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I. PURPOSE

This Action Memocrandum requests and documents your approval of
the Non-Time Critical Removal Action (NTCRA) described herein for
the New Hampshire Plating Superfund Site (NHPC Site or Site) in
Merrimack, New Hampshire. In general, the NTCRA consists of
decontaminating, demolishing and disposing off-site the NHPC
building and stained soils beneath the building.

Performance of this NTCRA will ensure that EPA can provide a
timely response to effectively minimize threats to public health,
welfare or the environment which may result from the continuing
release and threat of release of hazardous substances at and from
the building and underlying soils at the Site, and is consistent
with EPA’s Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model (SACM).

The overall goals of this NTCRA are to: (1) control and contain
the release of hazardous substances from the building and
underlying soils, (2) assure adequate security to prevent public
access to the building, and (3) expedite the anticipated long-

term remedial action.

The NTCRA will accelerate the overall Site cleanup by removing a
suspected contaminant source, reducing Site contamination and
allowing adequate characterization of underlying soils. The
NTCRA alone does not constitute a comprehensive cleanup plan for
the NHPC Site in and of itself. EPA will select a final remedial
action in a Record of Decision (ROD) which is currently scheduled
for the winter of 1994 ~ 1995. The ROD will specify the levels
of contaminant reduction necessary for long-term public health
and environmental protection, and define what steps, if any, are
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necessary to address the restoration of the contaminated
groundwater. The ROD will also address the potential restoration
of the former lagoon area as a wetland.

II. SITE CONDITIONS AND BACKGROUND

A. Site Description

CERCLIS ID: NHD 001091453
Site ID: Gl
Category: Non-Time Critical Removal

1. Removal Site Evaluation

The Site was placed on the National Priorities List on October
14, 1992. Since 1987, EPA and the New Hampshire Department of
Environmental Services (NHDES) have conducted several
investigations and response actions at the Site. Though some
activity has been directed toward the NHPC building, the majority
of previous actions centered on the three on-site lagoons. EPA
is currently conducting a Remedial Investigation (RI) at the
Site. An RI Report is scheduled for completion in the spring of
1994.

Data collected during previous investigations indicate that
various metals and organic solvents used in the plating process
were discharged from the building through an underground gravity
flow pipe directly into a series of three unlined lagoons.
Metals and organic solvents were also discovered within the
building and underlying soils. RI investigations later revealed
a series of unlined trenches which were chiseled in the building
floor slab, apparently to direct wastes towards the main
discharge pipe. The existence of the unlined trenches increase
the probability that a greater level of contaminants are present
beneath the building. Preliminary RI results reveal that the
building and underlying soils are a potential source of a
contaminated groundwater plume.

Based upon the results of previous investigations and the RI to
date, the SACM Regional Decision Team approved the initiation of
an Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) to assess
alternatives to mitigate the building area as a continuing source
of contamination (See Attachment 1, EE/CA Approval Memorandum).

2. Physical Location

The NHPC Site includes the 13.1 acre lot of the former NHPC on
Wright Avenue in Merrimack, New Hampshire, Hillsborough County
(See Attachment 2, Site Location Map). The immediate area is
zoned for commercial and light industrial uses, although a
relatively large parcel of undeveloped property across the street
is zoned as residential. Three residential lots abut the NHPC
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Site to the west and north. There are several residences located
approximately 1000 feet to the south. The southerly flowing
Merrimack River is located about 500 feet to the east of the
Site. Horseshoe Pond, an oxbow lake which discharges to the
Merrimack River, is located 900 feet south of the Site (See
Attachment 3, Site Map).

3. Site Characteristics/History

From 1962 until November 1985, the NHPC provided electroplating
services to local industries. Various metals and organic
solvents were used in the plating process. The metals used were
gold, silver, tin, copper, nickel, cadmium, iron, lead,
manganese, chromium and zinc. Known solvents used were
trichloroethylene, toluene and acetone. Solvent use was
discontinued during the latter part of the 1970s. Process wastes
included metal bath solutions, cyanide wastes, acids, and various
volatile organic compounds (VOCs).

During operations, treated and untreated wastes and waste waters
were directed to a pre-formed trench ih the concrete floor in the
main shop area of the building. The wastes gravity drained
through a buried pipe to a series of unlined lagoons
approximately 325 feet north of the building. Approximately
35,000 to 60,000 gallons of wastewater were discharged to the
lagoons daily throughout the operating life of the facility. 1In
addition, a series of unlined trenches within the building appear
to have been used to direct waste flow to the pre~formed trench.
Wastes most likely leached to the underlying soils through these
trenches (See Attachment 4, Building Floor Plan).

In 1980, NHPC notified the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) that it was a hazardous waste disposal facility according
to Resource and Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) Section 3001
regulations. The first RCRA inspection in 1982 resulted in the
issuance of a Notice of Violation/Order of Abatement for failure
to comply with transportation, storage, and disposal (TSD)
requirements and 40 CFR, Part 265, Subparts F, G, H, and K.
Subsequent visits by the New Hampshire Department of
Environmental Services (NH DES) revealed that NHPC was not
treating its cyanide wastewater prior to discharge. A final RCRA
inspection was performed in 1985, at which time the owner
indicated that he was not filing a Part B permit or certifying
compliance with 40 CFR Part 265. Subsequently, operations at
NHPC ceased in November 1985. No operations have been conducted
since that time and the Site currently remains fenced.

Several environmental investigations have been performed at the
NHPC Site since 1981. These investigations resulted in removal
actions which were conducted by EPA and the NHDES between 1987
and 1992. These removal actions are discussed in further detail
in Section II.B.
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4, Release or threatened release into the environment
of a hazardous substance, or pollutant, or

contaminant

Investigations of contamination within and around the NHPC
building have been performed by various contractors, however,
none of these investigations has fully characterized the nature
and extent of contamination within the building or in subsurface
media beneath the building. The investigations have determined
that lagoon soils and sludges, groundwater, and soils and
residuals within and beneath the building contain elevated
concentrations of metals and volatile organic compounds.

A pre-formed concrete wastewater discharge trench was used to
direct wastewater to the lagoon area. The trench ranges from 1
inch to 12 inches deep and is approximately 16 inches wide. At
the northern end of the trench, a 4-inch diameter pipe which once
carried wastewater to the lagoons remains unplugged. Several
unlined trenches exist in the main shop and alstan line room. It
appears that these trenches were chiseled in the floor to drain
liquids toward the pre-formed discharge trench. The chiseled
trenches range from approximately 6 to 20 inches in width and up
to seven inches in depth, and expose soil in most areas. A
narrow crack with several small and one large (6" x 12") hole
exists in the floor of the zinc room. A cavity approximately 16
inches deep, 12 inches wide, and at least six feet long exists in
the soil beneath the cracked floor. The soil within this cavity
is visibly stained. An opening of a 4-inch pipe is visible at
the western side of the cavity; the pipe appears to drain toward
the southwest wall of the zinc room, however this was not
confirmed. It could not be determined from visual inspection
how the cavity was formed. It appears that the cavity was at
least partially formed by erosion, however, it is possible that
the cavity was excavated to allow for installation of drainage
pipes. The unlined trenches and subsurface cavity have probably
acted and may continue to act as direct pathways for plating
wastes to enter the soils and groundwater beneath the building
(See Attachment 5, Current Building Conditions).

Groundwater flows mainly to the east and south across most of the
NHPC Site. A groundwater divide occurs near the first lagoon
resulting in radial flow over a limited area. A groundwater
divide also exists between Horseshoe Pond and the Merrimack
River. Groundwater recharge conditions exist on the NHPC Site.

Preliminary interpretation of hydrogeologic conditions indicates
that groundwater in the shallow overburden aquifer flows
generally southeast, toward the Merrimack River. The deeper
portion of the agquifer appears to have a southerly component
which may continue underneath Horseshoe Pond. Several metals and
VOCs present within the building and underlying soils have also
been detected at elevated levels in groundwater downgradient of
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the Site. A narrative summary of the contaminants found in the
building, underlying soils and downgradient groundwater is
included below. All listed compounds are hazardous substances as
defined by CERCLA § 101(14) and 40 CFR § 300.5.

a. Soil

On May 27, 1987, Clean Harbors, Inc. collected five soil samples
from beneath the NHPC building by coring through the concrete
floor at the following locations: zinc room (Sample No. 1),
alstan line (Sample No. 2), main shop [near zinc line 3 (Sample
No. 3) and near zinc line 1 (Sample No. 4)] and the still plating
room near the lagoon discharge pipe (Sample No. 5). Each sample
was a composite collected from the soil surface to a maximum
depth of 18 inches beneath the floor. Scil samples were analyzed
for eight total metals and cyanide while leachate from the EP
Toxicity procedure were analyzed for eight metals (arsenic,
barium, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, selenium, and silver).
Additionally, these samples were screened for trichloroethene
(TCE) and tetrachlorcethene (PCE).

Six of the eight metals (arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, lead
and silver) were detected in the total soil samples. Cyanide was
detected in all five soil samples at concentrations ranging from
2 to 300 mg/kg. TCE and PCE were also detected in two of the
soll samples at concentrations ranging from 14 to 65 ug/kg and 16
to 730 ug/kg, respectively. The pH of the soils ranged from 7.4
to 11.7. EP Toxicity leachate contained barium, cadmium,
chromium, lead, mercury, and silver.

On May 4, 1990, the EPA Technical Assistance Team (TAT) team, Roy
F. Weston, entered the building to collect soil samples from
areas of the building previously sampled, i.e., the main shop
area. The soil samples were collected from an unlined trench in
the NHPC building. Three of the samples were screened for metals
by XRF and four samples were screened for VOCs using a gas-
chromatograph (GC).

Seven metals (cadmium, chromium, copper, nickel, lead, tin, and
zinc) were detected in one sample. TCE was detected in three of
the four samples at concentrations ranging from 7 to 516 ug/kg.
PCE was detected (at concentrations of 4 and 408 ug/kg) in two of
the samples containing TCE.

The soil sample results above were adequate in determining that
the soils underneath the building are contaminated at a level
which may be of concern, however the results do not meet the
needs of a risk assessment. Subsequent soil sampling is
necessary to determine the full lateral and verticle extent of
contamination which will provide an adequate level of data
required for a detailed site-specific risk assessment.
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It is important to note that when the above samples were
collected, the building, particularly the roof, had not
deteriorated to its current state. The building no longer
provides a safe environment from which to collect soil samples,
particularly to the extent now required for the risk assessment.

In November 1992, HNUS/BEI collected surficial soils samples in
20 locations surrounding the building. The samples were analyzed
for metals (cadmium, zinc, copper, chromium, tin, lead, and
nickel) using XRF. Four of the twenty samples were also analyzed
for VOCs, semi-volatile organic compounds, metals, cyanide,
pesticides, and PCBs through the EPA Contract Laboratory Program
(CLP). The analytical data is currently under review, therefore
these numbers should be considered estimated values, presented
for comparison purposes only.

Initial results of the XRF data indicated that the highest
concentrations of metals were detected in samples collected to
the north and south of the building. Maximum cadmium levels in
these areas were 164 mg/kg and 144 mg/kg, respectively. The
highest concentrations of metals were detected in samples
collected closest to the building and near discharge pipes
exiting the building through the exterior walls.

Preliminary results of the CLP analysis revealed that methylene
chloride was detected at a concentration of 72 pg/kg. One other
sample contained 88 ug/kg of methylene chloride. Di-n-
butylphthalate was detected at concentrations ranging from 380
(estimated) to 530 ug/kg. Both the VOC and semi-VOC compounds
detected are estimated and may not be representative of the soil.
Aroclor 1254 was detected in one sample collected outside the
boiler room. Cyanide was detected at concentrations ranging from
0.83 mg/kg to 15.3 mg/kg in samples collected to the north of the
building.

b. Dust

Interior building samples were collected by Roy F. Weston, the
EPA Response Engineering and Analytical Contractor (REAC) team in
October 1989 (following a "building cleanup" conducted by Clean
Harbors). Samples were collected by sweeping up fines and dust
from interior building surfaces in the alstan line and zinc room,
main shop, and laboratory. Additionally, dust from a vacuum
cleaner used by the previous building occupant was sampled.

These samples were screened for six metals (chromium, lead,
nickel, zinc, cadmium, and tin) using X-Ray Fluorescence (XRF).

" The sample collected in the main shop area contained the highest
concentrations of chromium (16,520 mg/kg), lead (820 mg/kg),
nickel (3,220 mg/kg), zinc (60,650 mg/kg), and cadmium (3,430
mg/kg). The highest detection of tin (8,210 mg/kg) was in the
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laboratory. Cadmium in the dust from the vacuum cleaner bag was
detected at a concentration of 1,620 mg/kg.

C. Groundwater

Groundwater results from previous sampling events (April 1986
through April 1989) were compiled in the Summary of Hydrogeologic
Investigations of the New Hampshire Plating Company Site Area
Merrimack, New Hampshire (Roy F. Weston, Inc. - TAT contract)
dated April 1990. For the purpose of this NTCRA, only
groundwater analytical results from wells in the vicinity of the
NHPC building and downgradient locations were reviewed. Summary
tables for metal and volatile organic compounds presented only
the detected compounds. Additional compounds may have been
analyzed for, but were not detected and therefore not presented.

The highest levels of cadmium and chromium, both of which exceed
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), were detected in the shallow
aquifer east of the NHPC building. The following volatile
organic compounds were detected above MCLs: 1,1-dichloroethene;
1,1,1-trichloroethane; trichloroethene; benzene;
tetrachloroethene; chlorobenzene; and total xylenes. Maximum
concentrations of 1,1,1-trichloroethane; trichloroethene; and
tetrachloroethene were detected in the shallow portion of the
agquifer to the south of the NHPC Site.

Groundwater sampling was also performed by HNUS from August 24,
1992 through September 15, 1992 as part of the Remedial
Investigation. The samples were analyzed for VOCs and metals by
the NHDES Laboratory and CLP laboratories. Additionally, semi-
volatile and Pesticide/PCB organic compounds were analyzed by a
CLP laboratory. Vinyl chloride, 1,1-dichloroethene,
trichloroethene, and tetrachloroethene were detected above MCLs.
The maximum concentrations of 1,1-dichlorocethene,
tetrachloroethene, and trichloroethene were detected in the
shallow portion of the aquifer south of the NHPC Site. The
maximum concentration of vinyl chloride, a contaminant not
generally associated with the NHPC, was detected in a bedrock
well located near the northwest corner of the NHPC building.
Vinyl chloride may be a degradation product of the more complex
chlorinated compounds detected.

5. NPL Status

The Site was proposed for inclusion on the National Priorities
List (NPL) on July 29, 1991 (56 FR 35840) and was finalized on
the NPL on October 14, 1992 (57 FR 47180). The Hazard Ranking
Score for the Site is 50. 1In accordance with the statutory
requirements for NPL Sites, the Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry (ATSDR) completed a Preliminary Health
Assessment for the Site on May 20, 1992. A Final Health
Assessment was completed on April 27, 1993. With respect to the
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building, the report recommended that the building be
decontaminated prior to any subsequent use and that ongoing
monitoring to assess potential exposure be conducted.

Since October 1992, HNUS has been conducting a Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility (RI/FS) for EPA. Field activities
associated with the RI are currently ongoing. An RI Report is
expected to be complete next summer (1994) and a Record of
Decision is anticipated for December 1994.

6. Maps, Pictures and Other Graphic Representations

The following figures and tables are included as attachments and
are located at the end of this Action Memorandum.

. Attachment 1: EE/CA Approval Memorandum
. Attachment 2: Site Location Map
. Attachment 3: Site Map
. Attachment 4: Building Floor Plan
. Attachment 5: Current Building Conditions
. Attachment 6: EE/CA Fact Sheet (EPA’s Proposed Plan)
. Attachment 7: EPA’s Response to Comments on the EE/CA and
EE/CA Fact Sheet

. Attachment 8: ARARs List
. Attachment 9: Enforcement Summary (Confidential)

B. Other Actions to Date

1. Previous Actions
a. NHPC Building Clean-Up

In June 1987, the NHDES contracted Clean Harbors, Inc. to conduct
a cleanup of the NHPC building. As part of the scope of work,
drums, jars, and other containers holding various plating
solutions, cyanide salts and other materials (both liquid and
solid) used in the electroplating process were removed from the
building. Sludge material and other sediments which accumulated
on the floors of the plating room were also removed and disposed
of at a licensed off-site facility. Sections of the interior
walls were sandblasted with grit and rinsed with a water and
chlorine solution.

Among the wastes listed on the removal manifest are cyanide
salts, cyanide solutions, nitric acid, chromic acid solutions,
potassium cyanide, copper cyanide, zinc cyanide, oxidizer
(oxidizing salt, calcium hypochlorite, silver nitrate), and
plating shop debris (wood, glass, metal, paper, plastic).

Though the building removal was successful in meeting its
objectives, post-removal sampling, as summarized in Section I.A.4



9

above, verified that wastes had leached into underlying soils and
that dusts within the building were contaminated.

b. Underground Storage Tank

In August 1991, under the direction of EPA, approximately 800
gallons of liquid (No. 2 fuel o0il) were removed from the UST by
Beede 01l Company. Approximately 15 inches of sludge of unknown
composition remained in the tank. The tank was not cleaned.
Water was observed in the tank during pumping which may indicate
the presence of a leak in the tank.

The UST is a cylindrical vessel, 8.33 feet in diameter located
horizontally. The top of the tank is approximately 5 feet below
ground surface and the tank itself is located underneath the
building. Water level measurements to date indicate that the
bottom portion (approximately 1 foot) of the UST may be subject
to periodic immersion by groundwater.

c. Lagoon Area Removal Action

In 1991, EPA ESD conducted a time-critical removal action
involving the excavation of soil and sediment from the lagoons.
Approximately 13,600 tons of excavated material was solidified
on-site in an ash-mortar mix and encapsulated on-site in a high
density polyethylene (HDPE) envelope, to the rear (north) of the
NHPC building. Approximately 5,600 cubic yards of material
excavated from the third lagoon was placed in the southern
section of Lagoon 1, and covered with a HDPE cap and 2 feet of
clean fill.

d. Cost of Previous Actions

The total cost of the above previous actions, as documented in
the On-Scene Coordinator Report for the NHPC Site, October 1992,
was $5,230,733.

2. Current Actions

Since October 1989, HNUS has been conducting a Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for EPA at the NHPC Site.
The objective of the RI is to determine the source and
characterize the nature and extent of contamination at the NHPC
Site. To date, the RI is progressing on schedule and has
determined that there are two distinct plumes migrating from the
Site in an easterly and southeasterly direction. The first plume
appears to be discharging to the Merrimack River. The second
plume is suspected to be discharging to or migrating underneath,
and perhaps beyond, Horseshoe Pond. The building and underlying
soils are a suspected source of the second plume.
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It is anticipated that HNUS will complete their investigation for
EPA sonmetime next fall (1994) at an estimated cost of $1 million.

As mentioned above, the Site is currently under investigation as
part of an RI/FS. At the same time, in order to mitigate the
continual release of contamination to the environment, the SACM
Regional Decision Team recommended that an EE/CA be conducted to
support an NTCRA. The EE/CA evaluated various response actions
to address contamination in the building and underlying soils.

This proposed non-time critical removal action will aid in the
effective completion of the RI investigation by allowing HNUS the
opportunity to fully characterize the soils in the building area
and determine if the remaining post-removal soils require
additicnal remedial actions which could be implemented as part of
the Record of Decision. The need for additional post ROD studies
in the building area would be eliminated and if necessary, the
building soils can be remediated sooner in the remediation
process, thereby expediting the overall Site cleanup.

C. State and Local Authorities Roles
1. State and lLocal Actions to Date

The New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (NHDES)
has assisted EPA in removal, investigative, analytical and other
response activities at the NHPC Site. 1In a January 11, 1994
letter to EPA, the NHDES officially concurred with EPA’s
recommended NTCRA.

In June 1987, the NHDES contracted with Clean Harbors, Inc. to
conduct cleanup activities within the NHPC building during which
drums, jars and other containers holding various plating
solutions, cyanide salts and other materials (both liquid and
solid) were removed from the building.

During the 1991 removal action, the NHDES assisted EPA with on-
site activities. During the currently ongoing remedial
investigation, the NHDES has provided document review, analytical
services, field support and participation in community
involvement activities. Similarly, EPA has consulted with the
NHDES in development of the EE/CA. The NHDES identified all
potential State ARARs and publicly supports the proposed NTCRA.

Additionally, the New Hampshire Department of Public Health
Services (NHDPHS) has assisted the federal Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) in conducting a Public
Health Assessment for the NHP Site which will soon be finalized.
The draft was released on March 15, 1993, and public comments are
currently being addressed.
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Local authorities have been actively involved in the progress of
the Site. The Town Manager, Selectmen, and Health Agent have
assisted EPA in the ongoing RI activities. At a November 15,
1993 informal public hearing held by EPA to solicit public
comment, the Town publicly voiced support of the NTCRA as
proposed in the EE/CA.

2. Potential For Continued State/Local Response

The NHDES and local authorities are expected to maintain a high
level of interest in the Site. It is anticipated that the NHDES
will continue to provide technical and analytical services
throughout the remainder of the RI/FS and during the NTCRA. As
the Site was not operated by a state or political subdivision,
pursuant to section 300.525(b) of the NCP, there is no
requirement for a State cost-share for the NTCRA.

III. THREATS TO PUBLIC HEALTH OR WELFARE OR THE ENVIRONMENT, AND
STATUTORY AND REGULATORY AUTHORITIES

Section 300.415(b) (2) of the NCP lists a number of factors for
EPA to consider in determining whether a removal action is
appropriate. The factors which apply in this case include:

- (i) Actual or potential exposure to nearby human
populations, animals, or the food chain from hazardous
substances or pollutants or contaminants:

- (ii) Actual or potential contamination of drinking water
supplies or sensitive ecosystems;

- (v) Weather conditions that may cause hazardous substances
or pollutants or contaminants to migrate or be released.

- (viii) Other conditions.

The above factors are triggered at the NHPC Site by a number of
conditions.

First, the release of hazardous substances from the building and
the soils beneath the building appears to be a contributing
source of downgradient groundwater contamination. Volatiles and
metals are present in the downgradient plume at levels in excess
of federal and state drinking water standards, and thereby pose a
potential threat to current and future users of the bedrock
groundwater.

Second, the building roof has deteriorated to a point where
precipitation enters the building in most areas. As a result,
residual contamination is continually released to the soils
beneath the building through a series of open trenches. The
precipitation may also be causing contamination to leach out of
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the building and soils into the groundwater. The overall
building condition is one of continuing deterioration and is
currently considered unsafe to trespassers (such as children).

These Site conditions demonstrate that there is a continuing
release and migration of hazardous substances from the source
area (building and soils beneath) to groundwater. This release
of hazardous substances has resulted in elevated concentrations
of several contaminants including arsenic, chromium, lead, -
cyanide, TCE and PCE in the soils and groundwater beneath the
building at levels which may present a risk to exposed
populations. Comprehensive characterization of the underlying
building soils and evaluation of any associated risk is impeded
by the present condition of the building.

Consequently, based upon the NCP factors listed above, a
potential threat exists to public health or welfare or the
environment. A removal action is therefore appropriate to abate,
prevent, minimize, stabilize, mitigate, or eliminate such
threat(s). 1In particular, a removal action is necessary to (1)
control and contain the release of hazardous substances from the
building and underlying soils, (2) to assure adequate security to
prevent public access into the building, and (3) expedite the
anticipated long-term remedial action.

This removal action is designated as non-time critical
because more than six months planning time is available before
on-site activities must be initiated.

IV. ENDANGERMENT DETERMINATION:

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this Action Memorandum, may present an imminent and
substantial endangerment to public health, or welfare, or the
environment.

v. PROPOSED ACTIONS AND ESTIMATED COSTS:

The overall goals of this NTCRA are to: (1) control and contain
the release of hazardous substances from the building and
underlying soils, (2) assure adequate security to prevent public
access into the building, and (3) expedite the anticipated long-
term remedial action.

To achieve the NTCRA goals, the following specific objectives
were developed during the EE/CA process:

. Prevent, to the extent practicable, the potential for
water to contact contaminants within and beneath the
building, causing migration of contamination to
groundwater and underlying soils;
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. Prevent direct human contact with and ingestion of
contaminated soils and debris from the building;

. Facilitate characterization of the soils beneath the
building which will contribute to the efficient
performance of anticipated long-term remedial actions.

EPA developed the NTCRA objectives based on information gathered
during previous investigations and removal actions as well as
from the ongoing remedial activities at the Site. The objectives
were then evaluated against specific criteria in the EE/CA. An
identification and analysis of removal alternatives was then
conducted and various technologies were screened for their
overall applicability to meet the specified removal goals for the
NTCRA.

Removal action alternatives were developed by combining the
following general response actions:

. No action (which serves as a baseline);

. Limited actions which restrict access and/or limit
potential exposure to contaminants;

. In-place treatment (decontamination) of the facility
interior to reduce or mitigate exposure potential and
pathways, and;

. Treatment, demolition, and disposal of equipment and
facility.

The three NTCRA alternatives developed for the NHPC building
were:

1. No Action (restricted access); [$52,460]

2. Building and Equipment Decontamination, Limited Off-
site Disposal of Materials, Restricted Access, and
Repair of Roof; [$210,177]

3. Building and Equipment Decontamination, Demolition, and
Off-Site Disposal. [$354,490]

Pursuant to EPA guidance on EE/CAs, alternatives were evaluated
based upon effectiveness, implementability, cost, and compliance
with ARARs. It is anticipated that none of the alternatives for
this non-time critical removal action will approach $2 million.

A comparative analysis was conducted in the EE/CA among the three
alternatives.
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A. Proposed Actions

1. Proposed Action Description

Based on the above analysis and other information contained in
the EE/CA and supporting documentation, EPA has selected
alternative 3 as the proposed NTCRA. Alternative 3 involves the
decontamination of the equipment and building; removal and off-
site disposal of office and process equipment, and utilities and
associated piping; and dismantling and off-site disposal of the
building. The UST would be sampled and, if determined necessary,
decontaminated and disposed of off-site. Following
decontamination and removal activities, visibly contaminated
soils would be excavated, tested, and disposed off-site and a
temporary cover would be placed over the building site.

Decontamination of the equipment and building surfaces would be
conducted. Then the pipes, wall partitions, and ceiling and
roofing materials would be removed. After all equipment and
interior building materials have been decontaminated and removed,
the building shell would be decontaminated using a high
efficiency vacuum for the floors and walls and steam cleaning for
the steel structural beams. The building structure would then be
dismantled. The roof and steel structural beams would be taken
down and transported off-site for disposal or recycling and the
concrete block walls would be dismantled and disposed off-site.

When only the concrete slab remained, the UST could then be
easily accessed for sampling and cleaning. The remaining liquid
and sludge in the UST would be sampled and, if necessary, the
tank would be emptied and cleaned. The UST can be addressed
under the NTCRA only if it contains hazardous or mixed wastes.
If the UST is found to contain pure petroleum product, it will
not be addressed under CERCLA authority. However, the NHDES UST
program has committed to remove the tank and remediate solely
petroleum contaminated soils. Following sampling of the UST, the
concrete floor slab would be removed. 1In areas where the
concrete slab was determined to be hazardous, it would be cut
with a wet saw and removed to a licensed hazardous waste
facility. The remaining concrete slab would be broken up with a
hydraulic hammer and disposed off-site at a licensed facility.
The UST and associated piping and all visibly stained soils in
the trench and UST areas would be removed/excavated and disposed
of off-site.

Prior to removal from the Site, demolition debris, decontaminated
equipment, UST sludge, stained soils, and any other materials
requiring off-site disposal will be sampled and analyzed to
determine appropriate disposal options. BAll waste materials
which are determined to be listed or characteristic hazardous
waste as defined under RCRA Subtitle C will be disposed of in a
licensed Subtitle C facility. Materials which are not defined as
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hazardous waste under Subtitle C will be disposed of in a
licensed Subtitle D (solid waste) landfill.

Following removal of the building slab and visibly stained soils,
the RI contractor will collect soil samples from the building
site to facilitate full characterization of the soils beneath the
building. The building site would then be prepared for placement
of a temporary cover. The former UST and other excavated areas
would then be backfilled with clean fill and the building site
would be graded and slightly sloped to prevent damage to, and
control ponding on, the cover. A temporary, impermeable HDPE
cover would then be placed over the building site to mitigate
potential infiltration of precipitation and prevent direct
contact with contaminated soils. Precipitation that accumulates
in one area (diverted by graded topography) will be pumped from
the cover periodically. The backfilling and grading will not
prevent ponding, but is intended to promote drainage to a
localized area to facilitate pumping. Since the sources of
contamination (the building, some soils, and potentially the UST)
would be removed, annual groundwater monitoring would not be
required under the proposed NTCRA. Periodic inspections and any
necessary maintenance would be conducted to monitor and assure
the integrity of the temporary cover.

The cost estimate for conducting the proposed NTCRA, as developed
in the EE/CA, is $354,490. For purposes of the cost estimate, it
is assumed that periodic inspection and pumping of the cover
would be conducted until implementation of the final remedial
action (approximately a three-year period).

At an informational meeting and formal hearing held in Merrimack
on November 15, the State, Town, and the general public concurred
with EPA’s recommendation for the preferred alternative. Post-
removal site control activities, to the extent any are necessary,
will be managed by the EPA remedial program.

2. Contribution to Remedial Performance

Based upon previous investigations and the ongoing RI, it is
anticipated that some level of soil and groundwater cleanup will
be necessary as part of the long-term cleanup plan for the Site.

The previous removal action did not fully remediate soils in the
lagoon area. Though several thousand tons of contaminated soils
were removed and a clean cover placed over the area, a baseline
human health and environmental risk assessment will be necessary
to determine the need to remediate remaining soils. It is
important to note that the lagoon system is a former wetland area
and that any cleanup of that portion of the Site will probably
include a wetland restoration.
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Like soils, only the baseline human health and environmental risk
assessment will be able to determine the need to remediate
groundwater. Because several volatile and inorganic contaminants
have been found at the Site at levels in exceedance of maximum
contaminant levels (MCLs), it is anticipated that some form of
groundwater remediation will be necessary.

The final long-term cleanup approach for all media at the Site
will be documented in the Record of Decision (ROD) expected next
winter (1994 - 1995).

To the extent that any future long-term cleanup is determined to
be necessary at the Site, the NTCRA is expected to expedite the
cleanup by characterizing potential soil contamination underneath
the building before, rather than after, issuance of the ROD. It
is anticipated that the soil data can then be compared with any
risk-based cleanup levels developed for soils during the baseline
risk assessment. This will allow the building area to be
remediated, as necessary, concurrent with other areas of the Site
under one comprehensive ROD.

Furthermore, the proposed NTCRA contributes to the efficient
performance of future remedial activities. As a potential
groundwater contaminate source area, the decontamination,
demolition, and off-site disposal of contaminated equipment and
building materials would probably be required components of any
future remedial action. The implementation of the proposed NTCRA
will eliminate the need for annual groundwater monitoring in the
building area, as well as maintenance and repair of access
barriers into the building.

3. Description of Alternative Technologies

Prior to selecting the proposed NTCRA, two other alternatives, no
action and building decontamination/roof repair, were evaluated
in the EE/CA. The no action alternative did not satisfy all of
the NTCRA objectives previously identified. The building
decontamination/roof repair alternative would not contribute to
the efficient performance of future remedial activities and would
not be expected to expedite the overall cleanup of the Site, a
goal of the Superfund program under SACM.

During the EE/CA process, all three alternatives were evaluated
independently based upon cost, effectiveness, and
implementability. Cost is used to assess options of similar
effectiveness and implementability. The direct capital, indirect
capital, and post-removal site control costs (operation and
maintenance) are estimated for each alternative. Effectiveness
is based upon the ability of an alternative to meet the removal
action objectives. The effectiveness evaluation also involves
the assessment of federal and state applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARs), the short term risks associated
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with each alternative, the timeliness, and the overall protection
of human health in the environment. Implementability involves
the assessment of constructability and operational issues.

Based on the above evaluation, the EE/CA concludes that although
alternatives 1 and 2 each provided some degree of protection,
alternative 3 (the proposed NTCRA) achieves the greatest overall
protection of human health and the environment by eliminating the
chemical hazards posed by any residuals within the building and
UST, and greatly reducing the potential for migration of
contaminants from the soils beneath the building and the UST into
the groundwater. Alternative 1 would require the least amount of
effort to implement whereas alternatives 2 and 3 would require
approximately the same effort. Based on the extent of roof
repair actually required (assumed to be complete replacement),
alternative 2 could take longer to implement than alternative 3.
Overall, Alternative 1 would be the least expensive and
Alternative 3, the most expensive to implement. The total
present worth costs of the three alternatives are: $52,460
(Alternative 1), $210,177 (Alternative 2), and $354,490
(Alternative 3). Total present worth costs were calculated using
a 7 percent discount rate over a periocd of 3 years.

Alternative 3 is the only one of the 3 Alternatives evaluated in
the EE/CA which meets all of the identified objectives of the
proposed NTCRA. For this reason, and for the greatest degree of
protection to human heath and the environment that it would
provide, Alternative 3 has been chosen as the proposed NTCRA.

4. EE/CA

Attachment 1 is the EE/CA Approval Memorandum, Attachment 6 is
the EE/CA Fact Sheet (EPA’s Proposed Plan), and Attachment 7 is
EPA’s Response to Comments on the EE/CA and EE/CA fact sheet.
The EE/CA report itself is located in the Administrative Record
for the Site.

5. Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements

Through the EE/CA process, EPA has evaluated the universe of
federal and state applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs) pertaining to on-site activities which are
within the scope of this NTCRA. Attachment 8 is a list of all
such ARARs. The identified ARARs have been divided into three
categories: chemical-specific, location-specific, and action-
specific. EPA has determined that the NTCRA will be designed and
implemented to attain all of the identified ARARs, in accordance
with 40 CFR § 300.415(i).

Applicable requirements are those that would be legally be
applicable if the NTCRA was not undertaken pursuant to CERCIA.
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Applicable requirements include cleanup standards, standards of
control, and other environmental protection criteria. Relevant
and appropriate regulations are those that are based on
scientific or technological considerations that are similar to
the conditions encountered at the Site.

6. Applicable Off-Site Requlations

The following are applicable Federal and State regulations that
would pertain to off-site activities. Though off-site activities
relating to hazardous waste disposal are not ARARs, all off-site
NTCRA activities are required to meet all applicable laws
including, but not limited to: (i) Department of Transportation
regulations governing the marking and labeling of hazardous
materials shipments (49 CFR 192), shipping requirements (49 CFR
173), and transport of hazardous materials by motor vehicles (49
CFR 177); (ii) the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
regulations governing transporter activities and treatment,
storage, and disposal facilities (40 CFR 261-264), land disposal
restrictions (40 CFR 268); and (iii) CERCLA § 121(d)(3) and its
implementing regulations regarding off-site response actions (40
CFR 300.440).

The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
regulations apply to both on and off-site activities. These
include regulations governing the performance of activities at
hazardous waste sites (29 CFR 1910.120), general construction
guidelines (29 CFR 1926), and occupational exposure to asbestos
(29 CFR 1910.1001).

7. Proiject Schedule

Upon the Regional Administrator’s signature of this Action
Memorandum, EPA intends to implement the NTCRA following the
schedule below:

. DATE I ACTIVITY

February 1994 Statement of Work (SOW) for
EPA Contractor

February to April 1994 _ Design/Specifications
Preparation

May to June 1994 Bid process to select sub-
contractor(s)

July 1994 Initiate Removal Action

September 1994 Anticipated completion of RA

Any post-removal site control activities will be conducted by EPA
until a remedial action is implemented as selected in the ROD.
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8. Estimated Costs

The costs detailed below assume that the NTCRA will be performed
as a Fund-lead. The cost components include intramural (inter-
agency) and extramural components.

Component | Cost

EPA Level of Effort $43,200
Intramural Total $51,840
(includes 20% contingency)
EPA Contractor $348,323
Post-Removal Site Control (PRSC)' $6,167

(Present worth for 3 yrs @ 7%)

Extramural Total $425,388
(includes 20% contingency)

Total Estimated NTCRA Cost $477,228
(Intramural + Extramural Total)

VI. EXPECTED CHANGE IN THE SITUATION SHOULD ACTION BE DELAYED OR
NOT TAKEN

If the NTCRA is not conducted, water will continue to infiltrate
the building and mobilize contaminants. Contaminants would
continue to migrate into the overburden and bedrock groundwater
below, causing further contamination. Also, potential threats
related directly to the building would remain at the Site for an
extended period and completion of the RI would be impeded by the
lack of adequate soil data in the building area. Delayed action
could alsoc increase the time and expense required for any aquifer
restoration.

VII. OQUTSTANDING POLICY ISSUES

This NTCRA is one of the first actions taken in Region I pursuant
to SACM. Through the implementation of SACM, remediation at this
Site has been streamlined as compared with the traditional
Superfund process in that an anticipated source control portion
of the overall cleanup will be performed earlier in the remedial
process through the use of removal authority. This will be the
first fund lead NTCRA to be implemented by the remedial program
through SACM.

! consistent with OSWER guidance, all post-removal site
control costs will be funded through the EPA remedial program.
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VIII. ENFORCEMENT

To date, the only potentially responsible parties (PRPs)
identified at the NHP Site are Aldo and Ida D. Bracci, the
current property owners, and Jack O. Labovitz, co-owner of the
New Hampshire Plating Company, Inc (NHPC) from 1962 to 1972.

Aldo and Ida D. Braccl do not appear to be viable PRPs. Jack O.
Labovitz has emigrated to Isreal and all attempts to contact him
have been unsuccessful. A formal PRP search will be conducted as
part of the RI/FS process.

Additional enforcement information for this case is contained in
Attachment 9 (Enforcement Confidential).

IX. RECOMMENDATION

This decision document represents the selected removal action for
the New Hampshire Plating Superfund Site in Merrimack, New
Hampshire, developed in accordance with CERCLA as amended, and is
not inconsistent with the NCP. This decision is based upon the
Administrative Record for the NTCRA.

Conditions at the Site meet the NCP criteria for a removal action
as specified in 40 CFR § 300.415(b) (2). I recommend your
approval of the proposed removal action. The total project cost,
if approved, is estimated to be $477,228. The NTCRA is expected
to be Fund-lead.

Approve _ U7 Disapprove
M G‘ W 2-\p a4
John P. Date

Regional m1 rator
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ATTACEENT

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGZIXN
REGION I
J.F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING, EOSTON, M2 02203-2211

MEMORANDU™ .

DATE: July 14, 1893

SUBJ: New Hanpshire Plating sSuperfund Site - Appreval Memcrandunm to
Perform an Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis for a Non-Time
Critical Removal Action

= i o0

‘FROM: Jin Di Lecrenzo, RPf%}y

Jill Metcalf, ORC ) q
TO: ©Paul Kaouch, Acting Regional 2éninistrator )
THRU: Dennis Euebner, Chief /L4L44¢JZ;

New Hampshire and Rhode Island Waste Management Branch

Don Berger, Chief
Emexgency Plannlng onse Branch

I. Subiject

This memorandum memorializes the ‘decision to proceed with an
engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) for a non-time
critical removal action at the New Hampshire Plating Superfund
(NEP) Site. The EE/CA will be limited to evaluating alternatives
for a source control action at this Site. The decision to
proceed with an EE/CA was concurred on by the SACM Ragional
Decision Team and is consistent with EPA guldance documents
regarding SACM early actions.

This memorandum is not a final Agency decision regarding the
selection of a removal action for this Site.

IT. Backaround
A. Site Description:

The NHP Site is located on a 13.1 acre lot on Wright Avenue in
Merrimack, New Hampshire in Hillsborough County. The immediate
area is zoned for commercial and light industrial uses, though a
relatively large parcel of undeveloped property across the street .
is zoned as residential. Three residential properties abut the
NHP Site to the west and north. There are several residences
located approximately 1,000 feet to the south. The southerly
flowing Merrimack River is located to the east of the Site.
Horseshoe Pond, an oxbow lake located $00 feet to the south of
the NHP property, discharges to the Merrimack River. :

The NHP building is a one-story building located on the Site,
with an adjoining paved parking lot. To the north cf the
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lution wastes

ruilding is a lagcen system into which plati sol
were discharged during the New Eampshire Plating Ccrporation’s
cperaticn of the Site. Additionally, thers 2 6,000 gallen
underground fuel cil storage tank (UST) keneath the southwestern
corner of the building. According to Stats of New Eampshire
Cepartment of Environmental Services (NHDES) records, this tank
is at least thirty years old.

The 13,070 square foot building is constructed cf ccnecrete block,
wood ancd steel beams and columns. The rccf is slightly pitched
and ccnsists of tar and gravel underlain by plywceé. The
building 1is divided into several rooms formerly ussd for plating
processes, equipment maintenance, chemical storage and coffice
space. Currently, the building condition is in a state of
continuing deterioration. During building surveys conducted on
December 10, 1992 and March 12, 1893, several holes were observed
in the roof throughout the building and wccden roocf supports
appeared to be rotting. Consequently, the building interior was
soaked. Several cpen, unlined trenches (formerly used for
plating operations) were also discovered within the building
interior.

B. Site Eistory:

From 1962 until Novenmber, 1985, the New Hampshire Plating
Corporation (NHPC) provided electroplating services to local
industries. The metals used in this process included geld,
silver, tin, copper, nickel, cadmium, iron, lead, manganese,
chromium and zinc. Solvents used in the process included
trichlorcethylene, toluene and acetone. Solvent use was
discontinued during the latter part of the 1970’s. Process
wastes included cyanide and various volatile organic compounds
(VOCs), acids, metal bath solutions and solvents.

Treated and untreated wastes and wastewaters were directed to a
pre-formed trench in the concrete floor in the Main Shop area of
the building. The wastes then gravity drained via a pipe to the
unlined lagoons located approximately 325 feet north of the
building. Approximately 35,000 - 60,000 gallons per day of
wastewater were discharged to the lagoons. Though the pre-formed
trench was concrete lined, it nevertheless may have caused the
leakage of wastes to the underlying soils. In addition, unlined
trenches appear to have been used to direct waste flow to the

pre-formed trench.

In 1980, NHPC notified the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) that it was a hazardous waste disposal facility according
to Resource and Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) Section 3001
regulations. The first RCRA inspection in 1982 resulted in the
issuance of a Notice of Violation/Order of Abatement for the
failure to comply with treatment, storage and disposal (TSD)
requirements and 40 CFR, Part 265, Subparts F, G, H, and K.
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szuent visits by the New Hampshire Department ci
Envircnmental Services (NEDES) revealed that NHPC wzs nct
treating its cyanide wastewater prior to discharge. A final RCRA
inspection was rerformed in 1985, at which tizme the cwner
indicated that he was not filing a Part B perzit or certifying
compliance with 40 CFR Par:t 265. Subseguently, operations at
NEPC ceased in November 19853. :

cC. 2Actions to Date:

Several hydrogeclogical studies have been performed at the NHP
Site from 1981 to the present. During this time meritcring wells
and piezonmeters were installed; soil borings were ccopleted:;

r

soll, sediment, surface water and groundwater samples were
collected; and geophysical surveys were conducted. 2s a result

f the various studies performed at this Site, EPA hLas determined
that lagoon soils and sludges contain concentraticns of metals
and cyanide well above background levels.

In June 1887, the NHDES contracted with Clean Earbers, Inc. to
cenduct a cleanup of the NHE? building. As part of the scope of
work, drums, jars and other containers holding varicus plating
solutions, cyanide salts and other materials (both liquid and
sclic) used in the electroplating process were removed from the
building. Sludge material and other sediments which accumulated
on the floors of the plating room were also removed and disposed
of at a licensed offsite facility. Sections of the interior
walls were sandblasted with grit and rinsed with a water and

chlorine solution.

In 1991, EPA conducted a time-critical removal action involving
the excavation of soil and sediment from the lagoons.
Approximately 13,600 tons of excavated material was solidified in
an ash mortar mix and encapsulated on-site in a high density
polyethylene (HDP) envelope, to the rear (north) of the NHP
building. Approximately 5,600 cubic yards of material excavated
from the third lagoon was placed in the southern section of |
Lagoon 1, and covered with a HDP cap and two feet of clean fill.

Currently, HNUS/BEI is performing a Remedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) on behalf of EPA at the NH? Site. As
part of the study, field activities, such as monitoring well
installation, surficial sediment, soil, grouncdwater and surface
water sampling, and a building survey have been or will be
performed. At the completion of these activities, an RI/FS
report will be generated detailing the results of the
investigation and presenting the remedial action alternatives for
the Site. EPA anticipates issuing a Record of Decision for the
Site in the fourth quarter of fiscal year 1994.
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D. Quantities and Tyres of Substances Present
Prelinirary groundwater samrling at the Site revealed elevated
ccncentraticns of volatile crganics and metals in excess of
federal and state drinking water standards. Specifically, TCE
and PCZ wers founé at 1110 and 17 ppb, respectively. Metals
éetectsd included arsenic, cadmium, chremium, and lead a%
ccncentraticns ranging from 3 to 225 ppb (all akove MCLs). The
ccntaminaticn forms a plume which is migrating in a southerly
Cirecticn tcwards Horseshoe Pond directly downgradien; ci the
Euilding. Theses same contazinants were ldentlfled inside and
tndernsath the building during the investigations descriked
bEelow, thus indicating that the building and the soils beneath
are pctential scurces of the downgradient groundwater

cntaminaticn. -

In May 1987, five cores were drilled through the floor within the
ruilding to obtain soil sanples. Six different metals, including
arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, lead and silver were destected
at concentrations rang*ng frem 1 to 540 ppm. Cyanide was
cetected at concentrations rcnglng from 2 to 300 ppa and VOCs
(TCE ané PCI) were detected zt concentrations ranging frc' 14 to
65 ppb and 16 to 730 ppb, respectively. .

Dust samples taken from within the building in October 1589
(after the building cleanup conducted by Clean Harbors) were
analyzed using X-Ray Fluorescence (XRF) which revealed elevated
levels of metals (chromium, lead, nickel, zinc, cadmium and tin)
ranging from 390 to 60,650 prm. :

In May 1990, additional soil samples were taken from the main
discharge trench within the kuilding. Seven metals (cadmium,
chromium, copper, nickel, lead, tin and zinc) were detected at
concentrations ranging from 101 to 8,945 ppm. TCE and PCE were
detected at concentrations ranging from 7 to 516 and 4 to 408
ppb, respectively.

E. State and Local Authorities’ Role:

The New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (NEDES)
has assisted EPA in removal, investigative, analytical and other
response activities at the NHP Site.

In June 1987, the NHDES contracted with Clean Harbors, Inc. to
conduct cleanup activities within the NHPC building in which
érums, jars and other containers holding various plating
solutions, cvanide salts and other materials (both liquid and
solid) were removed from the building.

During the 1991 removal action, the NEDES assisted EPA with on-
site activities. During the currently ongoing remedial
1nvesu1ga;101, the NHDES has provided document review, analytical
services, public reslations participation and field support.

w Eampshire Department of Public Health
s assisted the federal Agency for Toxic
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Substancss an isease Regiszry (ATSDR) in ccnducting a Purlic
Health 2szsessment for the NE? Site which will soon ke finalized.
The drai: was released on March 15, 1993, and public comments ars

currently being addressed.

III. Threat t5 Public Health, Welfare, or the Environment

Section 200.415(b) (2) of the NCP lists a numker of factors for
EPA to ccnsider in determining whether a rezmcval action is
approprizte, including:

- (1) Actual or potential exposure to near:y human
populations, animals, or the food chain from hazardous
sukstances or pollutants or contaminants; )

- (ii) Actual or potential contamination of drinking
water supplies or sensitive ecosystenms;

- (v) Weather conditions that may cause hazzardous
substances or pollutants or contaminants to migrate or
be released.

- (viii) oOther conditions:

These factors are triggered at the NHP Site in a number
of ways. First, the release of hazardous substances
from the building and the soils beneath the building
appears to be the source of downgradient groundwater
contamination. Volatiles and metals are present in the
downgradient plume at levels in excess of federal and
state drinking water standards, and thereby pose a
potential threat to current and future users of the
bedrock groundwater.

Second, the building roof has deteriorated to a point
where precipitation enters the building in most areas.
As a result, residual contamination is continually
released to the soils beneath the building through a
series of open trenches. The precipitation may also be
causing contamination to leach out of the building and
soils into the groundwater. The overall building
condition is one of continuing deterioration and is
currently considered unsafe to trespassers (such as

children).

-

These Si%e conditions demonstrate that there is a ceontinuing
release and migration of hazardous substances from the source
area (building and soils beneath) to offsite groundwater. This
release ¢f hazardous substances has resulted in elevated
concentrztions of several contaminants including arsenic,
chromiuz, lead, cyanide, TCE and PCE in the soils and groundwater
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ing at levels which may present a risk to
S Ceomprehensive characterizaticn of this risk
the present conditicn of the kuilding.

S =

poteﬂbla’ threat exists to punllc health or melfa-: or the
environment. A rsmoval action is therefore appropriate to abate,
prevent, mininize, stabilize, mitigate, or eliminats such
threat(s). In particular, a removal action is necsssary to (1)
control and ccntain the release of hazardous substances from the
building and scils beneath the building and (2) to assure
adequate sscurity of the building to prevent access.

This remocval acticn is designated as non-time critical
because mcre than six menths planning time is availz:zle before
on-site activities must be initiated. 2as a result, EPA is
required to ccmplete an engineering evaluaticn/cost analysis
(EE/CA) pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 300.415(Db) (4).

IV. Prorcsed Sccre of EE/CA 2nd Costs

A. Scope of EE/CA

The purpcss cof the EE/CA is to evaluate alternatives for source
control response measures related to the building, and soils
beneath the building, at the NHP Site. The EE/CA will consider
alternatives which will meet the following removal action
objectives: :

-- Prevent direct contacg with and 1ngesblon of contaminated
soils and debris within the building;

-- Prevent, to the extent practicable, the potential for
water to contact contaminants within the building;

~-- Eliminate risks to potential tresspassers by restrlctlng
access to the building:

~-—- Facilitate characterization of the soils beneath the
building.

Pursuant to EPA guidance on EE/CAs, alternatives will be
evaluated bkased uron effectiveness, implementability, cost, and
compliance with ARARs. It is anticipated that none of the
alternatives for this non-time critical removal action will
approach $2 million.

B. Estiméted Costs:
The EE/CA for the NHP Site will be developed by an EPA contractor

under the Alternative Remedial Contract Strategy (ARCS). The
selected ccntractor has recently prepared an EE/CA for another
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Superfund Site in Region I and is currently conducting a Remedial
Investigaticn for the NE? Sits. The EPA contractor’s experience
in preparing the EZ/CA and kncwledge of the NEP Site should
expedite the process andé hcldé costs at a minimum.

Extrznural costs associatsd with the preparaticn of an EE/CA for
the NHP Site, including ccmmunity relations activities and
development of an Acdministrative Record, are expected to be less
than $30,000. Intramural cocsts fcr review of the EZ/CA,
precaration of the Acticn Memorandum, and related coznmunity
relations activities should total about $20,000.

Other Considerations

-- It is already kncwn that elevated levels of contanination
exist in the soils beneath the building and that residual
contamination still remains within the building itself. Based on
this preliminary information, the soils beneath the building need
to be addressed as part c¢f the ongeoing Remedial Investigation in
order to characterize and, if necessary, to contain or remediate
the soils pending future remedial actions.

-- The building condition, particularly the roof, has-
deteriorated to the point where it is now a safety concern to
trespassers who may enter the building.

—- There is a 6,000 gallen underground petroleum storage tank
which may be leaking and should be sampled for.mixed waste.

~-— The State supports a SACM early action at the Site.

—- The citizens and local government strongly support demolition
and removal of the building at the earliest opportunity.

-— The current schedule is to have a ROD for the Sits signed by
September 1994, with design completed by March 1596 and RA
beginning in the summer of 1996. If a non-time critical removal
action were initiated, an Action Memorandum coculd be issued in
September 1993, with design completed by December 1933 and the
action beginning early spring in 1994. A SACM early action could
save two years in addressing the building and save at least
several months in overall Site cleanup by allowing for the
characterization of soils beneath the bulldlng prior to the ROD
rather than during the remedial design phase.

-



VI. Regional Recommendation:

Ongoing investigations have cetermined that there has been a
release of hazardous substances -to the environment. Consistent
with Secticn 104 (b) of CERCL, further investigaticn is necessary
to plan and direct future resgonse actions. We recommend your
approval of the engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA)
request. The estimated total cost of performing the EE/CA is
$50,000. You may indicate ycur approval or disapprcval by
signing below.

Approve: 42L~Lk>k;bkf( A ' " pate: [ 773

Disapprove: Date:
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Fact Sheet

New Hampshire Plating Company Superfund Site
Merrimack, New Hampshire

& EPA
Region |

November 1993

EPA PROPOSES ACTION TO MINIMIZE MIGRATION OF
CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER AND TO REDUCE SOIL
CONTAMINATION AT THE NEW HAMPSHIRE PLATING COMPANY SITE

INTRODUCTION

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
prepared an Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis
(EE/CA) to support selection of a proposed short-
term action to address contamination at the New
Hampshire Plating Company (NHPC) Superfund
Site in Merrimack, New Hampshire. The objectives
of this action, the alternatives considered to meet
the objectives, and EPA’s preferred alternative are
described below.

Based on information dpveloped as part of the
Remedial Investigation (Ri), currently underway for
the NHPC Site, a portion of the contaminated
groundwater is flowing south toward and possibly
underneath Horseshce Pond.

Public Information Meeting

New Hampshire Plating Superfund Site
Public Meeting at 7:00 pm and
Public Hearing at 8:00 pm
Monday, November 15, 1993
Courtroom at Town Hall

6 Baboosic Lake Road ,
Merrimack, New Hampshire

EPA will hold a public meeting to explain the
preferred alternative identified in the EE/CA and
a public hearing to accept public comment on
the proposal.

The dilapidated NHPC building, and the soils and
underground storage tank (UST) beneath the
building, are potential continuing sources of
contamination to soils and groundwater. As a
result, EPA has performed an EZ/CA to evaluate
short-term actions to reduce these potential
sources of contamination and to limit contaminant
migration into soil and groundwater, while
continuing the Rl studies necessary for long-term
comprehensive Site cleanup. The prepesaed short-
term action is referred to as a non-time-critical
removal action. While the proposed non-time-
critical removal action will accelerate overail Site
cleanup by containing and reducing a portion of
the contamination, it does not alone constitute a
complete cleanup plan for the Site. After the RI
and Feasibility Study (FS) are completed, EPA
anticipates that a final Site cleanup plan, detailed
in a document called a Record of Decision (ROD), -
will be signed during the winter of 1994-1995. The
final plan will define the level of contaminant -
reduction necessary for long-term human health
and environmental protection, as well as outline
the strategy to address the remaining
contamination at the Site. ’ .

The objectives of the non-time-critical removal |
action are to: :

e Prevent water from maobilizing contaminants
inside and beneath the NHPC building

® Prevent direct human contact with, and the
ingestion of, contaminated soils and debris
from the building

® Characterize the soils beneath the building to
facilitate the efficient performance of the
long-term cleanup




ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED

EPA zralyzed three alternatives in the EE/CA
repcr.. Alternative 1, the No Action alternative,
consists of maintaining the existing physical
barriers that restrict access to the building.
Alterrztive 2 includes decontaminating the
building and its contents, sampling and poessibly
decontaminating the UST, repairing the building
roof, enc maintaining the existing physical access
barriers. Alternative 3 consists of decontaminating
the buiiding and its contents, democlishing the
butlding and disposing of the building materials
and stzined contaminated soils offsite. The UST
woulc then be sampled and possibly excavated
and discosed offsite. The remaining soils beneath
the former building location would then be
sampled. A decision on cleanup of the soil will be
made in the ROD. A temporary cover would be
placed cn the former building site.

Altern. ‘ Alt.1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3

Capitai Cost $0  $157,717  $348,323

Annuzl O&M $19,990 $19,3990 $2,350

Total Present  $52,460
Worth

o -
Timeto —_ 45days = 40days
Complete .

$210,177  $354,490

EPA’S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Basecd on the evaluation described in the EE/CA
report, EPA’s preferred alternative is Alternative 3,

‘which involves:

e Decontaminating the equipment and the
NHEPC building

e Dismantling and disposing offsité the NHPC
building, its contents, and potentially the
underground storage tank

e Excavating and disposing af‘fsite the stained
contaminated soils beneath the NHPC
building - '

e Sampling the remaining contaminated soils
beneath the building to facilitate the
performance of the on-going Ri activities

EPA has determined that Alternative 3 best

satisfies all of the objectives of the proposed non-
time-¢ritical removal action.

£34 Superfund Program Fact Shezt

THE PUBLIC'S ROLE IN EVALUATING
ALTERNATIVES

Public Ccmment Period

EPA is scliciting public comment on this proposed
action and the technical siternatives evzluated in
the EZ/CA. EPA will conduct a 30-day public
comment pericc, from Ncvember 3, 1993, through
December 2, 1993, to provide an opportunity for
pubii¢ involvement in selecting the short-term
action. During that pericd, EPA will conduct a
public meeting to expiain the EE/CA and the
preferred alternative and an informal public
hearing to accest oral ccmments on the cleanup
alternatives. Both events are scheduled for the
evening of Monday, November 15, 1993 at the
Town Hall Courtroom, 6 8abaoosi¢ Lake Road in
Merrimack. The public meeting will begin at 7:00
p.m.; the public hearing will commence no earlier
than 8:00 p.m. The hearing will be transcribed; a
copy of the transcript will be added to the
Administrative Record for this action available at
the Information Repositories.

EPA will also accept written comments on the
EE/CA. They may be delivered to EPA at the public
hearing or be mailed (postmarked no later than
December 2, 1993), addressed to James Di Lorenzo,
Remedial Project Manager, U.S. EPA, Region |, JFK
Federal Building (HSN-CANS), Boston,
Massachusetts 02203; (617) 223-5510.

EPA will review all public comments as part of the
process of reaching a final decision on the selected
alternative for the non-time-critical removal
action. The final decision for conducting this
removal activity will be announced in an Action

Memorandum, anticipated in December, 19393,

Concurrently, EPA will issue a Responsiveness .
Summary responding to comments received during
the public comment period. Both the Action
Memorandum and the Responsiveness Summary
will become part of the Administrative Record.

Additional Public Information

The public is encouraged to consult the Site
Administrative Record, which cantains the EE/CA
and other materials relating to this action. These
documents provide a detailed description of the
Site and all the alternatives considered.

Printed on Recycled Pager



The Acminisirative Record fer this action will be
availatle during the public comment pericd at the
following Site \nformation Repositories:

Merrimack Public Library

470 Daniel Wehster Highway

Merrimack, New Hampshire 03054

(603) 424-5021 .

Contact: Diane Hathaway

Hours: M-Th  9:00am-S:00pm
F-Sat 8:00am-5:C0pm

and

EPA Records Center

90 Canal Strest, First Floor
Boston, MA 02214

(617) 573-5729

Contact: Jim Kyed

Hours: M-F  10:00am-1:00pm
2:00pm-5:00pm

If you have questions about the EZ/CA or would
like more information, please call or write:

James Di Lorenzo (HSN-CANS)

. Remedial Project Manager - ... R
Waste Management Division

US EPA

JFK Federal Building

Boston, MA 02203

(617) 223-5510

or

Corrinne Van Alstine (REA)
Community Involvement Coardinator
Office of External Affairs
US EPA
JFK Federal Building
Boston, MA 02203
{617) 565-2428

Printed on Racycled Paper
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Mailing List Additions/Deletions/Changes

r-—-——TTrEsrrrmsmrmsmrmmEmmEEEmEmEm———

If you or someone you know would like to be added to (or deleted frem) the New
Hampshire Plating Company Superfund-Site mailing list, please fill out and mail this form
to:

1
I
|
I
Corrinne Van Alstine |
Community Involvement Coordinator |
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency |
JFK Federal Building (REA)
Boston, MA 02203 » I
(617) 565-2428 I
I
I
[
I
[
|
d

Name

-Address

Affiliation (optional)

ADD DELETE ' CHANGE

F——_———~_—————*

£
¥ B s

UNITEDSTATES . . R R
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY r : ‘ o
REGION | - REA - New Hampshire Plating

|JOHN F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING  Company Suberfund Site
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203 pany Sup Site .,

Forwarding and Address Correction Requested

Official Business o E ' First Class Maijl <" ~=+

Penalty for Private Use : : _ ' S Postage and Fees Paid -

$300 . : : _ EPA  —iih L ,
: : ~ PermitNo.G-35 ~ = =°
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
NON-TIME-CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION
REMEDIALINVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY

NEW HAMPSHIRE PLATING SUPERFUND SITE
MERRIMACK, NEW HAMPSHIRE

Halllburton NUS Environmental Corporatlon
and . -~
Badger Enginesrs, lnc e

EPA Work Assignment No. 33-1LG1
EPA Contract No. 68-W8-0117
HNUS Project No. 0772

December 1993
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NON-TIXE-CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY
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.-+~ Halliburton Nﬁ% COrporatgon s
o and - v
Badger Engineers, Inc.

EFA Work Assignment No. 33-1LG1
EPA Contract No. 68-W8~-0117
HNUS Project No. 0772

December 1993



TASLE OF CONTENTS
RESSONSIVENZESS SUMMARY
NON-TIM=-CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION
NEW HAMESZIRE PLATING COMPANTY
®.A. No. 33-1LG1

SECTION PAGEH
PREFACE t e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 1
I. OVERVIEW (Site histecxy, E:z/C.’-‘-. objectives, . . . . . . 2
alternatives evaluated)
A, NTCRA Altermatives . . e e e e e e e . 3
E. Gcneral Reactiocn tc the Pref *red \lternative . . 4

II. BACXGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS . . . 4

III. COMYENTS RECEIVED DURING TEE PUBLIC COMM=ENT . . . . . 5
PERIOD AND EPA RESPONSES

o ... 0
ATTACEMENTS ~~°

A. COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED AT THE NEPC SUPERFUND
SITE IN MERRIMACK, NE

B. TRANSCRIPT OF THE NOVEMEZR 15, 1993 INFORMAL PUBLIC HEARING

C. COMPLETE TEXT OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT
PERIOD



.

@]

The U. S. Envirornmental FPrzcosction Agsncy (ZPA) held a2 30-day
public ccrmment period, frem Nevamzer 3, eczmber 2, 1993,
to provide an oppcrtunity f£cr intere ies to comment on
EPA’'s Freferred Alternative : Non Time-Critical
Remcval Ac:zon (NTCRA) at th : ing Comrany (NHEEC)
Superfund Sit in Merrimzc k, New Eampsh The Preferrsd
Alterra-*ve wds selected after EPA dezel an Encineering
Cost Anzlysis (EZ/Ca) that s zed varicus options
sing grounawa::r contam resulting from
i C EPA identified

Alternative for an

c1earuo 1n & Fact Sheet, issued in November 1583, at
cf the NEPC public ccxment period. On the evening of
Novemner 15, 1993, EPA conductzd & public meeting to discuss the
EE/CA ‘rc tne Preferred PTterne:ive. that same evening EPA

i an informal public hezrin ight commenters spoke.
corment pericé, two of
ublic hezring.
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The purpose of this Responsiveness Summary is to document EPA

rssponsss to the comments and —uestions raised during the public
comment period. EPA has considersd all of the comments summarized
in this document before selec i“g an interim remcval action to

address soil contamination under and near the NEPC building in

Merrlmack New Hampshire. . o : . s e

] (3 . a .0 .,",_;. .
The Responsiveness Summary is divided into the following sectioms: -

Section I. Overview. This section discusses the Site history,
outlines the objectives of the NTCRA, identifies the treatment
alternatives evaluated in the EE/CA, and identifies znd summarizes

. generzl reaction to EPA’s Preferred Altermative.

Section II. Backaground on Community Involvement znd Concerns.
This section contains a summary of the history of communlty

interest and concerns regarding the NHPC Site.

Section III. Comments Received Durirng the Public Comment Period
and EPA's Response to those Comments. Each written and oral
comment from the public and interested parties on the EE/CA and
NTCRA are repeated and responded to dirsctly.

ATTACEMENT A - This attachment provides a list of the community
relations activities that EPA has conducted for the NTCRA at the
NEPC Site-

ATTACEMENT B - This attachment is the transcript of the November
15, 1993, informal public hearing held in Merrimack, NE.



ATTACEMENT C - Tnis zttactohment inclilufes thsz comzlets text ¢l
ccrments racelved durinz the public cecmment eriod.

I. OVERVIEW

The NEPC Superfund Sitz is Iccated on Wright Avenus in Merrimack,

New Eampshire, & community midway betwssn Nashua &nd Manchester.
The NEDPC Site is 2 13.1 zcres lot where N=E2C provided slectroplating
services to lcczl industriss from 1962 to 1%85. Flating process
wastes, including metzls ezd organic solvents, wers disposed Ly
discharging tc unlined crenches in the building’s concrete flocr
which directed wastes thrcugh a discharge pipe to four lagoens in
a wetland behizd the kuilding.

In the ezarly 1580s, the New Eampshire Department of Environmental
Services and EPA began zttermpts to regulate NEPC’s hzzardous wasts
disposal activities undsr the Resource Conservaticz and Recovery
Act (RCRA). The State issued a Notice of Violations and Order c:Z

Abztement in which New Zamrshire Platirg was requirsd to treat its
wastes prior to discharzs into the lagoons. NEPC cezsed operations
in 1985 beczuse it wzs unzble to meet the financial assurance
prcevisions of RCRA and continue to pursue the field investigaticn
necessary to cetermins the nature and extent of the contaminatico
it caused.

In 1987, a contractor for the State stzbilized the plating waste in
the lagoon system wit:z lime and a sodium hypochlorite solutiorn;
removed debris, drums, ancé plating tank liquids; and conducted a .
limited decontamlnatlcn of the NEPC building. The EPA emergency

‘removal action, conducteé from 1989 to 1991, :confirmed :that<a i -

number of volatile organic  compounds (VOCs) including
trichloroethylene (TCzZ) and 1,1,1-trichloroethare (1,1,1-TCR);

inorganics (metals) such as arsenic, cadmium, chromium, lead, zinc;

and cyanide were present in the lagoon system. Since these
contaminants were detected in monitoring wells on and around the
Site, in July 1991, EZA proposed to add the Site to its Nationzl:
Priorities List (NPL), making it eligible for funds for long-term
cleznup. Final NPL listing occurred in October 1992. EPA is
currently cornducting a Remedial Investigation (RI)/Feasibility
Study (FS) to determine how best to address the remaining
contamination on and under the Site. ‘

Based on information developed as part of the on-going Remedial
Investigation, a porticn of the contaminated groundwater is flowing
south toward and pcssibly underneath Horseshoe Pond. The
dilapidated N=EPC building (particularly the holes iz the roof), and
the contaminated underlying soils resulting from the use of unlined
trenches for waste disposal are potential continuing sources of
contamination to soils ané groundwater. As a rasult, EPA has
prepared an Exgineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) to support
selection of a short-term action, referrsd to as a Non-Time-
Critical Removal Acticz (NTCRA), which allows EPA to spotlight and

.
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Zzsed on the ressults of the EX/CA, EPA’s PFrzierrs
Rlternative 3, which includes the followznc com

e}
effective for addressing the area in and berszth th

v
(l) ]
11
rT
+ N

.. @ Deccntaminating the equlument and the NEFC bu ildi ng
"z~ e’  pismantling and disnosing off-Site the NEPC buildi ng, its

contents, and sampling and potentgal y removing fghgwg,

underground storage tank
° EXCavatlng and disposing offsite cf stzized contaminated
soils beneath the NHEC bnﬂldlng

L Sampling the remaining contaminzted soils beneath the.
building to facilitate the performance of the on-going
remedial activities

o Placing a temporary cover over the former building
location until a decision is made about how to clean up
the entire Site

"EPA identified general response actions that might be taken to
-satisfy the objectives detailed above. The general response
actions include: no action, which serves as a ccmparative
-baseline; 1limited actions which restrict access cr limit potential
exposure to contaminants; in-place treatment (decontamination) of
the building interior to reduce or mitigate exposure potential and
pathways; and treatment, demolition, and dls:osal of equipment and
the building. Baseé on these ¢eneral esponse actions, EPA
identified the threes specific alterzatives evaTua ed in the EE/CA:
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‘zment Decontaminaticn, Cemclition, and

Implementaticn of Alternmative 3 would prevent the continuing
migration c¢f contzminants to groundwater and underly ng soil by
removing the sourc - mtamination within the NEEC bulTalng

Altesrnative 3 would zreven human exposure to th- ccnt mination by
removing the i . ained soils and placing a temporary
cover over th ing location. Flna- ernative 3
would facili trhs ramedlal effort to characterize the soils

’_l
[
?3
rT

benezth the building by rsmoving and dlccos-“g the structure off-

site. Alternative 3 1s the only one of the thrses alternatives

evaluated in the ZZ/C2 which meets &2ll1 of EB&’ identified
e o}

L' S
of the NTCR2. EPA has selected its Preferred

s
Alternative, Altermz:ive 3, be to implements
E. General Rezcticz to the Preferred Alternative

There is nezarly urazimous support for selection of the Preferred
Alternative. Each ¢Z the eight people who testified at the public
hearing indicated support for Alternative 3, the Preferred
Alternative. Written ccmments from two of the eight people who
‘spoke at the publlc hearlna'%fre received durlng the public comment

l T

II. BACXGRCOTND ON éOHHUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

The level of commuzity ccncern about the Site was highest in 19950
and 1991, toward the end ¢f the emergency removal actiocn, when Town
officials lezrned that waste would remain stored on-site.
indefinitely.

In March 1993, the Acency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR), a branch of the U. 8. Public Health Service, issued a
draft Public Eealth Assessment, a document that evaluates data and
informaticn on the rslease of contaminants from the Site to assess
any current or futurs impact on public health. ATSDR anticipates
releasing the final Eezlth Assessment early in 1994. That document
and responses to ccmments on the draft will be included in the
Assessment’s Administrative Recoxd.

As a result of thess activities, the themes that were prevalent
during the interviews for the Community Relations Plan included
the credibility of the fsderal bureaucracy; public health issues
(including the NEPC building itself), future uses for the NHPC
Site, contaminaticr from other sites, and water supply quality.

-4-
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IIT. COYAENTS RECEIVED DURING TEE PTZLIC COXY=NT FERIOD AND
EPA’S RESPONSE TO TEOSE COMMENTS

:  the public rearing, Ll izdicating
ive 3, the Preferred Rlternative. Two of these
11 , on behzlf c¢Z their respective Tow: bcards, &also
ed written statements in support ci Alternazive :.

Those testifying at the hezring did not provide lsxngthy spesches
but sgecificzlly indicated support for 2lcernative 3. 2 copy of
the transcript of the hearing is attached as Apperndix E.

The two written ccrments rsceived were frcom the Merrimack Beoard of
Selectmen and from the Merrimack Cecnservation Commissicz.

The EBcard of Selectmen confirmed their support for Altsrnative 3
offersd by Selectmzn Silva zt the public hezrinc. The Coczservation
Commission fcrmalized the support Mr. Kirty provided at the public
hearing but offered three concerns.

Comment: The Board of Selectmen also encouraged zny activities:
hlch would lead to expedlte the remedlatlon of the581te. . _;5

EPA response: EPA will endeavor to comple e the prcposed NTCRA in
2 timely manner.

Comment: The Board of Selectmen is anxiously awaitizg the results
of the fish tissue studies EPA conducted at Horseshce Pcad.

EPA response: As indicated at the November 15, 1993 public meeting
by Mr. Richard Goehlert, the EPA Remedizl Project Manzger, the
results will be provided to the NH DES and the Merrimack Hezlth
Agent for distribution once all analytical results have been
reviewed to ensure that gquality control criteria (accuracy,
precision, completeness, etc.) have been met.

Comment: The Conservation Commission expressed concsrn that
removal activities may aggravate the migration of subsurface and
groundwater contamination. The Commission requested that EPA

ensure that a temporary cap or lining be installed cver tke former
building location to reduce the threat.

EPA response: As stated at the November 15, 1993 public meeting,
and as described in the EE/CA report, a tamporary cover would be
installed once the building has been demolished and rsmecvsd, and a
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Comment: Thne Ccomissicn requssted that EZA install menicoring
ells in and arcuni tne locaticrn of the former underground scorzass
tank &s part of i:zs cverzll grcundwater investigaticn.

¥

EPA responss: Menitcring well lccations will be considered in the
Remedial Investigazzizn. Placemsxzt of a monitcring well within ths
arez of the former uzndercround storage tank reeds to be considiersd
carefully. The czzl is to avoizl zccidental ccntaminant migraticn
as the result of zzgrassive drilling techniques.

Comment: The Ccois
NUS/Badger E“c-uee:

[¢1]

ion reques:ts that EPA instruct Ezllikburtcen
s to consult with the State Watsr Supply &axnd
Pollution Contrcl Civision to obtain information about their
experiences wi-; craracterizing, excavating, transporting, arc
treating petroleum-ccnt am*nated scils.

EPA response: As prassnted at trs November 15, 1893 public meetir
and in the EE/CA r=zzcrt, once the contents of the undergre
storage tank sludgs znd underlying soils have been analyzed an
characterized, decisisns will be made as to whether the NH DE
the EPA will have the zuthority to addrecs the underground stc
tank and contaminztsd soils.

™ 13 N

S
-

=2

If the undergrcuné storage tank sludge and soils contain only
_petroleum products, then "the NE DES will pe*form the necessary
"actions, including characte2ization, “excavation, transport, and
~disposal. If the underground storage tank‘sludge and soils contzain

other contaminants .in addition to the petroleum preducts, then
these materials may ke considersd a mixed waste and will be
addressed by EPA as part of the NICRA. Applicable waste removal
and disposal regulat:c:s will be followed. Experienced perscnnel
or contractors will be employed for a safe and efficient removal.
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CCMDNIZTY RELATICNS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTEZD AT T=ZE N=ZC
STUPERTUND EITE IN MERRIMACX, NEW ERMPSEIRE

Commuznizy relzticns activiciss conducced at the NEHEC Sits rslevan:
to thez Ncn-Time-Criticzl Remeoval Action include:

. EB2 cornducted loczl interviews to assist iz dewvelcping a
Ccrmunity Relaticns Plan (April/Mzy 1983).

° EPX issued the NEEC Community Relaticns Plaz (July 1883).

L EF2 purlished nctices in early November 1862 in the
Nashua Telec:aph, Union Leader, Villece Crizr, a=n
Becdiord-Merrimack Eulletin announcing the esta>lishment
of the Administrative Record for the NTCXXZ ané ths datse
of the public meeting and public hezring to discuss the
NTCRA preferred zlternative and solicit public ccoment on
the preferred alternative.

o EPA 1released a fact sheet, dated Ncvember 1883,
discussing the EZ/CA and its preferred zltsrrzzive for
the NTCEA.

° EP2 cornducted a public meeting to discuss the Frsferrsd
Alternative and a public hea_irg to so’ic it public
ccrment on the Preferred Alternative. Eoth activities

were held on November 15, 1593. Twenty-six people signed
the sign-in sheet; eight people testified during the
public hearing. A copy of the hearing transcript
included in the Administrative Record at the Informatlo
Repositories at the Merrimack Public Library and at the
EPA Records Center.

o EPA conducted a public comment period from Ncvember 3
through December 2, 1993. Two people submitted written
comments. . :
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NEW HAMPSHIRE PLATING COMPANY

EPA ENGINEERING EVALUATION COST
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% Public Hearing held November 15, 1993, at the Town Hall, Baboosic

Lake Road, Merrimack, New Hampshire, commencing at 8:12 p.m. and
ending at 8:30 p.m. Moderated by Mr. Richard Goehlert.
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2 2.l se: You'rz all set? They zrCs
3 us-ng & reccsrder to racsord e
4 statemants as well zs my stztsment sC
5 ~ I would ask thaz you just coma up hers
6 and these microphones will gick it up
7 ard then everybody else can hezr alisc,
8 bEecause if you .came up here aznd fzz=d
S this way, you might not be able to
10 hezr. Good evsnincg. I've ¢gct to szvy
11 this for the record so you'rs ¢oing to
12 gzt some of the same things thaz I
13 said before. We don't normzally holld &
14 putlic meeting and a2 hearing in the

same night, but this was an unusual

. circumstance and we're trying to do

et

this not only' because it saves us

18 . . money and time, but we helieve thét we
19 _ _ . have read the sense of the Town =znd
20 . - L N the community. If you have a public
21 . . - - meeting and then come out.a month
< 22 0 L : . later or three weekﬁ later an§ have a
23 : : - . public meeting, it's sort of a waste
24 : o 0f your tax dollars and mine ané a
- o : LEGAL DEPOSITION SERVICE
31 SY0RAS STIRT, CONCORD, NEY HAXPSHIRR 03301
(603)225-4301

R0383T1 A. MRTILIOOS, TRANSCRIBER



DO LiOliL Jiedmavid o ddie e mar~ - e _

1 waste 0L ycur time Sz I thinr wWe
2 were corrac< 1n <czsing  tnat Gcod
3 evening, ladies arni g¢entl=mer My
4 . name is Richard Ggecelrler: I's the
5 remedial project mansger in ths New
6 Hampshire Waste Manzzement Eranzh, the
7 New Hampshire SuperZund s=zctiocrn, and I
8 and Jim Di Lorenzo are ressonsizle for
S this site, the New Xampshire Flzting
10 Site, I work for the United States
11 Environmental Protescticn Agsancy 1in
12 Region I in Boston. I will ssrve as
13 chairman of this saring. Also
14 present tonight and ¢n this panel are

. Jim Di Lorenzo. Ee is the EPA site

>mana§e ‘and Miké‘Robinette{;He is the

. ":New.' HéﬁpshiEéA :Depéfﬁﬁeht of

18 Environmental Services site manager,

8 19 e ' my counterpart and Jim's counterpar:t
20 T - REELEE in the Waste Manacement Engineefing‘

_ U 21 T AR e Tl : Bureau. The purpose of this hearing
. T 22 e R AN is to formally accept your comments on
: 23x - : EEE . the Ngw Hampshire Plating Engineering

- 2¢ v Eie- T Evaluation/Cost Analysis, also known

j _ - - LEGAL DEPOSITION SERVICE
31 Sro2is STREEY, CONCORD, NEV HiXp§EIz? 03301
(603)225-4301
ROBERTL A. MRTILIOUS, TRANSCRIZER



2 puzlic infcormation mesting rignt hsr-e
3 ¢ The EZ/CA earlier this evening. s
4 arz herz toc accept comments on tos
5 gprzferrsd alternative for thé reamovazal
6 , ci ths buil@ing at the New Hampshirs
7 Flzting =site The comment pericc
8 bzzzan con Novémber 3, 1¢%3, and will
S ‘ . enZ on December 2, 1863, Eefcre
10 bezinning, I'd like to describe to you
11 the format for the hearing.
i2 Essentizlly, the evening will be
13 structured as follows: first, Jim
14 Di Lorenzo will give a brief overview
¢f the EE/CA and the preferred
"Falternétivé.'”**”;”"Follohingﬁ  his

presentation, ¥e will accept any oral

18 : I conments you may wish to make for the
19 . record. Those o¢of vyou wishing to
20 oo . o comment, should have already indicated
: 21 : - your desire to do so by £filling out'
22 : g , the index cards available from the EPA
23 . - . representatives. Also available, if
.24 . ) you don't already have one, are copies
- - - LEGAL DEPOSITION SERVICE

31 S7033S STRTET, COKCORG, NEV HANPSEIRZ 03301
(603)225-4301
RO3L3t1 A. MEYALIOUS, TRANSC3IZER
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: ¢Z the Zzct sheet 2:z- the sizs I
z you've 1ot ccmpletss 2 card and wish
K To comment, p-.sase ¢ SO nOW 0T &t &nvy
& i time during the coursz ¢of the hearing
£ Does anyone nrnzad & cz2-4? &ftar Jim's
€ presentation I will zall on thoss of
7 you wishing tz maks 2z statement in ths
g crder which vocu signs=d this evening,
¢ unless vou have incicated z need ¢
10 speak earlisr T hink Jim's
11 presentation will be fairly brief, so
12 I deon't think we'ves had any requests
123 on that. I ask t=zt you ¢give your
14 comments for tonighz’'s hearing on the
- 15 proposal that addresses the building

hiYour comments should only addre%f the

When

.remo§al of the bulldlng tonlght.

18 - ’ N called on, I ask thzt you come to the

15 ‘ - front and identify yourself. The

20 Piis -:L270 . Zist microphones will then be able to pick
To1-SY W2 %3 1T :TiIzsl T yp your voice and the members of the

- BV Y IR STl oIl audience would also be able to hear
: 93 =% - “2/10-0%222% your statement. If anybody wishes to
24 ° TS TR SR speak longer than fifteen minutes, I'd

2t . «.. LEGAL DEPOSITION SERVICE

31 SYDZ!S STRREY, CONCORD, NEBY HIXPSEIRZ
: (603)225-4301

- ROBERTA A. METALIOODS, TR3XSCAIgE:

03301
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1 232 thzT you csiamarilz: what vou have
2 znd then plzzs sonszhing in tihs
3 wIZitten recori The texz ¢ <tThis
4 - hzzring =and any WwWritten comments
5 sz2mitted during the officizl comment:
6 czriod will bs transcribed aand will
7 rzzcome part ¢I not only the hearincg
g rzcord, but the Responsivensess
S g.mmary, which will be placec in ths=
10 Aiministrative Record. Following your
11 czament, I or z membher of this panel
12 will have an opportunity ts ask =z
13 ' clarifying cguestion if nscessary
14 rsgarcding your comment so that it mavy

. assist us in  considering your

- Statement. After all comments have

A N -
17 - ) beaen heard, I will -close the formal
18 A o hearing. I£f vyou wish to submit
1s . . written comments--and I encourage
2b SR oL L anybody who wishes to do so, to please.
- 21 o ) . '; éo so--they must bhe postﬁarked no
22 - R - . | lzter than December 2, 1993, and
23 oz - . mailed to ocur office in Boston. The
RS .24 e - : zppropriate address can be found on

LEGAL DEPOSITION SERVICE
31 Sr03is STREXZ, CONCORD, NBY HIYISEIRE 03301
(603)225-4301
ROBERTY A. MEYALIODS, TRAISCRIBER
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1 page tnree ¢ the Zzct gnest ani tTn:z

2z person that it shculf be sddzssszd T

‘3 is Mr. Di Lerznzo AT tne conclusicn

4 " of the hearing, plzzsa s=zs zny ci us

5 up here We will £= glzd to ganswer

& any cuesticns s hzve or &ny

7 guestions abcut the procsss of making

g written statsnents. All oral comnants

g we receive tonig¢ght and those wWe

10 receive in writing cduring the coament
11 period will be resgonded to in the
1z - Responsiveness Summnary &s I seid. The
13 summary will be inciuded in a decision
document. That decision dccument is

known as an Action Memorandum that EPA

lemj‘ w .' - - |

?preparesigat the conclusion ;. of ,thQ

17 B o coﬁment period and it is that decision

18 S S document which will allow us to act

'19 | . - and take action. Again, I encourage

ﬁd o T B each of you wishing to comment to do-

.21w ' T T so now or in writing befors.Decehber

'22 T 2nd. Jim will now present a brief

- QZétT: R T " overview of the EE/CA.

T :24‘“' " MR. Di LORENZO: ~ Thanks, Dick. Good evening. . As Dick

LEGAL DEPOSITION SERVICE
31 St088s SYRERY, COECORD, NBT HINPSAIRE 03301
(603)225-4301
ROSERFY A. MEIALIOOS, TRANSCRIEER
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N=W HAMPSHEIRE PZATING COMPANY TECA HEZARING - 11/:5/53 T
1 £224, Ry name 1z Jiz i L¢rznzo ani
2 :2's kind of c=;z vi right now, Etuz
3 22 the Ebznefi- ¢f tiascse ¢ you wnc

4 - cz2z:e in late, ZI'1l ko-z=2£fly ¢o threough
g wnat I cdiscusszd earliisr at the 7:00C
6 zuzlic mesting Zasiczally, ths
7 Togineering Evaluszstisn/Cost Analysis,
g ¢r EZ/CA as Jjuszt refsrrzd to, which is
S tnis document right hsrs, which is ths
10 s:zject of tonighi's meeting and
11 héaring, is &assocciated with dealing
12 w-th contamination in the building and
13 in the building &arsz of the New
14 Ezmpshirse Plating Sits and that's the

-__;-sole~purpose of tonightfs.hegxing.

w:- The ;_Eﬁ)CA +.is iauséd ¢,£o - ;evaluate
Sl TS ,

alternatives to - address that
18 S - contamination and the alternatives
- -19 - LT Tl oo ware evaluated as folicws:.

-i.20 "', ; R R - Alternative o¢ne is what 1is more -
Tl.21 . IR : = . commonly referred to as a "ﬁo actiqn
N L S . oL alternative”. It essentially dezals
STt 23 S : yith the physical barriers that are at
il .24 . < the site, which would remain in

LEGAL DEPOSITION SERVICE
31 ST0383 STRIZT, CORCORD, NBY HIFISEIRE 03301
(603)225-4301
ROBERTY A, METALIGIS, TRANSCIIZER



1 plece-~-the fence zrcuni tns sizs, ths
2 boarding of ths exits ts tThe tuilding
3 to ksep kids and ths puzlic in cgzneral
4 * out of thes Euilding and £or gublic
5 safety those would remzin in plzce anc
& we would maintzin then. Under
7 alternativs two, we woulcd
8 ‘ decontaminate the interior c¢I ths
S building and any ¢ the ccntents
10 remaining in the building. We would
11 sample and, as discusssd ea;lier, wWe
12 would possibly remcwves the undesrcground
13 storage tank cr close it in place, 1if
14 ' : ' it's determined that it contains
.s=--COntamination  other than . purs

-ArHIpetroleum Hproducﬁ vbecause‘épf_ the

. 17 - ' N Petroleum Exc¢lusion Act. Thirdly, we
418 : . ’ would repair the building roof to
18 - ’ s eliminate the continuing infiltration

B 20 P of precipitation into the building, -
e 21 A which we believe is causing aaditional
- 22 =T T - -77.. . migration of <contamination At& the
5 - 23 B - °  groundwater, so that would eliminate
T- 24 - P ) that and then maintain the existincg

LEGAL DEPOSITION SERVICE
31 ST0335 STRERY, CONCORD, NBY HiX¥PS$3Ii3 03301
(603)225-430Q1
ROBERYA A. MEPALIOOS, TRAXSC3I3%3
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i chvsical tarrisrcs Along with Thaz,
2 we would monitsr anv wells zround tos
3 cuilding on & c¢ontinual zzsis ant
4 - maintais the exiszting cnysicz2
£ barziers until such 2 time 2s a f£inzl
& decision is made ¢ the sizs in tnos
7 Record c¢f Decision, which would =z=
g thet pcint address whethsr o©or n¢:
] further &action 1s necesszry on ths
10 building. And then the thics
11 altearnazive, which the EPA is
12 prorosing tonight, is to deccntaminacs
13 the building and its contenzts, such as
14 : A in alternative two, but adéiitionally

to demolish the building and dispose

~-0f the building material and any

17 - visibly stained soil, which we know is
18 - _ Eontaminated, at an off-site licensed
19 - . facilivty. Additionzally, ‘the
T 20 BETC T underground séorage tank would be-
21 . T sampled and then it would be éxcavated
22 R T either by EPA if it's detsrmined to
23 - .= - - . _.have contamination other thzan
;é4 . petroleun product, or if it has pure

‘ LEGAL DEPOSITION SERVICE
31 STO0RES STRIZY, CORCORD, NEV HIE2SEIRY 03301
{603)225-4301
ROBER?Y A. METALIOIS, TRAISCRIBEE



NEW HAMPSHIRE PiATIHG CCMPANY EEC2Z HEARING - 11/T15/79=2 — B

1 petroleun zsroducz, i< weuld o=
2 excavated by the New Hzopshozoz
3 ‘ Departament ¢Z Envirsnmental Sezvices.
& ° So one way or another, ths undergrount
5 storage tank would most likelv ccns
6 0ff site. Thirély, the renmaining
7 soils, the soils thzt aren’'t stainsg,
8 would then be sampled and
S characterizad as part of the EZA's cnh-
10 going remedial investigation for the
11 overall sits and then once that's dons
12 a temporary cover will be placesd cover
13 the former building arees to eliminate
14 groundwater...to eliminate rzin watar

~infiltration and to protect anyone who

“may enter -theg 'site £from .coming  in

17 . - : ' contact with potentially contaminatsad
18 ' - soils. That's the scope of the
19 ' o alternative we're proposing tonight.
20 '~ SPBAKER: - - Could you push it up? [Referring to’
21 T e overhead graphic.] I'm éorry,A we
22 | - - ' - moved the machine and so we can't see
23 T " the bottom of it.
ﬂﬁ4 MR. Di LORENZO: Oh, I'm sorry. And that's what we're

~ LEGAL DEPOSITION SERVICE
31 SU023S SYREEY, COICORD, NEY HAEPSEIZY 03301
(603)225-4301
ROBR3TA A. MITILIONS, TRANSC2IRR
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T:A HAM-SHIRE PLATING COMPANY EECA BERARING - 11/15/93 te

1 here t: take c¢ccmment ¢n tainight s
z without any fuzther z2dz, I think we'll
2 2sk pecole t: maks czmmenzs in che
& - order that we rece:ves than Thank
£ you

€ MR. GOEHELERT: We will now Lkecin accsptinz comments
7 from the audiernce and I'd liks to call
g on Mr. Silva, &a szlzctmar from the
¢ Town o Merrimack.
10 MR. SILVA: Thank you, Dick. My nzme is Ed Silva
11 and I'm one ¢Z the selectnan of the
iz - Town o¢Z Merrimack and thz Board of
i3 : Selectmen would liks to go on record
14 ‘ as surportincg the EPA's preferred

=..alternative number three and that's as

"'it“was.presepﬁed here this evening--

17 . o .. removing of the ° building, any

18 : : ’ equipment...decontaminate any

1S . : ’ equipment that's at the site, and

20 o " disposing cf any stained contaminated-

) 21 - 7 I soils beneath the builéing “and
22 - T ' S cv... . sampling the remaining contaminated

TS oi.23 T OrT o -+~ soils  beneath the building to
24 - T . - facilitate the performance of the on-

LEGAL DEPOSITION SERVICE
31 SM0RRs STRERT, COXCOR), NEY HIISEIRE 03301
' (603)225-4301
ROBERTY A. MEFILIOUNS, TRi¥SC3IBER
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NEW HAMPSHIRE PLATING COMPANY EECA HEARING - 11/15/93 e
1 ¢oing activities thzz are 2t the sizte.
2 ME. GOEZEHELEZT: Does anyone on  the panal have
3 questicns? All righe. I would now
4 * like to call on Mr. Anderson of Island
5 Drive in Merrimack.
6 ME. ANCZRSON Mv names 1s Robert Andesrson. I would
7 like <to go reccrd as supporting
8 alternative three, removal of the
S building. Thank you.
10 MR. Di LORINZC: Thank vyou. |
11 MR. GOEELERT: Thank vyou, Mr. Anderson. I would now
12 like to czll on Mr. Kirby.
13 : ME. KIRRBRY: My name 1is Gregecry Kirby and I
14 represent the Merrimack Conservation

:--sCommission for the Town and;I would
‘ﬁ?fé&?}like}tdggo;on;fecoid:td'say;;ha:_ye

will be filing formal written comments

18 ‘ . - once wWe've summarized the meeting &t
) 15 Co - o2 our next hearing.
: ce 20 0 MR." Di LORENZO: .- Thank you.
% - 21 - MR. GOEHLERT: g Thank you, Mr. Kirby. Do you.have'any
w22 T T e B ... questions, panel? Mr. Stewart.
<23 : MR. STEWART: - My name is Ron Stewart and I'd like to
© 24 ' - o ’ go on record in support of alternative

LEGAL DEPOSITION SERVICE
31 ST0iRS STRERT, CONCORD, NEBV HANPSEIZE 03301
{603)225-4301
ROSERTY A. MEIILIOUNS, ITRAXSCRIINZ
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i three with ths continusi menitering ¢
P the contaminants until we're sure TRzl
3 gll the riskxs arsz =rcsmovsi To <The
4 ~ residents in the arez.

g M2. GOZHLERT Thank you, Mr. Stewar:t. The last caxd
3 I have is Mr. Turcctz=.

7 MR. TURCOTTEZ: Phil Turcotte, Islanc Drive. I'd like
& to gc on record as supporting
¢ alternative three. I just ssems TO
19 me that to leave a potentizal source of
11 : contamination there would ke kind of
12 the same thing as sitting in ycur
13 living room watching a cead trse
14 waiting for it...wondsring when it's

going to come down on your roof.

;5EMR,;§Q§HLE§$:“ﬁﬁgg~=wellwput; M;.'Turcotte.}?Doe§;anyone

17 ) : ) else wish to make ‘=z coﬁment? Mr.

iz L - Mulligan?

15 MR. MILLIGAN: Milligan.

20 .- MR. GOEHLERT: Milligan. I'm sorry. I need reading-

21 ; A; o glasses. . ) ‘

22 MR. MILLIGAN: I should have put in a card. I don't
-t 23 - - o write very well. My 'name is
oot 24 - Representative Roberﬁ Milligan f£from

. LEGAL DEPOSITION SERVICE
31 S?0%8S STREEY, CONCORD, NEY HIpsgizg 03301
(603)225-4301
ROBERTA A. MEYALIOUS, TRAISCRIBER

.
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i Merzimacx I'd lixz to go on rsccrs
Z as supgcrting alternztivs th:ee and I
K have c¢ne guestion Wnat does =&
4 " temperacy cover do? Wna=
= happens...whzt...you used the word
S) tamporary. What does a tempcrary
7 cover c¢s?
g8 ME. Di LORENZC: The sgls rpurpose of the temporary
S cover is tc preavent pre;ipitatiqn from
10 infiltrating the area and to prevent
11 ~ anyone, you know, such as kids, who
12 ' ' would most likely possibly transvarse
13 the site, from coming in contact with

that soil. That temporary cover would

"*ggéremain until a final determination on

1§the7bvérélr€3§té;is'made;ﬁﬁWe~don't

17 ' : : know how contaminated the soils are
18 : until we get the building down and
19 o - adequately sample them, so . the
- - 20 ‘ R e temporary cover will be put in place’
21 ) - until we determine if the soils heed
22 - S to be remediated or not. .. |
s 7 23 MR. MILLIGAN: And once this remediation is done or
s 24 ’ - anything, then the...there will be no

LEGAL DEPOSITION SERVICE
31 ST02RS SYREEY, CONCARD, NWEY HMXPSEIRZ Q3301
(603)225-4301
RO3ERTY A. MEPILIOUS, TRARSCRIBER
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that correct? You zeco.s
sure of that?

That's the intent.

Thank vyou.

Thank vyou.

Thank you, Mr. Millican. Yes, Mz'zz?
I'm Norma French, ZIsland Drive. I
also would like to hzve c¢on rasccrd thea:
I support number thrse,

Ms. French, thank vyou. Is thers
anybody else who'é 1like to maks =

comment? Yes, sir.

I'm Ken Knowlton. I live at Horseshoe
Pond Condo. .1 _want °'to support

: 4<a1ternative ngpberﬁ;hrgg,§gﬁlpls#not

just an Island Drive issue. This is a
Horseshoe Pond and Merrimack issue.
Thank you.

Thank vyou, Mr. Knowlton. Is there-
anvybody else who'd 1like té make a
conmment? I would 1l1ike to thank you
all fdr - your participation this

evening and with that I hereby declare

LEGAL DEPOSITION SERVICE

31 SY018S STRRET, CONCORD, NEBT HAKPSEIRZ 03301
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HEARING CLOSED
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STATZ QOF NIW EaAMPSHIRL
MERRIMACK, S3.

I, Rckertcz 2. Mstalious, do hereky c¢=zrtify tha:t I
transcribed from & tace recording, the forezcing 16 pages
and that the same is & true, full and correct transcrigt of
all ¢f the testimony at the hearing, to the best of my

knowledge and belief.

I further certify that I a&am neither attiorney rnor
counsel for, nor relzted to or employeé kv any ¢f the
parties to the zction in which this hearing was taken, zand
further that I &am neot a relative or emzloyee of any
attorney or counssl emploved in this <c¢azss, nor az I
financially interest=<4 in this action.

IN WITNESS WHEREQOF, I have hereunto sst my hand this
17th day of November ;: 3.

L/ 1Lt2{(22/yykf7tlw T L\)

Roberta A, alious

)]
gf /[/1 Q’V’// c’/’...{L/

Shella Santas-Cassavatgh
Justice of the Peace/Notary Public

LEGAL DEPOSITION SERVICE
31 ST0RES STRERY, COICORD, NEYW HAINESHIRE 03301
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ATTACEMENT C

COMPLETE TEXT OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING TEE



Ibar Mr., DL Lorenzo:

Town of Merrimack, New Hampshire

TOWN HALL ¢ Bcboosic Loke Ree:
PO. Box 540 . TEL: 403/424-23%
Merrimack, New Hemzsnire 03054 FAX: 603/424-17¢C

November 17, 1993

James Di Lorenzo (HSN-CANS)

Rexmedial Project Manager

Waste Management Division

U.3. Eavironmental Protection Agency
JI'K Federal Ruilding

Boston, Ma 02203

RE: . New Fa_591i*c Plat ing Site

.On behalf of che I‘own of Merrimack we would 'like to cake this 'opporcuni:y to a

comzment on your agency's preferred alte*native.

A3 articulaced by Seleccmm. Silva at the hearing, the Board of Selectmen
fully supporcs EPA's preferred Alterzative 3 which includes:

1) Decortaminating the eguipment and the NHPC ‘building.

2) Digmantling and disposing offsite the NHPC building, its
contents and the underground scorage tank. -We understand
the tank would be remeoved via the CERCLA program or the
State UST program depending upen its contents.

3) Excavating and disposing offsitz the stained contaminated
solls beneath the NHPC building.

4) Sampling the remaining contamizzted soils beneach the building
as pact 0of the on-going remedial investigation activities.
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James I Lorenzo (HSN-CANS)

‘ fect Manager/Waste Management Divisioen
untal Protection Ag:ncy
Give Placing Site -
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e &nd will supporc any acctivities which will lead tc expedite
icn of this site and anxiously await the results of the fish
er

-

formed at Ho seshoe Pond.
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CaNFAL 2T 224

Town of Merrimock, New Hampshire 03052

603/424-353

Conservction Cﬂmmusfon P.O. Bex 940 603/424-393
Town Hall, West Wing, § Baboosic Lake Road FAX 603/424-04¢67

November 30, 1983

Mz. Richard Goehlerct

Remedial Project Qfficer

NH Superfund Section *

JFX Federal Building

Envizrunmental Protection Agency

Regicn 1

Boston, MA 02203

SUBJECT: Corrective Acticn Plan, NE Plating, Merrimack{

NH

Dear Mr. Goehlexkt

Thank you for allowing the Merrimack Conservation Commission - -~
(Commission) to offer comments regarding the US EPA and &#87% =
N§ DES proposal for destruction of the NH Plating bu;ld;ng
s+ - as part of the Corrective Action Plan (CAP) for the site.™
' The Commission wishes to -make formal its unanimous approval
for EPA to follow Option 3 as the preferred optlon for
destruction of the building,

However, the Commission alsc has concevyns rega*dlng the
site following completicn c©f this phase of the project.
They are as follows:

l. 4“he Commission has concerns regarding the potential
threat of vadose zune and groundwater migratien of
the <contamination source once the bullding and
foundation are removed. We regquest that EPA's
contractor i1nstall a temporary Jimpermeable cap or
lining (preferably clay) within the perimet°r of the
bulld;ng to reduce this threat.

2. The Commission reguests that your contractor
install monitoring well(s) within the  former

underground storage tank excavation for part of the
overall groundwater investigation and monitoring
grogram.

3. The Commission reguests that your. contractor
contact the Water supply and Pollution Control Divisien
cZ the NH Department c¢Z Eavircamental Services to


http:Commiss.:.on
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Richard Gechler: Fags 2 oI 2
cbtain infermation regarding. their in-siie scil
gampling program for disposal of petroleum-ccntaminated
solils, ' This pregram could be usgeful fer soil
characterization in anticipaticn of excava+<ion,
ransport and treatment of these scils.
Thank you £or ycur time regarding these issues. We locx
forward to hearing from ycu. If you have questicns, please
feel free to call.
Sincerely, .
_&uﬁmﬁé /‘(u?'c*—-///_u
Gregery A. Kirby, Vice Chairman
/low
CC: Michael Robinette, NEDE
Balliburton/NUS
ichard S. Berden, Jr.,
Merrimack Tewn Manager




ATTACHMENT 8

POTENTIAL CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs
NON-TIME-CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION

NEW HAMPSHIRE PLATING COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE
MERRIMACK, NEW HAMPSHIRE

Requirement (8) Synopais

Nuthority Requirement Status Action To Be Taken To Achieve ARNR
Federal Clean Air Act hpplicable, | Specify appYicability During asbestos abatement, for
Regulatory (Chh) National based on and notification demolition or renovation, asbestos

Requirements

Emisnions
Standaxds for
Hazardous Air

guantity of
asbestos to
be removed

requirements,
documentation and
records, control of

emissions will be controlled using
control equipment and procedures,
as necesgary. All required

Pollution during asbestos emigsions, use | documentation will be prepared and
(NESHAP) (40 CFR demolition of air cleaning maintained.
61.145, 61.150, or devices, and prohibits
61.152) decontami - visible emissions to
nation. ambient alr,
State State af New Applicable, | Specify requirements During asbestos abatement
Regulatory: Hampshire, Air based on including notification activities, air emissions will be

Requirements

Resource Divipion

quantity of

and record keeping, and

monitored and control equipment

Rule, Env-C 400, apbestos to | control of air and procedures will be used, as
401, 402, 403, be removed emigsions and work necessary.
and 404 during practices during
decontami - asbestos abatement.
nation.
State State of New Applicable Requires abatement Control of fugitive dust will be
Regulatory Hampshire, Air procedures for fugitive } required if the roof is demolished
Requirements Resource Division dust from demolition or if the NHPC building is to be

Rule, Env-A 1002

and other types of
activities.

demolished,

} ‘ | f '




POTENTIAL LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs
NON-TIME-CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION .
NEW HAMPSHIRE PLATING COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE
MERRIMACK, NEW HAMPSHIRE

Authority Reguirement Status Requirement (s8) Synopsis | Action To Be Taken To Achieve ARAR
Federal 42 USC 4341, 40 Applicable Specifies the For the removal action
Regulatory CFR, Part 6, implementation of alternatives presented, minimal
Requirements hppendix A, Flood provisions of the Flood | impact to the pite is expected.
Plain Management Plain Management However, measures will be taken to
Act Executive Order (EO minimize logs, destruction, or
11990} . Under this degradation of flood plains.

order, federal agencies
are required to
winimize harm to or
within flood plains and
avoid long- and short-
term adverse impacts
apsociated with the
occupancy and
modification of flood
plains. Since the Site
ig situated in a 100-
year flood plain, and
this is a federal
activity affecting land
uge, the regulation is
applicable,




POTENTIAL ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs
NON-TIME-CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION .
HAMPSHIRE PLATING COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE

MERRIMACK, NEW HAMPSHIRE

NEW

Authority Requirement Statun Requirement (8) Synopsim | Action To Be Taken To Achieve ARAR
Federal Resource and Applicable Specify definitions, Activities performed in connection -
Regulatory Conservation hazardous waste with the on-site generation and
Requirementas Recovery Act classifications and clasBification of hazardous
Subtitle C (40 analytical protocols, wastes, and preparation for
CFR Parts 261- responsibilities of transport will comply with the
263) genexrators, labeling of | requirements of these regulations.
drums, storage,
documentation, and
manifest requirements.
Federal RCRA Land Applicable Identify hazardous Waste materials generated from the
Regulatory Disposal wastes that are decontamination and/or demolition
Requirements, { Restrictions restricted from land of building materials and stored
(LDRs) (40 CFR digposal. Also on-gite need to be analyzed and
Part 268) establisghes waste their disposal will comply with
analysis and record the requirements of these
keeping requirements. regulations.
Federal CAA NESHAP Applicable, | Specify requirements Asbestos abatement activities

Regqulatory
Requirements

(40 CFR G61.145,
61.150, 61.152)

baped on
quantity of
asbestos
removed
during
demolition
or
decontami -
nation.

governing removal,
management, and
disposal of asbestos.
Only the substantive
portions of these
regulations need to be
attained.

aggociated with the
decontamination oxr demolition of
the NHPC building will comply with
thege regulations.

Federal
Regulatorvy
Requirements

RCRA Tank Systems
(40 CFR 264
Subparts G and J).

Relevant
and appro-
priate, if
hazardous
wagtes are
identified
in the usT
sludge.

Specifies f%quirements
for clogure of a tank
system containing
wagte, closure and
post-closure plans, and
financial
respongibllity.

If hazardous wastes are identified
in the UST sludge, closure of the
tank will be congistent with these
requirements.
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POTENTIAL ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS AND TBCs B
NON-TIME-CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION '
NEW HAMPSHIRE PLATING COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE |
MERRIMACK, NEW HAMPSHIRE

PAGE °‘ITWO
Authority Requirement Status Requirement (8) Synopseils | Action To Be Taken To Achieve ARAR
State Public Health Applicable Specifies asbestos Contractors will comply with thesge
Regulatory Division Rule abatement requirements regulations,
Requirements {He-P 5000) for contractors (i.e.,
training and medical
monitoring). Only the
substantive portions of
these requirements need
to be attained.
State Solid Waste Applicable Provide definitions and | Removal activities that result in
Regulatory ‘| Division Rules requirements for the generation of hazardous wastes
Requirements (Env-Wm 100, 400, identification and will comply with these
and 500) tepting of hazardous regulations,
wastes, generator
respongibilities, waste
storage, manifesting,
and record keeping.
State Hazardous Waste Relevant Specifiea requirements If hazardous wastes are identified
Regulatory Divigion Rules and appro- for tanks consistent in the UST gludge, closure of the
Requirement (Env-Wm 708,03 priate, if with 40 CFR Subparts G tank will be consistent with thesge
(d)) hazardous and J. requirements.
wastes are
identified
in the UST '
sludge. .
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