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Subject : Nyanza 0.U.1 RA Completion

From : Richard Cava erfund Section

To Gerry Levy, Chief, MA Waste nagement Branch

Attached hereto is the Remedial Action Report for the first
operable unit at the Nyanza Chemical Waste Dump Superfund Site in
Ashland, MA. The Report was prepared by the New England Division
of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, which managed the construction
under an Interagency Agreement with EPA, with assistance from both
 EPA Region I and the MA DEP. Once EPA accepts the report, by
signature of the Branch Chief, the first operable unit remed1al

 action will be considered to be completed.

Two minor work items being performed by the Corps are still in
progress. The first is the offsite removal of a small number of
drummed wastes contalnlng cuttings, decon water, purge water, and
Tyveks generated. by EPA’s ARCs contractor. .from the operable unit 2
remedial investigation along with a small volume. of soil.
contaminated by minor leakage of the drums. The second is the
improvement and/or repairs to the Site security fencing. Neither
‘of these items were included in the original IAG with the Corps or
in the Corps’ contract with TRICIL Environmental Response, Inc.
Thus, they are not part of the first. operable unit, per se.
Hoewever, after extended discussions with the MA DEP earlier this
year about the transition from the construction phase to the O0&M
phase, for which the State is responsible under the terms of the
State Superfund Contract, EPA agreed to complete these items, using.
the Corps’ contracting authorlty, before the State took over O&M.
The Corps let the contracts for this work in mid August with
completion expected in early October, barring unforseen
difficulties. I will request the Corps to provide EPA with a
separate certification letter upon completion of these add1t10na1
tasks.

I recommend -hat you 51gn below to 1ndlcate EPA's acceptance of the
Corps’ Remedlal Action Report. : :

|
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Signature : : Date
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
424 TRAPELO ROAD
WALTHAM, MASSACHUSETTS 02254-9149

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

September 24, 1992
Construction Directorate

SUBJECT: CONTRACT DACW45-89-C-0001, Nyanza Chemical
Superfund Site Clean-up, Certification of Completion

Ms. Pam Shields

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protectlon Agency

Region I

Waste Management Division

90 Canal Street ' -
Boston, Massachhsetts - 02203 - . - 3

Dear Ms. Shlelds.

PR IR

Thls letter is to 1nform you that the Corps of Engineers
certifies physical completion of the subject contract for
Operable Unit I. The attached Remedial Action Report
.describes significant events, issues and dates during the
execution of the project and indicates that the project is
functioning as designed. Should you have any questions,
please do not hesitate to call me at 617-647-8260.

| Slncerely,

(J@%

Richard €. Carlson -
Director of Construction
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NYANZA CHEMICAL WASTE DUMP SUPERFUND SITE
©  REMEDIAL ACTION REPORT

I. INTRODUCTION

Ssite Location - The Nyanza Chemical Waste Dump Superfund Site is located in
Ashland, Massachusetts near the former location of the Nyanza Chemical Co.
The site, for purposes of this report, includes: .areas on the former
Chemical Company’s property; Megunko Hill - located behind the chemical
plant; and-the drainage basin:for ‘the-entire area.’  This dralnigé basin
includes several large wetlands, streams, runoff ditches and culverts.
(Figure 1) ' ' . ‘
Bistory - From 1917 through 1978, the’ property was . occupied by several
companies. involved in the manufacture of textile dyes and dye
intermediates. The last company involved in such manufacture was Nyanza,
Inc., which ceased active operations onsite in 1978. Other products -

. manufactured on the property included inorganic colloidal solids and.

" acrylic polymers. During the time period of site operation, liquid wastés
were discharged from the plant into a series of sludge pits and runoff,
channels. Many of these wastes eventually migrated offsite into Chemical
Brook and then to the Sudbury River. Located behind the chemical plant. is
Megunko Hill. This Hill was used as a "garbage dump" for the chemical’
plant. Solid waste, -additional liquid waste, drums, and various other
items were dumped on this -Hill for" many years. Rain water carried’
contaminants from the hill sides down in two directions which in turn
contaminated two large wetland areas. These wetlands drain into culverts
and channels which also connect to Trolley Brook Chemlcal Brook and
eventually the Sudbury River. -~ -

The former plant grounds are ‘now occupied by several 1ndustr1al concerns,
the largest of which is Nyacol Products, Inc. :

Components of Remedy and Types of Contaminants - The objectlve of the
cleanup was to excavate and place inh a 13ndfill all contaminated SOllS,
sludges, and sediments on the site. The contaminated "source" areas were
contributing to the pollution in the Sudbury River and in local
groundwater. They were also a potential health hazard to anyone on or near
the site. The major contaminants included mercury, lead, chromium, arsenic
‘and cadmium, as- well as p0551ble compounds of these metals. Some_rrganlc
compounds were’algHEPEbdEht.N® Cressire rtoss over e me held

The main health risk-associated with the site was direct contact with the
soil. Secondary risks included inhalation and ingestion. This site was
also the source . of contamination for the Sudbury River and the groundwater
migrating from the vicinity of the site in a north/northeast direction.

. The selected remedy called for (i) soil and wetland excavation at nine
localized areas of contamination; (ii) solidification of water-bearing
excavated sludge, sediments, and soil; (iii) placement, consolidation and
capping of those materials with material left in place on the Hill and (iv)
construction of a diversion trench on the side of the Hill above and around
the capped area to divert surface water flow and to lower the groundwater

- table beneath the cap. Figure 2 shows a cross section of the cap.
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CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS

Mercury contamination found in the Sudbury River as part of
overall study of mercury problems in Massachusetts for the
Massachusetts Division of Water Pollution Control.

EPA study by JBF Scientific Corporation focusing on Nyanza, Inc.
revealed that mercury contamination in the Sudbury River was
caused by uncontrolled sludge and wastewater disposal at the
Site. _

The Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study is initiated under a

contract with NUS Corporation.

The Site is included on the National Priorities List.

EPA Region I Administrator signs a Record of Decision (ROD) for
the Site. The ROD is a document prepared by the EPA to select a
remedial action from a number of different options and to explain
the ratlonale for the decision. ;

The design contract is awarded to Camp, Dresser & McKee of
Cambridge Massachusetts. The US Army Corps of Engineers, v
Missouri River District, Omaha, Nebraska provides technical
assistance during the design phase under an Interagency Agreement
with EPA. :

The Invitation for Bids is advertised.

The final design is completed by CDM and turned over to the
Army Corps of Engineers for the lead during Remedial Action..

The construction contract is awarded to Tricil Environmental .
Response, Inc., of Houston, Texas. The New England Division

of the Army Corps of Engineers now assumes the constructlon

management responsibilities.

Contractor mobilizes and begins preparlng site for
constructlon activities.

"Cell receive contaminated material are built.

Work in exclusion zones is suspended due to lack of
emergency‘response. :

- Work in all source areas is suspended due to suspected presence

of Dimethyl mercury
Interceptor trench is blasted and excavated.

The Site is shutdown because dimethyl mercury detection
equipment is not readily available.
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11/89 Government researches the development of a dimethyl mercury
-2/90 detection system. Tricil is requested to implement the
program on site. o ' .

3/19/90 Site work resumes with a dimethyl mercury monitoring program in

use.

5/90 Remediation begins. The contractor excavates and hauls
contaminated material from the source areas to the cells in the
landfill.

3/91 Exploratory soil sampling is done in areas outside the defined

: source areas. _ _
4/91 | Construction of the landfill cap begins’ w1th gas collectlon
: - layer,

5/91 - ' All remediation is complete.

8/91 Wetland areas are revegetated. _

8/91 Landfill cap is completed. Major layers include gas collection-

: layer, bentonite clay layer, HDPE liner, drainage layer, common :

£fill and tOpsoil layers. &

11/7/91- All construction activities are complete.

11/91 = Closeout phase.

-9/92 R

9/92 '~ Additional work items performed by Webéter Engineefing
-10/92 : '

III.. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS KND QUALITY CONTROL

- The objective of the work was to excavate contaminated soils, sludges, and
sediments in the outlying areas, consolidate the excavated wastes with the
wastes buried on Megunko Hill, and build a multi-layer cap over the
consolidated wastes. The ROD specified that wastes were to be excavated to
background levels, considered to be approximately 1 ppm for mercury, the
most prevalent contaminant on site. Alternative criteria were developed by
EPA in respons'“ j:field  conditions in many of the areas.  These are fully
- described in the Explanation of Significant Differences 51gned by the
Regional Administrator on September 21, 1992 (Attachment 1).

‘A field sampling system was initiated to sample soil in remediated areas.
Under this sampling program, a maximum of 300 samples were allocated: 275
were actually used. Samples were taken at the bottom and sides of
excavation in remediated areas. Frequency and exact location of samples
were based on field observation. Lab analysis included the following:
mercury, arsenic, lead, chromium, and cadmium. If the test results showed
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that'ahy contamination was missed during the initial remediation, the
contractor would be directed to return to those areas and remove additional

soil.

Additional samples were then taken as necessary. All sampling

results are included in Appendix H of the "Contractor Quality Control
Summary Report".

Quality Control on Other Critical Items

Compaction Testing of Bentopite Laver: The bentonite layer is a
nearly impervious mixture of soil and clay which is located '
immediately beneath the high density plastic liner. Its purpose is to
keep water from reaching the contamination in the event that the
plastic liner is damaged or punctured. The contractor began this
phase of work by lab testing samples of soil and bentonite clay in
various ratios to determine the mixture with the lowest permeability.
The objective was to achieve 1 x 10 cm/sec under lab conditions,
and 1 x 107 cm/sec in field conditions. This mixture was then
reproduced in large quantities on site, and test strips were placed
with available compaction equipment. ' As a result the contractor: was...
able to determine the optimal moisture content and standardize his '

‘'compaction effort in order to achieve the desired low permeability.

Test samples were then taken during placement. Control was performed
by determining in place moisture content and densities,'then-pliitingf*
these values on a chart with 1line of equal permeability.. The chart
was derived from the lab samples. If any areas failed the: in:place:
permeability test, they were recompacted and/or replaced, then:

retested. o

Seam Testing of High Density Polyethylene (HDPE) Liner: The HPDE
liner for the landfill was constructed by heat welding together rolls

of plastic to form one continuous sheet. The plastic was supplied and
installed by the Gundle Lining Co. of Houston Texas. Their crews.
manhandled large rolls of plastic into place. These rolls were 420
feet long and 20 feet wide. .  Smaller pieces were cut as necessary. -
The sections were then fastened together using two different heating
methods. Long straight seams were heat fused using a double seam
method. Short sections were welded together using hot plastic

- extruded from a special gun-like device.

The double seams were tested by pumping the seams up with pressurized
air, then:¥@gording: the pressure. loss over a given time period.. The. . .
extrusion welds were tested with an electrically operated vacuum box
that was placed over the weld. Any holes in the material could be
quickly detected using either method. '

‘After the ehtire system’was complete, the contréctor’cut samples of

the welds out of the finished product at randomly selected locations.
These samples were then sent to a lab for strength analysis. QC '

- samples were also tested, and duplicates were retained. The resulting

holes were patched. The quality control program also included daily
reports from the Gundle Co. which included work performed, results of
testing, and a cumulative summary of material in place.



Installation and Development of Monitoring wells: The site contains

11 monitoring wells; 5 pairs and 1 lone well. These wells were
installed by the Miller Engineering and Testing Company. Quality
Control during installation was mostly concerned with material
quality, workmanship, and record keeping. Of equal importance was the
development of the wells. The development consisted of cleaning and
flushing sediment from the wells, measuring the water levels, and
chemical analysis of the water. Complete development reports were
then provided to the Corps.

Water Samples: Periodic water samples were taken to ensure the
cleanliness of water being discharged from the site due to
construction activities. As with the soil sampling, tests were
conducted for mercury, lead, cadmium, chromium, and arsenic.

~ Daily Air Monitoring: To help ensure worker safety, an industrial
hygienist was on site each day during remediation and/or potentially
hazardous work. His major responsibility was air monitoring; both
time weighted average and real time testing were done. . Each day
levels of mercury vapor, respirable dust, and volatile organics were
measured over an eight hour period and recorded. Dimethyl mercury was
also checked during remediation activities. Measurements were taken
upwind of the site, downwind of the site, and near any potential. hot
spots depending on the day’s activities. Duplicate and QA samples

were also taken. Except for dust, action levels were never reached.: . ...

Dust became a problem near the rock crushing plant, so workers were
required to wear respirators with proper filters. Also at periodic
intervals during the day the industrial hygienist took real time
readings for potential airborne hazards. The results of all testing:
were promptly reported to the government representatives. The results
of this sampling are located in Appendices C, D, E and F of the
"Contractor Quality Control Summary Report". . '

Contractor’s Quality Control Plan

The contractor’s quallty control centered on their full time quality
control officer. His major responsibilities included sample collection,
material inspection, workmanship inspection, daily reports, submittals, and
implementation of the Corps’ three phase 1nspection system. As necessary
he worked with and was assisted by the field engineer, the work crew

P 'faafety officer, and the project manager. The system
functioned quite ‘'well. The majority of the work was performed with no
problems, and the government received all required reports and other
llnférmatlon on time and in good order. The results of all quality control
inspections, reports, etc. are included in Appendices A and B of the
"Contractor Quality Control Summary Report". C

IV. CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

Site Preparation - The initial phases of work included work crew
.mobilization, office trailer and utility installation, clearlng and
grubbing the site, construction of haul roads, and erectlon of
temporary fencing. : :



Pre-Remediation Work - Several items were completed before the
contractor could begin placing contaminated material in the landfill’
Landfill Cells were constructed as deposition areas for soils and
sludges. These cells contained filter fabrics and a drainage system
leading to an observation manhole. Originally three cells were to be
built, but due to unforeseen problems, one large cell was built. (See
below, Problems Encountered) Also, the groundwater interceptor trench
was excavated at this time. A semicircular trench, about 25 feet
deep, was blasted out of the bedrock on the upgradient side of the
landfill cell. This effectively lowered the groundwater table in the
cell area, which in turn kept the area drier. (Although rainwater
would still fall onto the cells until the plastic liner was in place)

While the contractor was preparing the landfill cells and clearing
other areas on the site, he discovered some 55 gallon drums with
unknown contents. The EPA was notified, and they sent their
.Environmental Services Division to investigate, and to remove the
drums. The drums contained a variety of chemlcal waste products,
including nltrobenzene. :

Partial Suspen51on of Work - In June of 1989, the Ashland F1re
Department informed the Corps that they would no longer provide
emergency response if there was an on site accident. They claimed
they were not properly trained and did not have the proper Personnel”

Protection Equipment. The Army Corps had no choice but to. suspend: all - -

work in "hot" zones on the site. Eventually the government arranged‘
for the Firefighters to attend an EPA Health and Safety course and
loaned the Ashland Fire Department the proper protective gear for the
- duration of the response action. The partial suspension continued

into the total suspension due to d1methy1 mercury, and both. were
lifted on March 19, 1990. .

- Temporary Shutdown - In summer, 1989, it was noted that the _
specifications contained some information from earlier site studies.
These studies indicated that a substance known as dimethyl mercury
might be present in some of the wetland areas on site. norganic
mercury can be. transformed into d1methy1 mercury by bacteria in
sediments. Airborne dimethyl mercury is a potentially dangerous
inhalation hazard, and cannot be effectively filtered. . Therefore,
construction work was suspended in the source areas in June of 1989,
- and on 31} Ogfgber 1989 all on site work was suspended.

Experts from several government agencies, including Oak Ridge National
Laboratory, the Corps Research Laboratory, and EPA Laboratories, were
called in to develop a dimethyl mercury testing program. As a result
of their efforts, the contractor was directed to implement this
dimethyl mercury testing program, and to place all workers involved-
with remediation in level B protective clothing. (Level B = supplied
air, no filters) The contractor’s consultants set up a three tiered
system of detecting the dimethyl mercury, two real time methods and
one time weighted average method. Eventually only one detection
method proved reliable, and it was used throughout remediation. (The
GC/MS method with 20 minute turnaround time on results.)
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Remediation - With a dimethyl mercury detection system in operation
and in level B protection, the contractor began to move contaminated
soil and sludges from the source areas to the landfill cell. Areas C,
N, M, J, L, 0, P, G, I, and D were all remediated between May and
November of 1990. Over 65,000 cubic yards of material was placed in
the landfill cell. The work was performed with no major problens.
Remediation of area E was delayed due to uncertainties in the actual
location of contamination.

Site Work - With the majority of remediation complete, the contractor
turned his attention to site work. A portable rock crushing plant was
installed, and rock from the interceptor trench and boulders from all
over the site were crushed and sorted by size. Small stone, 3/4" to
2", was placed aside to be used in the landfill cap layers. Larger
stone, 2" to 5", was placed on hillsides throughout the site. This
provided a good maintenance free substitute for grass. At this time
the sedimentation pond was built, and its 200 foot long outlet pipe
was installed.

Additional Testing - During the remediation discussed above, the n“
verification samples revealed that the limits and depths of o 3
contamination were not as well defined as the contract drawings _/ﬁﬁ
depicted them. This led the EPA to believe that some contamination
"hot spots'" might exist outside of the contractually specified source
areas. The contractor was therefore requested to take soil samples in
four additional areas (Figure 3). These samples were taken at
approximately fifty foot intervals in both directions. Only two
samples out of about two hundred showed high levels of contamination.
The soil around these two spots was excavated and landfilled.

Additional Remediation - Two of the source areas still had problems,
area E and area N. The work in area E had been suspended because the
EPA Remedial Project Manager had recently obtained some aerial photos
from the 1950’s which showed liquid sludge in a slightly different
area than the source area which was outlined on the drawings. Five
additional soil samples backed up the photo, and therefore the limits
of the source area were relocated 50/ to the east. The contractor
performed remediation based on these new work limits. Area N is the
runoff channel along Conrail’s tracks known as "Chemical Brook".
Remediation was performed, as per contract specifications, to a depth
of only about:6-12° inches. Verification samples revealed that high
levels of organic contamination still existed below this level.
However, if deeper excavation were attempted, it might undermine the

"adjacent railroad tracks. After consulting with EPA and Conrail, the

Corps directed the contractor to line the channel with filter fabric
and crushed stone. This solution would prevent any people from coming
into physical contact with the contaminated material, and would also
help prevent contamination from being carried downstream by flowing
water (See Attachment 1). o : ' .

Construction of lLandfill Cap - Once all of the contaminated soil and
sludge materials were in the landfill cell, construction of the cap
could begin. The first step was to place common fill above the

- contamination to achieve the correct shape and elevation. The first
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layer of the cap to be built was the gas collection layer. It is a
18" thick layer of 3/4" crushed stone which acts as a passageway for
any gases to travel through and escape via gas vents which are located
at high points on the cap. The next layer is the bentonite clay
layer. As discussed in the Quality Control section, this layer is a
nearly impervious barrier acting as a safety net should the plastic
(HDPE) liner be damaged. Above the bentonite layer, the contractor
installed the HDPE liner, an impervious barrier to water. Next came
the sand drainage layer. This is a highly porous layer of sand and
gravel through which precipitation will drain off of the cap’s 13 acre
surface. The final layer is the common fill/topsoil layer. This 1.5
foot thick layer acts as a protection layer against vehicular traffic,
burrowing animals, and deep plant roots. Grass was planted on the
surface, and will be maintained to prevent weeds and trees from
growing. All of the layers are separated by geotextile fabrics.

These fabrics protect the plastic liner, help filter any water, and
prevent mixing of the different layers.

Reestabl ishment of Wetlands - Prior to remediation both areas G and C
contained wetlands. The contract plan was to reestablish wetlands in
these areas. After removing all contaminated material, the contractor
brought in common £fill, topsoil, and peat to bring these areas back to
original grade. A survey was then conducted to calculate the
expected water levels in the new wetlands. (The areas were kept dry

- during construction by a system of diversion trenches and pumping.)
Based on expected water levels, the contractor planted cattails and
bulrush by hand, and hydroseeded reed canary grass. The areas were
then allowed to fill with water naturally. However, due to a
temporary decision not to reopen a culvert adjacent to Area G, this
wetland area has less water than or1g1na11y planned. A different seed
mix which includes plants that can grow in dryer conditions was used
to reseed Area G. :

Project Completion - During the final two or three months on site the
contractor installed the guardrail, planted grass, removed temporary
fenc1ng, installed permanent fenc1ng, corrected mlscellaneous
def1c1enc1es, and cleaned up the site. .

Problems encountered and lessons learned:

Cell construction - The original plan spec1f1ed division of the cell

into 3 separate areas, but this was abandoned in favor of one large

. cell. Originally cell 1 was to contain sludge, cell 2 to was to hold
dry soils, and cell 3 would be for contaminated vegetation, primarily
roots and stumps. As construction progressed, cell 1 was found to
contain a pile of 55 gallon waste drums, and part of cell 2 included a
sludge pit. The situation was studied by EPA and Camp, Dresser &
'McKee, the contractor used for remedial de51gn. Their solution was to
place all contaminated material in one large cell, but to place any
vegetation in separate layers. Since sludge was being stabilized
before being deposited, it could be mixed with the drier material.

Site Roads - The site contains a substantial number of access and haul
roads. These roads have compacted gravel surfaces, and some are



fairly steep. During the final inspection by the Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Protection (MA DEP), it was noted that
some of these roads could be susceptible to erosion problems in the
future. To prevent these problems, the design was modified to include
some additional culverts and manholes to control runoff. On future
designs it might be wise to minimize the number of unpaved roads,
especially steep ones. Also, check for potential erosion problems
during design reviews. ' _ _

Site Security - Contract specifications required the contractor to
provide 24 hour site security for the duration of the contract. oOn
November 7, 1991, site security was discontinued by the contractor
because the government was no longer paying for it. The following
weekend the government and contractor office trailers were broken into
and burglarized. All computers, calculators, copiers, radios, and
telephone equipment were stolen. In the future any on site trailers
should have 24 hour site security, and if this is not possible, all
valuables should be removed daily. Another possible solution is
burglar alarms connected to local police stations.

Dimethyl Mercury - Over a million dollars was spent developing and
implementing a testing program for this chemical. Only trace amounts
below all action levels were ever detected. In the future, if the
presence of any dangerous chemicals is suspected, more thorough
‘pre-site investigations should be“performed. If dangerous chemicals
are found, then specific testing requirements should be included in
the specifications. : ' :

Local Fire Department - The site experienced a partial suspension of
work because the local Fire Department claimed that they were not
properly trained to respond to an emergency on a hazardous waste site.
We recommend that on future contracts, written assurance of
cooperation by local emergency response people be attained even before
design is begqun. EPA or State authorities should take responsibility
for this. ‘ o T : : o

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHE) - Inspections

. were conducted by the area OSHA office after receipt of complaints by
Site workers. The involvement of the Laborers International Union of
North America (LIUNA) and the International Union of Operating
Engineers "(TUOEJ "resulted in' Congressional inquiry and a number of
meetings with Both EPA and Army Corps management in Washington, D.C.

A large team headed by the Corps fully investigated the allegations
and produced a report. The incident revealed the need for. .
clarification at the national level of the roles of EPA, the Army
Corps, the contractor, and subcontractors in meeting Health and Safety
requirements at Superfund cleanups. EPA Headquarters has subsequently
issued such quidance and also established a management level workgroup
including representatives of EPA, the Corps, and the national unions
to foster a dialogue for issue resolution. EPA Region I and the Corps
New England Division have also adopted an approach wherein contact .
will be made with the OSHA office before construction begins to seek
interpretation of OSHA regulations as necessary.



Remediation Standards - The specifications delineating the excavation
.were developed based on extensive predesign sampling in an effort to
reduce post excavation sampling to a minimum and thereby avoid
remediation downtime. No specific guidance on what constituted "clean
soil" outside the delineated areas was provided.

Problems arose in areas where contamination was evident outside the
delineated areas. 300 new soil samples were added to the contract,
and extensive communications between Corps personnel and the EPA site
manager were required to establish the final excavation limits in each
area, based on comparison with background .levels.or other crlterla
(Attachment 1).

Future contracts should be more specific in defining excavation
criteria and should require more extensive, post-excavation soil
testingo - I LT

Contract Flexibility - As currently written, Corps Information for Bid
(IFB) announcements do not contain any optional provisions for either
remedial investigation of removal type work which could become '
necessary due to unforeseen circumstances. This resulted in the need
to have EPA Emergency Response personnel, rather than Tricil, deal
~with drums unearthed. This resulted in a host of coordination
problems. In the future, the Corps should consider including in the
IFB, line items for: optional services such. as sampling, lab services
and drum removal.

Wetland Restoration - The specifications allowed wetland plant species
to be planted in either spring or fall.. The contractor planted them
in late summer/early fall and mlgratory waterfowl ate the maJorlty of
them. The Corps recommends that future specifications require wetland
plant species be planted only in spring, and that some sort of
temporary protection be erected. .

- Fencing - The contract called for new fence around 3/4 of the project
site. The other 25% of the site had an old fence around it which the
designer considered still usable. A final inspection by the MA DEP
rejected this old fence, and new fencing is being erected to replace
it. Recommendation: put high quality new fencing around all
Superfund sites. '

Work by Iddeéendent Egﬂhcontractors and EPA_ Emergency Response Teams -

Independent EPA contractors performed some site investigation work and:
the EPA Environmental Services Division removed some drums from the
site while contract work was ongoing. Both groups left behind
potentially hazardous materials for which the construction contractor
was not responsible. These materials, mostly drums, impacted the
contractor’s use of available site space, and were still on site after
contract work was complete. A separate contract was necessary to
remove these materials. ' This situation should be avoided if at all
possible on other sites by better coordination between EPA and the
Army Corps.



Boundary Lines for Source Areas - Several source areas, namely M and

J, had their remediation limits defined by property lines. The owners
of adjacent property felt that these limits were somewhat suspicious,
and wondered if parts of their land were contaminated. We used our
soil samples to verify the cleanliness of our excavation limits. 1In
the future it is recommended that the use of property lines as limits
for remediation be avoided or sampling of adjacent properties be
included to quell fears and suspicions.

Transfer of Site to State DEP - The MA DEP has currently refused to
accept transfer of the facility for maintenance purposes until some
unfinished items are completed. These items include fencing
inprovements and the removal of drums from the Emergency Response
Operations and Operable Unit II remedial investigations.  The Corps
recommends that the requirements and process for transfer of projects
be better defined in the future and also that state officials voice"
their concerns with projects well before construction-activities are
nearing completion.

V. FINAL INSPECTION
Corps Inspection of Tricil Work

The Army Corps had an office trailer on site with a full time staff.
This allowed the Corps to inspect all work as it progressed. A
running list of deficiencies was kept on site and was reviewed
- periodically with the contractor. On October 17, 1991 a prefinal
inspection was held with Army Corps and Tricil Quality Control
representatives present. A punchlist was generated for the contractor
(Attachment 2). :

On October 29, 1991 a final inspection was held for Tricil
Construction. Present were the Corps, Tricil, EPA, MA DEP, and MA
DEP’s contractor, Wehran Envirotech. At this time the punchlist was
reviewed and a few additional minor items were noted. All "~
construction deficiencies were subsequently resolved by the contractor
(Attachment 3).

On May 27, 1992 an inspection was held for establishment of
vegetation. Present at this meeting were the Corps, Tricil, Tricil’s
landscaping subcontractor, EPA, and MA DEP. A list of vegetation
deficiencies*was generated and subsequently corrected by Tricil and
their subcontractor (Attachment 4).

Inspection of Work by state DEP prior to Transfer and Acceptance -

The MA DEP along with their consultant Wehran Envirotech, made a
separate inspection of the work and came up with a list of work items
that were not part of the construction contract, but would require
completion before the state would accept the project. EPA agreed to
fund these additional items, and the Corps agreed to design and build
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them under their IAG with EPA. These items included: removal of
hazardous drums and soil left on site as a result of the RI/FS for
operable unit II and the Emergency Removal Action and replacement of
old low quality fencing (Attachment 5).

OPERATIONAL AND FUNCTIONAL CERTIFICATION

The facility is operational and functional. The project was built
according to the drawings and specifications, and work was done in a
quality manner. Several checks have been made to verify the
functionability. . The level of .ground water in every monitor well is
lower than the lowest level of contamination placed in the Yandfill
cell. A visual 1nspection of the groundwater interceptor trench
reveals that water is freely flow1ng from the groundwater’s upgradient
side of the trench, but no flow is coming from the other side.

Testlng of the wells installed under this project will. allow
comparison with groundwater samples taken before the remediation. And
flnally, contamination has been removed from all. outlying source areas
and is no longer contributing to pollution problems in the Sudbury

. River or the groundwater. Based on this information, the Corps

concludes that the Operable Unit is Operatlonal and Functional.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCB

During the summer of 1992, maintenance has been limited to the

" reseeding of grass in thin areas and the replanting of some wetland

vegetation by Tricil and -its landscaping subcontractor. The MA DEP
has entered into a cooperative agreement with EPA for funding of
operation and maintenance costs for the first year. follow1ng
Certlflcatlon of Completion of Construction by the COrpsr.

The major components of the operation and maintenance plan include:

~ =Periodic Inspections;
-Groundwater Sampling and Water Level Measurement;
-Surface Water Sampling:;
-Air Monitoring; '
-Routine Maintenance on fencing, cap, drainage systemn,’ roadways,
vegetation, erosion control, side slope cover and stability and
sediment removal. :
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VIII. SUMMARY OF PROJECT COSTS
Government Estimate $12,884,658.00

Original CDM estimate $14,531,340.00
Tricil Bid $8,565,984.55
Additions due to mods $5,268,980.57
Total Contract Cost $13,834,965.12
Total Corps Costs $686,323.70

The major contract modifications are discussed 1n the Explanation of
Significant Differences. (Attachment 1). _
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Date Ira Nadelman _
-' . Division Superfund Coordinator
New England Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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Attachment 1
I, UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
(' " . REGION |
gy JF. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203-2211

EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
NYANZA CHEMICAL WASTE DUMP BUPBRIUND S8ITE
ASHLAND, MASSACHUSETTS - cen

I. INTRODUCTION
A. site-Name and Location
Site Name: Nyanza Chemictl Waste Dump Superfund Site
site Location: " Town of Ashland,-Middlesex County, Massachusetts
B. Lead and Support Agencies | |
Lead Agency: United States Environmental Protection Agency
support Agency: Massachusetts Department of Environmental
‘ : Protection
c. Legal Authority

Section 117(c) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act, 42 U.S.C. § 9601 et seqg., (CERCLA),
‘requires that, if any remedial or enforcement action is taken under
Sections 104, 106 or 120 of CERCLX after adoption of ‘a final remedial
action plan, and such action differs in any significant respects from
the final plan (i.e. in scope, performance or cost), the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) shall publish an explanation of
the significant differences (ESD) and the reasons such changes were
made. In accordance with Section 117(d) of CERCLA, this ESD will
become part of the Administrative Record which is available for public
review at both the EPA Region I Record Center, 90 Canal Street,

Boston, Massachusetts and the Ashland Public L1brary, Maln Street,
Ashland, Massachusetts. '
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SUMMARY OF S8ITE HISTORY, CONTAMINATION PROBLEMS, RESPONSE HISTORY
AND S8ELECTED REMEDY

The Nyanza Chemical Waste Dump Superfund Site is located in the
Town of Ashland, Middlesex County, Massachusetts. Ashland is
located in the Metrowest area of eastern Massachusetts, bordered
by Sherborn to the east; Southborough to the west and noithwest,
Framingham to the north, and Hopkinton and Holliston to the
south. Ashland is 25 miles west-southwest of Boston, and 20
niles east-southeast of- Worcester. -

The-"site" for purposes of this memorandum, consists of (i) all
areas in and adjacent to the Nyanza property which have been the
subject of EPA removal and remedial actions to date, and (ii) all
areas in and adjacent to the Nyanza property which continue to be
sources of groundwater and river contamination. The "Nyanza
property", which is a part of the Site, and which was the focus
of Operable Unit I, consists of approximately 35 acres of land -
formerly owned by Nyanza, Inc. and includes several wetlands, the.
Megunko Hill area (the Hill), and the lower industrial area along
Megunko Road. The Hill is located--in-the southern- part of: the
property and was formerly used as a landfill/disposal area. The
lower industrial area was formerly the location of dye manufac-
turing facilities, the wastewater treatment system and a series
of settling lagoons south of Megunko Road. The areal‘'extent of
the Nyanza Property is approximately bounded by an active- Conrail
railroad line and Chemical Brook to the north, wetland areas and

‘Cherry Street to the east, and undeveloped mixed hardwood forest

land to the south, southeast, and west. The Sudbury River is

approximately 700 feet north of the Nyanza property.
1

The Site is adjacent to a densely populated area. The center of
Ashland Village is located less than one-half mile northeast of

. Nyanza. Stone Park (the town park) is located 1700 feet

southeast of the Site and: is heavily used during the -summer
months. Ashland Junior High School 1s located approximately 2000
feet south.of the site. .

ST RS SR S
From 1917 through 1978, the Nyanza property was occupied by
several manufacturing companies. Textile dyes and dye :
intermediates were produced on the Site until 1978 when Nyanza,
Inc.’ apparently ‘Cceased operations.: Products manufactiured on the’

'property in addition to those previously mentioned included

inorganic colloidal solids and acrylic polymers. Starting in

1917, several types of chemical wastes were disposed of in
" various on-site locations with the majority of these wastes

deposited on Megunko Hill, which was used as an unsecured
landfill. The other disposal areas are referred to as satellite
areas. Wastes included partially-treated process wastewater;



chemical sludge from the wastewater treatment process; solid
process wastes (e.g., chemical precipitate and filter cakes);
solvent recovery distillation residues; and off-specification
products. Process chemicals that could not be recycled or reused
(including phenol, nitrobenzene, and mercuric sultate) ware also
disposed of on-site.

The satellite disposal areas included several wetland areas.
The eastern wetland area received waste effluent discharge from
various manufacturing operations in. the area.. The. northvest.
wetland area at the headwater of Chemical Brook contained
wastewater treatment sludge and possibly received overflow from
an underground concrete wastewater. vault that discharged into
Chemical Brook.

Nyanza, Inc., which apparently ceased operations.in Ashland in
1978, was the most recent dye manufacturing company to occupy the
'Site. The former plant grounds now are occupied by several
industrial concerns, the largest of which is Nyacol Products,
Inc. Nyanza, Inc. and its predecessors originally discharged the
- dye waste stream to a concrete "vault®" or settling basin: adjacent
to the main process building. The vault was used as a central -
sump for the collection of wastewater from the entire Ny: Aza,
Inc. operation, as well as. for other generating tenants housed in
the immediate vicinity. This vault was approximately 40 x 80
feet and approximately 10 feet deep. The liquid occasionally
overflowed via a pipe into Chemical Brook which flowed into
Trolley Brook and through a culvert to the raceway that.entered
the wetlands along the Sudbury River. The vault was taken out of
service in the 1960’s or 1970’s and was subsequently filled with
sludge and covered over with fill. As part of an ongoing effort
to ease river pollution, the Massachusetts Division of Water
Pollution Control (DWPC) ordered Nyanza, Inc. to install a
pretreatment system for industrial process water and to discharge
the treated waste to the Metropolitan District Commission (MDC)
_sewer collection system. Nyanza, Inc. connected to the MDC
system in March 1970. :

The first type of contamination linked to the Site was mercury,
discovered in the Sudbury River in 1970, as part of an overall
investigation of mercury problems in Massachusetts for the DWPC,.
A follow up study in 1972 focusing on Nyanza, Inc. revealed
mercury contamination in the Sudbury River was caused by’
uncontrolled sludge and wastewater disposal at the Site. From
1972 until 1980, a number of investigations of the Site
contamination were conducted by various parties under the
direction of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 1In 1980, the
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality Engineering
(DEQE) released a Preliminary Site Assessment Report’ summarizing
the Site history and findings of previous investigations at the
. Site (DEQE, 1980).
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The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) assumed lead
agency status with respect to the Site in 1981 when the Site was
proposed for inclusion on the National Priority List (NPL) of
Superfund Sites. 1In 1984, EPA authorized NUS Corporation (NUS)
to perform a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study.

The September 4, 1985 ROD divided the Agency’s remedial response
into Operable Units for the purpose of addressing distinct
problems. The September: 1985 ROD was designated Operable Unit I
(OU I).  The ROD selected sludge, soil, and wetland sediment
excavation at nine satellite areas of contamination;
solidification of water-bearing excavated sludge, sediments, and
soil; and placement, capping and consolidation of those materials
with material left in place on the "Hill" area in the southern
part of the Site. A diversion trench was to be constructed on
the side of Megunko Hill above and around the capped area to
divert surface water flow and lower the groundwater table beneath
the cap as part of OU I. Construction of the project began in

" early 1989 and will be completed in 1992. A more detailed
description of the Site history can be found in Section 1.4 of
the Remedial Investigation Report and in the Administrative
Record. S

III. DESCRIPTION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES

The remedy as constructed did not fundamentally alter the remedy
selected in the ROD. The method for handling the waste remains
as it was described in the ROD: waste consolidation and :
stabilization; RCRA capping; gas venting; diversion of
groundwater and surface waters; and wetlands restoration. The
significant differences relate to the volumes of materials
excavated for consolidation with the "Hill"™ wastes and the
criteria for excavation versus the ROD volume estimates and
excavation performance criteria; the significant increase in the
final cost compared to that estimated in the ROD; and the _
postponement of restoration of the Area G wetland pending the
issuance of the ROD for the third operable unit. '

A.. its . OD Con o _Sub ue a

Actdong - - mmue o i
1. ROD excavation criterja/estimated volumes

The . intent of the ROD- was to prescribe in asimuch detail as o
possible the depth of excavation in each of the satellite areas -
in order to minimize the need for extensive sampling and analysis
in the field during construction. This approach was inténded to
minimize the excavation downtime and eliminate the need for
_extensive on-site laboratory capabilities. EPA implemented this
-approach by authorizing its contractor, Camp, Dresser, and McKee
(CDM) , to conduct additional field investigations during the pre-

L.
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design phase to further define the areal extent and depth of the
sludge deposits in each of the satellite areas and also to
profile the contamination levels in the soil beneath the sludge
deposits. As indicated on Page 5 of the ROD, the results of this
testing indicated that the metal concentrations in these
underlying soils decreased markedly at depths of 1-2 feet below
the sludge/soil interface and approached background levels at
depths of 2-3 feet. After comparison of the soil profile results
with available information on background levels for the
contaminants of concern, the depths of" excavation’ were selected
and presented in Table 1 of the ROD. On page 25, the ROD called
for excavation to the stated depth in each area, followed by
confirmatory sampling and- analysis' to compare the residual soil

- contaminant levels to background. The ROD noted on page 25 that
under the closure requirements of RCRA, which were..considered to
be relevant and appropriate to the decision, removal of
contaminants to background levels would be required: for all areas .
- that would not be capped unless alternative residual levels were
developed which would be protective of human health, welfare, and
the environment. The background levels were never specifically
set in the ROD. : : :

The ROD also recognized on page 25 that excavation in wetland

Areas C and G might have to be terminated prior to reaching
background levels due to the difficulties of both excavation and
in-situ testing below the water table.

2. edjial e vati » 8

During performance of the remedial ‘action, the volumes of sludge
and soil excavated in some of these satellite areas varied from
the volumes estimated irfthe ROD, principally due to the finding. -
that the areal extent and/or the depth of contaminated material
differed from the preliminary ROD estimates. 1In general, larger
volumes of waste were excavated. Alternatively, excavation was
halted in a number of areas in addition to Areas C and G prior to
reaching background concentrations when the water table was
encountered, making further excavation impracticable.- Finally,
excavation was halted in other areas prior to reaching background °
concentrations after a finding was made that the residual levels
present weré adequately protective df¥huiman hedlth, welfare, and
the environment.&tThe following discussion demonstrates that the
ROD objectives to'protect human health and the environment were
achieved even though some aspects of the performance of the
remedy were significantly changed during implementation.ﬁsp

The following paragraphs (i) list each of the "Areas" identified
in the ROD in Figure 1-2 and Table 1, (ii) show the excavation
depths and volumes for each area compared to the ROD estimates,
‘and (iii) describe the field methodology used to determine the
limits of excavation in each Area.
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‘Area A was a "background" uncontaminated area according to the
ROD. No excavation was carried out in this area during the
remediation. '

Area B, the north side of the Hill area, was capped in place in
accordance with the ROD.

westem
Area C, the eastarn wetland, was excavated beyond the two feet
estimated in the ROD to depths of approximately 3.2 feet, based
on the finding of contamination at greater depth. Approximately

5
~9ékao\ 33,469 cubic yards of materials were excavated from this Area,
MVAy versus the ROD estimate of 19,790 cubic yards. Excavation was

M
™

A}
~

terminated when confirmation samples of the soil underlying the
sludge deposits passed the RCRA EP-Toxicity test, which indicated
a low potential for leaching. Since this area was to be brought
to original grade with clean f£fill and loam and revegetated with
wetland species, any potential for direct contact or surface
runoff was precluded. .

Area D, the remnants of a former lagoon adjacent'to the two
Nyacol waste treatment impoundments south of Megunko Road, was

- excavated to the water table at which point further excavation

was abandoned due to impracticability. Depth of the excavation -
was approximately 9 feet as opposed to the 10 feet in the ROD.
The volume of material excavated was approximately 2,13} cubic
yards versus the ROD estimate of 2,180 cubic yards.

The parameters of excavation for Area E, an area of soil hot
spots  in the lower industrial area north of Megunko Road, were
revised during construction to comport with certain aerial photos
taken in 1966 for Nyanza, Inc. These photos were discovered in
1990 during the course of EPA information- gathering for

. enforcement purposes. In conjunction with soil sampling results,

these photos clarified the location of the contaminated soils in
this area. Area E excavation was terminated upon encountering

the water table, at a depth of approximately 4.5 feet versus the
ROD estimate of 3 feet. The volume of soils excavated was 1,343v//
cubic yards versus the ROD estimate of 110 cubic yards.

Area F, also in the lower industrial area north of Megunko Road,
was not excavated, in accordance with the ROD; the area at one
time was suspected to contain metal sludges, but none were found
during the RI/FS and other field studies. ’

Area G, a wetland area west of the abandoned Trolley bed, was .
excavated to a depth of 4 feet as stated in the ROD. HoweVér,
since the areal extent of contamination was greater than
originally anticipated, “12,398 cubic yards of material were
excavated compared to the ROD estimate of 6,480 cubic yards.

Area H, the vault, was handled as an.emergency removal during :
1987-88. The ROD recognized that this area would be addressed as

6
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'a removal action rather than as part of the OU I remedial action.

Area I contained the lagoon area-eggzh of the existing Nyacol
Products, Inc. warehouse and the soils in a surface drainage path
leading from the lagoon east to the Trolley Brook wetland. The
lagoon was excavated to a depth of 8 feet as estimated in the ROD
at which point the water table was encountereéd, making further
excavation impracticable. However, the volume of solls excavated
increased tov8,477 cubic yards versus the ROD estimate of 1,640
cubic yards. The increase was due to the finding-that the - .
surface drainage path contamination was more widespread than
originally believed. Excavation was also halted at the northwest
edge of Megunko Road due to concerns about the possible impacts
of continued excavation on buried utilities and above-ground
‘storage tanks. Residual soil contamination remains beneath. the
tank base. ‘ :

Area J, the sediments of Trolley Brook and surface soils behind

Tilton Avenue that had received brook overflow, was excavated and
then re-excavated based on the presence of excessive levels of
lead in the initial confirmation samples. Excavation was ;
performed until either a residual level of S00 ppm of lead was °
reached or the watertable was encountered. This lead level wvas
considered. to be protective of human health based on an EPA

" policy entitled "Interim Guidance on Establishing Soil Lead

Cleanup Levels at Superfund Sites® ( OSWER Directive #9355, 4-02)
dated September 1989. The average depth of excavation was 2-4

|feet versus the ROD estimated depth of 1 foot. Approximately

2,458 cubic yards were excavated versus the ROD estimate oY 1,120
cubic yards. - _

Area K, as indicated in the ROD, ‘'is a wetland/pond area east of
the abandoned Trolley bed which will be addressed as part of
Operable Unit III and not as part.of this remedy. Therefore, no
excavation occurred in this area as part of OU I.

 Area L, a surface drainage path from the southeast area of the

Hill landfill southeast to the Trolley Brook wetland (Area G),
was excavated to a depth of approximately 1.5 feet in accordance

q,with the ROD,Jbut the areal extent was enlarged resulting in the

4" excavation of'5,476 cubic yards versus the ROD estimate of 1,030
yards. The increased volume was a result of the discovery of two

- additional areas of contamination during Remedial Design... Sub-

areas_"O" and "P", which ‘were added to Area L, consisted of ‘a two
pronged continuation of the drainage path L leading to Area. 6.

| Area M, a low, wet area on the north side of the Conrail railroad

" tracks which received surface drainage from the Site, was: .
excavated and then re-excavated due to confirmation samﬁles
showing excessive levels of lead. A residual level of 500 ppm of
lead was used to set excavation limits, in accordance with the

7
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aformentioned EPA- policx/on Iéad cleanup levels in residential
areas. Approximately 2,553 cubic yards of soil were excavated
versus the ROD estimate of 480 cubic yards. _

Area N, which consisted of the sediments of Chemical Brook, was
to be excavated to a depth of 1 foot according to the ROD. -
Confirmatory sampling showed contamination at greater depths and
a shallow water table. Because of concerns about the potentially
negative impact of deeper excavation on the structural stability
of the Conrail railroad tracks, excavation was halted and a woven
.geotextile layer and a crushed stone layer were placed above the
residual soil contamination to minimize the potential risks from
direct contact or surface runoff of contaminants.

Even though these aspects of the remedy were: significantly
changed during implementation, the ROD objectives to- protect
human health and the environment have. been: achieved. -The ROD, on
‘page 11, stated 3 objectives : 1) to reduce the generation of '
contaminated leachate to mitigate future groundwater -
contamination; (2) to minimize surface runoff of contaminants and
air transport from dust and volatilization; and (3) to minimize
direct. contact -and environmental exposure to contaminated '
sediments. On page 17, the ROD stated that the (unacceptable)
public health risks are due to the potential for direct
contact/ingestion of soils, sludges, and sediments which are
exposed. On page 18, the ROD stated that the environmental risks
are posed by the potential for surface runoff into the wetlands
and brooks that drain the site and lead into the Sudbury River,
where sediments have been contaminated and the fish, as a result,
are also contaminated. The changes listed above have not
resulted in the failure to meet any of the objectives set forth

in the ROD.

The first objective primarily concerns the Hill area to ba*bapped
in place. The ROD recognized that the Hill contains some ‘organic
wastes in addition to the metal sludges, and that leaching of
these organic wastes has contributed to the Site groundwater
contamination problem, which is primarily organics. Thus, this
objective was to be met by capping the Hill wastes and diverting
surface water and shallow groundwater around the capped wastes to
minimize infiltration and thus reduce leachate generation. The"
‘method of accomplishing this objective during the remedial action
was unchanged from the description in the ROD. ’

The second objective did apply to both the Hill astes and.
satellite waste deposits, since both areas contalned expo:
wastes amenable to erosion and surface runoff. In Area N
( Chemical Brook), where excavation was halted prior to reaching
background levels due to concerns about the impact of continued
excavation on the stability of the railroad bed, this objective
‘was met by placement of ‘a woven geotextile fabric followed by
crushed stone above the residual soil contamination, thus R
T

_8_



precluding direct contact and minimizing the potential for
surface runoff, as long as the area is not excavated in the
future. Future excavation is not anticipated since the Brook is
a wetland. In the small portion of Area I where excavation was
halted due to the presence of underground utilities and
aboveground tanks, the tank base will preclude direct contact and
surface runoff as long as it remains in place. Should these
tanks be removed in the future, additional investigation of the
contaminant levels in- the underlying soils should be performed.
In the areas where the water table was encountered prior to
reaching background concentration levels, ( C,D,E,I), the
objective was still met, since there is no potential for the.
residual contaminants below the water table to be exposed, unless
future excavation occurs which involves dewatering. Such future
excavation is not anticipated in Area C, a wetland, or in the
other areas since the groundwater in these areas is contaminated
and, even with the extraction and treatment called for in the ROD
. for the second operable unit, will remain contaminated for the
forseeable future. EPA will reexamine these land use issues
further during the 5 year reviews outlined in OSWER Directive

i G

9355.7~02 to determine -if the remedy remains protective. bR

The third objective, to minimize direct contact and environmental
exposure to-contaminated sediments, pertains to. SN
contaminants. - The potential for exposure has beeén virtually
eliminated by the excavation, consolidation, and capping of the
contaminated sediments followed by the backfilling of any
residual contamination with clean fill. As stated above, EPA
will reexamine the potential for future excavation in the areas
where residual contamination was left in place during the 5 year
reviews to determine if the remedy remains protective.

" B. ROD Cost Estimate Compared to Final Cost

The ROD estimated the construction cost range of $5.6 to $9.8
million (in 1985 dollars). Prior to the issuance of the
Invitation For Bids by the U.S Army Corps of Engineers on
December 30, 1987, the Corps prepared a Government Estimate of
Costs. Thig revised estimate put construction costs at
$12,884,658. The project was awarded to TRICIL Environmental
Response based on a bid of $8,565,984.55. The final construction
cost, however, exclusive of Corps of Engineers administration '
costs, was approximately $14.0 nillion. 3 i 55;;

The reasons for the increase in estimated construction costs from
the ROD estimate to the Government (Design) Estimate are
speculative, since neither cost estimate was based on actual bid
~data. The probable causes are the impact of inflation from the
1985 ROD estimate to the 1987 Government Estimate and the
increase in the estimated quantities for excavation from 33,000

9
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cubic yards in the ROD to 42,018 cubic yards in the Government
Estimate.

The escalation of costs from the original TRICIL bid to the final
Contract cost are the result of change orders and contract
modifications executed by the Army Corps of Engineers, EPA’s
construction manager, with EPA’s approval. The following Table
lists the major change orders or contract modifications during
the actual construction phase, together with a description of the
change;: reasons: for. the. change, and. the additional cost. =

_Major contract Modifications
Date Change Description/Reason - ' Cost ($1000’s)
6/89 1 " an additional gate was added 20
to facilitate better traffic
_ control : _
'10/89 2  Boulder excavation (unanticipated) 709
10/89 .. 6...  Provision ot,additional:seourity_ o 100

shack and guard due to community
and area business concerns.

3/90 9 - Overrun of ledge.blasting in 605
- diversion_trench (unanticipated)

3/90 17 _ Provision of personal protective 67
+ =+ . - equipment to Town Firemen to facili-
tate emergency response capability

3/90 18 Increased monitoring and laboratory 870
support for di-methyl mercury moni- '
toring in response to Union, OSHA
and Town concerns

4/90 - 14 Partial suspension 6-89 to 11-89 due 403
.- R o -0 lack.of emergency. response e
' availability
4/90 16 Winter shutdown 57
6/90 23 _Overrun of contaminated material . 371 -

handling due to finding of greater
amounts of contaminated materials
than estimated

6/90 29 Gas vent/cap redesign due to greater 18
' volumes of materials than anticipated

10
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7/90

7/90

7/90
7/90
8/90
8/90
10/90
11/90
11/90

11/90

12/90

12/90
3/91

6/91

- 6/91

15

19

20

21

22

24

33

34
36

38

9

[

Total suspension of work 11/89 to
1/90 due to lack of emergency
response

Additional air monitoring due to
schedule delays

211

516

Upgrade. in personal protective 1200

equipment to level B due to
mercury concerns

Time extension of security contract
due to schedule delays '

Additional soil sampling to.ascertain
extent of contamination and set
excavation limits in newly discovered
areas '

Revision of di-methyl mercury moni-
toring methods

Remobilization to Areas M and J to
conduct additional excavation of lead
contaminated soils

on-site disposal of debris, including
crushed, empty drums, used protective
clothing, etc.

Exploratory soil sampling in suspect
areas to ascertain extent of contami-
nation and set excavation limits

Time extension for air monitoring due
to schedule delays
Additional contaminated material

handling, i.e. hauling, stabilization

Additional construction photos due
to schedule delays

Time extension of perimeter air moni-
toring due to schedule delays

.Off-site'drum disposal prép

Additional borrow material (clean

156

114

205

38

19

137

51 -

90

15

50

46

" 294

£ill) imported from offsite to replace

on-site fill found to be unacceptable

11



(boulders)

7/91 44 Additional air monitoring due to 20
schedule delays '

9/91 51 Chemical Brook crushed stone 16
C, Area G Wetland Restoration Postponement

The ROD called for the restoration of Wetland areas C and G after
completion of the excavation of contaminated sediments. Area C
was replanted with native wetland species in an attempt to’
restore the wetland to its original condition. However, Area G
was not restored since water from Area K, a contaminated area
which is being investigated as part of the third operable unit
R1/FS, flowed directly into Area G. In order. to.dewater Area G
to allow excavation to take place, the outlet channel from Area K
which drains to Area G was plugged. Once excavation of Area .G was
conmpleted, EPA decided to leave the temporary plug in place:to
avoid recontaminating Area G. Area G was then revegetated with
grass rather than with wetland species. A final plan for
restoration of the wetland will be made as part of the third
. operable unit ROD, which will address Area K as well as the .
Sudbury River. ' A

IV. SUPPORT AGENCY COMMENTS
- The Massachusetts Department of Env1ronmenta1 Protection, in
a letter dated September 2, 1992 from Helen Waldorf, Federal
Superfund Coordinator to Richard Cavagnero, MA I Superfund
Section Chief, has indicated its concurrence with this
Explanation of Significant Differences.

s, PR ceo . RPN

“Ke

12



vVI.

STATUTORY DETERMINATION

EPA believes that the OU I remedy, adjusted as described
above, is protective of human health and the environment,
complies with all Federal and State requirements that are
applicable or relevant and appropriate to this remedial
action, and is cost-effective.

PUBLIC INFORMATION

Information regarding these changes to the ROD is being
disseminated by mailing this document to all parties on the
Community Relations Mailing List and to all Potentially -
Responsible Parties and by publishing notice of this ESD in
the Middlesex News. This document shall..also be included in

the Administrative Record. ;

13



DECLARATION FOR THE
EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Nyanza Chemical Waste Dump Superfund Site
Ashland, Massachusetts

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE
This decision decument seés foffh the besie for the determination
to issue the attached Explanation of Significant Differences

(ESD) for the Nyanza Chemical Waste Dump Superfund Site (Site),
Operable Unit I, in Ashland, Massachusetts.

TATUTO BASIS ISSU CE S

Section 117(c) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act, 42 U.S.C. § 9601 et seq.,

" (CERCLA), requires that, if any remedial or enforcement action is
- taken under Sections 104, 106 or 120 of CERCLA after adoption of
a final remedial action plan, and such action differs in any

" significant respects from the final plan (i.e. in scope, ’
performance or cost), the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) shall publish an explanation of the significant
differences (ESD) and the reasons such changes were made.

" Current EPA guidance (OSWER Directive 9355.3-02) further provides
that issuance of an ESD is appropriate where the agency
determines the need for changes to the ROD which are significant
but which do not fundamentally alter the overall remedy. In the
present case, because the required adjustments to the ROD do not
fundamentally alter the selected remedy for the Site, this BSD is
properly issued.

In accordance with Section 117(d) of CERCLA, this ESD will become
part of the Administrative Record which is. available for public
review at both the EPA Region I-Record Center, 90 Canal Street,
Boston, Massachusetts and the Ashland. Public Library, Ashland,
Massachusetts.

On September 4, 1985, EPA issued a final remedial action plan in
the form of a Record of Decision (ROD) for Operable Unit 1. The
ROD called for a Source Control Remedy which involves ™ .
consolidating sediments and waste on Mequnko Hill from satellite
areas on-site, followed by capping the waste under an impermeable
cap, and constructing an upgradient diversion trench to collect
and divert groundwater and surface water flows away from the -
landfill.
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The remedy as constructed did not fundamentally alter the remedy
selected in the ROD. The method for handling the waste remained
as it was described in the ROD: waste consolidation and
stabilization; RCRA capping; gas venting; diversion of
groundwater and surface waters; and wetlands restoration. The
significant differences relate to the volumes of materials
excavated for consolidation with the "Hill" wastes and the
criteria for excavation versus the ROD volume estimates and
excavation performance criteria; the significant increase in the
final cost compared to that estimated in the ROD; and the
postponement of the reestablishment of the Area G wetland pending
the outcome of the ROD for the third operable unit. The ROD
estimated that approximately 33,000 cubic yards of contaminated
soil/sediment would need to be excavated from the satellite
disposal areas to meet the specified cleanup goals. During the
actual excavation, however, the extent of contamination was found
to be both deeper and more widespread than.prior .studies:had
indicated, with the result that approximately 65,000 cubic yards
~ of soils/sediments needed to be excavated. Alternatively, in

some areas, excavation was halted prior to meeting background
levels, where the water table was encountered or other Site
conditions made further excavation of soils and sediments
impractlcable.

The ROD estimated the construction cost range of $5.6 to . $9.8. .
million (in 1985 dollars). The final construction cost, however,
exclusive of Corps of Engineers administration costs, was
approximately $14.0 million. The escalation of costs is
attributed to the increased volume of contaminated :
soils/sediments to be excavated and consolidated, schedule delays
due to weather, unanticipated field conditions, lack of emergency
response services, increased air monitoring to address health and
safety concerns, and inflation. ' :

Finally, the ROD called for the restoration of Area G as a
wetland following the excavation of the contaminated soils in the
Area. However, because the prime water source for Area G.is an
adjacent wetland also contaminated with mercury and other heavy
‘metals, the reintroduction of this water to Area .G.could have
‘resulted in the recontamination of the Area. :Consequently, the
flow from Area K to Area G was obstructed, and Area G was
reseeded with grass rather ‘than wetland plantings pending a
decision on remediation of the adjacent wetland, which'is
‘currently under investigation as part of the third operable unit.
A final decision on the restoration of the Area G wetland will be
included in the ROD for the third operable unit.

This ESD is being iSSued to explain these alterations to the
scope and cost of the remedy set forth in the ROD. ' :
DECLARATION

For the foregoing reasons, by my signatdre below, EPA is issuing



this Explanation of Siqnificant Differences for the Nyanza
Chemical Waste Dump Superfund Site in Ashland, Massachusetts, and

the changes stated therein.
. 2/ ,/;jrib' 4/4;;ZZ¢A$C2 /<314<5~£24g_
/ ; .

Dafke e Belaga
' gional Admlnlstrator
.S. EPA, Region I g




Attachment 2

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DIVIBION. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
424 TRAPELO ROAD
WALTHAM, MASSACHUSETTE 02284.8149
MRy 10 ’
ATYENTON 80
) . ) 2 ® temeel .. .
CENED-CD-NRO ' 17 Oatobenr 1001

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

SUBJECT: Pre-Final Inspectioen Punahlist for Nyan=za,

Contract No. DACW48-80-C-0001

on'thxc date, 17 October 1001, a pre-final inapection w31"

gonducted amongst N. Rosendberg, 8. Preaton & G. Shoueiry of
TRICIL and €. Turek & 8. Umbnoll of CoBE. The tollowing
punchliat was generated:

[ T T I B | ll:ll

Cleanout caps must ba olaupod.
Once aupport area trailers are romovod blcdo aArea &

‘place boulders atop the oraat betwaen tho -upport gone

and the adjacent =ide slope.

Finish equipment storage building. '

Unclog atabilisation pad nanholo. place top grate, &
l1o0cate on as-duilte,.

Pick ‘up big atones on side aslopes & rou(h rake the ruts.
Rake cap side slopes. _
Take care of MW barrels as diotated by telt rolultl.
Complete fance.

Complete guardrail,

Regrade road after guardrail installation. :
Some areas of the cap have numarous stonesz At surface.
Rough rake the ruts i{n cep eurface.

Remove debris in {ntevceptor trench.

Set permanent survey markers.

Cover pipe aoupling at perimeter drain outlet with astone.
Piokup sorap fadrie, line® & wood along drainage diteh &
road to Area .

Replace existing fence at end of Area C.

Piokup wood in zed. dasin apilliway.

Piokup wood in swale from C to N.

Remove fabric from Area P culvenrt.

Remove bridging timbers from finger of I.

Clean Nyacgol walkway.

Warning signe on perimater fence.

Repair exiating fence bahind deaon.

Remove all silt fence,

‘Secure decon sump lid.

Place tool for decon sump valves {in aqQuipment atorage
building.

Cap all utility (water & eleotric) lines & locate on aas-
builts.

Clean up Area M (acrap wood at ocutflow cornanr, narap
fabrio & 2 trees muat be removed).

Remove wood from Area N, take out rebar & tlagging, &
clean up 801l from fance post hole inatallation.

- Wipe gas vanta clean.

- T4V Aannassians noeawnw dae vante with ¢tAanaal
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-~ Remove large rocks from cap. o ot
- Pigok up stone on cap that exists in aluaters. )
- Remove surveying stakes from cap.

~ Set permanent survey markers per contract.

A copy of this punchlist has been given to the
contractor. The final inspection is scheduled for 29 October
1961. Raepresentation is anticipated from CoE, EPA & MA DEP.
It should ba noted that MA DEP {g hining & conlultant fop the:
final inspectiom.

CHRISTOPHER J. TURER T
Aotg. aentdont ln‘lnaon £

CF: TRICIL
Conetr. Dir.
NCAO _

v »
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e, - Attachment 3A

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
424 TRAPELO ROAD
WALTHAM, MASSACHUSETTS 02254-9149

AEMLY TO
ATTENTION OF

CENED-CD-NRO 30 October 19901

SUBJECT: Contract No. DACW45-89-C-0001, Nyanza Chemical
Superfund Sitey:-Aahland;* Maszaachusetts

Mgs. Pam Shields

Remedial Project Manager
U.S.E.P.A. (HRS-CAN 3J)
J.F.K. Federal Building
Boston, MA 02203-2211

Dear Ma. Shields:

The final walk-through inapection of the subject project
wag conducted on this date, 29 October 1991. Besides
yourself, the following people wenre .presgsent for .the.
inapection: N. Roeenberg & S. Preaton (TRICIL), J. McDowell,
J. Morocco, I. Nadelman & C. Turek (CoE), C. Reinganum (MA
DEP), & B. Siebecker (Wehran Envinrotech -“Conqultant_to MA
DEP) . ' :

Immediately following the inspection, a preliminary
punchlist was generated. The CoE contributed no items to
thig liat, as we conducted a pre-final inapection on 17
October 1991. Thie pre-final inspection generated 37 items,
moat of which have already been rectified by the contractor.
Be asaured all of the items on the pre-final punchlist will
be taken care of. Your satisfaction with the aite was
obvious, as you did not have any contributions to the .-
-punchliat. Although Ma. Reinganum also had no comments, her
congultant Mr. Siebecker offered the following five (5)
verbal punchliat items:

~ The emergency apillway.channel . leaving ‘the’ aedimentation
basin muat be reszhaped to the design trapezoidal form.

- The channel leaving the weat end of the groundwater
interceptor trench must be reshaped to trapezoidal form.

- The atream bed in Area O appears to be erosion prone.

~The placement of small boulders in the stream bed should
prevent future erosion.

- A runoft ditch sghould be placed outgide of the southern
fence line to prohibit erocaion of the road in that area.

- The work haul road leaving the back (Trolley Brook) gate
should be lowered to meet the surface of the interceptor
trench floor or a culvert sahould be placed at that location
with the road replaced aas i=a.



: e e e sns e s e —
FESDYPPUPIVORUST T SRR S -

In the atternoon of 206 October 1881, while escorting Ms.
Reinganum and her future O&M contractor, Qlean Harbora, Inc.,
around the gite, Christopher Turek made the following pointsa
to Ma. Reinganum. A runoff ditch outaide of the southern
fence line wag already in place. It {s approx five faet
back into the woods and was not-seen by Mr. s*pbeek.n.m Ms.
Reinganum was taken to that location to VQrity the existence
of the ditch. The last punchlist item was then discuased.

Ms. Reinganum was informed that placing a culvert at the east
end of the interceptor trench was a wigh and not a a

. contractual punchlist {tem. Thehroad could be lowered in
that section to meet the grade of the interceptor trench
floor, but the proposed dip could not accomodate certain
vehicles, such as a lo-boy trailer hauling heavy equipment,
which ig the reason why the DEP wanted the work haul road to
remain in place. At that point, Ma. Reinganum reconsidered
and stated that item was “on hold® until further notice.

.

Mg. Reinganum stated that she would have more verbal
commenta from her conszultant on 31 October 1991. She would
telephone:-them:to Mr Turek at the Nyanza site.  Mp. “Tlrek
informed her that verbal commente would not be acceptable due
to the posesibility of misunderatandinga or reversals of
deciaions, such aa the one described above. Mr, Turek stated
that handwritten faxed commenta would be:aeéeptable, it they
were a genuine contractual punchliet and not a “wish liat-".
Ma. Reinganum then agreed to fax the comments on 31 October
1001. However, she alao astated that she would not receive
the full set of written comments from her consultant until §
November 19091. It should be noted here that neither Ms.
Reinganum nor her consultant had pozasession of the modified
contract, but only the original document as it went out for
bid. A copy of modifications P00001 through P0O0084 were
handed to Ms. Reinganum immediately prior to the 290 October
1991 inaspection.

"As of the date of this, letter.»tho contractor‘has )
rectified2the first three items of the above punchlist Asg

~ wae previouesly atated, the fourth item was already in place

and therefore ahould not have been listed. The fifth item is

etill “on hold". . N L o s :



Ag always, if you have any questions, pléase contact
Chriastopher Turek or Stephen Umbrell at 8508-881-8339.

‘Sincerely,

JOHN I. WINMILL
Authorized Repregentative
of the Contracting Officer

CF: Conatr. Dir. .
NCAO : | | i s
NRO S S .

C. Reinganum, DEP .
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Attachment 3B

Commonweatth of Massachusetts
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs

>l Deparitment of
‘D EP Environmental Protection

. Wililam F. Weld
Governar

Danlel S. Greenbaum
Commissioner

November 12, 1991

Ms. Pamela Shields
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. EPA

.HRS CAN3

JFK Federal Building L
Boston, MA 02203-2211 ’ RE: ASHLAND, Nyanza Chemical
' ' Waste Dump Site, OU I -
.10/29/91 Site Inspection
DEP Case No. 3-0216

Dear Ms. Shields:

This letter provides the Department of Environmental
Protection's (the Department) formal comments on the October 29,
1991 site inspection of the completion of Tricil's contract at
the Nyanza Chemical Waste Dump Site Remedial Construction Project
(the Project). The Department's contractor, Wehran Engineering,
Corp., provided technical assistance in reviewing the project for
its conformance with the contract engineering plans and
specifications. The attached letter from the Department's
consultant comprises the Department's comments.

.Please note that at the time of. the .inspection,. Chris Turek
of the Army Corps of Engineers requested a punchlist of
def1c1enc1e§ in. the., work. The Department provided a verbal
punchlist’ ané‘stateé that additional time was required to
complete the punchlist.

It is our understanding that Tricil addressed certain of the
items on the completed punchlist prior to November 7.

In the near future, the Department shall submit a punchlist

One Winter Street e  Boston, Massachusetts 02108 . FAX (617) 556-1048 e Telephone (617) 292-5500
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’; _Nyanza -- 10/29/91 Site Inspection

Page 2
November 12, 1991 : _ :

for items within and outside the scope of Tricil's contract which .
require completion prior to the completion of the construction

phase for the Project. The Project punchlist will take into :
account any work completed by Tricil after the October 29 site

inspection. If you have any questions regarding these matters

please contact Charla Reinganum of my staff at 292-5826.

Sincerely,

Nap? tek ' L

. )

anch Chief, Federal Sites.

Attachment
cc: J. W1nm111 ACOE
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Wehran Engineering Cerperetion
Andover Ressarch Park
Six Riversiae Drive, Suite 107
November 8, 1991 Andover, Massachusetts 016101121
Tel: 508-682-1680
Fax; 508-875-2065
°
Ms Charla Reinganum
Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup .
‘Department of-Environmental Protection. ... o
One Winter Street RS

Bocton, Muuchusem 02108

RE: Nyanza, Detenn!mdon of Comctor Completion
WE Project No. 57008.12 - -

Dear Charla:

. Wehave completed our review of the contract engineermg plans and specifications -
to the extent possible without possession of “As Built" documents. Based upon this
review and our site walkover on October 29, 1991 we have identified specific items
which, in our opinion, do not conform to the contract. Finally, the contract provides
for a maintanance penod of oneé-year for the vegetations: We feel this: maintenance-
period provision is important to demonsuate the facility is fully operational. -

The comments below reflect our imexpretadon of the contract documents and ous
observations during the site walkoves. Much of the construction work it subsuiface, and
this part of the project could not be observed during a site walkover. Review of
subsurface construction will be limited to review of as-built plans.

Site Walkover - 10/29/91

‘The site walkover 1denuﬁed several draimge, vegmnon, and erosion control
concerns. We consider these items, listed below, to be part of the closure contract.
Some comments may not be relevant because the inspection was made prior to.complete
review of the documents,

;«.Lz Y VRN T T

1 .- The ‘etfvrgency spiiwmy from the sedunentadon pondshould have a defined ottlet
'channnl, as shown in the engineering plans. The spillway is filled with rocks and
there is no channel as shown on the plans. ,

Specification: Enginesring Plan Shect 13 detalls & defined channel
2. It was not apparent that Area C received appropriate wetlands restoration. -
Specification 02490 Wetlands and Vegetative Restoration. |

3.  The outlet swale from the north end of the groundwater control trench into the
sedimentation pond should be a defined channel. Drainage swales relying on flow
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Ms. Reinganum
November 8, 1991

- through the stone for hydraulic capacity are not acceptable.

Specification 02150 - Erosion and Runoff Control

3.02 C. Diversion ditches shall be constructed to convey runoff from sloped areas
where erogion may result. (This is a general specification applieable
anywhere on site.)

4, There should be an outlet at the southeast end of the groundwater control trench.
This is an area of significant potential ponding, thus reducing the effectiveness of
the tench to lower the groundwater table.

Specification: Bnﬂmcdn; Plan Sheet 12 - Outlet 'shown on plan

5. The bottom of the groundwarer control trench has not received topsoil and
_ vegetation and should have such trestment.

Specification 02485-3.01A |
All surfaces shall be mted with 6 inches of topsoil and seeded unless otherwise:

specified.

6.  There is evidence of potenna.l future erosion along the Hmits of the roc.kcmslmg
area and the roadway west and above the groundwater trench. While this road
was not in the plans, and sgreement has been reached with the contractor to leave

it in place, (at a reduced cost to the contractor), the contractor is responsible to
contml potential erosion along this roadway.

Spedﬂmtwn 02150 Erocion and RunoE Control '

3.02C Diversion ditches shall be constructed to convey. runoff from sloped areas
where erosion may result. (This is a general speuﬁcanon applicable
anywhere on site.) _

7.  The Water course in Areas L and P. from d\c road near the southeast end of the
groundwater trench down 1o where the water flows under the trolley road, will
be subject to significant erosion. The upper portion should be further stabilized

. with erosion control matting. The lower portion should be stabilized with riprap,
appropmtely sized and placed so that the channel doesn't erode around the
riprap. Use of geotextile under the riprap would be appropmte.

Spedfication 02150 - Erosion and Runoff Control

3.02E R.\prap lined waterways should be mstaned as required (imerpretauon
“as needed”)

30.14/91.67008.12

Chdm OFe T wmellTITLT e I S
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S 4 Ms. Reinganum
' November 8, 1991
Page 3

3.02 F Erosion contro] blankets shall be installed in all drainage swales.

'8, Areas requiring restoration outside the work Limits are:

* the northem roadway and adjacent northern embankment extending from the
northern pesimeter road around Area B down to the sedimentation pond and
the Ares C wetlands. _

¢ the drainage swale along the south side of the Area C xoad extending down
to the Area C outlet.

Specification 01010 - Summary of Work and General Conditions
2.03 C Restoration of Landscape Damage
This specificaion provides for restoraton of the ground surface gmdg__mg

contract limits {n a manner suitable to the contracting officer (Army Corps.).

9. A statement was made during the walkover indicating no clover was used in the
seed mix. Clover in the seed mix can reduce long term fertilizing requirements.

" Specification 02485 - Topsofl and Seeding
2,01 D Seed mix includes 5% White Clover. A shop submittal for verification is

needed,

The following items are identified as incomplete based on our intexpretanon of the
information we have, _ .

Spocmcatlon 01700 - Project Closeout

3.10  The storage shed should be painted (not noted during walkover).

3. 11 Groundwater monitoring wells should have final inspection and be
&= properly labeled (not identified as completed during walkover).

3 12 A temporary drainage pipe is to be removed from Area C (not identified -

as completed during walkover).
3.13  As-built drawings are required.

Speclfication 0248S - Topabll and Soedtng

3.03  Maintenance and Final Acceptance

30.11/91.57008.12
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o November 8, 1991
Page 4

A Contractor is rupc;nsible for watering and maifitenance of vegetaton
unt final acceptance.
. «B-. The maintenance period ends October 30, 1992
C-F Maintenance issues

_Change Order - P00036, 1/28/91
Aerial Phorography fs required for November 1991

We understand to some extent these comments my be subject to inclusion in the
next phase of work to be agreed upon between DEP, EPA and the Amy Corps of

En,gi_neert; : _

| There are a few additional issues outside the scope of the Tricdl Corp. contract,
\;llxlich we will present in our next submission. Should you have any questions, please
Sincerely, |

WEHRAN ENGINEERING CORPORATION

RN NG P e

Benjamin G. Siebecker, P.E.
Task Manager T s

N Lot

Joanne H. Perwak
SARSS Prom Menager -

BGS/JHP/wlm/069

QL

30.11/91.657008.12
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Attachment 4
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
424 TRAPELO ROAD
WALTHAM, MASSACHUSETTS 02254-9149

REMLY TO
ATTENTION OF

CENED-CD-NPO 10 June 1992

L )
SUBJECT: Contract No. DACW45-89-C-0001, Nyanza Chemical
Superfund Site, Ashland, MA. _ .

Tricil Environmental Response, Inc.

ATTN: Mr. Edward Walsh

" P.O. Box 168 : _
Mansfield, MA 02048- 0002 : N

Dear Mr. Walsh:

This letter is in response to our 27 May 1992 site visit to the Nyanza
Superfund Site. During that vigit we made a review of the condition of
the site’a grasa and wetland vegetation. Also present were Dan Malloy of
Westview Landscaping. and representatives of the EPA and State DEP.

Our review of the site 8 grass showed that gome areas will require
additional seeding. These areas were noted on a sketch which was given to
you at the concluaion_of the inspection. Mr. Malloy then asked if he:
could use the °"State Slope and Shoulder Mix" for any reseeding, and
whether or not he could eliminate the copolymer requirement in the
specificationa? Since:this work falls under warranty and maintenance,.he
may incorporate these variations if he feels it will improve his chances
for meeting the specified grass requirements.

Our inspection &lgo-included 'a review of the wetlands vegetation in
‘areag "C° and °"G°. Cattails and bulrush were planted in these two areas
in August/September of 1991.- -Area °C™ currently shows no sign of cattails
" or bulrush, and will require replanting. (See our attached
recommendation) Area ‘G° has a few remaining cattail plants, but will
also require some replanting. We recommended replanting: this area with
gome cattail plants along with some reed canary grass due. to lower than
. expected water table. (See our attached recommendation)

It was brOUShfhtoathe Corps’ dattentidn that“one. of the red maples in
area 'Jf - Don Weld's yard - is dead, and will require replacement.

. " Please insure that all afeas-requiring revegetation are corrected as
soon asg posggible. 1If you have any queetions_Please call Stephen Umbrell
at (508) 772-0148. o ' ) _ ~ '

LU o

/John I. Winmill
' / Authorized Representative
CF: Const. Dir. ' of the Contracting Officer
NCRO ' :
- NPO-
P Shields, EPA
C. Reinganum, DEP

Si




wetland 2 (Arca Cr)

The mxiflat area should be reseeded with a mixture of reed canary
grass (20 lbs/acre) and millet (10 lbs per acre) as soonaas possible in
June. The reed canarygrass seed should be certified as having a

tion rate of at least 70 §. Seed should planted as recamended in
‘the ariginal specifications. No further soil amendments are required. The
millet is intended to serve as a muse crop to protect the slower growing
reed canarygrass. Use of seed mixtures containing other, more desirable,
wetlarﬂspeciswasmidemd,hxtgiventmwidewaterlevel
nwuntiasatu:e::ta,ﬁ\eiruseismtmﬂed "Seading reed
canarygrass in June is not normally recamended:- because adequate sofl
moisture may be lacking. In this instance, however, fall planting is not
anattractiveoptimdnetolﬂmlﬁmdotheavygnthb{nigmting
geese, With adequate rainfall, there is a reasonable chance that reed
@narygrasswillbeoamestablished and ‘be ‘samewhat resistant-to-grazing
by fall. Site conditions should be be closely monitored after seeding.
. If the reed canary grass grows well, but substantial grazing by the S
resident goose population occurs, installation of fencing to protect the
site should be considered. If poor growth ooccurs it will be necessary to
reseed in early September, and erect fences to protect against grazing.

We also recamend replanting a 20 ft. wide band of cattajl around
abaut 75 percent of pond shoreline.  The band should extend from 5 ft.
above to 15 foot below the water line at the time of planting, with
adjustments to insure that cattail is planted in no more than 6" of
water. Material should be planted on two foot centers as propcsed in the

specifications. Either seedlings or rhizomes can be used. o
Qualityofplantimnaterhlslmldbecloselydradcedbynm last year
the contractor cbtained planting material from Kesters Wild Game Farms.
Inc. This material is very low in cost, ar:lissmetimsofpocrq.nlity
(Mike Penko, pers. cbser.). There is no need to veapply fertilizer,
mldi,oroﬂxersoﬂmmats In order purevmtgnzhgbymsidmt_-

we recamnend placement of a simple fence around the planted area .
(see attached plan). mislwcostdsignhasmrkedwellelsamereto
protect newly planted emergent vegetation from geese.

Werecamendagainstreplantirghnnzsh B.zl.mshmizcmesyste:sgm
relatively slowly,, and is likaly that. plantings would be susceptible tou-«
'grazin;bygesoemaftarﬁraﬁrstgrwﬁgé‘easm

wetland B (Area Q\

(httailss!nﬂdbeplantedathootcmterswithinﬂ)editdx
Plantings should be protected by a fence similar to that used at Area A.
The low area should be seeded with the reed canary grass/millet mix used
at Area A. Replanting cattails in the low area is not recomended since
the area will probably be too dry during the summer to sustain cattail.
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‘December 12, 1991 ;

* ”

’

Ms. Pamela Shields
Remodial Project Manager : _
U.S. EEA : sen bR
HRS CAN3

JFK Federal Building
Boston, MA 02203-2211

RE: ASHLAND, 'Nyanza Chenmical
Waste Dump Site, OU One
Requiraments for -
Construction Completion
o . _ DEP Casa No. 3-0216-01

Dear Ms. Shields: - . . ' e en o

The Department has reviewed the work completed on the !

_ it'bna Renedial Construction Projaect (the Project) at
the Nyanza Chenical Waste Dump Site, Ashland, Massachusetts. The
purpcse of the review is to determine if the remedy was
constructed in accordance with the Record of Decision, remedial
design, and construction enginearing specifications.

This letter provides two lists. The first itemizes tasks

"which need to be completed in ordar for the Department to concur
that the construction phase of the Proiect is complete and that

the startup Period of Operation and Maintenance should comménce.
The second& contains tasks which reguire additional observation
before the Departmant can concur that these tasks have been
completed in accordance with the Project objectives. This
oba;;zation peoriod can occur simultaneously with the Startup
Peried.. S . e R

crv ieeV Bk TALG - Telanhone (617} 292-5500
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P. Shields

NYANZA - Completion aof Construction
Decenber 12, 1991

Page 2

The Department requested Wehran Engineering to provide

. tachnie 1 assistance in the roview. Tha tollowinq documents wers.

rcviowe Sl . ey
¢ 1985 Record of Decision
e Draft Final Design Analysis Report
_ e Contract Specifications, Plans, and! Chanqe orders
e Operation and Maintenance Plan
e Preliminary Monitoring Well Dnta -

As-puilt dravings hava been requested trou-;ha; J.i§§9-'- of - iu~¢¢.
Enginears in order to complete the review. ~ToZjAter He thar o
draft OF. gina} A;rbuilt drawings anvc baen made’ uvn Ab;

Provioudly the Bg;artment provided«oonncnt on & OCrohay’:
Ibn of Trio‘l‘l,contract
for the Project (lettar from J. Naparsték to _% ds, )
11/12/91) .  Several of tha daficiencies ident %iid 1 “u—ahoch
correspondence have been partialli or fully corrected., Any item
not reconciled has been included in tbo 1ist of additional
construction rcquirement-. e . L R

Additional conat:uctlou Requirements

'1a) An outlet at the southaast end of the groundwater

interceptor trench should be conpstructed. Due to the
decision to leave in place the road which connects the
Trolley Brook access road to the cap perimeter road,
qgégaz%h of the trench is prone to significant
‘bond’inqxwhichdmay ‘reduce. tha. effactiveness of
the trench in lowering the groundwater table. In . .
addition such a culvert will help minim»ze future
“Wexisting road.

T s

1b) “The va &h-"-‘hf"ea!s' L ang ‘@ %m tha road pear,. "
. the outheaat.en_;ot the qroun %_er inthrceptor trench ° &
' down ' to where Xhe water fiows ulder theTrolley Brook

embankment is*botenggally subject to signiticaut .
erosion.. Thd upper- porgion will need to.bg further g
stabifizad by a datined stream channel onee | B
blockage ot the qroundwater interceptor trenah iu
ramoved, he lower portion recently was stabilized
with ripf as noted in our correspondence of
November 12 the Department requests the placement of
geotaextile under the riprap to prevent washout of solls
from under the rocks.
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P. Shields

NYANZA - Completion of Construction

Decembar 12, 1991

Page 3 L) -

AT R T T

lc) Erosion.control noasur recently implemented on the
perimeter work haul rghd‘ “(located betwean-tha -xtcrior
edge of the qroundwator intcrcaptor’crcnoh ‘and the- .
perimeter fence) consisted ‘of constructing a awalgc i
outside the parimeter fence along the uyphill side-of
the road. The southeastern end of thé owala stops at
the Trolley Brook access road. Both the access. road
and the awale may erodes {f left in this conditionX &Th

swale should be evaluated (slope and flow velocity::
determined) for riprap requirements. A culvcrt should

be placad under: the road. _ ity A
e *ﬁ**w*ﬁs:u i

id4) The tollowing.tvo preas, thuito hydrosoc§§nq in order )
to prevent ercgion: ~ < “" T angand IR -

e the roadway and adjacent northern enbankment =
. . extending from the northern perimeter road around Area -
B down to the c.dimcntatibn pond an& tharhzaa c

watlands; and
e tha drainage swale along the south side of thc Arca c

~= L, poad. axtendingld to the Area C outlet.
on

R YE I

In considerat ‘séasondl constraints: on-latdinq.kz-
the Department 9111 accept this vork baing completed
during the Startup Period providea that a comn ttment__
is made by EPA to ensure its undertakinq.-~

le) A survey of newly installed monitoring well locations
and elevations is required.

1f);,Sav lqﬁ;ggn the perimaeter fence have damaged

ybargé.:hn or no %‘i‘g w‘ﬁ‘g‘ AtoMlnat Imordemteﬂaagi
security at the site, the Department believes that the

. _entire perimeter fence should have barb wire to
discouraga trespassers. As was noted in my
correspondence to you of October 10, 1‘8 i, the
Dapartment believes rapairing and up ‘lnq estséfﬁb
‘tenge vas within’ the Contract Specifications: for tho
Project. -

1g) All drums located in the drum staging area need to be
removed.

e s o o s N
e e o e L
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NYANZA = Complation of Construction
December 12, 1991

Page 4

) K PEtEAEnt “Grid & at itlié antrance of* the: Chendcal, Baeok: -
culvert neads to be installed., Curraently there is no
control measure in place to prevent debris from - ot
..entering’ and élegging the culvert. * This measure: &s
needed to nnsu:e propor site drainaqo. ' D

1i) concerns raised by the Town or Ashland 1n thcir
correspondence of Octobar 22, 1991 (B. Montenaegro to J.
. Winmill) need to be resolved. Ths Town clainms that the
Project created.drainage problems in the Chemical Brook
culvart nnd nlong Megunko Road naar A-Body Bhop.

1j) The areal extent of nitrobenzens contuninntod loil .
located behind the decon facility nesds to bs.... = %
" determined;- The contamination:is a & ‘resuit of, »iak&n;- caid
overpack druns which were #tored tamporarily as-part: ot -
the 1989 EPA removal action. All contanina ad soils
zust be removed and the area restored as cppropriatc.

1X) Several parcels of land waro not restored to Contract.
Specifications. Notification to property owners of- tbo
. .. Tastoration status of their land is nacessary ror
properties on 'Vhith ‘sry deviatisn: from Comtract - ~-o- et
~ Specifications is due to raeasons othar than a
’ docunanted roqucst hy the property ownar.

11) Section 02485 of the Contract Speoitications states |
- that the "Contractor is:responsible for watering and
maintenance of.veietation until final acceptance".
Additionally a maintenance period of one full growing
‘season is required. As applied to Project conditions,
#intenance period ends October 30, 1992,
claritication of the Contractor's responsibility under
this Section is needed. The Operation and Maintenanca
Plan requires mowing of the grass in June and _
. September: Will the contragtor perform this work:in. P
19927 If not, how will work performed by Dspartment. = e
during the Startup. Pariod affect the. COntractor's '
responsibility to establish the seed?

im) Remadiation in sevaral areas deviated from the Contract
.. Specifications. Excavation boundaries were extended
both horizontally and vertically, the location of areas
to ba excavated ware moved, and, in a few locations,
elavated contaminant levals were left in place due o
structural considerations., Documentation in a report
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* necessafy to establish.a record of -site condifions at PRI

in)

Hﬂ”not availabl

Items Roquirxng Additianal Observation

28)

-

- format of-all pont-remadial dclign sanpltnq is.

the completion of constructiod. THis report should
includa a map identifying all”sampling locations. ar_sg~ -
the depths from which the samples were collected, ~~ '

The draft parimeter monitoring well develop‘pnd

sampling raports do not indicate that: recovery,

were performed as required by Parazraph 3.01 ¢

Section 02670 of the Contract § tications. The

Department had raquested to revievw the monitoring

‘reports-during the Octobar 29 'inspsction; hitiegey

gé; t-that timé. This onicsiozgﬂuyﬁi_dnn

the Army Corps of Engiréeliy 454 the)

currantly in the process of determining wheth ' A
Teoovery tests wvere.performed. If they were not, than

discussed wi

this work needs to be undcrtaken. B R oo

.......

(LY PRy

The pazim-tcr+w¢L1: ward 1nltairhd-tc-non&tnr ?h
effectiveness of the cap and the groundwater d oraIBﬂ

‘systen. The six-bedrock wells were installed 15.5¢ into

badrock without consideratioen 6f actual groundwater
conditions encounterad. The Department 1s concerned
that some of these wells may becone seasonally dry.

- Each bedrock well contains a 10’ screen at the botton

>un¥¢,pnga gﬁi? sured from the bottom of the
time ssﬁg

#W-504B ~ 35.17; T
¥W-5068 ~ 10 77.

of the well. Based upon the preliminary sampling

wellg at the r{hg'itQJEB &a&l&ﬂ$+ms N
MW~301P (upgradiant) - 12.4/ L
MW -502B (between trench and cap) - 7.%%;

MW=503B ~.4.1';

',A-'?'.d

MW-5058 -~ 11. O"

It is premature to determino whether the bedrockhfclll

are screened at sufficient depth to monitor qroundwater-J_

' levels and characterize g¢groundwater quality in the:

" the objectives of the Racfgg of Docisiqgwuntil

bedrock. The Department will defer its determination on
whether the perimeter monitoring well network achieves

roae e

additional data is collec

f%

-
s

R
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TROE L

2b) All seeded areas raquire one full growing season prior
to their final acceptance by the hArmy Corps of
Enginears’ (8&ction 02485 of Contract Specifications).
Tha Department dafers evaluating whether the saeded
areas achieve’ the Project objectives until after
October 30, 1592.

20) Areas requiring wetland restoration require ons full
) growing season prior to their final escceptance by the
Army Corps of Engineers (Section 02490 of Contract
Specifications). Thae Department defers evaluating "
- whethar the wetland restoratiocn aeffort achieves the R
Record of Decision cbjectives until after October 230, i

1992,

- In order to expedita completion of the Project's
construction phase, we would like to meet with you and
representatives from the Army Corps of Enginears soon to discuss
the issues raised in this letter. Charla Reinganum of my staff
will be calling you shortly to arrangs the meeting, If you have
any questions, pleasa contact her directly at (617)-292~5826.

Sincer;}y, o
7?31 -iczomzﬁx
"Jay’ Naparstek

‘/'Federal Sites, Branch Chie?f
“Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup

cc: John“Winmill, ACOE
Chris Turek, ACOE
Rich Cavagnero, EPA
" Don Nagle, DEP 0OGC
Charla Reinganum, DEP BWSC RR



Attachment 5B

| UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION
BQ KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203-2211

Helen Waldorf

Federal Superfund Coordinator

Commonwealth of Massachusetts

Department of Environmental Protection ‘ b
One Winter Street

Boston, MA 02108

Re: Nyanza Chemical Waste Dump
Dear Ms. Waldorf:

EPA has completed its review of your letter of November 5, 1991
and I provide herein responses to the four(4) issues raised:
date of completion of construction, duration of start-up period,
functional and operational determination process, and failed
remedy provision. However, I must first remind you that the
State Superfund Contract (SSC) .was signed by the Commissioner -on --
December 31, 1987, whereas the NCP language you frequently cite"
in your letter wasn’t promulgated until March 8, 1990. The SSC
‘was negotiated in good faith and signed and executed by the
appropriate representatives of EPA and the Commonwealth and is

. controlling in all the areas it addresses. EPA would only look
to the new NCP for guidance were there areas not addressed hy ‘the
§8C, which I do not believe to be the case.

I would also like to note that EPA believes it is very important
for the Department to assume the O&M responsibilities immediately
upon completion of tonstruction so- that questions and problems -
which arise can"be-discussed with the. EPA, Corps, TRICIL, and CDM
personnel who worked on the project during the design and
construction phases while those personnel are still in .the employ
‘of those parties. The SSC was written to reflect this belief.

Date of Constructjon cOmgletion

The SSC defines the completion of construction as the date of
certifi:;gﬁvq%by the Corps that the activities specified in the
SSC SOW &r@ completed. The Department participated in the final
inspection with the Corps and EPA of TRICIL’s work. EPA has met
with the Department to discuss your views on "punch list" items

" that needed to be completed by TRICIL and we also indicated that
" EPA is prepared to discuss any other items in the SSC SOW that
you believe have not been adequately completed. We agreed to
keep open the IAG with the Corps in anticipation of the possible
need to contract for the completion of these additional items,
pending receipt of such a list from the Department. RPM
Pamela Shields has been working with the ‘DEP’s -Charla Reinganum
‘and the Corps to address the list of items in your follow-up
letter of December 12, 1991.

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



EPA plans to ask the cOrps tor a certification of completion as
soon as the following tasks have been completed:

- repair and/or replacement of damaged or unstable sections
of the perimeter fence including barbed wire;

- removal of all drums remaining at the staging area; and

- removal of nitrobenzene contaminated soil in the vicinity
of the decon pad and restoration of this area after .

removal. ‘ s

In addition to the above tasks. EPA will al-o addrps;, s
following items under the existing IAG with th. Corp. reer -
Engineers: . :

-8 culvert under the Trolley Brook acceso roag.gs thc
goutheastern end of the ground water interceptox ;rench,

- tie in of the drainage swale from the exterior. oé e of
the ground water interceptor :trench to the culvert to be
constructed under the Trolley Brook access road;

- evaluation and implementation of additional erosion
controls needed to control erosion in Areas L and P;

- & grate at the entrance to Chemical Brook culvert;

- correction of the drainage problems at the mixing pad;

- reseeding of areas that didn‘t take in the original
seeding by TRICIL or areas that were missed ip ‘this -

first round; .and . i
- waintenance and corroction ot seeding or weti::a P
restoration problems. - - B . PO ’

EPA considers cortaln of tliese tasku ‘€6 ‘be maintenance. to ho
conducted by Tricil as part of.their contragt-warranty.. .

others represent improvements on the original workbpequestedliy
the State. EPA believes that these tasks are the responsibility
of the State under its O&M obligations. However, since: EPA plans
to fund 90% of the first year O&M under a Cooperative Agreement,
the relative cost share for these items would be 90/10 regardless
of whether EPA or the State performed them. Since the
Cooperative Agreement has not yet been processed, -and EPA is
interested in ensuring the timely completion of these tasks, we
have agreed to address them under the IAG. The State will, ;
accordingly, be billed for its 10% share under the SSC. 1t you
-prefer to perform these tasks under State direction, let us know
immediatelyi:::§¥¥ias. the Agency’s position that these additional
items are minor in nature, do not materially affect the operation
and maintenance of the remedy, and thus, will not cause EPA to _
delay its request to the Corps for a certification of completion

. of .the remedy. . S <z S e such

S8 e S (LR R Lo Ry

. b2l < SR




EPA disagrees with your interpretation of Paragraph K (5) of the
SSC. Section 104(c)(3) of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 ("CERCLA")
requires that the Department assure all future maintenance of any
remedial action as a prerequisite to Federal funding of such o
action. Paragraph K.l. of the SSC restates this assurance. The
need for maintenance begins immediately upon completion of the *
remedial action construction, not a year later. Paragraph K.5 of
the "Maintenance"” section of the 5SC states that "EPA agrees to
share...in the costs associated with ensuring that the Project is
functional and operational, incurred in the first year following
the construction phase.™ Paragraph 6 adds that the State’s:
obligation to fund OtM begins one (1) year after the completion
of construction. When read together, these provisions clearly
establish a one-year start-up.period-after which the State’s
obligation to fund O&M begins.

o . . na | .

EPA believes that the Department has given its assurance, as . i
legally required; that it will maintain the remedy once =~ - =
constructed and rejects your statement that "the Department wilk
only accept responsibility for the Project after the:one year;
post construction, or start-up period if and when the Project is
considered to be functional and operational. = = ,

- - - . . L e 2 e e e - R I 5o ¥ - S S S _ -
Again, I must rejterate that this SSC preceded.the cuxrent.NCP by
over 2 years. -Lacking-any definitive language-in~the then - - -
current NCP about the transition from Construction to Operation .
and Maintenance, the Department and EPA negotiated the Contract: -
provisions. As stated previously, the Definitions Section of the
S§SC indicates that the Construction phase ends when the Army COE
certifies completion of the activities specified in the Statement
of Work. There is nothing in_the SSC which requires.a .
determination that the cap is :functional and operational before

the state’s obligation to provide 0O&M begins. R :

Paragraph P. of the SSC provides for periodic review of the

- remedy and also provides that EPA may, as a result of such = -
reviews, determine that a response is appropriate in accordance
with Sections 104 or 106 of CERCLA. Again, I must point out that
this language was the result of a negotiated effort by EPA and
the Department to address this issue, in the absence of any
‘definitive language in the then current NCP or in any guidance
documents. Considerable effort was spent by EPA and the
Department on the Contracts for both the Nyanza and Charles



George NPL sites to come up with a workable definition of remedy
failure, resulting in the wording in Paragraph P. To the extent
that the Department has a new proposal for dealing with such an -
eventuality, EPA requests that you submit it to us, and I assure
you we will give it our full consideration. :

IWhile I support the efforts by your staff and your ébntractors to

fully discuss many of the field decisions made with EPA and the
Corps to ensure an adequate understanding of exactly what was
done in order to better perform the State’s 0&M responsibilities,
it appears to me that an inordinate amount of :second guessing is
taking place. Thus, I want to assert EPA’s .position on the roles
of - EPA, the State, and the Corps on a Fund lead project where EPA
is the lead Agency, as defined in the NCP. EPA sought the full

participation of the Department in-.the reviews of ‘al) Remedial . i

Design documents which were to translate the conceptual remedy _

"outlined in the ROD into a set of Plans and Specifications

suitable for bidding. Both Department personnel and the &

Department’s contractors were used in this review process. The
.Agency and the Corps also worked closely with the: Department: . .. ... .-

during the actual construction process and discussed all -
problems, progress, change orders, and modifications with the
State to the extent that time allowed and State personnel were
available for consultagjon. It must be recognized, however, that
any construction project involves numerous field decisions to
translate a set of plans and specifications into a finished
product and that change orders and project modifications are a
normal occurrence, particularly on complex projects with many

‘unknowns, e.q..8qpertundfsites;' 

While EPA and its construction manager, the Army Corps of
Engineers, have and will continue to endeavor to discuss all
proposed changes to the initial:plans and specifications with the
State on this and other Superfund projects, EPA must be empowered
to make the necessary field decisions on a timely basis in order
to efficiently manage the construction contract. This
prerogativesisiclearly reflected in the NCP definitions of "lead -
agency® and”"support agency". ' Thus, I believe that many of the
questions being raised by the State and its contractors are very
inopportune, particularly since many of them were previously
discussed with previous DEP representatives.

In response to yoﬁr stated intentions to request modifications to
‘the 0&M Plan, which I understand primarily concern the schedule

of monitoring activities, the language of Section 2.0 of the 0O&M
Plan, on page 5, indicates that all decisions relative to
monitoring activities, including but not limited to, frequency
and number of samples, siting, and evaluation of results are to
be made by the DEQE (now DEP) in consultation with EPA. Thus, I
believe that the existing SSC already provides the Department
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with the lead agency role in determining
of monitoring hecessary over time.

Sincerely,

Riéharq Cavagnero Chier
MA I Superfund Section

CC: Gerry Lavy
Joan Mileg
Pan Shieldg
Paula.ritzsimmons
Ira Nadelman - COE

&




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
424 TRAPELO ROAD
WALTHAM, MASSACHUSETTS 02254-9149

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

December 15, 1992

CENED-CD-NCRO

SUBJECT: Contract No. DACW33-92-C-0059, Nyanza Chemical
Superfund Site Final Closeout - OU#1 (Phase 1), Ashland, MA.

Ms. Pamela Shields
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. EPA

HRS CAN3

JFK Federal Building
Boston, MA 02203-2211

Dear Ms. Shields:

This letter is to inform you that our contractor, Webster
Engineering, has substantially completed the work under this
contract as of 11 December 1992. Eighty-two drums were removed
from the site; new high grade chain-link fence is continuous
around the site; and the nitrobenzene contaminated soil has been
removed and disposed of off site. Test results, copies of
hazardous waste manifests, and other administrative items will

be sent to you under separate cover.

If you have any questiohs, please contact Stephen Umbrell at
(508) 772-0148.

Sincerely,
!

t 7

. Pl B A

c.‘ml\)‘J L A 7// iU
/7 James A. Morocco

Resident Engineer
North Central Resident Office

CF: Const Dir
- NCRO
NRO
C. Reinganum, DEP





