within 400 feet of the Daniel Wbster

H ghway and the B&M Railroad right of way, within 400 feet of conmercial properties, and is within the
1500 feet buffer zones for several of the NHDES Federally Registered Sites. This property appears not to
be suitable for siting a nunicipal supply well.

Anot her area, conprising several other undevel oped properties situated southeast of Horseshoe Pond area
was also identified as a possible field location. These properties consist of Lot No. 4 of Sheet No. D4-1
(owned by the New Engl and Pole Co.) and Lot No. 3 of Sheet No. 3D-1. A snall portion of triangularly
shaped area, bounded approxi mately by the Merrinmack River, a tributary of Horseshoe Pond, and by the

sout hern property boundary of Lot No. 7 of Sheet 4D-2. Wiile the area is currently zoned for industria
land use, it is currently unused and undevel oped. There are no abutting active residential, conmercial

or industrial activities. This area is also outside of the 1500 feet buffer zone of any of the NHDES
Federal |y Registered Sites. This area appears to be a viable location for siting a hypothetical nunicipa
wel | .

This evaluation of potentially suitable |ocations was prepared only to assess the viability of siting a
hypot heti cal supply well in the vicinity of the NHPC. The eval uation did not research the ownership of
the properties considered, whether the properties are for sale, or whether it is viable for the MWD to
acquire and use the properties. The eval uation was conpleted to assess whether there are viable |ocations
within the "Horseshoe Pond Aquifer"” and to support the hydrogeol ogi c eval uation presented in Section 2.0
of this memorandum

2.0 Hydr ogeol ogi ¢ Eval uati on
The hydr ogeol ogi ¢ eval uati on consi dered two i ssues:

e whether a hypothetical well situated in the vicinity of the NHPC Site, in the"Horseshoe Pond
Aquifer", could yield the desired 300 to 400 gallons per minute rate (as discussed with the WD),
and

e whether punping this hypothetical supply well could potentially induce contam nated groundwater to
flow fromthe NHPC Site and vicinity to the supply well.

B&RE reviewed infornmation presented in EGAd's Phase | G oundwater Exploration Report and in the United
States Geol ogi cal Survey (USGS) report titled: Hydrogeology of Stratified-Drift Aquifers and Vater
Quality in the Nashua Regional Pl anning Conmi ssion Area South-Central New Hanpshire (Toppin, 1987).

The Phase | Report presents the results of a geol ogic and hydrogeol ogic literature search, which conpiled
information fromreports prepared by other investigators during water supply investigations and
installation of water supply wells. The Phase | Report also relies heavily on infornation and
interpretations presented in the USGS report (cited above). The Phase | report presents the sand and
gravel deposits field mapping results, which supplement the USGS surficial geol ogy naps. Bedrock outcrops
wer e al so mapped.

2.1 \Well Yield Evaluation

The Phase | Report was reviewed to deternine whether the geol ogi c and hydrogeol ogi ¢ conditions presented
in the report are reasonable, and to evaluate viability of siting a mnunicipal water supply in the
vicinity of the Horseshoe Pond area that would yield a sufficient quantity of water.

Revi ew of the data presented in the USGS report indicates that a bedrock trough is present in the
vicinity of the NHPC Site, as depicted in the various Figures of the Phase | Report. This bedrock trough
is filled with glacially derived naterial that have a high transm ssivity, as evidenced by the well

yi el ds. The evidence for the trough is corroborated through information provided by water supply wells

and exploration wells that were advanced to refusal. In these reports, refusal is interpreted to be the
top of bedrock. In addition, there are sone wells advanced into bedrock within the trough and south of
Hor seshoe Pond. These wel| data, along with field mapping of the till and bedrock outcrops, support the

interpretation of a bedrock trough

The potential yield of a municipal supply well situated to the southeast of the Horseshoe Pond area was
eval uated using the data presented in the USGS report. Estimation of the well yield used an approach
simlar to the one enpl oyed by the USGS, which used the Theis equation to predict the drawdown caused by
punpi ng a water supply well. The input values used in the Theis equation are:



e Transmissivity - 2,000 and 4,000 feet squared per day (ft 2/day) (fromthe USGS report)
e Storativity - 15 percent (assuned, typical of sand and gravel)

e Elapsed time - 180 days (consistent with regulatory requirements, assum ng no recharge)
e Saturated thickness - approxi mately 60 feet (based on USGS report)

e Punping rate - rate that would result in a drawdown that does not exceed 30 percent of the
saturated thickness of the aquifer (approx. 18 feet)

e Image well methods - used to evaluate the inpact of the Merrinmack R ver

The first set of estinmates assuned that no greater than 30 percent drawdown in the saturated thickness
woul d be induced by the hypothetical punping well to mninize exposure of the well screen to prevent
carbon di oxi de-carbonate fouling [Driscoll, 1986]. By limting the drawdown, the cost for punping water
out of the well can also be mnimzed. Assuming that the hypothetical punping well has a screen |ength of
20 feet and 18 feet of drawdown, there would be 22 feet of saturated aquifer available for drawdown. It
is estimated that punping rates of 125 and 250 gall ons per mnute (gpm could be sustained by the

hypot heti cal punping well based on the USGS estimated transnissivity values (2,000 and 4,000 ft 2/day,
respectively). Wile these estimated rates (see Tables 1 and 2) are |l ower than the 300 to 400 gpm desired
by the MWD, they do represent the potential sustainable yields

A second set of estimates were prepared to evaluate the effect of punping the hypothetical well at higher
sust ai ned rates where drawdown woul d be approxi mately 66 percent of the saturated thickness (or 40 feet).
Under these conditions, nore of the well screen could be exposed during punping and result in fouling. A
greater unsaturated thickness would also result in higher punping costs because nore energy woul d be
required to lift water to the ground surface. Using the estimated transmttivity values of 2,000 and
4,000 ft 2/day, sustained punping rates of 325 and 600 gpm respectively, could be attained (as presented
in Tables 3 and 4).

These estimates indicate that sustainable yield between 125 to 250 gpm are vi abl e, under conservative
conditions that are protective of the well and havi ng adequate saturated thickness for dry periods.

H gher yields are possible, but there would nmuch greater potential for fouling the well screen and for
havi ng i nadequat e reserve saturated aquifer

2.2 Estimated Punping Well |nfluence

To address whet her a hypothetical punmping well in the vicinity of the Horseshoe Pond area coul d draw
contaminants fromthe plune in the NHPC Site's vicinity, the drawdown induced by punping at various rates
and at various distances fromthe punping well were estimated and are presented in Tables 1 through 4.

A review of the Table 2 (250 gpmrate) indicates that a well punping, at a sustainable yield, in the
vicinity of Horseshoe Pond would not create a significant predicted drandown (0.17 feet) at a distance of
approximately 1,800 feet fromthe punping well. The predicted drawdowns represent naxi mum val ues because
at this distance fromthe punmping well, the cone of depression induced by the punping well would
intersect Horseshoe Pond. Surface water fromthe pond would be drawn into the cone of depression, which
woul d then stop increasing in size. Therefore, this analysis indicates that it is highly unlikely that
contami nants fromthe NHPC site would be drawn into a water supply well punping at between 125 to 250 gpm
in the vicinity of the Horseshoe Pond area.

3.0 New G oundwater Renediation Aternative

A new groundwat er renedi ation alternative to include active flushing of the portion of the aquifer
underlying the Site was not devel oped. As described in Section 1.0 above, installation of a hypothetica

muni cipal well in the imrediate vicinity of the NHPC area is not viable. This determination is based on
required well siting criteria and is not influenced by the existing groundwater contam nant plume
emanating fromthe NHPC site. Since installation of a hypothetical well in the imediate vicinity of the

NHPC site is not be possible, even after the contam nant plume is fully renediated, a nore active
groundwat er renediation alternative would not facilitate the MMD s need to access the aquifer beneath the
site.

Additionally, the hydrogeol ogic evaluation deternmined that it is unlikely a hypothetical well in this
area woul d comuni cate with the NHPC plunme. Therefore, a physical barrier or other form of plume
cont am nant does not appear to be necessary at this tine



4.0 Summar y

Based on the review of available infornmation, B&RE concluded that it would be highly infeasible to site a
hypot heti cal municipal supply well in the NHPC Site's imediate vicinity, and have an adequate wel | head
protection area, and a protective radius of at |east 400 feet. There are five know hazardous waste sites
wi th groundwat er concerns surrounding the NHPC Site. In addition, land use in the NHPC vicinity is either
comrercial or industrial, and siting a water supply well in this area would be infeasible because of

i nadequat e wel | head protection

However, there is a parcel piece of undevel oped | and situated to the southeast of Horseshoe Pond that
could be a viable water supply well siting location, which is adequately far fromidentified potentia
cont am nant sources, but within the desirabl e "Horseshoe Pond Aquifer"

B&RE' s hydrogeol ogi ¢ eval uation concl uded that sustained punping rates of between 125 to 250 gpm are
likely. Wile higher punping rates are possible, they will increase the likelihood of fouling the wel
screen because of excessive drawdown and exposure of the well screen to ambient air, have nuch |ess
saturated aquifer thickness, and would result in higher operational costs . The hydrogeol ogi c eval uation
al so determ ned that punping of the hypothetical supply well would not |ikely draw contam nated
groundwater fromthe NHPC vicinity to the supply well because of the linited influence over a |ong

di stance and that Horseshoe Pond woul d recharge the supply well under sustained punping conditions.

Therefore, based on the above assessnents, remedi ating the groundwater plume at the NHPC Site woul d not
allow for a successful siting of a high yield water supply well in the Site's imrediate vicinity because
of the need to neet Env-W 378 siting requirenents, proximty to four NHDES Federal |y Registered Sites
and proximty to commercially and industrially zoned | ands and properties.



TABLE 1
ESTI MATED DI STANCE/ DRAVDOM CALCULATI ONS AT 125 GPM
PUVPI NG AND | MAGE VEELL SUPERPCSI TI ON
MEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG CO. SI TE, MERRI MACK, NH

Moni t ori ng
Poi nt Time Since
Di stance from Punpi ng/ Transm ssivity Storativity Radi al Punpi ng Dr andown
wel | | mage Vel ls (T (S) Distance (r) Started (t) Flow (Q Flow (Q u W u) (s)
ft 2/day f eet days GPM ft 3/day f eet
r = 0.5 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 0.5 180 125 2.41E+04 2.60E-08 16.89 16. 17
r = 400 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 400 180 125 2.41E+04 1.67E-02 3.51 3.36
r = 600 ft W1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E- 01 600 180 -125 -2.41E+04 3. 75E-02 2.73 -2.61
Predi ct ed Drawdown 0.75
r = 400 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 400 180 125 2.41E+04 1.67E-02 3.51 3.36
r = 800 ft W1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 800 180 -125 -2.41E+04 6.67E-02 2.19 -2.10
Predi cted Drawdown 1.26
r = 800 ft W1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 800 180 125 2.41E+04 6.67E-02 2.19 -2.10
r = 1000 ft W1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E- 01 1000 180 -125 -2.41E4+04 1.04E-01 1.82 -1.74
Pr edi ct ed Drawdown 0. 35
r = 800 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E- 01 800 180 125 2.41E+04 6.67E-02 2.19 2.10
r = 1200 ft W1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1200 180 -125 -2.41E+04  1.50E-01 1.46 -1.40
Predi ct ed Drawdown 0.70
r = 1200 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1200 180 125 2. 41E+04 1. 50E-01 1.46 1.40
r = 1400 ft W1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1400 180 -125 -2.41E+04 2. 04E-01 1.22 -1.17
Predi cted Drawdown 0.23
r = 1200 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1200 180 125 2.41E+04 1.50E-01 1.46 1.40
r = 1600 ft W1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E- 01 1600 180 -125 2.41E4+04 2.67E-01 0.98 -0.94
Pr edi ct ed Drawdown 0. 46
r = 1800 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E- 01 1800 180 125 2.41E+04 3.38E-01 0.81 0.78
r = 2000 ft W1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 2000 180 -125 -2.41E+04 4. 17E-01 0.67 -0.64
Predi cted Drawdown 0.13
r = 1800 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1800 180 125 2.41E+04 3.38E-01 0.81 0.78
r = 2200 ft W1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 2200 180 -125 2.41E+04 5.04E-01 0.56 -0.54
Pr edi ct ed Drawdown 0.24
Equati ons used:
1) u=r 2 S/ 4Tt 2)s=(Q4 T)Wu)

PW = Punpi ng Wl |
W= | mage Vel



TABLE 2
ESTI MATED DI STANCE/ DRAWDOM CALCULATI ONS AT 250 GPM
PUVPI NG AND | MAGE VEELL SUPERPCSI Tl ON
MEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG CO. SITE, MERRI MACK, NH

Moni t ori ng
Poi nt Ti me Since
Di stance from Punpi ng/ Transm ssivity Storativity Radi al Punpi ng Dr andown
wel | | mage Vel ls (T (S) Distance (r) Started (t) Flow (Q Flow (Q u W u) (s)
ft 2/day f eet days GPM ft 3/day f eet

r = 0.5 ft PW 1 4. 00E+03 1.50E-01 0.5 180 250 4. 81E+04 1. 30E-08 17.58 16. 83
r = 400 ft PW 1 4. 00E+03 1.50E-01 400 180 250 4.81E+04  8.33E-03 4,22 4. 04
r = 600 ft W1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E- 01 600 180 - 250 -4, 81E+04 1. 88E-02 3.40 -3.26

Pr edi ct ed Dr awdown 0.79
r = 400 ft PW 1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E-01 400 180 250 4,81E+04 8.33E-03 4,22 4,04
r = 800 ft W1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E-01 800 180 - 250 -4, 81E+04  3.33E-02 2.87 -2.75

Pr edi ct ed Dr awdown 1.29
r = 800 ft PW 1 4. 00E+03 1.50E-01 800 180 250 4.81E+04  3.33E-02 2.87 2.75
r = 1000 ft W1 4. 00E+03 1.50E-01 1000 180 - 250 -4,81E+04 5.21E-02 2.43 -2.33

Predi ct ed Drawdown 0. 42
r = 800 ft PW 1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E- 01 800 180 250 4,81E+04 3. 33E-02 2.87 2.75
r = 1200 ft W1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1200 180 - 250 4,81E+04  7.50E-02 2.09 -2.00

Pr edi ct ed Dr awdown 0.75
r = 1200 ft PW 1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1200 180 250 4,81E+04  7.50E-02 2.09 2.00
r = 1400 ft W1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1400 180 - 250 4. 81E+04 1. 02E-01 1.82 -1.74

Pr edi ct ed Dr awdown 0. 26
r = 1200 ft PW 1 4. 00E+03 1.50E-01 1200 180 250 4.81E+04  7.50E-02 2.09 2.00
r = 1600 ft W1 4. 00E+03 1.50E-01 1600 180 - 250 -4, 81E+04 1.33E-01 1.59 -1.52

Predi ct ed Drawdown 0. 48
r = 1800 ft PW 1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E- 01 1800 180 250 4, 81E+04 1. 69E-01 1.36 1.30
r = 2000 ft W1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E-01 2000 180 - 250 -4, 81E+04 2.08E-01 1.18 -1.13

Pr edi ct ed Dr awdown 0.17
r = 1800 ft PW 1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1800 180 250 4. 81E+04 1. 69E-01 1.36 1.30
r = 2200 ft W1 4. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 2200 180 - 250 -4,81E+04 2.52E-01 1.04 -1.00

Predi ct ed Drawdown 0.31

Equati ons used:
1) u=r 2 S/ 4Tt 2)s=(Q4 T)Wu)

PW = Punpi ng Wl |
W= | mage Vel



TABLE 3
ESTI MATED DI STANCE/ DRAVDOM CALCULATI ONS AT 300 GPM
PUWVPI NG AND | MAGE VEELL SUPERPCSI TI ON
MEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG CO SITE, MERRI MACK, NH

Moni t ori ng
Poi nt Time Since
Di stance from Punpi ng/ Transm ssivity Storativity Radi al Punpi ng Dr andown
wel | | mage Vel ls (T (S) Distance (r) Started (t) Flow (Q Flow (Q u W u) (s)
ft 2/day f eet days GPM ft 3/day f eet
r = 0.5 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E- 01 0.5 180 325 6. 26E+04 2. 60E-08 16. 89 42.04
r = 400 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 400 180 325 6. 26E+04 1.67E-02 3.51 8.74
r = 600 ft W1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E- 01 600 180 -325 -6. 26E+04 3. 75E-02 2.73 -6.80
Predi cted Drawdown 1.94
r = 400 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 400 180 325 6. 26E+04 1. 67E-02 3.51 8.74
r = 800 ft W1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 800 180 -325 -6. 26E+04 6.67E-02 2.19 -5.45
Predi cted Drawdown 3.29
r = 800 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 800 180 325 6. 26E+04 6. 67E-02 2.19 5.45
r = 1000 ft W1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1000 180 -325 -6.26E+04 1. 04E-01 1.82 -4.53
Pr edi ct ed Drawdown 0.92
r = 800 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E- 01 800 180 325 6. 26E+04 6. 67E- 02 2.19 5.45
r = 1200 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E- 01 1200 180 -325 -6. 26E+04  1.50E-01 1.46 -3.63
Predi cted Drawdown 1.82
r = 1200 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1200 180 325 6. 26E+04  1.50E-01 1. 46 3.63
r = 1400 ft W1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1400 180 -325 -6.26E+04 2.04E-01 1.22 -3.04
Predi cted Drawdown 0. 60
r = 1200 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1200 180 325 6. 26E+04  1.50E-01 1.46 3.63
r = 1600 ft W1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1600 180 -325 -6.26E+04 2.67E-01 0.98 -2.44
Pr edi ct ed Drawdown 1.19
r = 1800 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E- 01 1800 180 325 6. 26E+04 3. 38E-01 0.81 2.02
r = 2000 ft W1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E- 01 2000 180 -325 6. 26E+04 4. 17E-01 0. 67 -1. 67
Predi cted Drawdown 0.35
r = 1800 ft PW 1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1800 180 325 6. 26E+04 3. 38E-01 0.81 2.02
r = 2200 ft W1 2. 00E+03 1. 50E- 01 2200 180 -325 6. 26E+04 5. 04E-01 0. 56 -1.39
Pr edi ct ed Dr awdown 0.62
Equati ons used:
1) u=r 2 S/ 4Tt 2)s=(Q4 T)Wu)

PW = Punpi ng Vel
W= | mage Vel



TABLE 4
ESTI MATED DI STANCE/ DRAVDOMN CALCULATI ONS AT 300 GPM
PUWPI NG AND | MAGE VEELL SUPERPCSI TI ON
MEW HAMPSHI RE PLATI NG CO SITE, MERRI MACK, NH

Moni t ori ng
Poi nt Ti e Since
Di stance from Punpi ng/ Transm ssivity Storativity Radi al Punpi ng Dr andown
wel | | mage Vel ls (T (S) Di stance (r) Started (t) Flow (Q Flow (Q u W u) (s)
ft 2/day f eet days GPM ft 3/day f eet

r = 0.5 ft PW 1 4. 00E+03 1.50E-01 0.5 180 600 1. 16E+04 1. 30E-08 17.58 40. 40
r = 400 ft PW 1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E- 01 400 180 600 1. 16E+04 8. 33E-02 4,22 9.70
r = 600 ft W1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E-01 600 180 - 600 -1. 16E+04 1. 88E-02 3.40 -7.81

Pr edi ct ed Dr awdown 1.88
r = 400 ft PW 1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E-01 400 180 600 1. 16E+04 8.33E-02 4,22 9.70
r = 800 ft W1 4. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 800 180 - 600 -1.16E+04 3. 33E-02 2.87 -6.59

Predi ct ed Dranwdown 3.10
r = 800 ft PW 1 4. 00E+03 1.50E-01 800 180 600 1.16E+04 3.33E-02 2.87 6. 59
r = 1000 ft W1 4. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1000 180 - 600 -1.16E+04 5.21E-01 2.43 -5.58

Pr edi ct ed Dr awdown 1.01
r = 800 ft PW 1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E-01 800 180 600 1. 16E+04 3. 33E-02 2.87 6. 59
r = 1200 ft PW 1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1200 180 - 600 -1.16E+04 7.50E-01 2.09 -4.80

Pr edi ct ed Dr awdown 1.79
r = 1200 ft PW 1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1200 180 600 1.16E+04 7.50E-01 2.09 4,80
r = 1400 ft W1 4. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1400 180 - 600 -1. 16E+04 1. 02E-01 1.82 -4.18

Predi ct ed Drawdown 0. 62
r = 1200 ft PW 1 4. 00E+03 1.50E-01 1200 180 600 1.16E+04 7.50E-01 2.09 4. 80
r = 1600 ft W1 4. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1600 180 - 600 -1. 16E+04 1.33E-01 1.59 -3.65

Pr edi ct ed Dr awdown 1.15
r = 1800 ft PW 1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1800 180 600 1. 16E+04 1. 69E-01 1.36 3.13
r = 2000 ft W1 4, 00E+03 1. 50E-01 2000 180 - 600 1.16E+04 2.08E-01 1.18 -2.71

Pr edi ct ed Dr awdown 0.41
r = 1800 ft PW 1 4. 00E+03 1. 50E-01 1800 180 600 1. 16E+04 1. 69E-01 1.36 3.13
r = 2200 ft W1 4. 00E+03 1.50E-01 2200 180 - 600 1.16E+04 2.52E-01 1. 04 -2.39

Predi ct ed Drawdown 0.74

Equati ons used:
1) u=r 2 S/ 4Tt 2)s=(Q4 T)Wu)

PW = Punpi ng Wl |
W= | mage Vel



APPENDI X F
CORRESPONDENCE FROM THE
TOMN CF MERRI MACK

<I MG SRC 98134z3>
June 3, 1997

M. Carl Baxter

6 Hazen Drive
Concord, NH 03301

Dear M. Baxter:

A study performed by MVD s hydrogeol ogi sts in 1994-1995 showed that the Horseshoe Pond area near New
Hampshire Plating nmay be one of the only significant aquifers left in Merrinack.

As you know, Merrimack recently put a well on line in the Town of Hollis, and we have one additional well
site yet to tap, also in Hollis. However, these are small wells and Merrimack is still grow ng. W expect
to have that last source of water on line by the year 2004, after restoring a well contam nated by
Merrimack Industrial Metals in South Merrimack.

Depending on Merrinmack's growth rate and the anount of water we're able to punp fromwell 6, we will need
addi ti onal water sources as early as 2008, about 10-11 years fromnow Therefore, it is critical that the

Hor seshoe Pond aqui fer not be abandoned or downgraded fromthe high value aquifer it represents.

<I M5 SRC 98134z4>



Emery & Garrett G oundwater, Inc.
56 Main Street « P.Q Box 1578
Mer edi t h, New Hanpshire 03253

(603) 279-4425 Fax (603) 279-8717
June 26, 1997

M. Carl Baxter

Adm ni strat or

New Hanpshire Department of Environnental Services

WAast e Managenent D vi sion

Hazar dous Waste Renedi ati on Bureau JUN 30
6 Hazen Drive

P. 0. Box 95

Concord, NH 03301

Dear M. Baxter,

The Merrimack Village District (M/D) Board of Commi ssioners has requested that | wite you this brief
letter regarding the potential to protect/renedi ate groundwater resources proximal to the Horseshoe Pond
region in Merrinmack, New Hanpshire. As | understand it, you are considering which aquifers in the State
will receive priority for future protection/cleanup. G oundwater resources in Merrimack, for the nost
part, have been developed to nearly their fullest extent. Merrimack currently uses seven sand and gravel
wel l's spread throughout the district to neet their daily and peak water supply denands. According to the
Water Supply Master Plan, the WD will need to secure additional groundwater resources in the future.

Enmery & Garrett Goundwater, Inc. (EG3d) conducted a groundwater investigation in 1994 for the entire
Merrimack Village District with the objective of assessing potential groundwater resources that could be
devel oped to neet future water supply needs of the M/D. Based on our investigation, we believe that the
geol ogi cal environment proximal to the Horseshoe Pond (Figure 1) is favorable for the devel opnent of
groundwat er resources fromunconsolidated sand and gravel materials. Unfortunately, we were not able to
recommend that this aquifer be pursued for developnent in its present state due to existing contam nant
threats to groundwater quality. On behalf of the MWD, we ask that this aquifer surrounding the Horseshoe
Pond area be given a high priority for remediation and protection efforts so that it could potentially be
used in future years.

<| MG SRC 9813475>
cc: Eileen Pannetier - MD Conmm ssi oner

<I MG SRC 9813476>



