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Declaration of Record of Decision
Remedial Alternative Selection

Site Name_and Location

Norwood PCB Superfund Site
Norwood, Massachusetts

Statement of Purpose

This Decision Document presents the selected remedial action
for this site developed in accordance with the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of
1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and to the extent
practicable, the National Contingency Plan (NCP); 40 CFR
Part 300 et seq., 47 Federal Register 31180 (July 16, 1982),
as amended.

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has concurred with the
selected remedy.

Statement of Basis

This decision is based on the administrative record which
was developed in accordance with Section 113 (k) of CERCLA
and which is available for public review at the information
repositories located in the Morrill Memorial Library,
Norwood, Massachusetts, and at 90 Canal Street, Boston,
Massachusetts. The attached index identifies the items
which comprise the administrative record upon which the
selection of two remedial action is based.

Assessment of the Site

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

Description of the Selected Remedy

The selected remedial action for the Norwood PCB site
consists of source control and management of migration
components.



The source control remedial measures include:

Excavation, treatment by solvent extraction and on-site
disposal of approximately 28,500 cubic yards of soils,
dredge pile materials and Meadow Brook sediments
contaminated at levels exceeding specified soil and sedlment
cleanup goals. Off-site incineration of the oil extract
from the solvent extraction process. A soil cover will be
placed over the disposal areas for treated soils. On-site
incineration is the contingency remedy for the treatment of
soils and sediments;

Flushing and cleaning of the Grant Gear roof surfaces and
drainage system. To the extent that this activity will not
satisfy specified action levels, the roof will be
encapsulated and the drainage system contained, and
replaced.

Decontamination by solvent washing of equipment, machinery
and floor surfaces within the Grant Gear building.

The management of migration measures include:

Barrier drain trench to collect contaminated on-site
overburden and shallow bedrock groundwater. An extraction
system consisting conceptually of nine shallow extraction
wells is the contingency remedy:; and

Groundwater treatment consisting of carbon adsorption for
PCBs removal, air stripping for VOCs removal and
precipitation/filtration for metals removal; Groundwater
treatment will continue until specified groundwater cleanup
levels are achieved.

Additional measures include:

Wetland restoration/enhancement of on-site wetland areas
adversely impacted by remedial action and ancillary
activities;

Long-term environmental monitoring of on-site groundwater,
soils, sediments and surfaces within the Grant Gear
building; and

Institutional controls to prevent the use of groundwater in
the zone of contamination as a drinking water source and

to prevent disturbance of contaminated untreated subsurface
soils within the Grant Gear property, sediments within the
Grant Gear drainage system and soils under pavement in areas
outside Grant Gear.

The estimated present worth cost for the selected remedy,
including both snurce control and menagement of migration is
$16,100,000. The estimate includes capital costs as well as
construction and operation and maintenance costs.



Declaration

The selected remedy and contingency remedies are protective
of human health and the environment. The remedies satisfy
the statutory preference for treatment that permanently and
significantly reduces the volume, toxicity and mobility of
the hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants as a
principal element. The selected remedy and the contingent
remedies also utilize permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable,
and are cost-effective. The selected remedy and contingency
remedies attain federal and state requirements that are
applicable or relevant and appropriate (ARARSs).

o717, (77 [ Fesiyq
DATE ' -/ Paul G. Keough
Acting Regional Administrator

EPA-Region I
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ROD DECISION SUMMARY

SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

SITE NAME: Norwood PCB Site
SITE LOCATION: Norwood, Norfolk County, Massachusetts
SITE DESCRIPTION:

The Norwood PCB Site is located approximately 14 miles
southwest of the City of Boston. The 26 acre Site consists
of several parcels of land including industrial/commercial
properties, associated parking areas and adjacent fields.
The Site is bordered to the north by Meadow Brook, to the
east by the heavily commercial U.S. Route 1 and the Dean
Street access road, to the south by Dean Street, and to the
west by the residential Removal Road. Figures 1 and 2
illustrate the study area. ’

It is estimated that approximately 250 people work within
the site boundaries each day. Employers include Grant Gear
Works, businesses located in office buildings on Kerry
Place, and the Norwood Hyundai automobile dealership. Two
residential areas exist near the Site. To the west,
approximately 26 homes border the Site on Dean Street and
Pellana Road. The other residential area is to the north,
separated from the Site by Meadow Brook and a wooded
wetlands area. Assuming an average of 3.8 residents per
home, there are approximately 3040 residents living within a
1/2 mile radius of the Site.

To the east of the Site is the heavily travelled U.S. Route
1. Properties along U.S. Route 1 in the vicinity of the
Site are primarily commercial, and include automobile
dealerships, equipment rental businesses, a pet shop,
restaurants, and gasoline stations. A restaurant and a
Mobil gasoline station are located to the southeast of the
site, between the Dean Street access road and Route 1. A
shopping plaza, a car wash and two restaurants are located
across Dean Street to the south of the Site.

The northern portion of the Site is a small deciduous wooded
wetlands area drained by Meadow Brook. Meadow Brook is a
shallow stream approximately 12 feet wide and 6 to 12 inches
deep near the Site. The brook serves as a drainageway for
over 900 acres of densely developed land and discharges into
the Neponset River approximately 1,600 feet downstream of
the Site. Four piles of sediment previously dredged from
the stream (dredge piles) are located on the south bank of
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the brook, between Route 1 and Kerry Place. The town of
Norwood has scheduled the brook for additional dredging and
restoration between Dean Street and Meadow Road (3,000 lin.
ft.) to reduce the frequency of flooding upstream of the
site. Figure 3 shows the extent of the 100-year flood
plain.

Two other known sites of contamination are in the vicinity
of the Norwood PCB Site. The Mobil gasoline station located
between the Dean Street access road and Route 1 was the site
of leaking underground storage tanks. Investigations
performed at the Norwood Press site, approximately 3,000
feet east of the Norwood PCB Site, revealed the presence of
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in soil, groundwater and
surface water. However, results of the RI showed no
evidence that contaminants from either site have migrated to
the Norwood PCB Site.

All residential and commercial properties within or adjacent
to the Site are supplied with water from the Norwood
municipal system. The town is provided with public water
through a connection to the Massachusetts Water Resource
Authority (MWRA) system. It is reported that an
undetermined number of residences in the area use private
groundwater wells to supply water for gardening and lawn
sprinklers.

A more complete description of the Site can be found in
Chapter 1 of the RI Report (Ebasco, 1989a).

S8ITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES
A, Response History

Contamination at the Norwood PCB Site originated from
disposal practices of the parties who owned the property or
operated businesses in the building located on the property
now owned by John and Robert Hurley, Trustees of the Grant
Gear Realty Trust. The building was constructed in 1942 by
Bendix Aviation Corporation, which produced navigational
control systems and conducted other electronic research in
the building for the U.S. Navy. In October 1947, the land
was purchased by Tobe Deutschman Corporation, which
manufactured electrical equipment at the Site, including
capacitors and transformers. The property was purchased in
October 1956 by Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc., which
also manufactured electrical equipment at the facility. 1In
January 1960, the property was briefly owned by Maryvale
Corporation, and then purchased by the Friedland Brothers.
The Friedland Brothers leased the property to Federal
Pacific Electric Company, which held the lease on the
property until October 1979. During the period from 1960 to
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1979, Federal Pacific Electric operated a business at the
Site, and sublet portions of the facility to Cornell-
Dubilier Electronics, Inc. and to Arrow Hart Corporation
which also manufactured electrical equipment at the
facility. Interpretation of aerial photographs from 1952
through 1978 shows that the site fencing extended to Dean
Street, encompassing that area identified as a vacant lot
and the Norwood Hyundai automobile dealership (Bionetics
Corporation, 1984). Throughout this period, the western
portion of the Site was undeveloped and used for storage of
materials by the owners/operators of the facility.

In 1979, the Site was subdivided. The northeastern portion
of the Site, approximately 9 acres, was purchased by Grant
Gear Realty Trust which leased the facility to Grant Gear
Works, Inc., to produce gears for industry. The southern
and western portions of the Site, approximately 16 acres,
were purchased by Paul Birmingham, Paul Reardon and Jack
Reardon who further subdivided the property into seven lots
and added an access road, Kerry Place. The Reardons still
retain four of the seven original lots. The lots are now
occupied by commercial and light industrial buildings and
the Norwood Hyundai automobile dealership. One lot at the
corner of Dean Street and Kerry Place remains vacant, but
the owners have plans for development.

On April 1, 1983, the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP), then known as the
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality
Engineering, received a telephone call from a citizen living
on Pellana Road reporting past industrial waste dumping and
contamination in the then vacant field of Kerry Place
between Pellana Road and the Grant Gear property. As a
result of this call, an initial field investigation by DEP
was conducted soon thereafter. On April 6, 1983, DEP
sampled surficial soils and Meadow Brook sediments. The
initial DEP investigations confirmed PCB contamination in
soils. The DEP immediately moved to restrict public access
to the field area and marked areas within the Grant Gear
fence to alert workers of the possible danger. Because
state funds were not available, the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts requested EPA to provide support using
Superfund money. EPA dispatched their Technical Assistance
Team (TAT) Contractor, Roy F. Weston, Inc., of Lexington,
Massachusetts, to aid DEP in collecting confirmatory samples
of the oil-stained areas along the western fence line and in
other areas on both the Grant Gear and Reardon properties.
Based on these findings, it was determined that an immediate
removal action to address all soils outside the Grant Gear
property with PCB concentrations greater than 50 parts per
million (ppm) was appropriate. The Agency planned to follow
the removal action with a full Remedial Investigation

3



designed to assess the nature and extent of the remaining
contamination.

Beginning June 23, 1983, EPA (through their subcontractor,
SCA Recycling Industries, Inc., of Braintree, Massachusetts)
began removal of contamimated soils on the Site. A total of
518 tons of contaminated soil was removed and disposed at
the SCA Model City, New York landfill facility. The soils
were removed from locations within the Kerry Place and Grant
Gear properties. Reported excavation depths were up to 30
inches. During the removal action, water samples taken from
the storm drain system behind the Grant Gear building
indicated low levels of PCB contamination. The removal
action was completed on August 5, 1983.

In December 1983, the Site was reviewed by the EPA Field
Investigation Team (FIT) Contractor and evaluated, using the
Hazard Ranking System, for possible listing on the National
Priorities List (NPL) of sites eligible for cleanup under
the Superfund program. EPA proposed to add the Site to the
NPL on October 15, 1984 (49 FR 40320), and the Site was
finally added to the NPL on June 10, 1986 (51 FR 21099).

Based on the preliminary findings of a 1986 Wehran
Engineering study for DEP and a 1986 GZA study performed for
Cornell-Dubilier, the DEP implemented an Interim Remedial
Measure (IRM) at the Site in January 1986. The IRM was
considered necessary to limit access to areas of highest
surface soil contamination within the fenced area of the
Grant Gear property. Specifically, DEP's contractor
installed a cap over a 1.5 acre portion of the northwest and
southwest corners of the Grant Gear property. The
contaminated surface soils were covered with a filter fabric
liner and 6 inches of crushed stone. The capped areas were
enclosed with a 4 foot high wire mesh fence and the areas
were delineated with yellow hazard tape. The locations of
the capped areas are shown on Figure 4. Following the IRM,
Grant Gear has leased portions of their property, including
the covered areas to local dealerships for the storage of
new automobiles. Maintenance of the cap is presently
monitored and/or performed by DEP.

A nmore detailed description of the site history can be found
in the RI Report (Ebasco, 1989%a).

B. Enforcement History

In June 1983, after EPA committed funds to conduct the
removal action at the Site at the request of Massachusetts,
EPA offered to the property owners the opportunity to
perform the work. The owners of the Kerry Place property
and of Grant Gear declined to assume responsibility for the

4



work, and EPA initiated the removal action on June 24, 1983.
The removal action ended in August 1983, costing
approximately $200,000. At that time, Massachusetts was the
lead agency for the Site.

Massachusetts engaged in preliminary negotiations with
several former owners and operators to voluntarily perform
the RI/FS for the Site. As a result of these negotiations,
on August 29, 1985, Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc. (CDE)
entered into an agreement with Massachusetts to perform a
study to better define the extent of contamination remaining
on-site as a first step towards undertaking a full-scale
RI/FS. The study report was delivered to Massachusetts in
April 1986.

EPA issued information requests concerning prior activities
at the Site to the former and current owners and operators
of the Site in January 1985. On October 17, 1985, EPA
notified 12 parties who were former and current owners or
operators of the facility of their potential liability with
respect to the Site.

Prior to receiving notice of potential liability from EPA,
Grant Gear initiated a civil action in April 1985 against
parties who had owned or operated the facility since it was
constructed in 1942. John F. Hurley, et al. v. Cornell-
Dubilier Electronics, Inc., et al., Civil Action No. 85-
1417-Mc (D.C. Mass.). Grant Gear amended its complaint in
November 1985 to add several other parties. The Court
stayed the litigation initially to allow time for the
parties to decide whether to conduct the RI/FS. The stay
has been continued pending completion of the RI/FS.

In 1986, Massachusetts again attempted to negotiate with the
parties to voluntarily conduct the RI/FS. When an agreement
could not be reached, in March 1987 the Commonwealth
notified EPA that EPA should assume the responsibility of
the lead agency for the Site. Since the RI/FS negotiations
had been unsuccessful, EPA moved forward with conducting the
RI/FS with Superfund monies.

Grant Gear has been seeking a final settlement of its CERCLA
liability as an innocent landowner since 1985. At present,
the governments have declined to enter into such a
settlement. With passage of the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986, which expressly authorized EPA
to reach final settlements with landowners who qualify under
the de minimis provisions of Section 122(g) (1) (B) of CERCLA,
Grant Gear, EPA and Massachusetts have continued to engage
in settlement negotiations. No settlement agreement has
been completed.
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However, Grant Gear was the subject of an enforcement action
by EPA under the federal Clean Water Act for discharging
pollutants without the required permit into Meadow Brook,
which is classified as an antidegradation stream under the
Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards. Grant Gear
was first notified in November 1984 that it was discharging
without a permit required under the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). Although Grant Gear
submitted an application for the NPDES permit in April 1985,
it failed to apply to Massachusetts for an antidegradation
variance which is required before a discharge to Meadow
Brook will be permitted. As a result of Grant Gear's
failure to complete its permit application, on September 30,
1988, EPA denied Grant Gear's NPDES permit application. ©On
December 16, 1988, EPA Region I issued an administrative
order citing Grant Gear for violations of Section 301 of the
Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1311, EPA Docket No. I-89-05.
The Order required Grant Gear to conduct a study evaluating
wastewater disposal alternatives. Grant Gear submitted the
required report on August 24, 1989.

Technical comments presented by the PRPs during the public
comment period were submitted in writing. A summary of the
PRP comments and EPA's responses to those comments are
included in the Responsiveness Summary in Appendix A of this
ROD. 1In addition, these documents are included in the
Administrative Record for the Site.

Special notice has not been issued in this case to date.
COMMUNITY RELATIONS

Through the Site's history, community concern and
involvement has been moderately high. EPA has<kept the
community and other interested parties apprised of the site
activities through informational meetings, fact sheets,
press releases and public meetings.

In June 1988, EPA released a community relations plan which
outlined a program to address community concerns and keep
citizens informed about remedial activities. ©On

March 16, 1988, EPA held an informational meeting in the
Balch Elementary School to describe the plans for the
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study.

On June 15, 1989, EPA held an informational meeting to
discuss the results of the RI and the schedule that EPA and
DEP planned to follow in selecting the Superfund remedy for
the Site. A third informational meeting to present the
Agency's Proposed Plan and the other cleanup alternatives
presented in the Feasibility Study was held on August 10,
1989. During both meetings, EPA answered questions from the

6
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public.

Oon August 11, 1989, EPA began a 30 day public comment period
to accept public comment on the alternatives presented in
the Feasibility Study and the Proposed Plan and on the other
documents which were a part of the administrative record for
the Site. At that time, EPA made the administrative record
available for public review at EPA's offices in Boston and
at the Morrill Memorial Library in Norwood, Massachusetts.
EPA published a notice and brief description of the Proposed
Plan in the Daily Transcript on August 8, 1989 and made the
plan available to the public at the Morrill Memorial
Library. On August 24, 1989, the Agency held a public
hearing to accept any oral comments. A transcript of this
meeting and the comments and the Agency's response to
comments are included in the attached responsiveness
summary.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION

The selected remedy was developed by combining components of
different source control alternatives and a management of
migration alternative to obtain a comprehensive approach for
Site remediation. In summary, the remedy consists of nine
components:

1. Site preparation;

2. Excavation, treatment and on-site disposal of
soils and dredge pile materials;

3. Excavation, treatment and on-site disposal of
Meadow Brook sediments;

4. Flushing and containment and replacement of

portions of Grant Gear drainage system, cleaning
and sealing of roof surfaces, and decontamination
of machinery and floor surfaces;

5. Collection of groundwater;

6. Treatment of groundwater;

7. Wetlands restoration/enhancement;

8. Long-term environmental monitoring and five-year
reviews; and

9. Institutional controls.

S8ITE CHARACTERISTICS

EPA conducted field investigations at the Site between
September 1987 and May 1989. These investigations were
designed to attain the following objectives: (1) conduct a
comprehensive characterization of the nature and extent of
contamination in the various media at the Site; (2) perform
an evaluation of present and future health risks and
environmental impacts resulting from the contamination at
the Site; and (3) collect sufficient data to be used in

7



preparing a Feasibility Study (FS) to screen potential
remedial technologies and assemble and evaluate potential
remedial alternatives for the Site.

Chapter 1 of the Draft Final Feasibility Study (Ebasco,
1989c) contains an overview of the results obtained from the
RI, while further details regarding sample locations, sample
methods and sample analyses are provided in the Final
Remedial Investigation Report (Ebasco, 1989a) and
Endangerment Assessment Report (Ebasco, 1989b). The
significant findings of the remedial investigation are
summarized below.

A. GENERAL

During the field investigations performed by EPA, ten media
were sampled at the Site: air, surficial soils, subsurface
soils, dredge pile solids, Meadow Brook sediments, surface
water, groundwater, Grant Gear building surfaces and water
and sediments within the Grant Gear drainage systenm.
Contaminant groups detected that were attributable to the
Site include PCBs, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-
volatiles (extractables), and metals. The primary PCB
detected was Aroclor 1254, but Aroclor 1260 was identified
in some subsurface soil samples and other Aroclors were
detected in the drainage system. The primary site-related
VOCs detected were chlorinated aliphatic hydrocarbons.
Semi-volatiles identified as site-related included
chlorinated benzenes and other aromatic hydrocarbons
including polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). Site-
related metals included cadmium, chromium, copper, nickel,
silver and zinc.

Based on the results of the field investigations, EPA has
concluded that the sources of contamination at the Norwood
PCB Site are surficial and subsurface soils, dredge piles of
sediments taken from Meadow Brook, sediments in Meadow Brook
and sediments in the drainage system of the building
operated by Grant Gear. EPA has further determined that the
overburden and bedrock groundwater beneath the Site is
contaminated with VOCs and PCBs. The Remedial Investigation
documented the highest levels of soil and groundwater
contamination is located in an area directly west of the
Grant Gear building.

In general, the types and concentrations of contaminants
decrease as the distance increases from the highest
contamination directly to the west of the Grant Gear
building. The pattern is typified, with few exceptions, by
the drop in concentration of volatile organics in
groundwater in the direction of groundwater flow from the
southwestern portion of the Grant Gear property to the

8



northeastern corner of the Site. Surface soil PCB
contamination exhibits a similar pattern with the vast
majority of the contamination confined to the 9-acre Grant
Gear property. The PCB concentrations of Meadow Brook
sediments decreased significantly between the Grant Gear
outfall and the Neponset River. This is apparently a
function of the manner in which PCBs are distributed in the
environment: primarily as adsorbed materials to soils and
sediments, so that their distribution in Meadow Brook
mirrors that of sediment deposition along the brook. On the
other hand, Meadow Brook sediments exhibit a comparatively
undiminished loading of PAHs throughout Meadow Brook, with
the highest values of PAHs detected downstream of Route 1.
This may be due to the urban nature of the environment
downstream of the Grant Gear outfall. Stormwater runoff
from these areas discharge to Meadow Brook and may increase
PAH concentrations in Meadow Brook sediments.

B. HYDROGEOLOGY

Hydrogeological investigations were conducted as part of the
RI to characterize groundwater flow and contaminant

transport. Based on the geological and geophysical evidence
presented in the report, the following conclusions are made:

1. On average, the depth to the water table throughout the
Site is less than 10 feet. The direction of
groundwater flow in the water table aquifer is
northeast in the northern portion of the Site
discharging into Meadow Brook and eastward to
southeastward in the southern portion of the Site. The
eastward to southeastward trend in the southern portion
of the Site indicates the effects of the bend in Meadow
Brook towards the Neponset River.

2. The shallow bedrock is highly fractured and the
fracture planes vary both in frequency and orientation.
In general, shallow bedrock exhibits the properties of
a porous medium, with groundwater flowing essentially
in the same direction as the water table aquifer.
Contaminant migration in the shallow bedrock aquifer
would be expected to flow towards Meadow Brook.

3. The direction of groundwater flow in deeper bedrock is
east-southeast in the vicinity of the Grant Gear
property. 1In the southern portion of the Site, bedrock
flow directions trends are to the south-southeast.

On a local scale, groundwater flow in the overburden and
shallow bedrock is influenced by surface features (i.e.,
Meadow Brook). Flow in the deep bedrock is controlled

locally by the distribution and orientation of fractures.

9



C. SOIL

The geological units directly underlying the ground surface
at the Site include outwash plain deposits and fill
materials. The outwash plain deposits consist of an
extensive layer of gray, fine to coarse sand and gravel,
with moderate amounts of pebbles, some cobbles and minor
amounts of silt. The thickness of the outwash plain
deposits unit varies from 10.6 feet to 51.0 feet.

At the Site, granular fill material was found to vary in
thickness from 0 to 9.5 feet and consists of varying amounts
of silt and fine to coarse sand and gravel. Test pits
installed by GZA in 1986 identified the existence of rubble
fill material consisting of wood, metal scrap, metal cable,
concrete slabs, cinder blocks and pipes.

Tables 1 and 2 present the frequency of detection, average
concentration, and maximum concentration of major
contaminants detected in the RI in surficial soils

(0.0 - 2.0 feet) and subsurface soils. The horizontal
extent of PCB contamination is shown in Figure 4-1 of the
RI. Based on the distribution of PCBs, it appears that
areas of disposal were located in the western and northern
portions of the Grant Gear property, where the highest
concentrations (up to 26,000 ppm at one location and more
than 1,000 ppm over large areas) and the deepest occurrences
(greater than 20 feet) were found. In two locations west of
the Grant Gear building, the PCB contamination extends down
into the bedrock. The estimated total volume of
contaminated soils both saturated and unsaturated with
groundwater, with PCB concentrations above 10 ppm is
approximately 31,550 yd3, of which about 29,000 yd3 is
unsaturated.

During the course of the RI, four residential backyards were
sampled. Results of the PCB analysis of these samples
indicate that three of the four samples had PCB levels less
than 1 ppm. The detected PCB concentration in the fourth
sample was relatively low, at 1.7 ppmn.

Chlorinated aliphatics, primarily trichloroethene,
tetrachloroethene, 1,2-dichloroethenes (total) and vinyl
chloride, as well as lower levels of chlorinated ethanes,
were detected in surface and subsurface soils. Chlorinated
benzenes, primarily 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene, were detected in
surficial soils (up to 82 ppb) and subsurface soils (over
110 ppm). PAHs and phenols were also detected in surficial
and subsurface soils. All six site-related metals were
detected in subsurface soils in concentrations exceeding
background criteria. Of these, cadmium, copper, silver and
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zinc were also found in concentrations exceeding background
in surficial soil.

D. SEDIMENTS (Meadow Brook, Dredge Piles, Drainage System)

Tables 3, 4, and 5 present the frequency of detection,
average concentration, and maximum concentration of
contaminants detected in the RI in dredge pile sediments,
Meadow Brook sediments, and drainage system sediments,
respectively. Erosion of contaminated soils and continued
discharges from a contaminated drainage system of the Grant
Gear building represent sources of sediment contamination in
Meadow Brook. Additionally, Meadow Brook receives storm
drainage from the large urban watershed that drains into the
brook.

Contamination in the Grant Gear drainage system includes
PCBs (up to 189,000 ppm in sediments in a manhole leading to
the Grant Gear outfall), VOCs (primarily chlorinated
ethenes), semi-volatiles (including chlorinated benzenes and
PAHs) and metals. Contaminants released to the brook from
the Grant Gear drainage system consist primarily of PCBs,
VOCs and metals. The studies indicate that the principal
transport mechanism for PCBs is the movement of sediments to
which the PCBs are attached. A water sample taken at the
outfall of the drainage system into Meadow Brook contained
4.2 ppb PCBs, 48 ppb 1,2-dichloroethenes (total) and 39 ppb
trichloroethene.

PCBs detected in sediments ranged up to 1,100 ppm in the
Meadow Brook sediments and up to 3,850 ppm in the dredge
piles. Every sample analyzed downstream of the Grant Gear
outfall contained detectable concentrations of Aroclor-1254
with the highest concentrations within 200 feet of the
outfall. Concentrations decreased in the direction of flow
and all samples below Route 1 contained less than 5 ppm of
PCBs. The highest concentrations in the dredge spoil pile
sediments were in the pile closest to the Grant Gear
outfall. The volume of stream sediments, from Meadow Brook
to the Neponset River, containing greater than 1 ppm PCB, is
2,900 yd’. The volume of dredge pile sediments containing
more than 1 ppm is 790 yd{

The only VOC contaminant detected in the sediment that
appears to have originated at the Site was chloroform.
Site-related semi-volatile organic compounds identified in
the stream sediments include 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene up to
130 ppb and phenol up 76 ppb. Concentrations of the latter
two contaminants were higher in the stream samples taken
closest to the Grant Gear outfall, and all three were found
in the Grant Gear drainage system. Therefore, stream
sediment contamination is considered to be at least
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partially attributable to the outfall. The total
concentrations of PAHs increase in the downstream direction
and are believed to be at least partially attributable to
the fact that the brook drains a large urbanized area. PAHs
are formed during combustion of fuels and as a result are
often detected in urban runoff.

Metals identified in stream sediments that may have
originated at the Site include chromium, copper, silver and
zinc, of which the latter two also were found in dredge pile
sediments. As listed in Table 5, thirteen metals were
detected in drainage system sediment samples in
concentrations exceeding twice the background level or
regional concentrations.

E. WETLANDS

The identification of wetlands, as described in the RI, is
based on their proximity to Meadow Brook and/or
identification of wetlands-type flora. Figure 5 shows the
six zones of identified wetlands. Of the wetland areas
delineated in Figure 5, zone 1 is the most significant both
in terms of its areal extent and functional value. 1In
particular, zone 1 is a palustrine wetland system with a
surface area of approximately 1.82 acres, extending from
Kerry Place to the Route 1 culvert. 1In general, its wetland
boundary follows the top of the banks on both sides of the
brook and encompasses a pocket of palustrine wetlands
extending into the residential properties along Audubon
Road. Of the remaining wetlands, zones 4,5 and 6 are
relatively small isolated wetlands within the Grant Gear
facility, whereas, zones 2 and 3 are located east of Route 1
in a predominantly urban environment.

F. SURFACE WATER

As described above, Meadow Brook runs along the northern
boundary of the Site. Surface water samples were collected
along the length of Meadow Brook (starting approximately 600
feet upstream of the Grant Gear outfall) to the Neponset
River. Table 6 presents the frequency of detection, average
concentration and maximum concentration of contaminants
detected in surface water samples. As indicated in the
table, VOCs were detected infrequently at low levels.

VOCs detected in Meadow Brook surface waters that may have
been released from the Site included chloroform, 1,1,1-
trichloroethane, trichloroethene and tetrachloroethene with
a maximum total chlorinated aliphatics concentration of 12
ppb at an upstream location. Even though some of these
compounds were detected in the effluent from the Grant Gear
outfall at higher concentrations, dilution and
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volatilization quickly reduce the effect of discharge so
that downstream and upstream water contaminant levels are
approximately the same.

G. GROUNDWATER

EPA investigated the nature and extent of groundwater
contamination in two phases: the first one in May 1988
(Phase I) and second one in April 1989 (Phase II). The
Phase I investigation included the installation of thirteen
groundwater monitoring wells within the Grant Gear facility
and three background wells, two on Pellana Rcad and one on
Dean Street. During the Phase II investigation, an
additional six monitoring wells were installed, including a
well nest in the northeast corner of the Site the point
farthest downgradient on-site. In addition, activities
performed during the Phase II investigation included
sampling and analysis of all previously installed monitoring
wells for a total of twenty-six groundwater monitoring wells
to confirm that groundwater contamination was still confined
to the Site. Figure 6 shows the location of monitoring
wells.

Contaminants detected in collected groundwater samples
included PCBs, VOCs and semi-volatiles. Tables 7 and 8
present the frequency of detection, average concentration
and maximum concentration of contaminants detected in
groundwater samples from the water table and bedrock
aquifers.

The chlorinated aliphatics attributable to the site include
1,1,1~trichlorcethane, 1,2-dichloroethene, vinyl chloride,
and trichloroethene. Chlorinated aliphatic concentrations
were highest in wells west of the Grant Gear building.
Maximum total concentrations of chlorinated aliphatics in
the water table aquifer were 2,179 ppb in MW-1A (Phase I)
and 2,270 ppb in MW-B10 (Phase II). These wells are located
within 125.0 feet of each other just west of the Grant Gear
building. Of the chlorinated aliphatics, trichloroethene
was detected at highest concentrations in water table wells
of both Phase I (1,800 ppb in MW-1A) and Phase II (1,700 ppb
in B-10). Maximum total concentrations of chlorinated
aliphatics in the Bedrock aquifer were found in well MwW-1B
(1,307 ppb Phase I and 1,510 ppb Phase II). Monitoring well
MW-1B is also located west of the Grant Gear Building.

Vinyl chloride remained the highest concentration detected
in an on-site bedrock well (MW-2B). Phase I and Phase II
sampling at MW-2B detected vinyl chloride concentrations of
65 ppb and 110 ppb, respectively.

A plume of chlorinated aliphatics is moving in the water
table aquifer from the western portion of the Grant Gear
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property, where TCE is found at more than 1 ppm, to Meadow"
Brook, where ground water discharges and contaminants
volatilize. These contaminant discharges are quickly
diluted by stream water. Based on a comparison between in-
stream contaminant levels and water quality criteria, these
contaminant discharges are not considered to significantly
impact water quality in Meadow Brook since surface water
sampling did not detect elevated levels within the
groundwater discharge area. The Phase II study found no
bedrock contamination at the most downgradient portion of
the Site indicating that contamination found in well MW-2B
has not migrated off-site.

PCB concentrations detected in groundwater remained
relatively similar for the most part when comparing the
results of the Phase I and Phase II PCB sampling.
Monitoring well B-18 showed a decline in concentration from
180 ppb to 12 ppb. Well B-4 had an increase in
concentration from 46 ppb to 89 ppb, and MW-2A had a
reduction in concentration from 98 ppb to 66 ppb. The
highest concentrations still exist west of the Grant Gear
building and near other areas of high PCB soil
contamination, except for MW-2A. During Phase II sampling,
Aroclor-1248 was detected only in groundwater samples from
monitoring wells B-10 (1.1 ppb) and MW-1A (4.0 ppb).

The semi-volatiles (chlorobenzenes and chlorophenols)
attributable to the Site were detected in the water table
aquifer during Phase I and Phase II sampling. The highest
total concentration of chlorobenzenes, primarily the
chemical chlorobenzene, was detected at 2,125 ppb and 2,413
ppb in monitoring well MW-1A. Chlorophenols
(trichlorophenol and pentachlorophenol) were found in
monitoring wells MW-1A (10 ppb of trichlorophenol) and B-18
(190 ppb pentachlorophenol) during Phase I sampling. Only
pentachlorophenol (210 ppb) was detected during Phase II
sampling, in monitoring well B-18. No semi-volatiles were
measured above detection limits in the bedrock aquifer
during either Phase I or Phase II sampling.

H. GRANT GEAR BUILDING

The Grant Gear building measures approximately 225 feet by
390 feet, with a floor area of approximately 90,000 square
feet. Roof heights vary from 15 feet in office areas to 20
feet in the production area.

In May, 1983, E.C. Jordan performed an investigation for
Grant Gear Works, collecting 30 wipe samples from interior
surfaces of the Grant Gear building, including 10 samples
from floors; 7 from walls reportedly painted prior to
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sampling, and support columns; 5 from the ceilings, ledges,
and beams; and 6 from employee work stations. All samples
were analyzed for PCBs.

The highest concentration of PCBs detected was 690 ug/100
cmz, taken from the surface of a dusty ceiling I-beam near
the center of the building. PCBs were not detected in the
other samples from ceilings, but 110 ug/100 cm’® PCBs were
detected in a sample from a ledge. PCB concentrations on
vertical surfaces ranged from undetected (<10 ug/100 cm ) in
5 samples to 120 ug/100 cm® on a column near the southwest
corner of the building. _Concentrations on floors ranged
from <10 to 96 ug/100 cm? in the northern portion of the
building and from 78 to 540 ug/100 cm’® in the Grant Gear
Works portion. Concentrations on surfaces of equipment at
work stations ranged from undetected (<10 ug/100 cmz) to 200
ug/100 cm Workstations were reportedly solvent washed
following these analyses.

On May 31, 1988, OSHA collected 14 (PCB Aroclor-1242 and
Aroclor~1254) wipe samples inside of the Grant Gear
building. Wipe samples were taken after the equipment had
been cleaned by Grant Gear. Although the size of the
surface areas sampled were not noted, OSHA samples detected
no PCB levels.

On May 24, 1989, EPA collected wipe samples of wall, machine
and locker surfaces for possible PCB contamination (Aroclor-
1254). Analytical results of wall surface samples ranged
from nondetectable (less than 0.5 ug/100 cm ) to 4.0_ug/100
cm®’. Machine wipe samples ranged from 2.7 ug/100 cm2 to 16
ug/100 cm’. The locker wipe sample had a detection of 18
ug/100 cnl.

Results of analyses of a limited number of samples of gravel
that cover the asphalt roof of the Grant Gear building
detected contamination of PCBs in the range of 1.8 to 3.1

ppm.

I. AIR

Outdoor air samples for PCB analysis were taken by EPA in
July 1983, after the removal of contaminated soils.

Measured PCB concentratlons ranged from 0.016 micrograms per
cubic meter (ug/m ) along Kerry Place to 3.2 ug/m3 at the
rear of the Grant Gear building.

Indoor air samples collected on May 24, 1989, within the
Grant Gear building, detected PCB Aroclor—1254 ranging from
1.5 ug/m to 3.7 ug/m . The detected levels were well below
OSHA's threshold limit value-time weighted average (TLV-TWA)
concentration of 500 ug/m3.
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vI.

A complete discussion of site characteristics can be found
in the RI Report (Ebasco, 1989a).

SB8UMMARY OF 8ITE RISKS

An Endangerment Assessment (EA) was performed to estimate
the probability and magnitude of potential adverse human
health and environmental effects from exposure to
contaminants associated with the Site. Twenty-two
contaminants of concern, listed in Table 9, were selected
for evaluation in the EA. These contaminants constitute a
representative subset of the more than eighty contaminants
identified at the Site during the Remedial Investigation.
The twenty-two contaminants were selected to represent
potential onsite hazards based on toxicity, level of
contamination, and mobility and persistence in the
environment. ' '

The EA quantitatively estimated potential human health
effects associated with the contaminants of concern in
soils, sediments, groundwater, surface water, air and on
equipment surfaces through the development of several
hypothetical exposure scenarios. Incremental lifetime
cancer risks and a measure of the potential for
noncarcinogenic adverse health effects were estimated for
the various exposure scenarios. For carcinogenic compounds,
risks are estimated by multiplying the estimated exposure
dose by the cancer potency factor of each contaminant. The
product of these two values is an estimate of the
incremental cancer risk. For noncarcinogenic compounds, a
Hazard Index (HI) value was estimated. This value is a
ratio between the estimated exposure dose and the reference
dose (Rfd) which represents the amount of toxicant that is
unlikely to cause adverse health effects. Generally, if the
HI is less than one, the predicted exposure dose is not
expected to cause harmful noncarcinogenic human health
effects. Where the HI exceeds one, the potential to cause
adverse noncarcinogenic human health effects increases as
the HI increases.

Exposure scenarios were developed to reflect the potential
for exposure to hazardous substances based on the
characteristic uses and location of the Site. Factors of
special note that are reflected in the Endangerment
Assessment are that major portions of the Site contain
active businesses with approximately a total of 250 workers,
and the northern portion of the Site is a residential wooded
area that is adjacent to and drained by Meadow Brook.
Additionally, the Endangerment Assessment took into account
the facts that access to major portions of the Site is
unrestricted and the land is zoned for manufacturing uses.
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Direct contact with soil was judged as the most likely
exposure route to result in potential health hazards under
present site conditions. Although on-site groundwater is
not currently used for drinking water, the risks associated
with its consumption were evaluated because it is classified
as a potential source for drinking water. The EA also
evaluated the risks from inhalation of on-site airborne
contaminants that volatilize from contaminated groundwater
and soils on-site. Other potential human health and
environmental risks associated with direct contact with
contaminated surface water and sediments were also discussed
in the EA.

A. DIRECT CONTACT WITH SURFACE SOILS

1. Worker Contact at Grant Gear and Other Commercial
Properties o

One exposure scenario evaluated the potential exposure and
risk for workers through dermal contact with and incidental
ingestion of chemicals of potential concern in surface soils
at commercial properties within the site boundaries. The
affected workers would be exposed on-site from landscaping
activities or storing materials on the contaminated soils.
The risks were assessed assuming both mean contaminant
concentrations and maximum concentrations. A range of
probable absorption rates for different chemicals (i.e.,
VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and inorganics) was used to estimate body
dose.

The incremental carcinogenic risks for a worker in the
vicinity of the Grant Gear facility coming in contact with
surface soil on-site ranged from 1x10° using site-wide
average contaminant concentrations to 8x10° using site-wide
maximum contaminant concentrations. For a landscape worker
at Kerry Place, the Hyundai Dealer and other commercial
properties south and east of Grant Gear, the incremental
carcinogenic risks ranged from 2x10" using site-wide
average contaminant concentrations to 2x10° using site-wide
maximum contaminant concentrations. For both scenarios,
PCBs and total carcinogenic PAHs contributed the majority of
the total risk.

Noncarcinogenic risk estimates were also specified for the
worker exposure scenarios. In both cases, hazard indices
(HIs) calculated for exposure to contaminated surface soil
by on-site workers are all less than one, indicating the
predicted exposure dose is not expected to cause harmful
noncarcinogenic human health effects.
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2. Residential Contact North of Grant Gear

Two scenarios were presented in the EA to evaluate the
potential exposure and risk through dermal contact and
incidental ingestion of chemicals of potential concern in
dredge piles and/or surface soils in on-site areas north of
the Grant Gear facility. The first scenario assumes an
older child frequents this area and has contact with dredge
piles or soils in this area. The second scenario assumes
local residents are exposed to chemicals of concern in
surface soils in their backyards by outdoor activities such
as playing or gardening.

Calculated incremental carcinogenic risks were determined to
be greater for a child exposed to contaminated dredge piles
or soils in the wooded area north of Grant Gear than for
residents contacting contaminated soils in their backyards.
The incremental lifetime carcinogenic risks for an older
child exposed to contaminated dredge piles and surface soils
in the wooded area north of Grant Gear ranged from 2x10°% to
6x107%. 1In comparison, for residents contacting
contaminated soils in their backyards, incremental lifetime
carcinogenic risks ranged from 2x10"’ to 3x10°°, reflecting
the lower concentrations of chemicals of concern in the
residential backyards. In both scenarios, PCBs and total
carcinogenic PAHs contribute the majority of the total risk
and calculated hazard indices are less than one.

B. Ingestion of Groundwater

Groundwater on-site is not currently used for drinking
water, but it does represent a potential future source.
According to EPA Groundwater Protection Strategy guidelines,
the aquifer underlying the Site is classified as Class IIB
aquifer (i.e., a potential source of potable water). Under
the Massachusetts DEP classification system, the aquifer is
considered Class I, based on the same potential use.
Therefore, the incremental lifetime carcinogenic risk and
the noncarcinogenic health risks associated with the
ingestion of contaminated groundwater were assessed.

The EA estimated that the total incremental carcinogenic
risk would be 1x10° and 4x10°% if a person were to drink for
a lifetime the groundwater found under the Site containing
contaminants of concern at the mean and maximum
concentrations, respectively (based on the Phase I results).
Vinyl chloride and PCBs contributed over 99 percent of the
total carcinogenic risk. For ingestion of groundwater
containing contaminants of concern at the maximum
concentrations, the total estimated exposure dose exceeds a
HI of one. Therefore, there is also an increased potential
to cause adverse noncarcinogenic human health effects. The
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hazard index associated with ingestion for a lifetime of
groundwater containing contaminants of concern at the
maximum concentrations, based on Phase I sampling, was
estimated at 10. In that case, 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene and
trichloroethene contributed over 99 percent of the total
noncarcinogenic risk.

c. Exposure to Sediments

The Endangerment Assessment examined risks associated with
exposure to contaminated sediments in Meadow Brook,
including exposure scenarios involving direct contact with
or incidental ingestion of sediments by a child. The
highest incremental carcinogenic risk was 5x106, based on
direct contact by an older child with the maximum
concentrations of contaminated sediments in Meadow Brook.

The EA also evaluated potential impacts to environmental
receptors exposed to contaminated sediments. For the small
mammals, rodents and aquatic organisms that inhabit the
area, the potential exists for exposure to site associated
contaminants through the skin, by ingestion or through the
food chain. Of greatest concern is exposure to PCBs because
they are difficult to eliminate from the body and may affect
the animals and other organisms.

Two approaches were used to evaluate the environmental risk
posed by the contaminated sediments. The first approach was
to determine levels of PCBs and total organic carbon (TOC)
at various sampling locations, and then to compare those
values to the Interim Sediment Quality Criteria (SQC), which
vary depending on the TOC value. The sediment quality
criteria are numbers which predict the relationship between
contaminant levels in sediments and the Ambient Water
Quality Criteria (AWQC) which protects wildlife that consume
aquatic organisms.' There are three levels of SQCs.? The
upper level represents a 97.5% probability that PCB levels
in interstitial water (the water between sediment particles)
will exceed AWQCs. The mean level represents a 50%
probability of the same event, and the lower level
represents a 2.5% probability. Generally, the greater the
probability of PCB levels exceeding AWQCs, the greater the
risk to wildlife that consume aquatic organisms.

' For PCBs, the ambient water quality criterion for the

protection of aquatic life to allow safe consumption of aquatic
organisms by wildlife is 0.014 ug/1.

2 The derivation of upper, mean and lower value SQCs are

further discussed in Appendix E of the Feasibility Study.
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At the Norwood PCB Site, PCBs in sediments exceeded both the
mean SQC value of 20 ug PCBs/g TOC and the upper SQC value
of 100 ug PCBs/g TOC in most portions of Meadow Brook from
the vicinity of the Grant Gear outfall to the Neponset
River. 1In one location near the Grant Gear outfall, the
maximum PCB concentration detected in Meadow Brook sediments
was 200 times greater than the upper SQC value. Based on
these comparisons between the SQCs for PCBs and measured PCB
levels in sediments, EPA has determined that potential risks
to wildlife exist through consumption of aquatic organisms
exposed to PCB-contaminated sediments within Meadow Brook.

The second approach was used to assess risks to the aquatic
organisms in contact with the PCB-contaminated sediments.
The PCB tissue concentrations of these aquatic organisms are
projected to be equal to or, in some cases, in excess of
those concentrations in.the sediment. Assuming a sediment
to tissue Bioconcentration Factor (BCF) of 1, the range of
PCB tissue concentrations in aquatic organisms exposed to
contaminated sediments in Meadow Brook are estimated at less
than 1.0 to 200 ppm. PCB tissue concentrations higher than
0.4 ppm in freshwater fish have been associated with
reproductive impairment. Therefore, based on assumed tissue
levels in aquatic organisms, aquatic organisms exposed to
contaminated sediments in Meadow Brook may be at risk of
reproductive impairment or other adverse effects.

D. Exposure to Contaminated Machinery/Equipment Surfaces

Risks to workers within Grant Gear from contact with and
dermal absorption of PCBs on indoor wall and equipment
surfaces were evaluated using results from wipe samples
taken by EPA in May 1989. For worker contact with PCBs on
indoor walls, the incremental carcinogenic risk was 2x10°
using mean PCB concentrations and 3%x10°° using the maximum
PCB concentration. Worker exposure to mean PCB
concentrations detected on equipment surfaces resulted in an
incremental carcinogenic risk of 2x107°; whereas, exposure
to the maximum PCB concentration resulted in an incremental
carcinogenic risk of 5x107.

In summary, actual or threatened releases of hazardous
substances from this Site, if not addressed by the preferred
alternative or one of the other active measures considered,
may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to
public health, welfare or the environment.

A complete discussion of human health and environmental
risks can be found in the Endangerment Assessment (Ebasco,
1989b). Table 10 summarizes human health risks associated
with current and future site use.
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VII.

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

EPA adopted a proposed plan (preferred alternative) for
remediation of the Site on August 8, 1989. Components of
the preferred alternative included:

1. Site preparation;

2. Excavation, treatment and on-site disposal of soils and
dredge pile materials;

3. Excavation, treatment and on-site disposal of Meadow
Brook sediments;

4, Flushing and/or containment and replacement of portions

of the Grant Gear drainage system, cleaning and sealing
of roof surfaces, decontamination of
machinery/equipment and floor surfaces;

5. Collection of groundwater from the on-site overburden
and bedrock aquifers;

6. Treatment of groundwater;

7. Wetlands restoration/enhancement;

8. Long~term environmental monitoring and five-year
reviews; and

9. Institutional controls.

The remedy selected in this document differs from the
proposed plan in two respects. The first difference is
regarding the cleanup levels for contaminated machinery or
office equipment surfaces within the Grant Gear building.
The selected remedy establishes a target cleanup level of 5
ug/lOOcm2 for such equipment. The proposed plan specified a
Grant Gear machinery and office equipment surfaces cleanup
goal of 10 ug/100cm® for total PCBs. This cleanup level of
10 ug/100cm’ is consistent with the EPA's PCB Spill Policy
for indoor solid surfaces set forth at 40 CFR
761.125(c) (4). However, after the proposed plan was
published, the Endangerment Assessment was finalized which
concluded that the target cleanup level should be 5
ug/lOOcm2 in order to reduce the residual risk to a maximum
risk of 1x10™°. The selected remedy will use the same
remedial action (decontamination) for reducing the PCB
levels to the revised target cleanup level as was proposed
in the preferred alternative. A memo outlining the change
in cleanup goals was added to the administrative record for
the Site on August 18, 1989, during the public comment
period. 1In addition, the change was described at the
informal public hearing on August 24, 1989.

The second difference from the Proposed Plan is that floor
surfaces within the plant areas of the Grant Gear facility
will be decontaminated as a component of the selected
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VIII.

remedy. The selected remedy established a performance based
target cleanup level of 10 ug/100 cm® for floor surfaces
within the Grant Gear building. The Proposed Plan outlined
a preferred alternative which addressed contamination of
equipment and machinery surfaces within the plant areas of
the Grant Gear building but not floors. This alternative
specified decontamination of equipment surfaces by solvent
washing. In addition, an equipment cleanup target level of
5 ug/lOOcm2 was established based on the site-specific risk
exposure assumptions described in the EA. EPA did not
include floor decontamination in the Proposed Plan because
of the assumed infrequent exposure of workers from direct
contact with contaminants on floor surfaces. Comments on
the Proposed Plan received during the public comment period
indicated that the selected remedy should include
decontamination of floor surfaces within the Grant Gear
building. Specifically, comments submitted by Grant Gear
recommended that the remedy should address PCB contamination
of the floor as a source of contamination inside the
building. Finally, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts has
expressed a preference for remediation of the contaminated
floors within Grant Gear in order to reduce the total risks
and to reduce the levels of contaminants at the Site to
background levels, to the extent feasible. Moreover, since
issuance of the Proposed Plan, EPA has determined that as a
source control measure, decontamination of the floor
surfaces is necessary to minimize the potential for
migration of PCBs into the air, and subsequent
recontamination of equipment and machinery. Therefore,
decontamination of floor surfaces is necessary to adequately
reduce long-term risks to workers from exposure to
contaminated surfaces. In addition, this measure at a
relatively low cost will further reduce, to the extent that
PCBs on the floor volatilize into the air, the risks to
workers associated with inhalation of PCBs.

EPA finds that these significant changes to the proposed
remedy are logical outgrowths of information available to
the public from the information and analysis presented in
the RI, EA, FS and in the Proposed Plan. For these reasons,
these changes are documented in this ROD; further public
comment is not necessary.

DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES
A. Statutory Requirements/Response Objectives
Prior to the passage of the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), actions taken in
response to releases of hazardous substances were conducted

in accordance with CERCLA as enacted in 1980 and the revised
National 0il and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
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Plan (NCP), 40 C.F.R. Part 300 (1988), promulgated in the
Federal Register on November 20, 1985. Although EPA
proposed revisions on December 21, 1988, to the NCP to
reflect SARA, until those proposed revisions are finalized,
the procedures and standards for responding to releases of
hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants shall be
in accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA and, to the maximum
extent practicable, the current NCP.

Under its legal authorities, EPA's primary responsibility at
Superfund sites is to undertake remedial actions that are
protective of human health and the environment. 1In
addition, Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other
statutory requirements and preferences, including: a
requirement that EPA's remedial action, when complete, must
comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate
environmental standards established under federal and state
environmental laws unless a statutory waiver is invoked: a
requirement that EPA select a remedial action that is cost-
effective and that utilizes permanent solutions and
alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery
technologies to the maximum extent practicable:; and a
statutory preference for remedies that permanently and
significantly reduce the volume, toxicity or mobility of
hazardous substances over remedies that do not achieve such
results through treatment. Response alternatives were
developed to be consistent with these Congressional
mandates.

A number of potential exposure pathways were analyzed for
risk and threats to human health and the environment in the
Endangerment Assessment. Guidelines in the Superfund Public
Health Evaluation Manual (EPA, 1986) regarding development
of risk analyses for remedial alternatives were used to
assist EPA in the development of response actions. As a
result of these assessments, remedial response objectives
were developed to mitigate existing and future threats to
human health and the environment. These response objectives
are:

1. Prevent or mitigate the continued release of hazardous
substances from contaminated soils and sediments to
groundwater, air, and surface water;

2. Reduce risks to human health and environmental
receptors associated with direct contact with or
incidental ingestion of site contaminants in surface
and subsurface soils;

3. Reduce risks to human health and environmental
receptors associated with direct contact with and
incidental ingestion of Meadow Brook sediments;

4. Prevent or mitigate the release of hazardous substances
to Meadow Brook from the Grant Gear drainage system;
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5. Reduce risks to workers associated with inhalation of
PCBs and direct contact with PCB-contaminated surfaces
within the Grant Gear building;

6. Reduce risks to human health associated with potential
future consumption of groundwater;
7. Reduce risks to human health and the environment from

current and future migration of contaminants in
groundwater and surface water; and

8. Reduce risks to human health associated with potential
current and future inhalation of airborne organic
compounds released from the Site.

B. Technology and Alternative Development and Screening

CERCLA, the NCP and EPA guidance documents, including, the
"Guidance on Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA" dated June
1985, the "Interim Guidance on Superfund Selection of
Remedy" [EPA Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response
(OSWER) ], Directive No. 9355.0-19 (December 24, 1986), and
the Interim Final "Guidance for Conducting RIs and FSs under
CERCLA," OSWER Directive No. 9355.3-01, set forth the
process by which remedial actions are evaluated and
selected. 1In accordance with these requirements and
guidance documents, a range of treatment alternatives, a
containment option involving little or no treatment, and a
no~action alternative were developed for the Site.

Section 121(b) (1) of CERCLA presents several factors that,
at a minimum, EPA is required to consider in its assessment
of alternatives. 1In addition to these factors and the other
statutory directives of Section 121 of CERCLA, the
evaluation and selection process was guided by the EPA
document "Additional Interim Guidance for FY '87 Records of
Decision" dated July 24, 1987. This document provides
direction on the consideration of SARA cleanup standards and
sets forth nine factors that EPA should consider in its
evaluation and selection of remedial actions. The nine
factors are:

1. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARS).

2. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence.

3. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume.

4. Short-term Effectiveness.

5. Implementability.

6. Community Acceptance.
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IX.

7. State Acceptance.
8. Cost.
9. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment.

Chapter 4 of the Norwood PCB Site Feasibility Study (Ebasco,
1989c) identified, assessed and screened technologies based
on implementability, effectiveness, and cost. These
technologies were combined into source control (SC) and
management of migration (MM) alternatives. Chapter 5 of
this Feasibility Study presented the remedial alternatives
developed by combining the technologies identified in the
previous screening process in the categories required by
OSWER Directive No. 9355.0-19. The purpose of the initial
screening was to narrow the number of potential remedial
actions for further detailed analysis while preserving a
range of options. Each alternative was then evaluated and
screened in Chapter 5 of the Feasibility Study (Ebasco,
1989c). In summary, of the 12 source control and management
of migration remedial alternatives screened in Chapter 5, 9
were retained for detailed analysis.

Chapter 4 of the Grant Gear Building Feasibility Study (CDM,
1989) identified and screened alternatives for remediation
of the building's drainage system based on effectiveness,
implementability and cost. Of the 7 alternatives screened,
4 were retained for detailed analysis.

Table 11 identifies the 13 alternatives that were retained
through the screening process, as well as those that were
eliminated from further consideration.

DESCRIPTION/SUMMARY OF THE DETAILED AND COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
OF ALTERNATIVES

This section presents a narrative summary and brief
evaluation of each alternative according to the evaluation
criteria described above. A detailed tabular assessment of
alternatives SC-1 through SC-5 and MM-1 through MM-4 can be
found in Tables 12 and 13.

A. Source Control (SC) Alternatives Analyzed

The source control alternatives to address soil and sediment
contamination at the Site include a minimal action
alternative (SC-1); a containment alternative (SC-2); and
three treatment alternatives: on-site solvent extraction
(SC-3); on-site dechlorination (SC-4); and on-site
incineration (SC-5). The source control alternatives to
address Grant Gear drainage system contamination include a
no action alternative (SC-A); flushing/cleaning of the
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drainage system (SC-B); containment of the drainage system
(SC-C):; and removal of the drainage system (SC-D).

A detailed evaluation of the source control alternatives to
address soil and sediment contamination at the Site is
presented in Chapter 6 of the FS Norwood PCB Site (Ebasco,
1989c). A detailed evaluation of the source control
alternatives to address the Grant Gear drainage system
contamination is presented in Chapter 5 of the Grant Gear
Building FS (CDM, 1989).

As described in the Grant Gear Building FS (CDM, 1989),
three remedial alternatives to address contamination of
surfaces inside the building were screened: sandblasting,
decontamination and removal. Sandblasting was screened out
based primarily on the uncertainty of its effectiveness in
reducing contaminant levels on metal and concrete surfaces
to target cleanup levels. In addition, the implementability
of sandblasting is questionable considering the significant
short-term risks to workers through increased airborne
particulates and contaminants during its implementation.

The off-site removal alternative was also screened out
because this alternative would be excessively costly without
any reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume of hazardous
substances. Additional disadvantages include
implementability problems associated with the transportation
and disposal of a significant mass and volume of
contaminated equipment and machinery. Both sandblasting and
off-site disposal would result in significant disruption of
and damage to the Grant Gear operations and building. On
the other hand, decontamination will be readily
implementable, would permanently and significantly reduce
the mobility and volume of contaminants on surfaces, and
will be effective in the long-term in achieving levels
protective of human health and the environment. EPA has
determined that decontamination, unlike sandblasting and
off-site disposal, will be readily implementable and will
meet all the statutory requirements under CERCLA. Because
only one alternative (decontamination) passed the initial
screening, no detailed analysis of the alternative for
remediation of contaminated surfaces was performed. This
determination also applies to contamination of floor
surfaces.

The source control alternatives for the remaining site
contamination are summarized below:

8C-1
Minimal Action

A strict no action alternative was not evaluated in the
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detailed analysis of source control alternatives for
remediation of on-site soils, dredge pile materials and
sediments. 1Instead, a minimal action alternative was
evaluated, as described below. A no action alternative
would be less acceptable than the minimal action alternative
primarily because it would not reduce of the level
unacceptable current or future risks to human health and the
environment posed by exposure to site contaminants.

This minimal action alternative would consist primarily of
restricting access to on-site contaminants. The major items
associated with this alternative are as follows:

° Construction of a site perimeter fence

° Institutional controls limiting groundwater and land
use (i.e. deed restrictions)

° Public educational programs, including public meetings
and presentations, to increase public awareness

° Long-term environmental sampling and analysis to
monitor contaminant concentrations and migration

° Site review every five years

This alternative would not be protective because it does not
address human health and environmental risks due to exposure
to soils, sediments and groundwater. In particular, worker
contact with surface soil in the vicinity of Grant Gear
would remain in excess of a 10 risk under the plausible
maximum case. VOCs in the soils would continue to
contaminate groundwater and extend the period needed to
restore the aquifer. VOCs would also continue to be
released into the air and present risks to workers on-site.
Surface water run-off and erosion from the PCB contaminated
soils would continue to contribute to risks to aquatic
organisms exposed to contaminated sediments in Meadow Brook.

This alternative is not permanent and is ineffective in
reducing what are presently unacceptable risks in the short-
term or long-term. This alternative would not use treatment
as a principal element to address the mass of contamination
at the Site, and consequently, there would be no reduction
in mobility, toxicity or volume of wastes present at the
Site. In addition, this alternative would not attain State
ARARs for groundwater quality and surface water. Finally,
none of the comments received from the community or state
support a no action alternative.

The only advantage associated with this alternative is that
all components would be readily implemented with no
unforseen difficulties anticipated during construction of
the fence.

Alternative 8C-1 Costs:
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ESTIMATED TIME FOR IMPLEMENTATION: < 1 YEAR
ESTIMATED CAPITAL COST: $128,000

ESTIMATED O & M (Present Worth): $954,000
ESTIMATED TOTAL COST (Present Worth): $1,082,000

8C-2 (8C-2A/8C-2B)
Capping of Soils and Sediments

The SC-2 alternative would consist of consolidating outlying
contaminated soils, dredge pile solids, and sediments under
an impermeable cap constructed on-site over the central zone
of contamination. Two capping scenarios (SC-2A and SC-2B)
were evaluated in the FS based on different volumes of
sediments to be excavated. For Alternative SC-2A, Meadow
Brook sediments with PCB concentrations exceeding 10 ppm,
dredge pile materials, and contaminated soils excavated from
the area located between Meadow Brook and the existing site
fence and from the area extending south beyond the Grant
Gear property line into the vacant lot, would be temporarily
stockpiled at the Site. The difference for Alternative SC-
2B is that Meadow Brook sediments with PCB concentrations
greater than 1 ppm would be excavated and temporarily
stockpiled at the site. All excavated areas would be
returned to their original grade with purchased clean fill
and topsoil.

For both SC-2A and SC-2B, initial site work would include
construction of a fence, installation of erosion control
measures and clearing and regrading. Outlying soils and
sediments would be excavated and consolidated in one area
and stockpiled on-site. Conceptually, all stockpiled solids
would be spread and compacted over a 5.3-acre area on the
Site, covering most of the Grant Gear property south, west,
and north of the building. The contaminated material would
be approximately six feet thick. An impermeable cap would
be constructed over the contaminated materials consisting of
a four-inch thick gravel base, a synthetic liner composed of
high density polyethylene (HDPE) liner, and a two-inch
gravel drainage layer. A three-inch thick asphalt layer
would cover these base layers and drainage materials. The
cap would require annual maintenance and inspections to
ensure the integrity of the cap. Long-term environmental
monitoring, including sediment and surface water sampling,
would also be required. Because untreated contaminated soil
would remain on-site, so0il and groundwater samples would be
collected annually from areas adjacent to the cap.

The capping alternatives would be readily implementable, but
could result in short-term adverse environmental impacts
during site preparation activities and excavation. Although
the site area was considered too small for a landfill
designed to meet minimum technology requirements under RCRA,
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there would be sufficient space to construct the landfill
described for these alternatives. These alternatives would
reduce contaminant mobility. Risks from direct contact with
and incidental ingestion of contaminants in on-site soils,
dredge pile materials and sediments would essentially be
reduced to zero in the short-term due to the cap's
elimination of these exposure pathways. Alternative SC-2B
would provide increased reduction of risks to the
environment because sediments with PCB concentrations
greater than 1 ppm would be excavated. These alternatives
would not treat contaminated solids to reduce the total mass
of PCBs and would not result in a reduction in contaminant
toxicity or volume.

Capping would result in overall short-term protectiveness of
human health due to reduction in direct human exposure to
contaminated soils and sediments. However, there is
uncertainty about the long-term effectiveness of the cap and
the potential for significant risks to human health and the
environment from the untreated wastes, as well as future
costs, if the cap were to fail. As a landfill, this
alternative would not be a permanent solution and would
require long-term operation and maintenance. This
alternative is not supported by the state or the community.

Alternative 8C-2A Costs:

ESTIMATED TIME FOR CONSTRUCTION: < 1 YEAR
ESTIMATED TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS: $2,133,000

ESTIMATED OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COSTS: $1,567,000
ESTIMATED TOTAL PRESENT WORTH: $3,700,000

Alternative SC-2B Costs:

ESTIMATED TIME FOR CONSTRUCTION: < 1 YEAR
ESTIMATED TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS: $2,340,000

ESTIMATED OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COSTS: $1,657,000
ESTIMATED TOTAL PRESENT WORTH: $3,997,000

SC-3
On-Site Solvent Extraction

This alternative is a component of the overall source
control remedial alternative selected for the Site. Refer
to Section X, for a discussion of this alternative.

Alternative 8C-3 Costs:

ESTIMATED TIME FOR OPERATION: 2 YEARS

ESTIMATED TOTAL CAPITOL COSTS: $10,749,000
ESTIMATED OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COSTS: $2,511,000
ESTIMATED TOTAL PRESENT WORTH: $13,260,000

S5C-4
On-Site Dechlorination
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In this alternative, as in the selected remedy,
approximately 28,500 cy of contaminated soils and sediments
would be excavated, treated and disposed of on-site.
However, this alternative would utilize a dechlorination
technology to detoxify the PCB contamination. Major
components of Alternative SC-4 would be as follows:

Site preparation work;

Construction of a fence;

Construction of stockpiling and treatment areas;
Mobilization of treatment process equipment;
Excavation/treatment of solids;

On-site disposal of treated solids;

Placement of soil covering;
Revegetation/repaving of disturbed areas;
Demobilization and decontamination of equipment:
° Wetlands restoration;

° Institutional controls:;

° Long-term monitoring; and

° 5-year reviews.

o ° o ° o 9 o ° L

The dechlorination treatment process, termed the alkali
metal dechlorination process (APEG), removes chlorine atoms
from PCB molecules leaving less toxic, biphenyl molecules as
residuals. Contaminated solids are mixed in a stainless
steel reaction vessel with a combination of chemicals
forming a reagent, APEG (alkali polyethylene glycol). The
mixture is heated to increase the rate of reaction of the
PCBs, and to drive off the volatile organics (VOCs) from the
soil. The slurry mixture is then subjected to a series of
washing and dewatering steps. Contaminated reagent would be
continually recycled. Exhausted reagent and any hazardous
treatment byproduct, if generated, would be transported to
an off-site incineration facility for final destruction and
disposal. As outlined above, treated solids would be
replaced on-site and covered with topsoil.

By detoxifying PCBs, the principal chemical of concern at
the Site, this alternative would significantly reduce risks
to human health and the environment posed by direct contact
with and incidental ingestion of PCB-~contaminated soils and
sediments. Dechlorination would permanently and
significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility and volume of
contaminants, would utilize an alternative treatment
technology and would comply with ARARs. Short-term risks
posed by dust or VOC emissions during soil excavation
activities would be controlled during implementation.

Dechlorination would not be readily implementable because it
would require the construction of a mobile treatment unit
for which no full-scale, demonstrated unit currently exists.
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The reliability and long-term effectiveness of this
innovative treatment technology includes, at present, some
degree of uncertainty since performance tests have shown
significant variability in the concentrations of the APEG-
reagent and PCBs remaining in the treated soil. Finally,
although this treatment would be effective in reducing PCB
levels in on-site soils and sediments to protective levels,
it may not be effective in reducing PAH levels in on-site
soils to protective levels.

ESTIMATED TIME FOR OPERATION: 2.5 YEARS

ESTIMATED CAPITOL COST8: $10,997,000

ESTIMATED OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COSTS: $4,636,000
ESTIMATED TOTAL PRESENT WORTH: $15,633,000

8C-5
On-S8ite Incineration

As in the selected remedy, approximately 28,500 cy of
contaminated soils and sediments would be excavated, treated
on-site by incineration,and disposed of on-site. The major
components of SC-5 would be the same as SC-4. This
alternative is selected as the backup treatment for
contaminated soils and sediments if results of predesign
studies indicate that the selected treatment technology
(solvent extraction) would not be implementable or would not
be effective in reducing contaminant levels to soil target
cleanup levels.

Three different types of incinerators were evaluated:

rotary kiln, circulating fluidized bed and infrared
processing. The specific type of process (e.g. rotary kiln)
would be determined in the Remedial Design phase through
engineering design and analysis and the competitive bidding
process. Specific operating practices necessary to meet
performance objectives, including a 99.9999 percent
destruction and removal efficiency (DRE) of stack emissions
as required by EPA regulations in 40 CFR Part 761, would be
determined through a trial burn at the Site. This trial
burn would be conducted on-site to demonstrate the
effectiveness and efficiency of the unit in providing for
the destruction of the contaminants specific to the Norwood
PCB Site, and to verify that residues from the incineration
process are nonhazardous. Exhaust gases would be passed
through air pollution devices before being released into the
atmosphere. All incinerated residues would be replaced on-
site and would be covered with a layer of topsoil and
revegetated or repaved as necessary. Any contaminated water
residuals associated with dewatering of solids and from
emission control devices would be stored on-site to be
treated in the on-site groundwater treatment system selected
for the management of migration component of the remedy.
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On-site incineration of contaminated soils and sediments is
readily implementable. This alternative would reduce risks
associated with direct contact with and ingestion of
contaminated soils and sediments. Incineration would
permanently destroy PCBs and PAHs, would reduce the volume,
mobility and toxicity of contaminants, and would comply with
ARARs. It would provide overall protection of human health
and the environment because it significantly decreases
contaminant concentrations to protective levels.
Incineration is a proven and highly effective technology.

ESTIMATED TIME FOR OPERATION: 2 YEARS

ESTIMATED TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS8: $13,856,000
ESTIMATED OPERATION & MAINTENANCE CO8TS: $3,263,000
ESTIMATED TOTAL PRESENT WORTH: $17,119,000

Alternatives to Address Grant Gear Drainage System
Contamination

8C-A
No Action

Analysis of the no action alternative is required by the NCP
and is included for comparison with other alternatives.

This alternative assumes that the building will continue
without modification and without change of occupancy or use.
In this alternative, contaminated sediments would remain
untreated within the pipes and manholes of the drainage
system.

As with SC-1, this alternative would not result in the
reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume of contaminants in
the drainage system, which would continue to migrate into
Meadow Brook. The continued unabated discharge would not
attain ARARs (i.e., Clean Water Act) and would not be
protective due to exposure to contaminants in sediments
above protective levels. Since the selected remedy will
remove PCB-contaminated sediments in Meadow Brook at levels
greater than 1 ppm, the continued discharge would
recontaminate the stream, and therefore be ineffective in
the long-term.

Costs associated with this alternative would be generated
only by long-term monitoring requirements.

ESTIMATED TOTAL COST: $57,000

8C-B
Flushing/Cleaning

This alternative is a component of the overall source
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control remedial alternative selected for the Site. Refer
to Section X, for a discussion of this alternative.

ESTIMATED TOTAL COST: $99,000

8C-C
Containment

This alternative incorporates flushing and cleaning as its
first component to reduce the levels of contaminants in the
drainage system. After the initial flushing and cleaning
step, the pipes and manholes of the existing drainage system
would be filled with concrete or a soil/bentonite/cement
slurry and abandoned in-place. A new drainage system would
be installed above grade, with drains supported on brackets
welded or bolted to the existing building columns. The
discharge of collected stormwater would be dlrected to
Meadow Brook via a new outfall pipe.

By reducing contaminant levels discharged to Meadow Brook to
protective levels, this alternative would be protective of
human health and the environment. By use of the flushing
step and subsequent treatment of the purged solids, this
alternative would reduce the mobility, toxicity and volume
of hazardous compounds within the Grant Gear drainage
system. Upon successful implementation, this alternative
would eliminate the existing release of PCBs to Meadow Brook
while complying with ARARs (i.e., Clean Water Act). The
material and equipment needed to carry out this alternative
are readily available, thus making this alternative very
implementable.

However, this alternative is a containment option that would
not utilize treatment to permanently reduce the toxicity,
mobility or volume of site contaminants. 1In addition, this
alternative would require long-term monitoring,
institutional controls and five-year reviews.

ESTIMATED TOTAL COST: $240,000

SC-D
Removal of Drainage System

Under this alternative, all piping and manholes contaminated
with hazardous substances would be removed and transported
to an approved off-site facility for disposal. In order to
remove the drainage system, the alternative would need to
remove portions of the floors and walls. Machines within
the Grant Gear building would have to be moved, protected
and reinstalled. Special precautions would be taken to
protect personnel during excavation. Furthermore, all
surfaces within the building would be decontaminated after
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the removal to ensure that all contaminated dust generated’
during the demolition was removed. Prior to removing the
drainage pipes, they would first be flushed to remove easily
dislodged contamination to mitigate to the extent feasible
the release of hazardous substances during removal
operations. As described in SC-C, portions of the drainage
system would then be replaced, as necessary, with new above-
grade piping and manholes.

This alternative would permanently stop the discharge of
hazardous compounds to Meadow Brook and thus would be
protective of human health and the environment. However,
implementability of this alternative is limited because it
would result in major disruption to the operations of Grant
Gear. Because drain lines are within walls and under the
floors, removal of the piping system would also involve
major excavation of and damage to building structures. By
use of the flushing step and subsequent treatment of the
purged solids, this alternative would significantly but not
permanently reduce the mobility, toxicity and volume of
hazardous compounds within the Grant Gear drainage system.
Although this alternative would significantly and
permanently reduce on-site contamination in the drainage
system, off-site disposal in a landfill would not
permanently treat the contaminants and is the least
preferred under CERCLA. Finally, excavation and demolition
activities, and activities to prepare the materials for
transportation may result in a release of hazardous
substances and thus may pose short-term risks to workers.

ESTIMATED TOTAL COST: $440,000
B. Management of Migration (MM) Alternatives Analyzed

Management of migration alternatives address contaminants
that have migrated from the original source of
contamination. At the Norwood PCB Site, contaminants have
leached from contaminated soils in the areas of the western
portion of the Grant Gear facility into the groundwater
under the Site. The plume of contaminated groundwater is
moving in general, toward Meadow Brook.

Chapter 7 of the Feasibility Study presents the detailed
evaluation of management of migration alternatives including
a minimal no action (MM-1):; three groundwater collection and
treatment alternatives; air stripping (MM-2):; carbon
adsorption (MM-3); and ultraviolet/oxidation (MM-4).

The groundwater collection system developed for use with

each treatment technology (MM-2, MM-3 and MM-4) is described
in component (e) of the selected remedy (See Section X).
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MM-1
Minimal Action

A strict no action alternative was not evaluated in the
detailed analysis of management of migration alternatives.
Instead, a minimal action alternative was evaluated, as
described below. A no action alternative would be less
acceptable than the minimal action alternative primarily
because it would no reduce the unacceptable current or
future risks to human health and the environment posed by
exposure to site contaminants.

In the minimal action alternative, institutional controls in
the form of deed restrictions would prevent groundwater use
in areas of known groundwater contamination. Periodic
public meetings would be implemented to increase public
awareness of the hazards at the Site. No treatment or
removal of groundwater would be included in this
alternative. Because this alternative would not restrict
groundwater flows and would not treat groundwater, migration
of contaminants would continue. Additional on- and off-site
monitoring wells in both the water table and bedrock
aquifers would be included in this alternative to monitor
the migration of contaminants. Long-term environmental
monitoring would be conducted for a period of at least
thirty years.

This alternative would be readily implementable and would
not result in adverse short-term impacts because the
groundwater is not currently used for drinking water. The
no action alternative would not reduce the toxicity,
mobility or volume of contaminants in groundwater.
Hazardous substances would continue to migrate in
groundwater to be discharged into Meadow Brook and/or the
Neponset River. Although the Remedial Investigation found
that site-related groundwater contamination had not migrated
downgradient beyond the Site, it is possible that the
contaminated plume will migrate further and contaminate a
larger portion of the aquifer if the contamination is left
unchecked. Contaminant levels in groundwater would not be
reduced to comply with groundwater quality and drinking
water standards, as required under Massachusetts
regulations. Finally, VOCs would continue to be released
into the air and present risks to workers on-site.

This alternative would be the least protective of all the
management of migration alternatives because it would not
reduce current risks to workers from inhalation of airborne
contaminants volatilized from groundwater and future risks
to human health and the environment if contaminants in
groundwater migrated off-site at unacceptable levels.
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ESTIMATED TIME FOR IMPLEMENTATION: < 1 YEAR
ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS: $78,000

ESTIMATED OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COSTS: $889,000
ESTIMATED TOTAL PRESENT WORTH: $967,000

MM-2 '
Alr stripping

This alternative is a component of the overall management of
migration alternative for the Site. Refer to Section X, for
a discussion of this alternative.

ESTIMATED TIME FOR OPERATION: 10 YEARS

ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS8: $1,018,000

ESTIMATED OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COSTS: $1,483,000
ESTIMATED TOTAL PRESENT WORTH: $2,501,000

MM-3
Carbon Adsorption

In this alternative, groundwater would be collected and
extracted in the same manner as the selected remedy. The
difference between this and the selected remedy is the
method of treating the contaminated groundwater. For this
alternative, contaminated groundwater would be pumped from
the collection system to a granular activated carbon
adsorption (GAC) unit. As water passes through the GAC, the
contaminants would adsorb, or attach, to the surface of the
carbon granules. A series of carbon filtration beds would
be used to most effectively remove groundwater contaminants.
The first bed would be designed to capture PCBs,
predominantly, while the second bed would capture remaining
VOCs. The PCB-contaminated carbon would be incinerated
off-site at a federally-approved facility or regenerated
off-site. VOC-contaminated carbon beds would be regenerated
off-site for reuse. The treated groundwater would be
disposed of on-site in the groundwater recharge area. As in
the preferred alternative, treatability studies or pilot
studies would be done to determine the need for pre- or
post-treatment units, including acidification and
precipitation/filtration.

Carbon adsorption would permanently and significantly reduce
contaminant levels in groundwater and would attain ARARs.
Carbon treatment would significantly reduce contaminant
mobility and toxicity in extracted groundwater. This
treatment would be readily implementable and effective in
reducing contaminant levels to groundwater target levels.
However, this alternative would require long-term management
of waste residuals, including metal sludges and spent
carbon. As with MM-1, MM-2 and MM-4, institutional controls
including deed restrictions would be instituted to restrict
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the use of on-site groundwater containing particulate-bound
PCBs for drinking water sources. Coupled with institutional
controls, this alternative would provide overall protection
of human health and the environment.

ESTIMATED TIME FOR OPERATION: 10 YEARS

ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS: $934,000

ESTIMATED OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COSTS: $1,392,000
ESTIMATED TOTAL PRESENT WORTH: $2,326,000

MM-4
Ultraviolet (UV) Oxidation

As with MM-3, this alternative is the same as the preferred
alternative, except for the method of treating the
contaminated groundwater. UV/Oxidation is an innovative
technology that would treat organics in contaminated
groundwater. Following pretreatment, groundwater would be
treated with an oxidizing agent, such as ozone or hydrogen
peroxide, while being exposed to UV light. UV light reacts
with the oxidizing agents to form chemical oxidants that
react with the organic contaminants in the water, increasing
the rate at which organic compounds, such as PCBs and VOCs,
are broken down. If these chemical reactions are carried to
completion, the end products of the oxidation process are
carbon dioxide and water. Treated waters would be disposed
of in the on-site recharge field. Because UV/Oxidation is
an innovative technology, pilot testing would be required to
determine its effectiveness at the Norwood PCB Site and the
need for pre- and post-treatment units, such as
acidification and precipitation/filtration.

UV/Oxidation is a relatively new technology that has been
proven effective in treating hazardous wastes containing
VOCs and PCBs. This technology would permanently and
significantly reduce contaminant levels to groundwater
target levels and would comply with ARARs. It would also
significantly reduce contaminant mobility and toxicity in
extracted groundwater.

This alternative may require long-term management of waste
residuals, including metal hydroxide sludges. Limited
availability of vendors is also a potential implementability
drawback. As with MM-1, MM-2 and MM-3, institutional
controls would be implemented to restrict the use of on-site
groundwater containing particulate-bound PCBs for drinking
water sources and provide overall protection of human health
and the environment.

ESTIMATED TIME FOR OPERATION: 10 YEARS
ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS: $1,047,000
ESTIMATED OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS: $1,807,000
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ESTIMATED TOTAL PRESENT WORTH: $2,854,000
X. THE SELECTED REMEDY

The selected remedy for the Norwood PCB Site is a
comprehensive approach for overall site remediation which
involves combining source control alternatives (SC-3, SC-B)
and a management of migration alternative (MM-2). This
comprehensive approach is necessary in order to achieve all
the response objectives established for site remediation and
to meet legal requirements.

A. Description of the Selected Remedy

1. Remedial Action Objectives/Cleanup Levels

The selected remedy was developed to satisfy remedial
objectives which will guide the design of the remedy and be
used to measure the success of the remedy. Site-specific
remedial objectives and cleanup levels for each media are
presented below:

a. Soil Cleanup Levels

The objectives of the soil component of the selected remedy
are to reduce risks posed by direct contact with and
incidental ingestion of soils contaminated with PCBs and
PAHs and to minimize migration of VOCs to groundwater.

To achieve these remedial objectives, EPA has used a risk
assessment methodology to establish soil cleanup levels for
several different situations at the Site. The risk
assessment methodology used in establishing risk-based
target levels was based primarily on Region I's
"Supplemental Risk Assessment Guidance for the Superfund
Program." EPA recognizes the inherent uncertainties in
establishing such health-based soil cleanup levels.
Uncertainties are associated with the value of each exposure
parameter, the toxicological data base and the overall set
of exposure assumptions. Despite these uncertainties, EPA
believes that the assumptions used to estimate the cleanup
levels in the Endangerment Assessment prepared for this Site
are reasonable and that the cleanup goals established in
this remedy will be adequately protective of human health
and the environment.

During the excavation and treatment of soil, air quality
will be monitored to ensure that site-specific ambient
action levels are not exceeded.

1. S8oils on Grant Gear and Adjacent Commercial Properties
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For soils within the Grant Gear property and surrounding
properties, soil target cleanup levels are established at 10
ppm of total PCBs and 6 ppm of total carcinogenic PAHs.
Soils outside the Grant Gear property that are covered with
pavement will be remediated only where the covered soils
contain PCB levels greater than 25 ppm.

Potential exposure and risks were assessed for workers,
through dermal contact with and incidental ingestion of
chemicals of potential concern in surficial soils at
commercial properties within the site boundaries. The
maximum incremental carcinogenic risk for a worker in the
vicinity of the Grant Gear facility, coming in contact
(landscaping, storing) with contaminated surficial soils was
8x10~. Total PCBs and total carcinogenic PAHs contribute
the majority of the total risk. Based on the results of the
site-specific risk assessment for the protection of workers
of Grant Gear and adjacent commercial properties, soil
cleanup levels of 10 ppm of total PCBs and 6 ppm of total
carcinogenic PAHs have been selected. The assumptions used
to calculate these soil target levels are presented in Table
14, and reflect the current and future manufacturing land
use of this area.

Reducing the concentrations of residual contaminants to
these levels will result in an incremental carcinogenic
lifetime risk level of 1x10"° under both current and future
use site conditions. In addition, placement of 10 inches of
a clean soil cover over treated soils will further reduce
potential risks associated with direct contact with and
incidental ingestion of contaminated soils. As specified in
the TSCA PCB Spill Policy, placement of a 10 inch soil cover
would reduce risks associated with contact with contaminated
soils by a factor of 10. Therefore in accordance with this
policy, the combination of treatment of contaminated solids
to the target level described above and placement of a 10
inch so0il cover will result in an incremental carcinogenic
lifetime risk level to workers of 1x10® under both current
and future manufacturing use of this area.

Soils outside the Grant Gear property that are covered with
pavement will be remediated only where the covered soils
contain PCB levels greater than 25 ppm. The existing
pavement already contains the contamination and prevents
risks from exposures from direct contact or ingestion.
Based on results of the RI, PCB levels under paved areas
outside of the Grant Gear property did not exceed these
levels. Therefore, no paved areas are expected to need
remediation. The PCB criteria of 25 ppm for paved areas is
consistent with EPA's TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup Policy.

This soil component of the selected remedy will also reduce
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VOC levels in the unsaturated soils which at present are
migrating into the groundwater at levels that contaminate
the groundwater above groundwater quality and drinking water
standards. The site-specific analysis for determining
target soil cleanup levels for VOCs used fate and transport
modeling to determine levels at which residual VOCs in soils
would not leach contaminants to groundwater in levels above
the groundwater target cleanup levels. Reducing VOCs to the
soil target cleanup levels will reduce the time needed for
restoration of the aquifer and aid in the attainment of
groundwater target levels, including MCLs. Of the
contaminants found in the unsaturated soils, the following
have established groundwater target levels, as identified in
Section X.A.1l.b.

° trichloroethene 5 ppb
° tetrachloroethene 5 ppb
° vinyl chloride 2 ppb
° 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene 350 ppb
° 1,4-dichlorobenzene 5 ppb

For soils within the Grant Gear property, the following soil
cleanup target levels have been established based on above
levels and the leaching model:

° trichloroethene 24 ug/kg
° tetrachloroethene 60 ug/kg
° vinyl chloride 5 ug/kg
° 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene 97 mg/kg
° 1,4-dichlorobenzene 260 ug/kg
2. Soils and Dredge Piles Between Grant Gear's Northern

Fence and Meadow Brook, and Residential Properties
North of Meadow Brook

Target soil cleanup levels of 1 ppm of total PCBs and 2 ppm
of total carcinogenic PAHs are established for soils and
dredge piles between Grant Gear's northern fence and Meadow
Brook, and for soils in the yards of residences adjacent to
the north bank of Meadow Brook. Since no federal or state
ARARs exist for contaminants in the soil, the soil target
levels for PCBs and PAHs were determined by a site-specific
risk analysis. The EA estimates that a child exposed to
maximum concentrations of contaminants in dredge piles or
soils in the wooded area north of Grant Gear faces an excess
incremental carcinogenic risk of 6x10°“. In addition, an
assessment of the risk posed to residents by maximum low
level contamination detected in the soils in the backyards
of residences on the north side of Meadow Brook estimated an
excess incremental carcinogenic risk of 3x10°®. PCBs and
total carcinogenic PAHs contribute the majority of the total
risk.
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In order to reduce the risks posed by current site
conditions to levels protective of residents exposed to
contaminated soils in the aforementioned areas, soil and
dredge pile cleanup levels of 1 ppm of total PCBs and 2 ppm
of total carcinogenic PAHs have been selected. The
assumptions used to calculate these soil target levels are
presented in Table 14, and reflect the nonrestricted access
and residential current and future land use of the areas
along and adjacent to Meadow Brook. These clean-up levels
will result in an incremental carcinogenic lifetime risk
level of 7x10°° under both current and future use site
conditions.

In addition to setting levels protective of human health,
the soil PCB cleanup level of 1 ppm was selected to be
consistent with the Meadow Brook sediment PCB cleanup level
of 1 ppm. This consistency will ensure that after the
stream remediation, the streambed sediments will not be
recontaminated with PCBs due to contaminants in soil eroding
into the stream from areas adjacent to Meadow Brook.

EPA has determined that for this Site, only contaminated
unsaturated soils will be excavated and treated. This
determination is made primarily on the basis of three
criteria: implementability, effectiveness and cost.
Specifically, excavation of saturated soils would require
dewatering in areas to be excavated. As discussed in
Chapter 7 of the FS in the discussion of the active
groundwater extraction system, the design of any active
dewatering operation would require special measures to
prevent the drawing of Meadow Brook surface waters into the
extraction system. A slurry wall, commonly used in such
cases, would present long-term impacts by continuing to
restrict groundwater flow in and around its location for
periods after implementation of the dewatering operation.
Secondly, areas to be excavated in the saturated zone would
include areas immediately adjacent to the Grant Gear
building. Disadvantages associated with extensive
excavation of soils in and around the building include
possible structural damage to the building and the exterior
drainage system. Because results of the RI indicated that
the weathered bedrock may also be contaminated, the
effectiveness of this excavation will be limited by the
ability to locate and remove all contaminated weathered
bedrock as well as all saturated soils. It is of
significance that any residual PCB levels in bedrock or
saturated soils not removed during implementation of this
remedial action may contribute to PCB levels in groundwater
above a human health-based risk level.

As stated above, removal and treatment of all saturated
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soils and bedrock, above the health-based target level, even
if feasible, may not ensure levels in groundwater protective
of human health. Additionally, major disadvantages are
associated with the implementability of this alternative.
Therefore, based on the description above, EPA has
determined that it is impracticable to remediate
contaminated saturated soils at this Site. However, all
unsaturated soils with contaminant levels greater than soil
target cleanup levels, as described in this section, will be
remediated.

b. Groundwater Cleanup Levels

The purposes of the groundwater component of the selected
remedy are to reduce within a reasonable time frame risks to
workers posed by inhalation of airborne contaminants
volatilized from groundwater and to reduce risks to human
health and the environment from current and future migration
of contaminants in groundwater.

The groundwater cleanup levels established for this remedy
are the Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) and the
Massachusetts groundwater quality standards for contaminants
in groundwater at the Site. The determination of
groundwater cleanup levels focused on the risks posed by
current levels of contamination at the Site, the
classification of the groundwater underlying the Site and
compliance with federal and state ARARs. Groundwater on-
site represents a potential future drinking water source
according to state and federal classifications. The EA
prepared for this Site estimated that the total incremental
carcinogenic risk if a person were to drink the on-site
groundwater containing contaminants of concern at the mean
and maximum concentrations for a lifetime was estimated at
1x10™ and 4x10°%, respectively. Vinyl chloride and PCBs
contributed over 99 percent of the total carcinogenic risk.

EPA considered as ARARs several standards in establishing
the groundwater cleanup levels. These include Maximum
Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for several groundwater
contaminants that have been established as federal and state
drinking water standards and Massachusetts groundwater
quality standards. Health effects assessments were also
considered in establishing cleanup levels. The following
contaminants and their respective groundwater cleanup levels
have been established for the Norwood PCB Site:

° trichloroethene 5 ppb
° tetrachloroethene S ppb
° vinyl chloride 2 ppb
° 1,2,4~trichlorobenzene 350 ppb
° total 1,2-dichloroethenes 175 ppb
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° 1,4-dichlorobenzene 5 ppb

Of the compounds listed above, the cleanup levels set for
1,2,4~-trichlorobenzene and total 1,2-dichloroethenes were
based on the site-specific health assessment for the
protection of human health from adverse noncarcinogenic
effects due to ingestion of groundwater contaminated with
those chemicals. Groundwater cleanup levels for
trichloroethene, tetrachlorocethene, vinyl chloride and
1,4-dichlorobenzene were set to attain Massachusetts
groundwater quality standards. Of those four chemicals, the
groundwater cleanup levels specified for vinyl chloride and
trichloroethene were also based on MCLs established under
the federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) and as
Massachusetts drinking water standards and groundwater
standards. Attainment of these levels in groundwater at the
Site will reduce the current and future risks to human
health from inhalation of airborne VOC contaminants to an
estimated lifetime carcinogenic lifetime risk of 5%x10°® and
will significantly reduce future risks to human health from
ingestion of contaminants in groundwater.

Groundwater remedial objectives include attaining the
groundwater target cleanup levels within a reasonable time
frame. Chapter 6 of the FS presents the times estimated for
the most upgradient groundwater contamination to travel and
be extracted in the groundwater collection system, assuming
no further chemical leaching occurs from soils in the
unsaturated zone. Based on this FS analysis, EPA estimated
that the groundwater at the site will attain the cleanup
levels in 10 to 11.5 years, if the groundwater is remediated
as described in components (e) and (f) of the selected
remedy.

Neither MCLs nor Massachusetts groundwater standards have
been established for PCBs that have been detected in the
groundwater at the Site and are assumed to be adsorbed onto
soil particulates in the saturated soils. Currently no
drinking water or groundwater standards for PCBs are in
effect, although EPA has proposed an MCL for PCBs at 0.5
ppb. While the soil and groundwater components of the
selected remedy will reduce PCB levels in soils and collect
PCBs in contaminated groundwater, PCBs in the saturated
soils will not be remediated in a source control action,
(see Section X.A.2.b.i.). The Agency believes that due to
the continued presence of PCBs in the saturated soils it is
technically infeasible to collect enough particulate-bound
PCBs in the saturated zone as part of a groundwater remedy
to significantly reduce PCB levels in groundwater to a
health-based groundwater cleanup level or to the levels of
the proposed MCL. Based on a comparison of PCB levels
detected in unfiltered groundwater samples and in filtered
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groundwater samples, EPA has concluded that the majority of
PCBs detected in on-site groundwater are not dissolved but
bound to soil particulates. 1In the case of PCBs present on
particulates, the rate of removal through groundwater
extraction is very limited and substantial amounts of clean
water would be affected as it is pulled into the
contaminated zone. The FS estimates that the time to
remediate PCBs in the groundwater of the site, under the
groundwater collection and treatment systems described in
selected remedy, is over 1,000 years. Therefore, in order
to ensure protection of human health, the selected remedy
will incorporate the implementation of institutional
controls to prohibit the use of on-site PCB-contaminated
groundwater for drinking water sources.

c. Sediment Cleanup Level

The objective of the sediment component of the selected
remedy is to reduce risk to human health and the environment
associated with direct contact with and incidental ingestion
of Meadow Brook sediments.

The cleanup level for sediments in the stream bed of Meadow
Brook is 1 ppm of total PCBs. The Endangerment Assessment
identified excessive risks associated with exposure to
contaminated sediments in Meadow Brook including direct
contact with or incidental ingestion of sediments for a
child. The highest incremental ingestion carcinogenic risk
was 5x10°, based on direct contact by an older child with
the maximum concentrations of contaminants in Meadow Brook.
The EA also evaluated potential impacts to environmental
receptors exposed to contaminated sediments and concluded
that mammals, rodents and aquatic organisms that inhabit the
Meadow Brook area, are at risk from exposure to site
contaminants through the skin, by ingestion or through the
food chain.

The sediment cleanup level for total PCBs has been specified
at 1 ppm. This value is based on toxicological literature
which documents examples of sublethal toxic effects in
aquatic organisms at PCB tissue levels of 1 ppm. Assuming
that PCB concentrations detected in sediments would result
in the same concentrations in tissues of aquatic organisms,
then PCB concentrations greater than 1 ppm in sediments may
result in adverse effects to aquatic organisms. 1In
addition, achievement of the sediment cleanup level will
result in a significant reduction of risk to children
exposed to PCB-contaminated sediments in Meadow Brook from a
maximum of 3x10™ to 1.5x107’.

Remediation of Meadow Brook sediments to the PCB sediment
target level will further reduce the levels of carcinogenic
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PAHs in the sediments and minimize the risk to children and
environmental receptors exposed to PAH-contaminated
sediments through direct contact and ingestion.

da. Grant Gear Drainage System Discharge Cleanup Levels

The cleanup level for PCBs in the effluent discharging to
Meadow Brook is 0.5 ppb. Achievement of this cleanup level
is necessary to minimize the continued release of hazardous
substances to Meadow Brook. This value is based on a
practical detection limit for the analysis of PCBs and was
specified in Grant Gear's draft National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit proposed in 1988. While
other hazardous substances have been detected in the
effluent discharged from the Grant Gear building, this
remedy is establishing cleanup goals in the drainage system
only for PCBs. Effluent limits for all other hazardous
substances in the Grant Gear discharge system will be
consistent with standards established in a final NPDES
permit. EPA anticipates discharge cleanup limits will
incorporate federal ambient water quality criteria and/or
practical detection limits.

e. Grant Gear Machinery/Equipment and Floor Surfaces
Cleanup Level

The objectives of the machinery/equipment and floor surfaces
remediation are to reduce risks to workers associated with
direct contact with PCB-contaminated surfaces and to reduce
risks to workers associated with inhalation of airborne PCBs
within the Grant Gear building.

The cleanup levels for machinery and equipment in the plant
areas of the Grant Gear building is S ug/lOOcm2 for total
PCBs. As described in the EA, Grant Gear worker exposure to
mean and maximum PCB concentrations detected on equipment
surfaces resulted in an incremental carcinogenic risk of
2x10° and leo‘, respectively. Based on the site-specific
risk assessment, the cleanup level for Grant Gear_ machinery
and equipment surfaces has been set at § ug/lOOcm2 for total
PCBs. Remediation of all equipment to this cleanup level
will result in a maximum risk of 1x10™> workers due to
exposure to contaminated machinery and equipment surfaces
inside Grant Gear.

For remediation of floor surfaces, EPA has established a
performance-based PCB target cleanup goal of 10 ug/lOOcm{
Remediation of all floor surfaces to this cleanup level will
reduce long-term risks to workers from exposure to
contaminated surfaces and the risks to workers associated
with inhalation of airborne PCBs.
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2. Description of Remedial Components

After evaluating all of the feasible alternatives, EPA is

selecting a nine-component plan to address soil, sediment,
equipment and groundwater contamination at the Norwood PCB
Site:

a. Site Preparation

The site preparation work includes the establishment of
security and controlled access to the Site. A chain link
fence will be constructed around the perimeter of the Site
and designated off-site areas. To the maximum extent
feasible, the existing fences will be utilized.

Site preparation work will also include provisions for
controlling site drainage. 1In general, based on a
conceptual design described in the Feasibility Study,
diversion ditches will be used to ensure proper drainage of
stormwater away from the Site. Erosion control in the form
of silt fencing will be used to prevent uncontrolled
movement of contaminated soils. Stormwater management and
erosion control measures to be used during
excavation/treatment activities are also considered part of
the site preparation work.

Because these activities may include soil movement, an air
monitoring program will be implemented during the
performance of the site preparation work to determine risks
to on-site workers and nearby residents. 1In addition,
subsequent to site preparation work but prior to soil
excavation activities, soil monitoring will be performed to
further define soil contaminant levels in any area impacted
by site preparation work.

This component of the remedy will utilize measures to limit
potential air emissions from excavation activities,
including the following methods: enclosure of the work
areas; emission suppression techniques (i.e., foam, water
spray); and containment of excavated soils. In addition,
best management practices and engineering measures, such as
installation of curbing and sweeping of pavement surfaces,
will be taken to prevent further contamination of Grant
Gear's drainage system including roof surfaces.

To the extent legally required, any soils that will be
excavated as a result of any site preparation work will be
adequately stored on-site in accordance with state and
federal regulations (e.g., TSCA, 40 CFR § 761.65) prior to
treatment on-site during implementation of the soil
treatment component of the selected remedy.
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Following the installation of erosion control structures,
clearing and grubbing will be performed on the densely
vegetated parts of the Site. Cleared debris such as trees
and shrubs will be disposed of off-site after initial
processing (i.e., chipping) or if appropriate, burned

on-site. EPA anticipates that decontamination of such
debris will not be required. 1In order to minimize the
possibility of residual contamination of debris, special
precautions will be taken during clearing and grubbing
activities such as temporary covering of contaminated soils.
Any rubble for fill material unearthed during site
preparation work or surface obstructions (e.g., cinder
block, metal scrap) will be decontaminated prior to off-site
disposal in an approved facility. After areas have been
cleared, grading will be performed to provide a level
surface for the operational areas.

A concrete pad for stockpiling and dewatering will be
constructed as the final step to prepare for construction of
the soil and sediment treatment facility. Storage
facilities will be designed in accordance with storage
requirements under TSCA of 40 C.F.R. § 761.65.

Specifically, the facilities will meet, at a minimum, the
following criteria:

1) Adequate roof and walls to prevent rain water from
reaching stored materials;

2) Adequate floor with continuous curbing; and

3) No openings that would permit liquids to flow from

curbed area.

b. Excavation, Treatment and On-Site Disposal of Soils and
Dredge Pile Materials

This component is composed of the following: excavation,
grading, solvent extraction, on-site disposal, backfilling,
soil covering, predesign work and implementation monitoring.

i. Excavation.

To implement this component, a processing area will be set
up at the Site prior to soil excavation. The processing
area will be constructed so as to prevent, to the extent
possible, any migration of the excavated soils.

All unsaturated soils and dredge pile materials contaminated
above the soil cleanup levels, described in Section X.A.1l.a,
will be excavated (see Figure 6-1 FS), which is
approximately 31,000 cubic yards, including socils within the
100-year floodplain. Areas to be excavated would be
primarily within the Grant Gear property and immediately
south and north of Meadow Brook.
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In the areas within the Grant Gear property and adjacent
commercial properties all unsaturated soils and dredge pile
materials contaminated with PCBs greater than 10 ppm, or
with carcinogenic PAHs greater than 6 ppm, or with organic
chemicals above the soil target cleanup levels,
approximately 28,500 cy, will be excavated and treated using
a solvent extraction technology. The exact volume of soils
and dredge pile materials to be treated and/or excavated
will be further defined by predesign sampling. Soils and
dredge pile materials from areas immediately south and north
of Meadow Brook including the backyards of residents, with
total carcinogenic PAH concentrations above 2 ppm and total
PCB concentrations above 1 ppm and 10 ppm will be excavated.
These soils with levels less than 10 ppm PCB or less than 6
ppm PAH will not be treated, but will be used as fill in the
areas within the Grant Gear property where contaminated
soils were excavated. A summary outlining soil action and
target levels is given in Table 15.

As described in component (a) of the selected remedy,
measures will be implemented to limit potential air
emissions from excavation, treatment and ancillary
activities. 1In addition, best management practices and
engineering measures, such as installation of curbing
(berms) and sweeping of pavement surfaces, will be taken
during soil excavation, treatment storage and disposal
activities to prevent further contamination of Grant Gear's
drainage system including roof surfaces.

Appropriate pretreatment and materials handling (blending),
such as feed size preparation and optimum soil feed
criteria, will be evaluated during remedial design for the
soil excavation phase of the selected remedy.

ii. Treatment by the Solvent Extraction Process.

The solvent extraction process involves the use of a solvent
to remove PCBs and other organic chemicals from the soils.
The first step in this process is to mix the contaminated
soils with water and the solvent in order to extract the
PCBs and other organic chemicals from the soils. Once the
extraction is complete, the treated soils are removed from
the mixture. Soils that do not meet EPA's target cleanup
goals after an initial extraction will again be treated in
the solvent extraction process until the target levels are
attained. The liquid solvent/PCB/water mixture is then
heated, separating the solvent/PCB-~contaminated oils from
the PCB-free water. The solvent is then separated in a
stripping column and recycled for use in the system. The
solvent extraction process will take place in a closed unit
to prevent any contaminant air emissions.
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Design of facilities and best management practices related
to the storage and use of solvent and other chemical
products and waste will be performed in accordance with
state and federal regulations, including Massachusetts
Hazardous Waste regulations and requirements for above-
ground storage tanks. Extracted PCBs and other organic
chemicals will be collected, stored and disposed of off-site
by incineration in accordance with TSCA regulations at 40
CFR Part 761. Residual water from the process will be
pumped into storage tanks for treatment by a portable carbon
unit located on-site or for storage until the on-site
groundwater treatment system is implemented.

iii. oOn-site Disposal.

All excavated areas within the Grant Gear property and
surrounding businesses will be backfilled with soils and
sediments treated to the soil cleanup levels and the
untreated soils and sediments from the Meadow Brook area
with contaminant levels below 10 ppm PCBs or 6 ppm PAHs or
clean fill. All areas where treated soils will be disposed
will be covered with 10 inches of topsoil and either
revegetated or repaved and returned to their original
condition, to the extent practicable. Excavated areas
immediately south and north of Meadow Brook will not be
filled with treated soils. These areas will be backfilled
with clean fill brought in from off-site, layered with
topsoil, and revegetated.

iv. Remedial Design.

Predesign work will include soil sampling, defining the
unsaturated zone and solvent extraction treatability
studies. Areas to be sampled are shown in Figure 7. The
sampling will further define soil contamination above soil
target levels in the unsaturated layer in the above
referenced areas. The unsaturated zone at the Site is
defined as that area from the surface elevation to the
seasonal low groundwater table. The seasonal low
groundwater elevation will be defined by implementing a
monitoring program that will evaluate the fluctuation of the
water table. This program will include the use of
continuous recorders to monitor the water level
fluctuations, with particular focus on periods of seasonal
low water.

Solvent extraction is an innovative treatment. Prior to
implementation of the full-scale process at the Site,
predesign treatability studies, including a pilot study,
will be conducted to determine the implementability of this
technology on site-specific contaminants and on a full-scale
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level. The pilot study will yield information on optimum
operational settings, percent reduction of organic compounds
in soils and sediments and the volumes and types of
residuals and byproducts produced by the operation of the
treatment system. Results of the treatability and pilot
studies will also be evaluated to determine appropriate
material handling methods that will be implemented during
remedial action. This evaluation will determine the extent
to which soils will be blended prior to treatment, based on
soll characteristics and/or contaminant levels, to ensure
the optimal effectiveness of the solvent extraction process
in reducing site contaminants to respective target levels.
Appropriate materials handling measures is particularly
critical for this Site because of the relatively high levels
of contaminants detected in soils in some areas.

If solvent extraction, based on the results of the
treatability studies, is not determined to be implementable
or effective or is determined to be significantly more
costly than incineration, on-site incineration will be used
as the treatment technology for the removal of site
contaminants in soils, dredge pile materials and sediments.
On-site incineration was discussed and evaluated in the FS
and the Proposed Plan as SC-5. Incineration is a proven
technology at Superfund sites to treat wastes similar to
those found at the Site. Prior to full-scale
implementation, a trial burn will be conducted to
demonstrate that the incineration technology can achieve a
99.9999 percent destruction and removal efficiency for PCBs.
Residuals and side streams will also be evaluated during the
trial burn. Treated soils will be placed back on-site,
covered with 10 inches of clean soil and revegetated. All
other components of the source control remedy would remain
the same.

v. Monitoring.

An air monitoring program will be implemented during the
performance of the on-site soil excavation and treatment
component of the remedy to determine risks to on-site
workers and nearby residents. Air sampling stations will be
located at representative points throughout the Site and at
the perimeter of the Site. Samples will be analyzed, at a
minimum, for VOCs, PCB in vapor phase and PCB particulates.

vi. Additional.

EPA anticipates that some amount of on-site wetlands areas
will be impacted by soil excavation. For those areas, steps
will be taken, as described in component (g) of the selected
remedy, to minimize potential destruction or loss of
wetlands or adverse impacts to organisms.
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Upon completion of the excavation of on-site contaminated
soils and dredge pile materials, samples will be collected
and contaminant levels will be evaluated against the cleanup
levels for soils (see Section X.A.l.a). Additionally,
sampling and analysis of soils entering and leaving the
full-scale treatment plant will be evaluated. All samples
will be evaluated to ensure that response objectives are
achieved. ’

A summary of this soil component is given in Table 15.
c. Excavation, Treatment and On-Site. Disposal of Sediments

The sediment component is composed of: preparation work,
temporary diversion of surface waters, excavation/dredging,
implementation monitoring, rediversion of surface waters,
dewatering, storage, and on-site disposal.

Initial preparation work, as described in component (a) of
the selected remedy, will include clearing of trees and
shrubs only from those areas necessary for implementation
and construction of this component. Cleared materials will
be disposed of off-site, or if appropriate, burned on-site.
Additional requirements relating to dust suppression
techniques during sediment excavation, transport and
disposal and decontamination procedures for rubble material
will be implemented as described in site preparation,
component (a) of the selected remedy.

Meadow Brook streambed sediments with contaminants in excess
of the sediment target cleanup level of 1 ppm PCBs will be
excavated. 1Initially, the stream sediments will be
excavated to a depth of two feet, from locations near the
Grant Gear outfall to the confluence of Meadow Brook and the
Neponset River. The FS estimated that approximately 3,000
cy of sediments are at PCB levels greater than 1 ppmn.
Additional sediment excavation will be conducted as
necessary to remove all sediments at levels exceeding 1 ppm
PCBs.

EPA will determine when excavation activities should be
performed by evaluating weather conditions, stream flow,
scheduling constraints and the impacts of construction
activities on the proposed Meadow Brook flood control
project.

This portion of the selected remedy will be implemented in a
manner that mitigates any contaminant migration downstream.
To accomplish the brook excavation, a temporary dam will be
constructed upstream to expose the stream sediments. The
method of stream diversion will be determined during design
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of the selected remedy, considering the need to mitigate
wetland impacts. If feasible, the stream flow will be
diverted and/or pumped through a temporary pipe located
parallel and in close proximity to the existing streambed to
carry brook surface waters around the areas to be excavated.

Because the streambed and adjacent areas are wetlands,
sediment excavation and associated activities will be
performed to minimize adverse impacts to wetland areas.

EPA has determined that, for this Site, there are no
practicable alternatives to the soil excavation, sediment
excavation and stream diversion components of the selected
remedy that would achieve site goals but would have less
adverse impacts on the aquatic ecosystem. Sedimentation
basins and/or silt curtains will be installed downstream to
capture any particles that may become suspended during
excavation activities. During excavation and dewatering of
PCB-contaminated sediments, downstream monitoring of surface
water will be conducted to ensure that transport is not
occurring as a result of the excavation. For wetlands areas
affected by sediment excavation, steps will be taken as
described in component (g) of the selected remedy, to
minimize potential destruction or loss of wetlands or
adverse impacts to organisms.

The exposed sediments will then be excavated and moved to
the stockpile/dewatering pad on-site. Dewatered sediments
with PCB concentrations greater than 10 ppm or carcinogenic
PAH concentrations greater than 6 ppm will be treated by
solvent extraction to the 10 ppm PCBs and 6 ppm PAHs target
levels and disposed of on-site, as described for soils and
dredge pile materials in component (b) of the selected
remedy. Sediments with PCB concentrations less than 10 ppm
or carcinogenic PAH concentrations less than 6 ppm will not
be treated prior to disposal on-site in excavated areas
along with treated soils and sediments.

An air monitoring program will be performed during the
implementation of this component to monitor risks to on-site
workers and nearby residents, as described in component (a)
and (b) (v) of the selected remedy.

After the initial excavation of sediments, sediment sampling
of the excavated areas will be performed to ensure
compliance with the sediment target level. Sediment samples
will be analyzed, at a minimum, for PCBs and TOC. These
samples will be used to evaluate the success of
excavation/dredging. Based on the sampling results,
additional excavation at one foot depth intervals will be
performed in any area where sediment contaminant levels are
equal to or greater than the sediment target level.
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a. Flushing Cleaning and/or Containment and Replacement of
Portions of Grant Gear Drainage System, Cleaning and
S8ealing of Roof Surfaces, Decontamination of
Machinery/Equipment and Floor Surfaces

i. Flushing/cleaning and/or Containment and Replacement of
Portions of Grant Gear Drainage System, and Cleaning
and Sealing of Roof Surfaces

This component includes flushing and cleaning the drainage
system's piping and manholes to remove as much of the
contaminated sediments as possible and minimize any further
migration of contaminants from the drainage system into
Meadow Brook. The first step of this component will be to
purge the drainage system of all solids, using standard pipe
cleaning methods (i.e., pneumatic ball or "pig" and wire
brushes). All purged sludges and solids, including
sediments from manholes, will be collected for subsequent
treatment as specified in component (b) of the selected
remedy. Sediments with contaminant levels too high to be
effectively treated on-site to less than 10 ppm PCBs and 6
ppm carcinogenic PAHs or all sediments if the storage time
before treatment would be excessive, will be transported
off-site to an incinerator operating in compliance with 40
CFR Part 761. Costs estimated for this component assumed
that the sediments would be treated on-site.

The mechanical purging and collection operations will be
followed by flushing of the drainage system using water to
drive out as much contamination as possible. Flushing
operations will include methods to prevent the release of
hazardous substances to Meadow Brook, including
sedimentation basins.

The extent to which flushing and cleaning can eliminate
contaminants within the existing drainage system and thereby
permit its continued use in the long-term, will be
determined during remedial design. However, it is
anticipated that major portions of the external drainage
system to the west and north of the Grant Gear building
cannot be effectively flushed. Where the remedial design
studies or remedial action show that flushing will be
ineffective, for those portions, the drainage system will be
abandoned and contained with concrete or a slurry mixture
(e.g., bentonite/soil slurry). Containment of the drainage
system was discussed and evaluated as part of alternative
SC-C. Any portion of the existing drainage system that will
be abandoned and/or contained will be replaced by new piping
or manholes, to the extent necessary to control stormwater
discharge from the facility. Containment will be an
effective method of preventing any further discharge of
contaminants in the drainage system into the environment or
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Meadow Brook. The determination of whether to use concrete
or a slurry mixture will be made during the remedial design,
considering factors such as cost, implementability,
permanence, and effectiveness. All other aspects of this
component of the selected remedy would remain the same.

This component of the selected remedy includes additional
sampling of roof materials on the high and low roofs and
stormwater collected in roof drains to further define the
extent of PCB contamination for these building structures.
If additional sampling of roof covering materials and
stormwater on the roof indicates that stormwater discharging
from the roof contains PCB concentrations greater than the
Grant Gear drainage cleanup levels set forth in Section
X.A.1.d., contaminated gravel on the roof will be removed
and disposed of on-site and roof drains will be cleaned. If
cleaning of the roof drains is determined to be ineffective
in reducing contaminant levels in the discharge stream, the
roof drains will be removed or contained and replaced
depending upon the most cost-effective method. Should the
actions to clean the roof and roof drain prove ineffective
in reducing contaminants discharging to Meadow Brook, the
roof will be sealed with a sealing agent and covered with
additional clean gravel to immobilize and encapsulate any
PCB contamination.

Decontamination of surfaces of machinery, equipment and
floor surfaces within the plant areas of the Grant Gear
building will be performed according to requirements
specified in the EPA TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup Policy, 40 CFR
Part 761, Subpart G. In particular, machinery/equipment and
floor surfaces will be cleaned by double washing with an
appropriate solvent and rinsing to designated target cleanup
levels, as measured by the standard wipe tests. As stated
in Section X.A.l.e., the risk-based PCB target cleanup level
for the machinery/equipment surfaces has been established at
5 ug/100 cm®. For remediation of the floor surfaces, EPA
has established_a performance-based PCB target cleanup goal
of 10 ug/100 cm®. Conformance to the PCB risk-based target
level of 5 ug/100 cm’ in the case of machinery/equipment
surfaces and the performance-based target level in the case
of floor surface will be verifed by postcleanup sampling, as
specified under 40 C.F.R. § 761.130.

ii. Decontamination of Machinery/Equipment and Floor
Surfaces

All hazardous or solid wastes generated from decontamination
of surfaces will be properly stored, labeled, and treated in
an off-site incinerator in accordance with the provisions of
40 C.F.R. § 761.60. Liquid wastes generated by the

decontamination of equipment and floors will be analyzed to
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determine contaminant levels. If the on-site treatment
system proposed for groundwater remediation would be
effective in reducing the contaminant levels in the
wastewater to the effluent limits set for groundwater
discharge levels, then, depending upon timing constraints,
wastewaters not regulated under TSCA may be stored on-site
until implementation of the on-site groundwater treatment
system. If treatment of the liquid wastewater generated
from the decontamination operation is determined to be
ineffective or not implementable in the on-site groundwater
treatment system or if storage would be required for an
excessive period of time, then the liquid wastes would be
disposed of off-site in an approved facility.

e. 0011e¢ti6n of Groundwater from the On-Site Overburden
and Bedrock Aquifers

On-site contaminated groundwater in the overburden and

shallow bedrock aquifers will be collected by a barrier

drain (see Figure 7-2 of the FS). The groundwater

collection system will be designed to intercept contaminated

groundwater both in the overburden aquifer that is moving

toward Meadow Brook and in the shallow bedrock aquifer that,

at the point of collection, will be discharging to the

overburden aquifer. The barrier drain will be designed to

collect contaminated on-site groundwater, but not draw in

off-site groundwater and surface water. The major

components of constructing the subsurface barrier extraction

system are:

° Mobilization of equipment;

Clearing and grubbing the wooded area along Meadow

Brook where the barrier drain will be located;

° Excavating the trench, and sampling and stockpiling the
soil;

° Placement of an HDPE liner along the bottom and the

north face of the excavation;

Placement of a geotextile fabric liner in the

excavation;

Placement of perforated PVC pipe and gravel backfill in

the excavation;

Installation of pump stations and construction of

related piping to transport waters to the treatment

area;

Construction of an impermeable cap along the length of

the barrier extraction system:;

Connection of the system to the treatment unit; and

Disposing of the excavated soils.

o

Conceptually, as described in the FS, the barrier drain will
be approximately 700 feet long and will be installed by
excavating, from the ground surface to shallow bedrock, a 3
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foot wide trench parallel to Meadow Brook. During
excavation activities, this component of the remedy will
include precautions to prevent airborne release of
contaminants that is described in component (b) above.
Excavated soils will be sampled to determine compliance with
the so0il cleanup levels, and contaminated soils will be
addressed in-accordance with Section X.A.2.b. of the
selected remedy. A perforated pipe will be placed near the
bottom of the trench to collect and carry groundwater to the
pump stations. To collect only on-site contaminated
groundwater and to prevent drawing water from Meadow Brook,
an impermeable barrier composed of high density polyethylene
(HDPE) will be placed on the side of the trench closest to
Meadow Brook, allowing groundwater to enter the drain only
from the side facing away from the brook. Following
installation of the PVC pipe and HDPE lining, gravel
backfill will be placed around the pipe and to the top of
the trench to promote water drainage. The top of the trench
will be capped with an impermeable layer in order to
eliminate direct infiltration of surface run-off or
precipitation into the system. The total flow to be
extracted using the barrier system, based on available data
in the RI, was estimated to range from 35 to 50 gallons per
minute. Specifics of the barrier drain system will be
defined during remedial design, consistent with the results
of predesign studies.

Prior to installing the barrier drain extraction system,
predesign studies will be performed to evaluate
implementation issues. These studies will include pumping
tests, permeability tests and groundwater sampling. Pumping
tests will be performed primarily to define expected flow
rates and the optimum location for the groundwater
collection system. Prior to final design of the collection
system, tests, including permeability tests, will be
conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of the HDPE liner in
preventing Meadow Brook surface waters from entering the
groundwater collection system. Consideration of impacts of
surrounding wetlands (i.e. dewatering, groundwater mounding)
will be incorporated into the pumping and HDPE liner test
designs. If the evaluation of predesign studies determines
that the barrier drain collection system would not be
implementable or effective, an active pumping extraction
system will be used to collect overburden and shallow
bedrock groundwater using a series of groundwater extraction
wells. The extraction well system was discussed and
evaluated in Section 7.2 of the FS, which described a series
of nine shallow extraction wells in a line parallel to
Meadow Brook. This analysis indicated that the extraction
well system would be supplemented with a cutoff wall, such
as a slurry wall, in order to control the capture of water
flowing in Meadow Brook. The FS determined that the
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extraction well system would provide a technically
equivalent method for collecting contaminated groundwater,
but would be more expensive than the barrier extraction
system. If this groundwater extraction technology is
utilized, additional performance and design tests will be
conducted as appropriate. Predesign studies for the active
pumping extraction system will include an evaluation of the
cutoff wall's short- and long-term impacts to groundwater by
restricting flow in areas adjacent to the cutoff wall. All
other aspects of this component of the selected remedy would
remain the same.

A second groundwater collection system will be constructed
to extract groundwater from the bedrock aquifer if studies
during remedial design indicate that contaminated
groundwater in the bedrock would not be addressed by the
barrier or extraction systems described above. Groundwater
monitoring of the overburden, shallow and deep bedrock will
occur prior to final design of the groundwater collection
system. Chemical concentrations and water evaluations will
be monitored. If results of predesign studies and
groundwater monitoring indicate that contaminated
groundwater in the bedrock aquifer will not be addressed by
the barrier or well extraction systems, final design of the
groundwater collection system will include additional
bedrock extraction wells in areas where the shallow bedrock
barrier drain would not be effective. The Proposed Plan
reviewed a second groundwater extraction system using
approximately two extraction wells located at the northeast
corner of the Site, near Route 1. Groundwater extracted
from bedrock wells would be treated together with overburden
groundwater in the water treatment facility constructed
on-site.

Groundwater monitoring of the overburden, shallow and deep
bedrock will occur during the implementation of the
groundwater collection system. Chemical concentrations and
water elevations will be monitored to evaluate the
efficiency of the groundwater collection and treatment
system. During implementation of the groundwater collection
and treatment system, monitoring wells will be sampled on a
quarterly schedule. As part of this monitoring program, the
treatment and collection system influent and effluent
concentrations and flow rates will be monitored with the
objective of defining the mass of contaminants extracted
over the life of the system. The specifics of this
monitoring program will be defined during remedial design.

Once the groundwater monitoring indicates that the remedy
has attained the groundwater cleanup target levels, as
defined in Section X.A.l.b., the collection system will be
shut down. A performance monitoring program will be
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implemented consistent with 310 CMR 30.660-675, including
310 CMR 30.672(4). This program will, at a minimum, consist
of three years of quarterly monitoring of groundwater
quality. Monitoring wells to be sampled will be identified
in the overburden aquifer and deep and shallow bedrock
aquifers. At a minimum, groundwater wells will be sampled
that had been historically monitored during the operation of
the collection system. Additional requirements of this
monitoring program will be defined in the remedial design.
The results of this monitoring will be reviewed by the EPA
to evaluate the success of the extraction system. If the
groundwater contaminant levels rise above the target cleanup
levels during the three year monitoring period, groundwater
extraction and treatment will continue in the affected areas
until the cleanup levels are attained.

f. Treatment of Collected Groundwater

Contaminated groundwater collected in accordance with
Section X.A.2.e. will be treated by a groundwater treatment
system which includes the following treatment components:
activated carbon, air stripping with vapor phase controls,
and precipitation/filtration.

An activated carbon unit will be used to remove PCBs either
as a pretreatment to the air stripper or as a polishing step
after the air stripper. 1In air stripping, the contaminated
groundwater will be pumped to the top of an air stripping
tower where, as the water cascades down, air is forced up
through the tower removing VOCs from the groundwater into
the air stream. The air stream will then be passed through
an activated carbon filter to remove contaminants before
being released into the atmosphere. Spent activated carbon
will be disposed of off-site or regenerated, whichever is
less costly. Metals will be removed from groundwater using
a chemical precipitation and filtration process. Lime or
similar substances will be added to collected groundwater to
cause metals to settle out of solution and form solids. The
solids from the chemical precipitation and filtration
process will then be dewatered to facilitate handling and
disposed of off-site in an approved landfill which is
operating in compliance with Sections 3004 and 3005 of RCRA,
or, if PCB contamination is greater than 50 ppm, in
compliance with 40 CFR Part 761. However, if these solids
are determined to be hazardous, they will be pretreated and
disposed of off-site in a RCRA/TSCA landfill. All hazardous
wastes transported off-site will be done in accordance with
RCRA, DOT and Massachusetts Hazardous Waste regulations.
Water extracted from the solids would be remixed with the
collected groundwater for further treatment.

Results of treatability studies or pilot studies will be

58



evaluated to determine the best overall design for the air -
stripper and other treatment components and the need for
pre- and post-treatment units, including acidification and
carbon polishing unit, that may be necessary to meet all
required discharge regulations. These results will also
yield information on the percent reduction of organic and
inorganic compounds in groundwater and the volume and types
of residuals and byproducts produced by the operation of the
groundwater treatment system.

Groundwater will be treated to meet state groundwater
quality standards for organic and metal contaminants. The
treated groundwater will be discharged into an on-site
groundwater recharge system located upgradient of
contaminated areas and the groundwater withdrawal system.

Monitoring of the flow rate and chemical analysis of
groundwater entering and leaving the full-scale treatment
plant will be evaluated during the operation of the
treatment system to ensure that response objectives and
effluent limitations are achieved.

The groundwater treatment system will continue to operate
until groundwater monitoring shows that groundwater
throughout the Site has attained the groundwater target
levels as described in Section X.A.1l.b.

g. Wetlands Restoration/Enhancement

EPA has determined that, for this Site, there are no
practicable alternatives to the selected remedy that would
achieve site goals but would have less adverse impacts on
the aquatic ecosystem. Unless soils and sediments greater
than the target levels are excavated, the contaminants in
the soils and sediments would continue to pose unacceptable
human health and environmental risks.

Excavation of contaminated sediments and soils, diversion of
the stream and any ancillary activities will result in
unavoidable impacts and disturbance to wetland resource
areas. Such impacts may include the destruction of
vegetation and the loss of certain plant and aquatic
organisms. Impacts to the fauna and flora will be mitigated
as discussed below.

During implementation of the remedy, steps will be taken to
minimize the destruction, loss and degradation of wetlands,
including the use of sedimentation basins or silt curtains
to prevent downstream transport of contaminated sediments.
A wetland restoration program will be implemented upon
completion of the remedial activities in wetland areas
adversely impacted by remedial action and ancillary
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activities. In particular, the restoration program for the
excavated portions of Meadow Brook will be designed to
mitigate any future impacts of such activities to Meadow
Brook and the surrounding wetlands areas. Measures to be
used will include adequate sloping of stream banks to
prevent excessive soil erosion into Meadow Brook.

However, this remedy will not restore the excavated Meadow
Brook streambed to similar conditions existing prior to
excavation. Comments from the Town of Norwood indicate that
the Meadow Brook flood control project, which will include
all portions of Meadow Brook targeted for sediment
excavation, is slated for construction upon completion of
the remedial action of the Meadow Brook area performed under
Superfund. Therefore, upon completion of the soil and
sediment excavation of the Meadow Brook from approximately
the Grant Gear outfall to the Neponset River, the brook
streambed and adjacent banks from these areas, will be
restored, to the maximum extent feasible, in a manner
consistent with the Meadow Brook flood control project plans
and specifications.

Upon completion of the flood control project, any bordering
wetland areas impacted by dredging, excavation and/or
associated activities performed in accordance with component
(c) of the selected remedy, will be restored or enhanced, to
the maximum extent feasible, to similar hydrological and
botanical conditions existing prior to these activities.
Isolated wetlands within the Grant Gear boundaries that have
low functional value, will not be recreated. Instead, to
compensate for loss of these isclated wetland, enhancement
of wetlands along Meadow Brook will be performed.

The restoration program will be developed during design of
the selected remedy. This program will identify the factors
which are key to a successful restoration of the altered
wetlands. Factors may include, but not necessarily be
limited to, replacing and regrading hydric soils, provisions
for hydraulic control and provisions for vegetative
reestablishment, including transplanting, seeding or some
combination thereof. As described above, the restoration
program will incorporate plans and specifications of the
Meadow Brook flood control project for the Meadow Brook
streambed and adjacent banks.

The restoration program will include monitoring requirements
to determine the success of the restoration. Periodic
maintenance (i.e., planting) may also be necessary to ensure
final restoration of the designated wetland areas.

h. Long-Term Environmental Monitoring and Five-Year
Reviews

60



EPA has determined that it is technically impracticable to
remediate saturated (below the water table) soils at the
site and soils located under the Grant Gear building.
Therefore, because wastes will be left untreated although
contained beneath the unsaturated zone or the building,
long-term environmental monitoring will include: groundwater
monitoring; and sampling of on-site soils and sediments in
Meadow Brook, the Neponset River and associated downstream
wetland areas. Long-term monitoring will also include wipe
sampling of equipment and floor surfaces within the Grant
Gear building. The monitoring program will be designed for
the following purposes:

a. to document the changes in contaminant concentrations
over time;

b. to determine the degree to which contaminants in soil
and groundwater are mobilizing on- and off-site;

c. to evaluate the success of remedial action:; and

d. to help define the extent of institutional controls
necessary.

The details of the on-site overburden and bedrock
groundwater monitoring program will be developed during
remedial design. The monitoring program will be tailored to
site-specific hydrogeologic conditions and contaminants.
Wells will be sampled on a routine basis to evaluate
dispersion of the contaminant plume and the distribution of
contaminant migration. The frequency of monitoring will be
finalized during design; however, it is expected that
monitoring wells will be sampled and analyzed on a quarterly
basis to improve the existing data base and establish
contaminant concentrations. During design, the condition
and usefulness of existing wells will be checked and
compared with future data needs. Additional overburden
and/or bedrock monitoring wells will be installed if the
remedial design indicates it is necessary in order to
adequately monitor over a long-term the nature and extent of
groundwater contamination. Initially, all samples will be
analyzed, at a minimum, for VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs and metals.

Environmental monitoring will also include sampling of on-
site solils and sediments in Meadow Brook, the Neponset River
and downstream wetland areas to check the effectiveness of
the containment of the on-site saturated soils and soils
beneath the building and sediments in the drainage system in
preventing mobility and transport of contaminants. At a
minimum, sediment samples will be initially monitored for
PCBs, SVOCs, and total organic carbon. Soil samples will be
analyzed for VOCs, PCBs, SVOCs and total organic carbon.
Wipe samples of equipment and floor surfaces within the
Grant Gear building will be analyzed for PCBs.
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All monitoring data will be formally reviewed and evaluated
during the operation and upon cessation of remedial action

to ensure that appropriate remedial response objectives are
achieved. Monitoring frequency and chemical parameters may
be added or deleted based on review of monitoring data.

EPA will review the remedy every five years after the
initiation of the remedial action to ensure that human
health and the environment are being protected by the
remedial action being implemented. Future remedial action,
including source control measures, will be considered if the
long-term environmental monitoring program determines that
unacceptable risks to human health and/or the environment
are posed by exposure to site contaminants.

i. Institutional Controls

EPA believes that it is technically impracticable to remove
all particulate-bound PCBs from soils at the Site (see
Section X.1.a.l1l). This assessment indicates that PCBs,
whether dissolved or bound to particulates, will continue to
be present in groundwater after the remediation has been
completed. 1In addition, contaminated on-site subsurface
solils within the water table and/or beneath the Grant Gear
building and some sediments within the Grant Gear drainage
system will bhe left untreated. Therefore, institutional
controls will be necessary to achieve long-term
protectiveness.

Institutional caontrols at this Site will be designed:

a. to ensure that groundwater in the zone of contamination
will not be used as a drinking water source;
b. to prevent disturbance of contaminated untreated

subsurface soils within the Grant Gear property,
sediments within the Grant Gear drainage system and
soils under pavement in areas outside Grant Gear.

EPA will work with state and local officials to enact
ordinances and zoning restrictions to prevent the use of
groundwater for drinking water and to place deed
restrictions regulating land use at the Site. The
effectiveness of the institutional controls will be re-
evaluated during the 5 year reviews described above.

B. Rationale for Selection

The rationale for choosing the selected alternative is based
on an assessment of each criteria listed in the evaluation
of alternatives section of this document. 1In accordance
with Section 121 of CERCLA, to be considered as a candidate
for selection in the ROD, the alternative must have been
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found to be protective of human health and the environment-
and able to attain ARARs unless a waiver is invoked. 1In
assessing the alternatives that meet these statutory
requirements, EPA focused on the other evaluation criteria,
including, short-term effectiveness, long-term
effectiveness, implementability, use of treatment to
permanently reduce the mobility, toxicity and volume, and
cost. EPA also considered nontechnical factors that affect
the implementability of a remedy, such as state and
community acceptance. Based upon this assessment, taking
into account the statutory preferences of CERCLA, EPA
selected the remedial approach for the Site. The rationale
for selection of decontamination of equipment and floor
surfaces is discussed in Section IX.A., all other remedial
alternatives are discussed below.

1. Source Control for Soils, Sediments and Dredge Piles

Table 12 presents a comparative summary of the detailed
analysis of the source control remedial alternatives for
soils, sediments and dredge pile materials. Of the three
treatment technologies (SC-3, SC-4, SC-5), EPA has
determined that solvent extraction (SC-3) followed by off-
site incineration of the oil extract, and on-site
incineration (SC-5) present the best balance of the criteria
described in the preceding paragraph, particularly
permanence. Specifically, both solvent extraction (selected
technology) and on-site incineration (selected as the backup
technology) meet the statutory preference for utilizing
treatment technologies that significantly and permanently
reduce the toxicity, volume or mobility of all hazardous
substances. Although solvent extraction is an innovative
treatment, the results of treatability studies performed on
various soils and sediments at other Superfund sites
indicates that this technology will be effective in meeting
cleanup levels for soils, sediments and dredge pile
materials. This determination will be confirmed by site-
specific treatability studies on solvent extraction. If
results of these studies indicate that solvent extraction
would not be implementable or effective or is determined to
be significantly more costly than incineration, then EPA
will select on-site incineration as the treatment technology
for the remediation of soils, sediments and dredge pile
materials. Incineration is a proven technology for meeting
the soil cleanup levels. Solvent extraction has been
selected over on-site incineration because it is an
alternate treatment, as preferred by CERCLA, and is equally
effective as incineration in attaining the protective
cleanup levels of this remedy but at a lower estimated
present worth cost ($13.3 million for solvent extraction:
$17.2 million for incineration). Both solvent extraction
and on-site incineration will comply with ARARs. Finally,
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comments received during the public comment period indicate
that while a limited number of the public prefers on-site
incineration, the state prefers solvent extraction.

Of the remaining source control alternatives, limited no
action (SC-1) was not selected primarily because it would
not be protective of human health and the environment and
would not comply with ARARs. Disadvantages associated with
containment (SC-2) include the uncertainty of the long-term
effectiveness of the containment system for untreated wastes
and the potential for future remedial costs and risks to
human health and the environment if the cap were to fail.
Dechlorination (SC~3) was not selected because of the
uncertainty of the availability of equipment and the
questionable effectiveness of the technology in reducing PAH
concentrations to the respective soil cleanup level. Most
comments received from the public indicated a preference to
reduce the site contaminants rather than containing then
under a comment. No comments were received in support of
the limited action alternative.

2. Source Control of the Grant Gear Drainage System

Four alternatives for the remediation of the Grant Gear
drainage system were evaluated in detail: no action (SC-A),
flushing (SC-B), containment (SC-C), and removal (SC-D). Of
these alternatives, EPA selected flushing and cleaning
followed by limited containment as the alternative for the
remediation of the Grant Gear drainage system. Of the four
remedial alternatives (SC-A, SC-B, SC-C, SC-D), EPA has
determined that flushing and cleaning followed by limited
containment present the best balance of the 9 criteria
described in Section VIII.B. This alternative was selected
primarily because it permanently reduces, to the maximum
extent feasible, the toxicity, mobility and volume (T,M,V)
of hazardous substances in the drainage system. None of the
other alternatives, individually or in combination, would
achieve the same degree of reduction. Flushing/containment
will also be protective of human health and the environment,
will comply with ARARs (Clean Water Act) and is the most
cost-effective alternative given the degree of T,M,V
reduction. As with SC-1 and MM-1, no action (SC-A) was not
selected because it would not be protective of the
environment and would not comply with ARARs (Clean Water
Act). Flushing (SC-B) alone was not selected because of the
uncertain effectiveness of the technology in achieving
discharge cleanup levels. Containment (SC-C) alone was not
selected because this technology would not result in the
reduction of toxicity and volume of hazardous substances.
Disadvantages associated with the implementability of
containment include the significant damage to Grant Gear's
building structures and disruption of its operations as a
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result of major construction activities within and under
building structures. Removal (SC-D) and off-site disposal
of the drainage system is the least preferable alternative
as defined by CERCLA. While removal from the Site would
permanently reduce on-site contaminant levels, this
alternative would simply move those contaminants to another
site without treatment, and would not permanently reduce the
mobility, toxicity or volume of the wastes. Further,
removal is the most costly alternative while achieving no
permanent T,M,V reduction. This alternative would also
result in significant disruption to Grant Gear's operations
and damage to building structures and its short-term
effectiveness and risks would depend upon the ability to
contain any releases of hazardous substances during the
removal operations. Comments received from Grant Gear
stated that flushing and cleaning would be an effective
remedy. Other comments received from the public indicated a
preference for off-site disposal of the drainage system.

The state concurs with flushing and cleaning as the selected
renmedy.

3. Management of Migration in Groundwater

Two types of groundwater collection systems were discussed
and evaluated in Section 7.2 of the FS. The first
collection system is the barrier drain system, as described
in component (e) of the selected remedy. The second
collection system is an extraction well system conceptually
consisting of a series of nine shallow extraction wells
supplemented with a cutoff wall to prevent inflow from
Meadow Brook. A comparative evaluation of the two
groundwater collection systems presented in the FS indicates
that the extraction well system would provide a technically
equivalent method for collection of contaminated
groundwater, but would be more expensive than the barrier
extraction system. Construction of a cutoff wall (e.qg.,
slurry wall) may result in long-terms impacts to groundwater
by restricting flow in areas adjacent to the cutoff wall,
for the period following successful remediation of the on-
site aquifers. For the reasons stated above, selection of
the barrier drain groundwater collection system is the more
less-costly. However, if the evaluation of predesign
studies determine that the barrier drain collection system
would not be implementable or effective, an active pumping
system will be used to collect overburden and shallow
bedrock groundwater.

Table 13 presents a comparative summary of the detailed
analysis of the management of migration alternatives for
groundwater. This summary indicated that all three
treatment alternatives: air stripping (MM-2), carbon
adsorption (MM-3), and ultraviolet/oxidation (MM-4) would
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utilize treatment to permanently and significantly reduce
the T,M,V of hazardous substances, would comply with ARARs
and would be effective in reducing contaminant levels to
groundwater target levels. Coupled with institutional
controls to restrict the use of on-site groundwater
containing particulate-bound PCBs for drinking water
sources, all three treatment alternatives would provide
overall protection of human health and the environment. Of
the three treatment technologies (MM-2, MM-3, MM-4), EPA has
determined that air stripping (MM-2) presents the best
balance of the 9 criteria described in Section VIII. B. Air
stripping was selected as the treatment technology for the
remediation of on-site groundwater because it is more
implementable than UV/oxidation and its effectiveness is
proven. Air stripping also will not generate, to the same
extent, the amount of waste residuals (spent carbon) as
carbon adsorption. As described above, MM-1 was not
selected because it would not be protective of human health
and the environment and would not comply with ARARs.
Comments received from the PRPs questioned the justification
for remediation of groundwater given the need for
institutional controls. Other comments from the public
indicated the preference for groundwater remediation to
reduce site contaminants. The state concurs with the
groundwater component of the selected remedy.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The remedial action selected for implementation at the
Norwood PCB Site is consistent with CERCLA and, to the
extent practicable, the NCP. The selected remedy is
protective of human health and the environment, attains
ARARs and is cost effective. The selected remedy also
satisfies the statutory preference for treatment which
permanently and significantly reduces the mobility, toxicity
or volume of hazardous substances as a principal element.
Additionally, the selected remedy utilizes alternate
treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to
the maximum extent practicable.

A. The Selected Remedy is Protective of Human Health and
the Environment

The remedy at this Site will permanently reduce the risks
presently posed to human health and the environment through:
1) solvent extraction of PCBs and other contaminants in
soils, sediments and dredge pile materials and off-site
incineration of PCB-contaminated o0il extract; 2) flushing
and containment of PCB-contaminated sediments in the Grant
Gear drainage system to prevent further contamination of
Meadow Brook; 3) decontamination of equipment and floor
surfaces within the Grant Gear building; 4) extraction and

66



treatment by air stripping of contaminated groundwater to
contain the contaminant plume and restore groundwater
quality; and 5) institutional controls.

Treatment of contaminated soils and dredge pile materials
will reduce risks associated with exposure to contaminants
from direct contact with and ingestion of soils and dredge
pile materials from a maximum incremental carcinogenic risk
of 8x10™> at Grant Gear to less than 1x10™>. In addition, 10
inches of clean soil will be placed over areas where treated
soils will be disposed to further reduce the potential risks
associated with direct contact with or ingestion of site
contaminants.

Excavation, treatment (if necessary) and on-site disposal of
contaminated sediments will mitigate risks to environmental
receptors inhabiting the Meadow Brook area and will
significantly reduce risks to children exposed to
contaminated Meadow Brook sediments. The Grant Gear office
and machinery equipment surfaces cleanup level to be '
attained by the decontamination of these surfaces, will
reduce risks to Grant Gear workers in direct contact with
such surfaces to a maximum carcinogenic risk of 1x107.
Reducing the levels of floor contaminants will minimize the
potential for migration of PCBs into the air, and subsequent
recontamination of equipment and machinery. The combination
of flushing and containment of the Grant Gear drainage
system will virtually eliminate the continued release of
hazardous substances to Meadow Brook, especially PCBs, so as
not to recontaminate the stream sediments and reintroduce
the risks from sediments that are being remediated by this
remedy.

Risks from exposure to contaminated groundwater, via
inhalation of groundwater contaminants in the air or
ingestion, will be permanently and significantly reduced as
a result of groundwater collection and treatment. Cleaning
the contaminated groundwater at this Site will promote
restoration of groundwater quality and prevent off-site
migration of contaminated groundwater. EPA has determined
that it is technically infeasible to attain a health-based
groundwater cleanup level for PCBs (see Section X.A.1l.b.).
Groundwater within the zone of contamination is not
currently used for drinking water sources. Institutional
controls will be implemented to ensure that in the future,
drinking water wells will not be drilled within the zone of
PCB groundwater contamination.

B. The Selected Remedy Attains ARARS

This remedy will meet or attain all applicable or relevant
and appropriate federal and state requirements that apply to
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the Site. Environmental laws from which ARARs for the
selected remedial action at the Norwood PCB Site are derived
include:

Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
Clean Water Act (CWA)

Safe Drinking Water Act

Clean Air Act (CAA)

Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA)

The following policies, criteria or guidelines will also be
considered (TBCs) during the implementation of the remedial
action:

Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management)
Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands)
TSCA PCB Spill Policy

State environmental regulations which are applicable or
relevant and appropriate to the selected remedial action at
the site are:

Dept. of Environmental Protection (DEP) Regulations
Hazardous Waste Regulations
Wetlands Protection Regulations
Certification for Dredging and Filling in Waters
Air Quality Standards
Air Pollution Control Regulations
Surface Water Quality Standards
Groundwater Quality Standards
Supp. Requirements for Hazardous Waste Management
Facilities

Tables 16, 17, and 18 provide a synopsis of the applicable
or appropriate chemical-, location~ and action-specific
requirements for the selected remedy and how this remedy
will attain those requirements. A brief discussion of how
the selected remedy meets those requirements follows:

1. Groundwater

Safe Drinking Water Act MA/DEP Drinking Water
Requlations/MA DEP Groundwater Quality Standards

The groundwater at the Norwood PCB Site is not currently
used as a drinking water source, but is classified by EPA
and Massachusetts as a potential drinking water source.
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) promulgated under the Safe
Drinking Water Act and Massachusetts Drinking Water
Standards, which regulate public drinking water supplies,
are not applicable. However, because the groundwater could
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potentially be used as a drinking water source, MCLs and MA
drinking water standards are relevant and appropriate.
Moreover, Massachusetts has groundwater quality standards
for a number of site contaminants which establish the same
level as the MCL for the respective chemical. Minimum
Groundwater Criteria established under the Massachusetts
Groundwater Quality Standards are applicable.

Meeting the groundwater target levels discussed in Section
X.A.l.b. will attain these ARARs. Tables 19 and 20 show the
MCLs and Groundwater Standards that will be attained.

The groundwater treatment facility will be located outside
of the 100-year floodplain. The location of the facility
attains the siting requirements of MDWPC Supplemental
Requirements for Hazardous Waste Management Facilities.

The proposed location is within the areal extent of
contamination, and is considered to be part of the site for
the purposes of Section 121(e) of CERCLA. Therefore, no
groundwater discharge permit is required. Discharges from
the treatment facility into the groundwater recharge system
will attain ARARs, {(SDWA, MA Groundwater Standards).

2. Soils and Sediments

The applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements for
the excavation, treatment and disposal of the contaminated

soils, sediments and dredge pile materials are regulations

promulgated pursuant to TSCA, RCRA and DEP Hazardous Waste

Management Regulations.

Toxic Substances Control Act
The PCB Disposal Requirements promulgated under” TSCA are
applicable to the remedy because the selected remedy
involves storage and disposal of soils and sediments and
liquids contaminated with PCBs in excess of 50 ppm. The
PCB~-contaminated extract produced from the solvent
extraction treatment will be treated off-site in an
incinerator meeting the standards of 40 C.F.R. §761.69.
Under the Disposal Requirements, soils and sediments
contaminated with PCBs may be disposed of in an incinerator
meeting the standards of 40 C.F.R. § 761.69 or a landfill
meeting the requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 761.75. Under the
provisions of 40 C.F.R. § 761.75(c) (4), the EPA Regional
Administrator may waive one or more of the specified
landfill requirements upon finding that the requirement is
not necessary to protect against an unreasonable risk of
injury to health or the environment from PCBs.

In this case, placement of soils, sediments and dredge pile
materials with PCB levels no greater than 10 ppm under a 10
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inch soil cover or asphalt and construction of a groundwater
collection trench will provide a permanent and protective
remedy that satisfies the requirements of the Part 761
landfill regulations. Long-term monitoring of groundwater
wells will also be instituted, as required by the chemical
waste landfill regulations.

{
The Regional Administrator is exercising the waiver
authority contained within the TSCA regulations at 40 C.F.R.
§ 761.75(c) (4), and is waiving certain requirements of the
chemical waste landfill regqulations. The provisions to be
waived require construction of chemical waste landfills in
certain low permeable clay conditions [40 C.F.R. §
761.75(b) (1)1, the use of a synthetic membrane liner (§
761.75(b) (2)]1, and that the bottom of the landfill be 50
feet above the historic high water table [§ 761.75(b) (3)].

The Regional Administrator hereby determines that, for the
following reasons, the requirements of 40 C.F.R. §§
761.75(b) (1), (2) and (3) are not necessary to protect
against an unreasonable risk of injury to health or the
environment from PCBs in this case.

The primary reason that the waived specifications are not
necessary is that contaminated soils and sediments with PCB
concentrations greater than 50 ppm will be treated to the
PCB soil target cleanup level of 10 ppm prior to on-site
disposal. As described in Section X.A.l.a., reducing the
concentrations of residual contaminants to the PCB soil
target levels will result in an incremental carcinogenic
risk level of 5x10° from exposure to PCB-contaminated soils
under both current and future use site conditions. 1In
addition, placement of 10 inches of a clean soil cover over
treated soils will further reduce potential risks associated
with direct contact with and incidental ingestion of
contaminated soils. As specified in the TSCA PCB Spill
Policy, placement of a 10 inch soil cover would reduce risks
associated with contact with contaminated soils by a factor
of 10. The combination of treatment of contaminated solids
to the PCB target level described above and placement of a
10 inch soil cover will result in an incremental
carcinogenic lifetime risk level to workers of 5x10°’ from
exposure to PCB-contaminated soils under both current and
future manufacturing use of this area. In contrast, the
landfill requirements that are waived are designed to
protect against the risks from disposal of PCBs at levels no
lower than 50 ppm. The specifications regarding liners,
soil conditions and depth to groundwater are designed to
protect against the risks that high levels of PCBs will
migrate into groundwater, or be released to air or surface
water.
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Low permeability clay conditions for the underlying
substrate are not necessary at this Site to prevent
migration of PCBs. Treated soils with residual PCB
concentrations less than 10 ppm will be disposed of on-site
in excavated areas within the unsaturated zone at the Site.
Disposal of the treated soils within the unsaturated zone
will minimize the hydraulic connection between the treated
soils and groundwater and subsequent PCB migration of PCBs
in groundwater. In addition, PCBs at these low levels would
not be expected to pose a risk to groundwater from soil
dissolution. Based on the range of total organic carbon
values from on-site soil samples, the FS estimated that
critical PCB soil concentrations of up to 40 ppm PCBs would
attain 1 part per billion PCB in leachate entering
groundwater. Considering the low PCB concentrations of
treated soils (<10 ppm) and selection of the unsaturated
zone for disposal, the migration of PCBs from treated soils
to groundwater will be minimal.

The factors described above are also pertinent when
evaluating the synthetic membrane liner and 50 feet to the
water table requirements. The requirements are waived
primarily, because of the limited hydraulic connection
between groundwater, and the low PCB levels in soils at less
than 10 ppm that will be disposed on-site. Furthermore,
given the low mobility of PCBs in soils, migration of PCBs
from treated soils to groundwater would be minimal.

This remedy will also comply with the storage requirements
of the PCB Disposal Regulations by the construction of a
storage area meeting the standards of 40 C.F.R. § 761.65.

Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments to the Resource

Conservation and Recovery Act
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has been authorized by EPA
to administer and enforce RCRA programs in lieu of the
federal authority. The state requirements are either
equivalent to or more stringent then the federal RCRA
regulations. Compliance with Massachusetts Hazardous Wastes
Regulations (310 CMR 30.00) is discussed below. However,
federal regqulations promulgated under the Hazardous and
Solid Waste Amendments to RCRA (HSWA) are potentially
applicable.

The applicability of HSWA regulations as action-specific
requirements for disposal depends on whether the wastes are
hazardous, as defined under RCRA. The agency has determined
that none of the wastes in the soils, sediments, and dredge
pile materials at the Norwood PCB site are listed or
characteristic hazardous wastes under RCRA. Accordingly,
HWSA Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR) will not be applicable
because placement of the treated solids on the land will not
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constitute disposal of a hazardous waste. The Agency is
undertaking a rulemaking that will specifically apply to
soil and debris. Since that rulemaking is not yet complete,
EPA does not consider LDR to be relevant and appropriate at
this Site to soil and debris that does not contain RCRA
restricted waste. In order to determine the applicability
of HSWA land disposal restrictions for the metal sludge
generated from the groundwater treatment system, this sludge
will be tested to determine whether it exhibits
characteristics of hazardous waste. If the metal sludge is
determined to be a restricted RCRA hazardous waste, the HSWA
land disposal restrictions would be applicable. In such a
case, the metal sludge will be pretreated consistent with
LDR prior to off-site disposal. Off-site disposal by
incineration will comply with LDR for any PCB-containing
liquids from the solvent extraction process that meet the
definitions of California list wastes in 40 C.F.R. § 268.32.

The minimum technology standards for landfills are federal
requirements promulgated pursuant to HSWA that are not -
applicable because disposal will not involve a hazardous
waste. In this case, those requirements landfill may be
relevant but are not appropriate because the PCB disposal
and landfill requirement of 40 CFR Part 761 have been
designed to apply to the specific component of this remedy
that requires disposal of PCB- contaminated soils and
sediments and more fully match the circumstances at the
Site.

Massachusetts DEP Hazardous Waste Requlations 3

Massachusetts DEP Hazardous Waste Regqulation establishing
general hazardous waste facility management standards are
relevant and appropriate to the remedial activities that
will implement this remedy, because the CERCLA remedial
activities are similar to the activities of an operating
hazardous waste facility, to the extent that the actions are
not already governed by PCB requlations at 40 CFR Part 761l.

Implementation of the remedy will comply with the following
provisions of the Massachusetts hazardous waste regulations

* Massachusetts Hazardous Waste Requlations are not

applicable, because the remedial action implementing this Record
of Decision will be initiated or ordered by DEP as well as EPA.
In such circumstances, no license pursuant to the Massachusetts
hazardous waste statute and DEP hazardous waste regqulations is
required. 310 CMR 30.801(11). Accordingly, DEP does not require
strict compliance with all hazardous waste regulations for such
remedial actions, but only requires compliance with the relevant
and appropriate substantive sections of those regulations.
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TABLE '°
FEDERAL AND STATE STANDARDS AND CRITERIA FOR
SUMMARY OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN IN GROUND WATER
NORWOOD PCB SITE
(All concentrations in ug/liter)

MAXIMUM MASSACHUSETTS MASSACHUSETTS
CONTAMINANT GROUNDWATER DRINKING WATER
LEVELS STANDARDS STANDARDS
(relevant and (applicable) (relevant and
CHEMICAL appropriate) appropriate)

Chlorinated Aliphatics

Vinyl Choride 2 2

1,1-Dichloroethene 7 7 7
1,1-Dichlorethane - - -
trans-1,2 Dichlorethene C - - : --
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 200 200 200

Trichloroethene 5 5 5
Tetrachloroethene - 5 -
Chloroform -— - -

Monocyclic Aromatics

Benzene 5 5 5
Toluene -- 2,000 -
Chorobenzene - -— -
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 20 600 ——
Ethylbenzene -- 700 --
Xylenes - 1,000 --
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 75 5 ——
Other Volatiles

Acetone - 700 -

Semi-Volatiles

Diethyl Phthalate L -- -- -
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)

phthalate 10 10 --
Naphthalene - - -
Di-n-butylphthalade - - ——
Carcinogenic PAHs - -— -
PCBs - - -

Inorganics

Copper -= 1,000 —-=
Nickel -- -- --

Qualitative Assessment Only

Noncarcinogenic PAHs -- -- -—
Cobalt - -- -
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at 310 CMR 30.00: General management standards for all

facilities (310 CMR 30.510-516); Contingency plan, emergency
procedures, preparedness, and prevention (310 CMR 30.520-
524); Manifest system (310 CMR 30.530-534); Closure and
post-closure (310 CMR 30.580-595); Groundwater protection
(310 CMR 30.660-675); Use and management of containers (310
CMR 30.680-689). The placement of contaminated soils,
sediments, and dredge pile materials under a soil cover will
occur outside the 100-year floodplain, in accordance with
location standards in the Massachusetts Hazardous Waste
Regulations.

The groundwater monitoring program will comply with the
groundwater protection regulations under the DEP
regulations. It is possible that the frequency of
groundwater monitoring will differ from semi-annual
monitoring requirements under this portion of the
regulations, which are not appropriate for this remedy.
While this remedy requires quarterly monitoring during
construction and implementation, the primary purpose of
groundwater monitoring for the remedy is to assess the
effectiveness of the groundwater collection and treatment
program.

3. Surface Water

Clean Water Act
Some regulations under the Clean Water Act are applicable to
the discharge of stormwater/wastewater to the surface waters
of Meadow Brook, or any other designated surface water body.
Under Section 121(e) of CERCLA, no permit is required under
the NPDES program for the remedial action performed under
CERCLA, because the effluent from the Grant Gear drainage
system will be discharged directly into a surface water of
the U.S. at a point considered part of the CERCLA site.
However, Grant Gear must obtain a NPDES permit to authorize
and regulate in the short- and long-term their continuing
discharge of pollutants into Meadow Brook from on-going
manufacturing operations and use of the Grant Gear building
which is not part of the remedial action.

Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards

Massachusetts water quality standards for discharges to
surface waters are applicable to discharges to Meadow Brook,
or any other designated surface water body. Meadow Brook is
classified as Class B, for the uses and protection of
propagation of fish, aquatic life and wildlife, and for
primary and secondary contact recreation. In addition,
Meadow Brook is classified as an anti-degradation stream for
the protection of low flow waters, where new or increased
discharges of hazardous substances are not allowed unless no
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other feasible discharge alternative exists. Discharge
limits, as established in a NPDES permit, for all hazardous
substances in the effluent from the Grant Gear discharge
system will be consistent with state water quality
standards. EPA anticipates discharge effluent limits, as
specified in the Grant Gear NPDES permit, will incorporate
federal ambient water quality criteria and/or practical
detection limits.

The proposed cleanup level for PCBs in the effluent
discharging to Meadow Brook from the drainage system has
been set at 0.5 ppb. This value is based on a practical
detection limit for the analysis of PCBs and was specified
in Grant Gear's draft NPDES permit proposed in 1988.

Floodplains and Wetlands ARARs
Regulations under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act are

applicable, because restoration of the Meadow Brook area
will involve a discharge of dredged or fill material. The
Agency has determined that in this case there is no other
practicable alternative which would address PCB
contamination in soils and sediments but which would also
have a less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem. The
selected remedy will comply with the substantive
requirements of Section 404 to minimize adverse impacts to
the aquatic ecosystem, by creating sedimentation basins or
using silt curtains during dredging operations, and by
restoring the stream and wetlands, to the extent feasible.

In addition, the policies expressed in Executive Orders
regarding wetlands and floodplains were taken into account
in the selected remedy. The remedy will include steps to
minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands
in accordance with Executive Order 11990, and will include
steps to reduce the risk of floodplain loss in accordance
with Executive Order 11988.

DEP Wetlands Protection Regulations concerning dredging,
filling or altering inland wetlands are applicable to the
dredging of Meadow Brook. The remedial action will comply
with the performance standards of the regulations regarding
banks, bordering vegetated wetlands, lands under water
bodies and waterways and land subject to flooding.

Because the Meadow Brook area is within the areal extent of
contamination, it is considered part of the site, and no
permits will be necessary.

Air
Standards for particulate matter under the Clean Air Act and
DEP Air Quality and Air Pollution regulations are applicable
and will be attained during construction phases and during
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operation of the groundwater treatment system (air
stripper).

OSHA
OSHA standards for general industries and health and safety
standards are applicable and will be attained.

Department of Transportation Requlations
Any hazardous wastes transported for off-site disposal,

including any solids extracted during the groundwater
treatment program, will be transported in accordance with
Department of Transportation regulations.

c. The Selected Remedial Action is Cost-Effective

EPA is required under the NCP to evaluate closely the costs
required to implement and maintain a remedy and to select
cost-effective remedies. Of the remedial alternatives that
are protective and attain all ARARs, EPA's selected remedy
is cost-effective.

Of the source control alternatives for soils, sediments and
dredge pile materials remediation, EPA has determined that
solvent extraction (selected treatment) followed by off-site
incineration of the PCB-contaminated oil extract, and on-
site incineration (backup treatment) would be the most
effective in permanently and significantly reducing the
toxicity, mobility and volume of hazardous substances and in
reducing contaminant levels in soils, sediments and dredge
pile materials to cleanup levels. A comparison of present
worth costs for solvent extraction and on-site incineration
indicates that the present worth costs for solvent
extraction is lower than on-site incineration, $13.3 million
versus $17.2 million, respectively.

While the limited action and containment alternatives are
cheaper than the selected source control alternative
(solvent extraction) or the backup alternative (on-site
incineration), they do not provide the same degree of short-
and long-term effectiveness and permanence. As stated
above, the selected source control alternative (solvent
extraction/off-site incineration) is less expensive than the
only other equally effective treatment alternative (on-site
incineration). Thus, the selection of solvent extraction as
the source control alternative for soils, sediments and
dredge pile remediation is cost-effective because its costs
are proportionate to its effectiveness in reducing
contaminants to protective levels.

Of the four alternatives for the remediation of the Grant
Gear drainage system, EPA selected flushing followed by
limited containment. - This selection was based primarily on
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the reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume (T,M,V) of
hazardous substances achieved by flushing/containment when
followed by treatment of purged solids. None of the other
alternatives, individually or in combination, would achieve
the same degree of reduction. In particular, there is
significant uncertainty that flushing alone would be
effective in achieving the target cleanup levels as
described in Section X.A.1.d. Containment alone or off-site
disposal of the drainage system would not achieve any
reduction of T,M,V of hazardous substances. Off-site
disposal is also the least preferred alternative under
CERCLA. In view of the high levels of contaminants in the
drainage system and the greater degree of reduction of T,M,V
of hazardous substances achieved by flushing/containment,
EPA has determined that flushing/containment of the Grant
Gear drainage system is cost-effective alternative because
its costs are proportionate to its overall effectiveness.

EPA has determined that decontamination is the only
effective and implementable alternative for remediation of
machinery/equipment and floor surfaces. Because
decontamination is the only effective alternative in
reducing the toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants
on such surfaces, it is therefore cost-effective.

Three treatment technologies for remediation of VOCs in
groundwater were evaluated in detail in the FS (Ebasco,
1989c). EPA has determined that all three treatment
alternatives (air stripping, carbon adsorption,
ultraviolet/oxidation) would be effective in achieving the
management of migration response objectives outlined in
Section VIII A. In addition, a comparison of present worth
costs associated with these three alternatives indicates
that the costs of each are relatively equal. Therefore, all
of the three alternatives are equally cost-effective.

Table 21 presents the estimated total cost of the remedy by
elements, capitol costs, operation and maintenance costs and
present worth.

D. The Selected Remedy Utilizes Permanent Solutions and
Alternative Treatment Technologies or Resource Recovery
Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

EPA has determined that the selected remedy utilizes
permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable. 1In
particular, solvent extraction of soils, sediments and
dredge pile materials followed by off-site incineration of
the o0il extract, or on-site incineration of soils as the
backup treatment, will permanently reduce contaminants in
on-site solids to protective levels. In addition, removal
of the soil contaminants will reduce the source of

76



groundwater contaminants, increasing the long-term
effectiveness of that component of the remedy.

Decontamination of Grant Gear equipment/machinery and floor
surfaces will permanently reduce the PCB levels on such
surfaces. Flushing of the Grant Gear drainage system
followed by on- or off-site treatment of purged solids will
permanently reduce the levels of hazardous substances in the
Grant Gear drainage system. The-management of migration
portion of the remedy also utilizes a treatment method which
will result in the permanent removal of targeted
contaminants.

Solvent extraction, which is the selected soil remedy is an
alternative treatment technology. This alternative will be
used, if technically practicable.

E. The Selected Remedy Satisfies the Preference for
Treatment as a Principal Element

The principal elements of the selected remedy are the source
control alternatives and the management of migration
alternatives. These elements address the primary threat at
the Site, contamination of soils, sediments, dredge pile
materials, office equipment surfaces, drainage system and
groundwater. The selected remedy satisfies the statutory
preference for treatment as a principal element by
incorporating the following components:

1. Solvent extraction (on-site incineration-backup
treatment) of soils, sediments, dredge pile
materials;

2. Off-site incineration of PCB-contaminated oil
extract;

3. Off-site incineration of waste residuals from
decontamination of equipment;

4. On-site solvent extraction (off-site incineration-

backup treatment) for purged solids from flushing
of the drainage system; and

5. Air stripping, and additional treatments as
needed, of collected on-site groundwater.

XII. STATE ROLE

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MA
DEP) has reviewed the various alternatives and has indicated
its support for the selected remedy. The State has also
reviewed the Remedial Investigation and the Feasibility
Studies to determine if the selected remedy is in compliance
with applicable or relevant and appropriate State
environmental laws and regulations. MA DEP concurs with the
selected remedy for the Norwood PCB Site. A copy of the
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declaration of concurrence is attached as Appendix C.

In accordance with Section 104 of CERCLA, the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts is responsible for at least 10 percent of
the costs of the remedial action, and all future operation
and maintenance of the remedial action.
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_: Target Cleanup Levels for Norwood PCB Site Soils

——————— Site Boundary

IEEmm—— Fence

SECTION A —Target cleanup level is 1 ppm PCBs
SECTION B —Target cleanup level is 10 ppm PCBs

Orawing not to scale

FIGURE
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TABLE 1
SURFICIAL SOIL CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS
NORWOOD PCB SITE

Concentration (ug/kg)

Compound Fregquency Of Average Max imum
Detection Detection Detection
pPCBs
Aroclor-1254 278/312 886,000 26,000,000
Chlorinated Aliphatics
Methylene chloride 5/34 31 41
Chloroform 3/34 24 46
1,1-Dichloroethane 5/34 20 42
1,2-Dichloroethane 5/34 123 330
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 4/34 24 54
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 4/34 26 42
Trichloroethene 1/34 6 6
Tetrachloroethene 4/34 2 67
Phenols
Phenol 1/34 2,300 2,300
Chlorobenzenes
1,2,4~Trichlorobenzene 1/34 82 &2
PAHs
Naphthalene 1/34 150 150
2-Methynaphthalene 2/34 78 88
Acenaphthalene 4/34 200 270
Acenaphthene 3/34 123 180
Dibenzofuran 2/34 120 200
Fluorene 5/34 61 100
Phenanthrene 15/34 530 2,800
Anthracene 7/34 303 880
Fluoranthene 24/34 651 2,800
Pyrene 25/34 568 3,500
Benzo{(aj)anthracene 14/324 580 2,000
Chrysene 17/34 552 2,100
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 14/34 1,370 5,300
Benzo(k)flouranthene 8/34 1,130 5,309
Benzo(a)pyrene 14/24 670 2,700
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 12/34 424 1,900
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 4/324 331 500
Benzo(g,h,1)perylene /24 466 1,700
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Other Semi-Volatiles

Benzoic Acid 7/34 483 1,200
Metals

Cadmium 22/34 2.9 7.0
Copper 34/34 35 297
Silver , 6/34 5.6 20
Zinc 34/34 56 160
NOTES:

1. Frequency of detection is the number of samples taken at

different locations in which compound was detected divided
by the number of samples for which the compound was analyzed
(including blanks and duplicates). CLP FCB data not
included in frequency of detecticn, average concentration,
or maximum concentration when mobile laboratory data exists
for duplicate samples.

2. Arithmetic average concentration is calculated only for the
samnles where the compound was detected.

3. Compounds not listed were not detected or not considered
site-related.
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SUBSURFACE SO

TABLE 2

IL CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS
NORWOOD PCB SITE

Concentration (ug/kg)

Compound Frequency Of Average Max imum
Detection Detection Detection
PCBs

Aroclor-1254
Aroclor-1260

Chlorinated Aliphatics

Chloroform
1,2-Dichloroethane

1,2-Dichloroethene (total)
1,1,2-Trichloroethane
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane

Vinyl chloride
Trichloroethene
Tetrachloroethene
BTEX

Benzene
Xylenes (total)

Phenols

Phenol
4-Methylphenol

Chlorobenzenes

Chlorobenzene
1,3-Dichlorobenze
1,4-Dichlorobenze
1,2-Dichlorobenze
1,2,4~-Trichlorobenze

PAHs

2-Methylnaphthalene
Acenaphthene ’
Phenanthrene
Flouranthene

Pyrene
Benzo(ajyanthracne
Chrysene

194/392

7/54

5/54
1/54
3/54
2/54
1/54
2/54
4/54
3/54

1/54
2/54

3/54
1/54

2/54
2/54
3/54
1/54
8/54

1/54
1/54
6/54
7/54
7/54
5/54
3/54

283,000
48,000

24
58

420

2,610
188

1,440
410

16

124
420
220
62,000

100

73
1390
310
240
390
640

8y

13,400,000
230,000

T %
24
140x%
8x
420
12
10,000
420

3,300
410

22

180

950

220
360,000

(&)
380
850
740

1,400
1,700



Benzo(b)fluoranthene
Benzo(k)fluoranthene
Benzo(a)pyrene
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene
Benzo(g,h,1i)perylene

Other Semi-Volatiles

Benzoic acid
3,3-Dichlorobenzidene

Metals

Cadmium
Chromium
Copper
Nickel
Silver
Zinc

x — Maximum concentration detected in background sample.

NOTES: See Table 1.

6/54
1/54
4/54
4/54
1/54
4/54

1/54
1/54

19/54
27/54
26/54
24/54

4/54
27/54

89

870
350
1,100
740
570
600

330
1,500

4.

16
23
12

4
64

3,500
350
3,800
2,400
570
1,800

300
1,500

75
265
29

599



TABLE 3
DREDGE PILE CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS
NORWOOD PCB SITE

Concentration (ug/kg)

Compound Frequency Of Average Maximum
Detection Detection Detection
PCBs
Aroclor-1254 25/31 206 3,850,000
Chlorinated Aliphatics
Chloroform 2/17 2 2
PAHs
Naphthalene 1/7 53
Acenaphthalene 3/7 129 230
Dibenzofuran 1/7 42 42
Fluorene 1/7 65 65
Phenanthrene 6/7 472 1,100
Anthracene 3/7 98 180
Fluoranthene 7/7 860 2,200
Pyrene 7/7 840 2,300
Benzo(a)anthracne 6/7 520 1,200
Chrysene 7/7 560 1,500
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 6/7 320 1,600
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 6/7 830 1,600
Benzo(a)pyrene 7/7 540 1,300
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene -1/ 330 800
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 3/7 150 270
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 7/7 330 840
Metals
Silver 5/7 2.7 6.
Zinc 7/7 78 132

NOTES: See Table 1.
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TABLE 4
SEDIMENT CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS
NORWOOD PCB SITE

Concentration (ug/kg)

Compound Frequency Of Average Maximum
Detection Detection Detection
PCBs

Aroclor-1254

Chlorinated Aliphatics
Chiloroform

Phenols

Phenol

2-Methylphenol
4-Methylphenol
2,4-Dimethylphenol

Chlorobenzenes

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene
PAHs

Naphthalene
2-Methylnaphthalene
Acenaphthalene
Acenaphthene
Dibenzofuran

Fluorene

Phenanthrene
Anthracene
Fluoranthene

Pyrene
Benzo(a)Anthracene
Chrysene
Benzo(b)fluoranthene
Benzo(k)fluoranthene
Benzo(al)pyrene
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene

55/79

4/17

2/17
1/17
4/17
1/17

3/17

9/17

8/17

7/17
11/17
11/17
12/17
17/17
14/17
17/17
17/17
17/17
17717
16/17
16/17
16/17
13/17
11/17
14/17

91

14,200

64
48
226
81

115

362
174
134
771
554
725
5,688
3,020
5,891
6,182
3,067
2,738
4,953
4,853
1,826
316
471
838

1,100,000

76
48
370
81

130

1,400
670
190
3,800
2,600
4,800
34,000
34,000
27,000
32,000
15,000

1,300
25,000
25,000

8,700

3,600

1,200

3,600



Other Semi-Volatiles

4-Chloroaniline

Metals

Chromium
Copper
Silver
Zinc

NOTES: See Table 1.

6/17

17/17
17/17
16/17
17/17

21
52

110

300

119
202

21
298



TABLE 5
DRAINAGE SYSTEM SEDIMENT CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS
NORWOOD PCB SITE

Concentration (ug/kg)

Compound Frequency Of Average Max imum
Detection Detection Detection
PCBs
Aroclor-1016 2/38 8,600,000 9,000,000
Aroclor-1242 1/38 500 500
Aroclor-1248 1/38 500 _ 500
Aroclor-1254 36/38 16,700,000 180,000,000
Chlorinated Aliphatics
1,2-Dichloroethene 2/10 175,000 200,000
Trichloroethene 3/10 5,400,000 2,200,000
Tetrachloroethene 2/10 26,000 52,000
BTEX
Xylenes (total) 1/9 100,000 100,000
Phenols
Phenol 1/22 400 400
4-Methylphenol 5/22 10,390 47,000
2,4-Dimethylipheno] 1/22 600 600
Chlorobenzenes
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 1/22 830 830
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 2/22 5,400 9,500
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 7/22 5,750 13,000
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 9/22 106,420 350,000
PAHS
Dibenzofuran 4/22 9,830 17,000
Naphthalene 7/22 6,230 19,000
2-Methylnaphthalene 7/22 2,700 9,000
2-Chloronaphthalene 2/22 1,450 1,600
Acenaphthene 5/22 10,760 18,000
Flourene 7/22 9,840 25,000
Phenanthrene 16/22 33,760 165,000
Anthracene 11/22 10,350 28,000
Fluroranthene 15/22 27,770 190,000
Pyrene 14/22 29,160 150,000
Benzo{a)anthracens 14/22 23,0290 &2,000
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Chrysene
Benzo(b)flouranthene
Benzo(k)flouranthene
Benzo(a)pyrene
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene

Other Semi-Volatiles
Benzyl Alcohol

Metals

Arsenic
Barium
Cadmium
Chromium
Cobalt
Copper
Lead
Mercury
Nickel
Silver
Vanadium
Zinc

NOTES: «See Table 1.

15/22
14/22
9/22
13/22
8/22
4/22
8/22

1/22

6/10
10/10
9/10
10/10
3/10
10/10
10/10
9/10
9/10
7/10
8/10
10/10

94

21,730
22,630
16,170
21,080
22,780

9,350
22,150

690

30
308
14
140
18
1,120
490

45
80
90
1,460

84,000
74,000
48,000
65,000
55,000
15,000
54,000

690

135
1,390
37
419
30
3,120
963

184
172
198
9,700



TABLE 6
SURFACE WATER CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS
MEADOW BROOK
NORWOOD PCB SITE

Concentration (ug/1)

Compound Frequency Of Average Maximum
Detection Detection Detection

Chlorinated Ali ics

Chloroform 1/9 6 6

1,1-Dichloroethane 1/9 3 3

1,1,1-Trichloreothane 3/9 2 3

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 3/9 6 10

1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 2/9 2 3

Trichloroethene 2/9 3

Tetrachloroethene 4/9 2 *

Total Chlorinated
Aliphatics 7/9 7.4 12

*x ~ Maximum concentration detected in upstream sample.

NOTES:

1. Frequency of detection is the number of samples taken from
different locations in which the compound was detected
divided by the number of samples for which the compound was
analyzed (including blanks and duplicates). =

2. Arithmetic average concentration is calculated only for the
samples where the compound was detected.

3. A1l surface water samples were unfiltered.

4, Compounds not listed were not detected or not considered
site~related.
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TABLE 7
WATER TABLE AQUIFER
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS
NORWOOD PCB SITE

Cohcentration (ug/1)
Compound Frequency Of Average Maximum
Detection Detection Detection

PHASE RESULT
PCBs

Aroclor-1254 11/16 34 180

Chlorinated Aliphatics

1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1/19 3 3
1,1,2~-Trichloroethane 1/19 18 18
1,1,2,2-Tetracholoroethane 1/19 53 53
Vinyl chloride 1/19 14 14
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 5/19 77 300
Trichloroethene 3/19 230 1,800
Tetrachloroethene 3/19 7 12
BTEX

Xylenes (total) 1/19 6 6
Total VOCs 13/19 203 2,148
Phenols

2,3,5-Trichlorophenol 1/16 10 10
Pentachlorophenol 1/16 190 190

Chlorobenzenes

Chlorobenzenes 1/19 5 5
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 2/16 4 4
i,4-Dichlorobenzene 2/16 14 14
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 2/16 5 7
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 3/16 700 2,100
Total SVOCs 4/19 579 2,135

PHASE II RESULTS

PCBs

Aroclor-1248 1/13
Aroclor-12z54 7/1%

RN
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xAroclor-1248 1/13 4 4
xAroclor-1254 4/13 3.1 4.6
**kAroclor—-1254 0/3 0 0
Chlorinated Aliphatics

1,1,2-Trichloroethene 1/13 2 2
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethene 1/13 110 110
Vinyl Chloride 2/13 73 120
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 5/13 199 560
Trichloroethene 8/13 328 1,700
Tetrachloroethene 3/13 41 87
Total VOCs 7/13 568 1,172
Phenols

Pentachlorophenol 1/13 210 210
Chlorobenzenes

Chlorobenzenes 3/13 25 38
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 3/13 48 67
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 3/13 10 11
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 3/13 1,420 2,200
NOTES:

1. Frequency of detection is the number of samples taken from
different locations in which the compound was detected
divided by the number of samples for which the compound was
analyzed (including blanks and duplicates).

2. Arithmetic average concentration is calculated only for the
samples where the compound was detected.

3. Compounds not listed were not detected or not considered
site-related.

4. A1l samples unfiltered unless noted.

* Glass Filtration
xx Paper Filtration
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TABLE 8
BEDROCK AQUIFER
GROUNDWATER CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS
NORWOOD PCB SITE

Cohcentration (ug/1)

Compound Frequency Of Average Max imum
Detection Detection Detection

PHASE I RESULTS

PCBs

Aroclor~1254 2/14 6.4 _ 8

Chlorinated Aliphatics

Vinyl chloride 3/14 23 65

1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 3/14 44 68

Trichloroethene 2/14 1,250 t,300

Total VOCs 9/14 308 1,356

PHASE ITI RESULTS

PCBs
Aroclor-1254 2/12 2.4 2.
*xAroclior-1254 0/12 0 0

Chlorinated Aliphatics

Vinyl Chloride 1/12 110 110
1,2-Dichlorcethene(total) 3/12 43 110
Trichloroethene t/12 1,400 1,400
Total VOCs 4/12 410 1,510
Chlorobenzenes

Chlorobenzene 1/12 2 2

NOTES: See Table 7.
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Table 9

SUMMARY OF THE ENOANGERMENY ASSESSMENT
CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
NORWOQD PCB SITE
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT

Surface Subsurface Ground Surface DOredge

Chemical Soil Soit Water Water Sediment Piles
Benzoic Acid X X
Chlorobenzene X X
Chlioroform X X X X X
1,2-0ichlorcbenzene X X
1,3-Dichlorobenzene X X
t,4-Dichlorobenzene X X
1,1-Dichloroethene X X
1,2-0ichloroethane X X
1,2-Dichloroethenes (total) X X X
Phenol X X X
PCBs X X X X X
Carcinogenic PAHs X X X X
Noncarcinogenic PAHs X X X X
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane X X X
Tetrachloroethene X X X X
1,2,4,-Trichlorobenzene X X X X
1,1, 1-Trichloroethane X X X
1,1,2-Trichloroethane X X X
Trichloroethene X X X X
Vinyl chloride X X

'ver X X X

x X X X
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TABLE {{

SUMMARY Of POTENTIAL RISKS ASsCTIATEIO WIThm THE NCRWOOC PL:

m

“ctai Jpperbound L1fer ime

Yoncarc “~cgenic

Ixcess Cancer Risk “4azara ‘ncex
Piaus:ible Plausible
Average Max imum Average Max ymum

T.rrent ‘and-use
werker contact with surface soil 1n the vicinity 1£-05 8€-03 <l <l
of the Grant Gear Facility
Worker contact with equipment surfaces and indoor 2E-05 SE-05 NC NC
wails of the Grant area of the Grant Gear facility

inhalation of indoor air by workers at the 2€-05 NA <] NA
Grant Gear facility
Landscape worker contact with s.rface so1l at 2£-07 2£-06 <] <1
Kerry Place, the Hyundai Deale- :7d other
commercial properties south ano east of Grant Gear
Chr1dren contacting soil and dredge piles 1n the 2€-06 6E-04 <] <]
wocded area north of the Grant Gear faciiity
Residents contacting so1l in yards north of 2€-07 3E-06 <] <1
Meaagow Brook
Chiicren contacting surface water ang segiment 3t-06 SE-0S <1 <l
1r Meadow B8rook
Cuture land-use

esicential contac: with sai’ at the 5rant Gear SE-25 3E-02 <] <l
acility of the wooded area north and east of

Grant Gear

Residential contact with soi1l in the vacant lot 3€-07 2€-04 <l <l
isralation by residents at the Grant Gear facility 3E-25 NA <l NA
IrC tne w~ooded area north and east of Grant Gear

Inralation ty residents at the vacant lot 5£-07 NA < NA
ingestion of graourdwater 1£-03 4g-02 < >1

%A = Nt 2pciicasie; only average air cancentralions w~ere used 17 the evaiuation.

NO = N0l taituidted; oniy carcinogeniCc risks assoctatec with P(Bs were determineg
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TasLe 11
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE SCREENING
NORWOOD PCB SITE

Pre-Screening New
Alternative Description Results of Screening Alternative No.
sc-1 No-Action Retained sC-1
SC-2 Capping Retained 2 options sC-2

A: Cap site soils > 10 ppm,
sediments > 10 ppm, and
northern site soils > 1 ppm.

B. Cap site soils > 10 ppm
sediments > 1 ppm, and
northern site soils > 1 ppm.

sc-3 Line Stream Eliminated as an individual --
alternative. Will be kept as
option with all SC alternatives

except SC-1.
SC-4 Solvent Extraction: TEA Retained SC-3
sC-5 Dechlorination: KPEG Retained SC-4
SC-6 Onsite Incineration Retained sC-5
sc-7 Offsite Incineration Eliminated --
sC-8 Offsite Landfilling Eliminated as individual --

alternative. Maintained as
option for sediments with SC-2.

-

M- No Action Retained M -1
MM -7 Air Stripping Retained MM -2
MM-3 Carbon Adsorption Retained My -3
MM-4 UV/Oxidation Retained MM-4



Assessment
Factors

Alternative SC-1
Minimal No-Action

12

NORWOOD PCB SITE FEASIBILITY STuDY

Alternative SC-2
Capping

Alternative SC-3
Solvent
Extraction: TEA

SUMMARY OF DETAILED ANALYSIS - SOURCE CONTROL (SC) REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

Alternative SC-4
Dechlorination:
KPEG

Alternative SC-5
Onsite
Incineration

Major
Components

short-Term Effectiveness

Protection
of Community

- Congtruction of
site perimeter
fence.

- Implement
institutional
restrictions.

- Perform
long-term
environmental
monftoring.

No net increase
in risk to

community during
implementation.

- Construct a new
perimeter fence.

< Impose
institutional
restrictions.

- Conduct public
education
programs.

- Regrade dredge
piles.

- Excavate and
place outlying
materials.

- Backfill and
restore outlying
areas.

- Restore wetlands
areas.

- Construct
asphalt cap and
restore existing
pavement .

- Perform
long-term site
environmental
monitoring.

- Optional lining
of stream
channel .

The public would be at
increased risk compared
to SC-1 during soil and
sediment excavation.

1u2

- Construct site
fence.

- Clear and grub
site.

- Excavate and
stockpile solids
and sediment.

- Treatment via
BEST process.

- Offsite
incineration
of extracted
PCB oils.

- Replace treated
solids onsite.

- Backfill and
restore outlying
areas.

- Restore wetlands
areas.

- Revegetate and

repave.

Optional lining

of stream

channel.

Risks of direct contact
with soils and sediments
during excavation and
ongite storage of PCB
oils from the treatment

prior to offsite
disposal.

- Construct site
fence.

- Clear and grub
site.

- Excavate and
stockpile solids
and sediment.

- Treatment via
KPEG process.

- Replace treated
solids onsite.

- Backfill and
restore outlying
areas.

- Restore wetlands
areas.

- Revegetate and
repave.

- Optional lining
of stream
channel .

Risks of direct contact
with soils and sediments

during excavation.

Risks associated with
treatment are believed

minimal.

- Construct site
fence.

- Clear and grub
site.

- Excavate and
stockpile solids
and sediment,

- Incinerate
solids.

- Replace
incinerated
solids onsite.

- Backfill and
restore outlying
areas.

- Restore wetlands
areas.

- Revegetate and
repave.

- Optional lining
of stream
channel .

Risks of direct cont
with soils and sedin
during excavation.

Additional increase
sirborne contaminant
from thermal treatme
unit emissions. Img
largely mitigated by
emissions treatment.



Table /-
Page 2

.ontinued)

Assessment
factors

Alternative SC-1
Minimal No-Action

Alternative SC-2
Capping

Alternative SC-3
Solvent
Extraction: TEA

Alternative SC-4
Dechlorination:
KPEG

Alternative SC-5
onsite
Incineration

Protection
of wWorkers

Environmental Impacts

Time to Achieve
Protection

Protection required
during installation of
site fence.

Minor impacts due to
tree cutting during
fence implementation

Reduction in the current
risks of direct contact
could be achieved within
1 year; risks from
future ground water
ingestion and direct
contact would remain.

Workers would be
required to use "Level
Cc" personal protective
equipment and
respiratory protection
equipment.,

May result in a short-
term adverse
environmental impact
caused by clearing and
grubbing in the central
zone and during the
excavation and

consol idation of
outlying soil areas and
sediment under the cap.
Wetlands areas would be
disturbed during
excavation.

Reduction in risks
addressed could be
achieved within 2-1/2
years of the start of
the remedial design.

lu3

Workers would be
required to use “Level
C" personal protective
equipment and
respiratory protection
equipment; treatment
system operated by
vendors trained
personnel .

potential mobilization
of soils and sediments
during excavation; TEA
has a strong ammonia-
like odor,

Wetlands areas would be
disturbed during
excavation.

Reduction in risks
addressed could be
achieved within & years
of the start of the
remedial design.

Same as Alternative
SC-4.

Potential mobilization
of soils and sediments
during excavation.
Wetlands areas would be
disturbed during
excavation.

Reduction in risks
addressed could be
achieved within &% ycars
of the start of the
remedial design.

Same as Alternative
SC-4,

Potential mobil{zatio
of soils and sediment
during excavation plu
additional impacts du
to low-level emission
from incineration,
Wet{ands areas would
disturbed during
excavation.

Reduction in risks
addressed could be
achieved within 4 yet
of the start of the
remedial design.



Table 1.2. (C
Page 3

Assessment
Factors

sed)

Alternative $C-1
Minimal No-Action

Alternative SC-2
Capping

Alternative SC-3
Solvent
Extraction: TEA

Alternative SC-4
Dechlorination:
KPEG

Alternative ..-5
Onsite
Incineration

Magnitude
of Residual Ricks

Adequacy

of Controis

significant residual
risks remain, since
containment or treatment
technologies are not
employed. Risks remain
as identified in the EA.

No direct engineering
controls to prevent
exposure to contaminated
solids; fence is
susceptible to
vandalism; ingpections
and reviews required.
Monitoring will track
but not remediate
contamination,

Potential exists for
exposure to contaminated
solids and leaching of
contained material to
ground water if cap
fails.

Non-RCRA cap will reduce
potential for direct
contact with soils and
sediments; leaching to
ground water reduced.
Capping requires regular
inspection and
maintenance. Monitoring
will track but not
remediste contamination.
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Residual risk of
untreated volume
dependent on selected
cleanup level. Less
than 10 ppm PC8 in
residual; Long-term
management required for
saturated soils.

Solvent extraction is an
innovative technology;
treatability study is
required; compatible
with flood control
requirements in Meadow
Brook. Monitoring
needed to verify
treatment effectiveness.

Residual risk of
untreated volume
dependent on selected
clearwup level. Less
than 10 ppm PCB in
residual; Long-term
management required for
saturated soils.

Dechlorination is an
innovative technology;
trestability study is
required; compatible
with flood control
requirements in Meadow
Brook. Monitoring
needed to verify
treatment effectiveness.

Residual risk of
untreated volume
dependent on selected
cleanup level.
Treatment residual is
asssumed to pass leaching
requirements.
Additional treatment
would be required for
inorganics if leaching
limits were exceeded.
Long-term management
required for saturated
soils.

Thermal treatment (s a
proven technology to
destroy organics; long-
term management of
residuals may be
required. Compatible
with flood control
requirements in Meadow
Brook. Monitoring
needed to verify
treatment effectiveness.
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Assessment
Factors

Alternative SC-1
Minimal No-Action

Alternative SC-2
Capping

Alternative SC-3
Solvent
Extraction: TEA

Alternative SC-4
Dechlorination:
KPEG

Alternative SC-5
Oonsite
incineration

Reliability

Reduction of Toxicity,

Mobility and Volume

|mplementability

Technical feasibility

Sole reliance on fence
and institutional
controls to prevent
exposure; high level of
residual risk. Further
degradation of ground
water likely.
Long-term monitoring
required,

No reduction in
mobility, toxicity, or
volume of wastes.

All components easily
implemented.

Likelihood of failure is
low as long as O L M is
performed; risks from
direct contact and
inhalation of

VOCs is reduced; further
degradation of ground
water is possible.
Long-term monitoring
required.

Reduction in contaminant
mobility due to
reduction of
infiltration. No
reduction in toxicity or
volume.

Wetlands restoration may
be difficult.
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Remedy will be highly
relfable due to removal
of organics from soils
and sediments.
Monitoring needed to
verify treatment
performance.

No long-term maintenance
required.

Long-term monitoring of
saturated soils
required.

Significant reduction in
contaminant volume and
in toxicity by
destruction of treatment
oil concentrate. May
fncrease mobility of
PCBs in residuals.

Solvent extraction is an
innovative technology
requiring special
equipment and operators.
Has been demonstrated on
other sites to achieve
sufficient reduction in
initial concentration to
achieve target level.

Wetlands restoration may
be difficult.

Remedy will be highly
relisble due to removsl
of organics from soils
and sediments.
Monftoring needed to
verify trestment
performance. Treatment
residuals are not toxic.
No long-term maintenance
required.

Long-term monitoring of
saturated sofls
required.

Significant reduction in
conteminant volume and
toxicity by destruction
of PCBs and chlorinated
organics. May increase
mobility of PCBs in
reaiduals.

Dechlorination is an
innovative technology
requiring special
equipment and operators.
Has been demonstrated on
other sites to achieve
sufficient reduction in
initial concentration to
achieve target level.

Wetlands restoration may
be difficult.

Remedy will be highly
reliable due to
destruction of organics
from soils and
sediments. Monitoring
needed to verify
treatment performance.
No long-term maintenance
required.

Long-term monitoring of
saturated soils
required.

Significant reduction in
contaminant volume and
toxicity by destruction
of PCBs and organics.
May increase mobility of
inorganics in residuals.

Incineration requires
specisl equipment and
operastors. Has been
demonstrated on other
sites to achieve
99.9999% destruction of
PCBs.

Wetlands restoration may
be difficult.
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Assessment
Factors

Alternative SC-1
Minimal No-Action

Alternative SC-2
Capping

Alternative SC-3
Solvent
Extraction: TEA

Alternative SC-4
Dechlorination:
KPEG

Alternative sC-5
Onsite
Incineration

Administrative
feasibility

Availability of Services

Long-term coordination
between EPA and State
required for monitoring.

Services and materfals
locally available.

Refer to
Table 6-17 for Cost
Summary.

Long-term coordination
between EPA and State-
required for excavation,
wetlands restoration and
monitoring.

Services and materials
regionally available.

Refer to
Table 6-17 for Cost
Summnary.
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Seme as Alternative SC-2
for excavation and
wetlands restoration,
requires offsite
transport and
incineration of
treatment oil
concentrate, does not
require long-term
coordination.

Solvent extraction
equipment is available
from a few national
sources, incineration
services are available
ifn eastern region

for treatment of oil
residues. Remainder of

components seme as
Alternative SC-2.

Refer to
Table 6-17 for Cost
Summary.

Same as Alternative SC-2
for excavation and
wetlands restoration,
does not require long-
term coordination.

Dechlorination equipment
is available from one
commercial source.
Remainder of components
same a3 Alternative
sC-2.

Refer to
Table 6-17 for Cost
Summary.

Same as Alternative SC-2
for excavation and
wetlands restoration,
does not require long-
term coordination,

Mobile incinerators and
operators are avaflable
from a number of sources
nationally. Remainder of

components same as
Alternative SC-2.

Refer to
Table 6-17 for Cost
Summary.
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Assessment
Factors

Alternative SC-1
Minimal No-Action

Alternative SC-2
Capping

Alternative SC-3
Solvent
Extraction: TEA

Alternative SC-4
Dechlorination:
KPEG

Alternative SC-5
Onsite
Incineration

Compliance with ARARs

Oversll Protection

State Acceptance

Community Acceptance

RCRA closure/
post-closure
requirements will not be
met. ARARs for ground
water will not be
attained.

Risk of direct contact
and inhalation
controlled by fence;
continued degradation of
ground water quality
will occur.

Excavation performed in
wetland, Waste material
will be removed from
flood plain. RCRA
closure/post-closure
requirements met. ARARS
for ground water may not
be attained dependent
upon selected MM
alternative.

Risk of direct contact
with soils and sediments
controlled by non-RCRA
cap; risk of vOC
inhalation controlled by
reducing volatilization;
provides protection to
aquatic life compared to
SC-1; potential remains
for continued ground
water and surface water
degradation.

To be addressed following public comment period.

To be addressed following public comment period.
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Same as Alternative
sc-2.

Risk of direct contact
with soils and sediments
controlled; risk of VOC
inhalation controlled by
reducing volatilization;
provides equal
protection to aquatic
life compared to $C-2;
Potential remains for
continued ground water
degradation, due to
contaminants below
groundwater table.

Same as Alternative
sc-2.

Risk of direct contact
with soils and sediments
controlled; risk of vOC
inhalation controlled by
reducing volatilization;
provides equal
protection to aquatic
Life compared to SC-3;
Potential remains for
continued ground water
degradation, due to
contaminants below
groundwater table.

Same as Alternative
sc-2.

Risk of direct contact
with soils and sediments
controlled; risk of voC
inhalation controllied by
reducing volatilization;
provides equal
protection of aquatic
tife as SC-3; Potential
remains for continued
ground water
degradation, due to
contaminants below
groundwater table.



SUMMARY OF DETAILED ANALYSIS - MANAGEMENT OF

TABLE

%E%RATION {(MM) REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

NORWOOD PCB SITE FEASIBILITY STUDY

Assessment Alternative MM-1 Alternative MM-2 Alternative MM-3 Alternative MM-4
factors Minimal No-Action Air Stripping Carbon Adsorption uv/Oxidation
Major - Obtain land use/deed - Shallow/bedrock collection - Shal low/bedrock collection - Shallow/bedrock collection
Components restrictions and extraction system and extraction system and extraction system
- Implement institutional - Activated carbon bed - Activated carbon bed - Uv/Oxidstion unit
restrictions on future - Air stripping with vapor - Granular Activated Carbon - Precipitstion/filtration.
water usage phase controls - Precipitation/filtration. - Groundwater recharge syatem,
- Conduct public education - Precipitation/filtration. - Groundwater recharge system. - Perform site review every
programs, including public - Groundwater recharge system. - Perform site review every five years.
meetings and presentations, - Perform site review every five years.
to increase public awareness five years.
- Perform groundwater, surface
water, sediment, and air
monitoring to monitor
contaminant concentrations
and migration
- Perform site review every
five years
Short-Term

Effectiveness

Protection
of Community

Protection
of wWorkers

Environmental
tmpacts

Time to Achieve
Protection

No significant increase in risks
during implementation

Protection of workers required
during monitoring well
installation.

Minor impacts associated with
installation of monitoring system.

If institutional controls
effective within one year of start
of remedial design, reduction in
potential for groundwater
ingestion.

Significant future residual risks
remain, since containment or
treatment is not performed. Risks
remain as presented in the EA.

Slight increase in risk associated
with the installation of
extraction and recharge system,
treatment system has potential to
release VOCs if failure occurs.

Protection required during
installation of extraction/recha-
rge system and monitoring system.

Minor impacts associated with
installation of extraction/recha-
rge system and monitoring system.

Construction and implementation
could be achieved within two years
start of remedial design, Risks
associated with VOCs removed from
aquifers within 8 to 24 years.
Residual risks from PCBs in
aquifers will remain for many
years.
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Slight increase in risk associated
with the installation of
extraction and recharge system,
and offsite regeneration or
disposal of spent carbon.

Protection required during
installation of extraction/recha-
rge system and monitoring system.

Minor impacts associated with
installation of extraction/recha-
rge system and monitoring system.

Construction and implementation
could be achieved in less than two
years of start of remedial design.
Risks associated with VOCs removed
from aquifers within 8 to 24
years. Residual risks from PC8s
in aquifers will remain for many
years.

Slight increase in risk associated
with the installation of
extraction and recharge system,
treatment system may produce
sludge for offsite transport and
disposal.

Protection required during
installation of
extraction/recharge system
and monitoring system.

Minor impacts associated
with installation of
extraction/recharge system
and monitoring system.

Construction and implementation
could be achieved less than two
years of start remedial design.
Risks associated with VOCs removed
from aquifers within 8 to 24
years. Residual risks from PCBs
in aquifers will remain for many
years.
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Page 2
Assessment Alternative MM-1 Alternative MM-2 Alternative MM-3 Alternative MM-4
Factors Minimal No-Action Air Stripping Carbon Adsorption Uv/oxidation
Adequacy No direct engineering controls to Monitoring and maintenance of Monitoring and maintenance of Monftoring and maintenance of

of Controls

Reliability

Reduction

of Toxicity,
Mobility and
volume

Implement -
ability

Technical
feasibility

Administrative
feasibility

Availability
of Services

Cost

Capttat

10-Year
P.W (5%)

**30 year
PoW5%)

prevent exposure; dependent on
land use and deed restrictions.
Long-term monitoring required.

Sole reliance on institutional
controls to reduce exposure, High
level of residual risk. Near-term
reliability good, long-term
unknown .

No reduction in mobility,
toxicity, or volume., PCBs move
very slowly in aquifers; VOCs move
more rapidly.

All compaonents easily implemented.

would require long-term
coordinstion between State and EPA
for sdequate monitoring and
evaluation of need to expand
institutional controls.

Services and materials available
locally.

$78,000

$967,000*

collection/treatment/recharge
system required to maintain
effectiveness.

Likelihood of failure low if
proper O&M performed. Pilot
testing used to design System,
monitoring performed to evaluate
effectiveness.

Significant reduction in
contaminant toxicity of extracted
groundwater and reduction of
contaminant volume in groundwater.

Relatively uncomplicated to
implement.

Same as MM-1 with addition of
meeting State drinking water
standards and criteria for
recharge to groundwater.

Services and materials available
in New England.

$1,018,000

$2,501,000
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collection/treatment/recharge
system required to maintain
effectiveness.

Likelihood of failure low if
proper OKM performed. Pilot
testing used to design system,
monitoring performed to evaluste
effectiveness.

Significant reduction in
contsminant toxicity of extracted

., groundwater and reduction of

contaminant volume in groundwater.

Relatively uncomplicated to
implement.

Same as MM-1 with addition of
meeting State drinking water
standards and criteria for
recharge to grouncwater.

Services and materials available
in New England.

$ 934,000

$2,326,000

collection/treatment/recharge
system required to meintain
effectiveness.

Likelihood of failure low if
proper OM performed, P{lot
testing used to design system,
monitoring performed to evaluate
effectiveness.

Significant reduction in
contaminant toxicity of extracted
groundwater and reduction of
contaminant volume in groundwater.

UV/oxidation is an innovative
technology, will require pilot
testing to verify design and
performance characteristics.

Same as MM-1 with addition of
meeting State drinking water
standards and criteria for
recharge to groundwater,

Most services and materials
available in New England. Limited
number of vendors of UV/oxidation
treatment units in nation.

$1,047,000

$2,854,000
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Assessmen
tactors

Alternative MM-1
Minimal No-Action

Alternative MM-2
Air Stripping

Alternative MM-3
Carbon Adsorption

Alternative Ma
Uv/0x1dation

Qveralli
Protection

State Acceptunce

Commumity Acceptance

Will not meet Groundwater
Protection Criteria; conteminant:
specitic ARARs for groundwater not
attained.

Minimal level of protection by
Limiting future use and
development of the groundwater.

- Action-specific ARARs attained.

Contaminant-specific ARARs
attsined for VOCs within 10 years.

future risks mitigated by the
coliection and treatment of
contaminants from the groundwater
squifers. Time to achieve these
goals is about 10 years and is
limited by the chemical properties
of contaminants and aquifer
properties which prevent etfective
extraction.

To be addressed following public comment period.

To be addressed following public comment period.
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Action-specific ARARs attained.
Contaminant - specific ARARs
attained for vOCs within 10 yeasrs.

Future risks mitigated by the
coliection and treatment of
contaminants from the groundwater
aquiters. Time to achieve these
goals 1s about 10 years and is
limited by the chemical properties
of contaminants and aquifer
properties which prevent effective
extraction,

Action - specific ARARS attainaf
Conteminant -apecttic ARAKS
sttatned for VOCs within 10 year~

future risks mitigated Uy the
collection and treatment of
contaminants from the grxswimate:
aquifers. Time to achieve these
goals 15 about 10 years arxt s
Llimited by the chemical propertic:
of contaminants and aquiter
properties which prevent effective
extraction.




TABLE 14
Assumptions Used In Calculating Soil Target Clean Levels

A. Soils at Grant Gear and Surrounding Commercial Properties

Parameter Exposure Conditions
Frequency of Exposure 100 events/years
Years of Exposure 20 years

Average Body Weight Over

Exposure Period 70 kg
Soil Contact Rate 500 mg/event
Dermal Absorption Factors:
inorganics Negligible
noncarcinogenic PAHs 0.05
carcinogenic PAHs 0.05
PCBs 0.05
benzoic acid 0.5
Quantity of Soil Ingested 100 mg/exposure
event

Oral Absorption Factors:

inorganics 1.0
PCBs & PAHs 0.3
other organics 1.0
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Table 14 Continued

B.

Soils and Dredge Piles Between Grant Gear's Northern Fence
and Meadow Brook, and Residential Properties North of Meadow
Brook

Parameter

Frequency of Exposure

Years of Exposure

Average Weight Over Exposure

Period

Average Soil Contact Rate

Over Exposure Period

Dermal Absorption Factors:

PCBs
noncarcinogenic
carcinogenic PAHs
benzoic acid
chloroform
volatile organics

Average Quantity of Soil Ingested

Oral

Over Exposure Period

Absorption Factors:
inorganics

PCBs & PAHs

other organics
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Exposure Conditions

100 events/year

70 years

70 kg

500 mg/event

0.05
0.05
0.05

[eNeNel

.5
.5
.5

100 mg/event

O
owo



Excavation
Action
Levels

Solvent
Extraction
Treatment
Action
Levels

Backfilling
Requirements

Table

15

ary of Soil Component

Symm
Section

Area north
of Grant
Gear
northern
fence and
adjacent to
Meadow Brook
including
residential
properties

1 ppm PCBs

2 ppm total
carcinogenic
PAHs

10 ppm PCBs
6 ppm
carcinogenic
PAHs

Clean Fill
Topsoil
Revegatation
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Section B

Areas within
Grant Gear
property and
surrounding
commercial
properties

10 ppm PCBs
6 ppm
carcinogenic
PAHs

(25 ppm PCBs
for
commercial
properties
outside
Grant Gear)

10 ppm PCBs
6 ppm
carcinogenic
PAHS

All treated
soils
Untreated
soils with
<10 ppm PCBs
and <6 ppm
PAHs

10 inch soil
cover clean
fill
revegatation
/repavement

Meadow Brook
Sediments

1 ppm PCBs

10 ppm PCBs
6 ppm
carcinocgenic
PAHs

Wetlands
Restoration



MED IUM/AUTHORITY

TABLE 16

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS AND CRITERIA, ADVISORIES, AND GUIDANCE

REQUIREMENT

NORWOOD PCB SITE

NORWOOD, MASSACHUSETTS

STATUS

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS

ACTION TAKEN TO ATTAIN ARARS

Ground Water

federal Regulatory
Requirements

State Regulatory
Requirements
Standards

NOR - 04 - H

SDWA-Maximum Contaminant
Levels (MCLsS)
(40 CFR 141.11-141.16)

RCRA - Subpart F Releases from
Solid Waste Management Units
(40 CFR 264.90 - 264.101)

DEP - Massachusetts
Groundwater Quality Standards
(314 CMR 6.00)

Groundwater Discharge Permit
Program (314 CMR 5.00)

DEP - Drinking Water Standards
(310 CMR 22.00)

Retevant and
Appropriate

Relevant and
Appropriste

Applicable

Relevant and
Appropriate

Relevant and
Appropriste

MCLs have been promulgated for a number
of common organic and inorganic
contaminants. These levels regulate the
concentration of contaminants in public
drinking water supplies, but may also be
congidered relevent and appropriate for
ground water aquifers potentially used
for drinking water. ’

RCRA MCLs provide groundwater protection
standards for 14 common contaminants.
All are equal to the SDWA MCLs for those
contaminants.

Massachusetts Groundwater Qualfity

Standards have been promulgated for a
number of contaminants. When the state
levels are more stringent than federal
levels, the state levels will be used.

The standards applying to site
contaminants are generally equivalent to
Massachusetts Drinking Water Standards.

The Massachusetts Drinking Water
Guidelines and Standards includée
Massachusetts Maximum Contaminant Levels
(MMCLs) which are the MCL values

establ ished by EPA and adopted by the
state and MCLs which have been
established for any of the contaminants
of concern in groundwater; therefore,
the MCLs were used to establish target
levels.
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Treatment will be conducted to achieve
SDWA MCLs in groundwater.

Treatment will be conducted to achieve
RCRA MCLs in groundwater.

DEQE groundwater standards were
considered when determining clean-up
levels and discharge {imits for treated
groundwater.

DEQE groundwater standards were
considered when determining clean-up
levels and discharge limits for treated
groundwater.

Since some DEP drinking water standards
are the same as MCLs, promulgated MCLs
were used to set clean-up levels for
contaminants of concern including vinyl
chloride and trichloroethene.
Groundwater target cleanup levels for
tetrachloroethene and 1,4-
dichlorobenzene were based on the State
drinking water standards.



Table 16

Page Two
MEOTUM/AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS ACTION TAKEN TO ATTAIN ARARS
Federal Criteria, SOWA - Maximum Contaminant To be MCLGs are health-based criteria that are Projected groundwater concentrations of
Advisories, and Level Goals (MCLGS) Considered to be considered for drinking water copper, trans-1,2-dichloroethene,
Guidance sources as a result of SARA. These . toluene, benzene, and TCE were compared
goals are available for a number of to their MCLGs., For benzene and TCE,
organics and inorganic contaminants. MCLGS are set at zero.
EPA Carcinogen Assessment To be Potency Factors are developed by the EPA EPA Carcinogenic Potency Factors were
Group Potency Factors Considered from Health Effects Assessments or used to compute the individual
evaluation by the Carcinogenic incremental cancer risk resulting from
Assessment Group. exposure to site contaminants, vinyl
chloride, benzene, PCBs, DEHP, N-nitro-
sodiphenylamine, and trichloroethene.
Health Advisories To be Health Advisories are estimates for risk Health advisories were considered for
(EPA Office of Drinking Water) Considered due to consumption of contaminated contaminants in groundwater that may be
drinking water; they consider used for drinking water,
noncarcinogenic effects only.
EPA Risk Reference Doses To be RfDs are dose levels developed by the EPA RfDs were used to characterize risks
(RfDS) Considered EPA for noncarcinogenic effects. due to exposure to contaminants in
ground water, as well as other media.
They were considered for noncarcinogens
including toluene, 2-butanone,
n-dibutylphthalate, acetate, mercury,
and thallium.
EPA Office of Water Guidance - To be This guidance manual gives tfansport and The manual was used to assess the
Water-Related Fate of 129 Considered fate information for 129 priority transport and fate of a variety of
Priority Pollutants (1979) pollutants. contaminants.
State Criteria, Massachusetts Orinking Water To be DEP Health Advisories are guidante DEP Health Advisories were considered
Advisories, and Health Advisories Considered criteria for drinking water. when developing action levels for ground

Guidance

NCR-0Q&4-H

water,



Table 16
Page Three

MED IUM/AUTHORITY

REQUIREMENT

STATUS

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS

ACTION TAKEN TO ATTAIN ARARS

Surface Water
Federal Criteria,

Advisories, and
Guidance

NOR-04-H

Application of Equilibrium
Partitioning Approach to the
Establ ishment of Sediment
Quality Criteria

Federal Ambient Water Quality
Criteria (AWQC)

To be
Considered

To be
Considered
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This guidance is used to establish
criteria to protect the aquatic
organisms in streams and to determine
envirornmental risks.

Federal AWQC are criteria for protection
of human health and aquatic organisms
which have been developed for 95
carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic

compounds .

AWQC are developed under the Clean Water
Act (CWA) as guidelines from which
states develop water quality standards.
A more stringent AWQC for aquatic life
may be found relevant and appropriate
rather than an MCL, when protection of
aquatic organisms is being considered at
a site,

The criteria established was used to
evaluate risks to aquatic organisms
exposed to contaminated water entrained
within the sediments and to set sediment
cleanup levels.,

AWQC were used to characterize risks to
fresh water squatic life in Meadow
Brook. The PC8 cleanup tevel for the
Grant Gear drainage system was
established to protect aquatic life.



TABLE 17

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS AND CRITERIA, ADVISORIES, AND GUIDANCE
NORWOOD PCB SITE
NORWOOD, MASSACHUSETTS

MEDUM/AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS ACTION TAKEN TO ATTAIN ARARS
Wetlands/Floodplains
federal Regulatory Clean Water Act (CWA) - Applicable Under this requirement, no activity Impacts to the wetlands will be

Requirements

NOR-(04-H

Section 404 Dredge and Fill
Requirements

RCRA Location Standards
(40 CFR 264.18)

National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (40 CFR Part 50)

wetlands Executive Order

(E0 11990)

floodplaing Executive Order
(EO 11988)

Relevant and
Appropriate

Relevant and
Appropriate

Applicable

Applicable
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that adversely affects a wetland shall
be permitted if a practicable
alternative that has less effect is
available.

This regulation outlines the
requirements for constructing a RCRA
facility on a 100-year floodplain.

Federal agencies required to determine
if the site is located within a
nonattainment area for ozone.

Under this regulation, Federal agencies
are required to minimize the
destruction, loss or degradation of
wetlands, and preserve and enhance
natural and beneficial values of
wetlands. i

Federal agencies are required to reduce
the risk of flood loss, to minimize
impact of floods, and to restore and
preserve the natural and beneficial
values of floodplains.

mitigated by use of silt curtains or
sedimentation basins. A wetlands
restoration program will also be
implemented.

It is assumed that remediation
facilities will be located outside
floodplains. Temporary staging areas or
remediation facilities that are located
in a floodplain will be designed to
allow quick mobilization out of the area
and to prevent damage caused by initial
floodwaters.

Remediation of sites within
nonattainment areas must consider the
ozone attainment status in designing
remediation systems.

Remedial alternatives that involve
construction must include all
practicable means of minimizing harm to
wetlands. Wetlands protection
considerations must be incorporated into
the planning and decision-making about
remedial action.

The potential effects of any action must
be evaluated to ensure that the planning
and decision-making reflect
consideration of flood hazards and
floodplain management, including
restoration and preservation of natural,
undeveloped floodplains.Table
(Continued)

Page Two



TABLE17

MEDIUM/AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT STATUS
REQUIREMENT SYNOPS!S ACTION TAKEN TO
ATTAIN ARARS

State Regulatory
Requirements

NOR-04-H

DEP - Wetlands Protection
(310 CMR 10.00)

Applicable

118

These regqulations are promulgated under
Wetlands Protection Laws, which regulate
dredging, filling altering, or polluting
inland wetlands. Work within 100 feet
of a wetland is regulated under this
requirement. The requirement also
defines wetlands based on vegetation
type and requires that effects on
wetlands be mitigated.

The alternative will meet appropriate
performance standards for activities in
the wetlands.



ARARS

TABLE 18

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS FOR ALTERNATIVE MM-2

AIR STRIPPING
NORWOOD PCB SITE

Requirement Synopsis

Action to be Taken to Attain ARARs

OSHA-General Industry
Standards (29 CFR 1910)

OSHA-Safety and Health

Standards (29 CFR 1926)

Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), RCRA
Subtitle C, 42 U.S.C. §

6921 et seq.

OSHA-Recordkeeping,
Reporting and Related 1
Regulations (29 CFR 1904)
USEPA Groundwater
Protection Strategy -
USEPA Policg Statement,
August 1984

DEP - Standards for Owners
and Operators

of Permitted Hazardous
Waste facilities 2

(310 CMR 30.510-516)

DEP - Contingency Plan,
Emergency Procedures,
Preparedness and
Prevention

(310 CMR 30.520-524)%
DEP - Groundwater
Protection

(310 CMR 680-675)°

NOR-Q4-H

These regulations specify the 8-hr. time-weighted average
concentration for various organic compounds. Training
requirements for workers at hazardous waste operations are
specified in 29 CFR 9910.120.

This regulation specifies the type of safety equipment and
procedures to be followed during site remediation.

RCRA regulates the generation, transport, storage,
treatment, and disposal of hazardous waste. CERCLA
specifically requires (in Section 121(d)(3)) that hazardous
substances from response actions be disposed of at
facilities in compliance with Subtitle C of RCRA.

This regulation outlines the recordkeeping and reporting
requirements for an employer under OSHA,

ldentifies groundwater quality to be achieved during
remedial actions based on the aquifer characteristics and
use.

General facility requirements outline general waste
analysis, security measures, inspections, and training
requirements.,

This regulation outlines requirements for safety equipment
and spill control.
]

This regulation details requirements for a groundwater
monitoring program to be implemented at the site.

119

Proper respiratory equipment will be worn if it is not
possible to maintain the work atmosphere below these
concentrations,

All appropriate safety equipment will be on site and
appropriste procedures will be followed during treating
activities. -

All off;site disposal facilities activities will be in
compliance with RCRA.

These regulations apply to the company(s) contracted to
install, operate, and maintain the treatment unit.

Aquifer characteristics and use will be taken into
consideration when designing a water treatment system.

Facility will be designed, constructed, and operated in
accordance with this requirement., All workers will be
properly trained.

Safety and communication equipment will be installed at the
site. Local authorities will be familiarized with the site.

A groundwater monitoring program will be designed,
installed, and treated to assess success of groundwater
treatment.
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ARARS

Requirement Synopsis

Action to be Taken to Attain ARARS

DEP - Closure and
Post-Closure 2
(310 CMR 30.580 - 595)

DEP - Hazardous Waste
Regulations, Phase !

and 11 (310 CMR 30.00)2

Proposed Standards for
Control of Emissions

of volatile Organics -
52 FR_374B (February 5,
1957)3

Fish and Wildlife
Coordinaiion Act 16 USC661

et. seq.

DEP - Wetlands qrotection
(310 CMR 10.00)

CWA - Disposal of
Dredged or Fill Material
(40 CFR 230)

Standards Applicable
to Transporters of
Nazardous Waste -
RCRA Section 3003,
40 CFR 262 and 26?,
40 CFR 170 to 179

NOR-04-H

This regulation details specific requirements for closure
and post-closure of hazardous waste facilities.

This regulation provides a comprehensive program for the
handling, storage and recordkeeping at hazardous waste
facilities. This regulation operates supplements RCRA
regulations.

Prescribes proposed standards for VOC emissions from units
such as air strippers.

This act requires that before undertaking any Federal action
that causes the modification of any body of water or affects
fish and wildlife, the following agencies must be consulted:
the appropriate State agency exercising jurisdiction over
Wildlife Resources and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

This regulation outlines the requirements necessary to work
within 100 feet of & coastal or inland wetland.

Regulates the discharge of dredged material to control the
impacts on wetlands.

Establishes the responsibility of offsite transporters of
hazardous waste in the handling, transportation, and
management of the waste. Requires a manifest, record
keeping, and immediate action in the event of a discharge of
hazardous waste.

120

Since groundwater will be cleaned to drinking water
standards, post-closure standards will be met. Full
compl jance will depend on which source control option is
utilized,

ALl handling, storage, and recordkeeping executed at the
site will be performed in a manner consistent with
regulations.

Air treatment equipment will be designed, constructed, and
operated in tandem with air-stripping units.

If it is determined that the alternative will cause a
modification of a body of water, the U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service will be notified.

ALl work done within the regulated wetlands areas will be
performed so as to minimize the adverse effects on wetlands,
it possible,

Work will be performed in a manner that minimizes the
adverse effects on wetlands.

This regulation will be applicable to any company contracted
to transport hazardous material from the site (vapor phase
carbon; PCB-contaminated liquids; metal sludge).
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ARARS

Requirement Synopsis

Action to be Taken to Attain ARARs

TSCA - Disposal
Requirements

(40 CFR 761.60)

MOWPC - Supplemental
Requirements for Hazardous
Waste Management 2
Facilities (314 CMR 8.00)

DEQE - Underground
Water Source Pr?tection
(310 CMR 27.00)

CAA - NAQS for Total
Suspended Particu*ates (40
CFR 129.105, 750)

DEQE - Ambient Air
Quatity Standards
for the Commonweglth
of Massachusetts
(310 CMR 6.00)

DEQE - Air Pollution

Controls (310 CMR 7.00)'

USEPA Office of Solid
waste and Emergency
Response, Directive
9355.0-28; Air Stripper
Control Guidance

Land Ban
HSYA (40 CFR 268 - Subpert
0)

Applicable
Relevant and Appropriate
To be Considered

NOR - 04 - H

Establishes treatment and disposal standards for PCB items
and PCBs in soils and liquids for all alternatives which
include the disturbance of PCB-contaminated soil and
generate PCB-contaminated liquids.

outlines additional requirements for water treatment unit,
surface impoundment and POTW which treats hazardous waste.

Regulates effluent contaminant concentrations to the ground.

This regulation specifies maximum primery and secondary
26-hr. concentrations for particulate matter. Fugitive dust
emissions from3site excavation activities must be maintained
below 260 ug/m> (primary standard).

This regulation specifies dust, odor, and noise emissions
from construction activities.

Regulates new sources of air pollution to prevent air
qual ity degredation. Requires the use of "Best Available
Control Technology" (BACT) on all new sources.

Establishes guidance on the control of air emigsions from
air strippers used at Superfund sites for groundwater
treatment,

Restricts land disposal of specified hazardous wastes.

121

1f soils remaoved during implementation of the collection and
recharge system are contaminated with PCBs regulated by TSCA
those sofls will be treated or disposed in compliance with
TSCA. Sacrificial carbon bed materials and PCB-contaminated
oil extracts will be managed according to TSCA.

Requirements will be considered during design and
implementation of the water treatment system.

Effluent contaminant concentration requirements must be
considered prior to discharge of the treated groundwater via
the aquifer recharge system.

Fugitive dust emissions will be controlled during
construction to maintain concentrations below these levels,

Fugitive dust will be controlled by water sprays or
suppressants. All equipment will be maintained so as not to
produce excessive noise.

BACT will be used on all new sources.

vocs will be controlled in air stripper emissfons with Best
Available Control Technology under Massachusetts!'
requirements.

Waste residuals produced by groundwater treatment will be
properly disposed or treated as required by the regulations.
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ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS FOR ALTERNATIVE SC-3

SOLVENT EXTRACTION
NORWOOD PCB SITE

Requirement Synopsis

Action to be Taken to Attain ARARS

OSHA-General Industry

Standards (29 CFR 1910)

OSHA-Safety and Health
Standards 1
(29 CFR 1926)

Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), RCRA
Subtitle C,
40 CFR 260

OSHA-Recordkeeping,
Reporting and Related

Regulations (29 CFR 1904)

DEP - Standards for Owners
and Operators of Permitted
Hazardous Waste Faciliéies
(310 CMR 30.510 - 516)

DEP - Contingency Plan,
Emergency Procedures,
Preparedness and
Prevention

(310 CMR 30,520 - 524)2
DEP - Closure and
Post-Closure

(310 CMR 30.580 - 595)2

NOR-04-H

These regulations specify the B8-hr, time-weighted average
concentration for various organic compounds. Training
requirements for workers at hazardous waste operations are
specified in 29 CFR 9910.120

This regulation specifies the type of safety equipment and
procedures to be followed during site remediation,

RCRA regulates the generation, transport, storage,
trestment, and disposal of hazardous waste, CERCLA
specifically requires (in Section 121(Q)(3)) that hazardous
substances from response actions be disposed of at
facilities in compliance with Subtitie C of RCRA.

This regulation outlines the recordkeeping and reporting
requirements for an employer under OSHA.

General facility requirements outline general waste
analysis, security measures, inspections, and training
requirements.

This regulation outlines requirements for safety equipment
and spill control.

This regulation details specific requirements for closure
and post-closure of hazardous waste facilities,

122

Proper respiratory equipment will be worn if it is not
possible to maintain the work atmosphere below these
concentrations. Fugitive dust emissions will be controlied
during construction to maintain concentrations below these
levels.

All appropriate safety equipment will be worn on site during
construction and procedures will be followed during
environmental monitoring.

ALl excavation, storag, treatment, and disposal activities
will be designed and implemented in accordance with
applicable RCRA regulations.

This reguiation will be applicable to the construction
company(s) contracted to perform the specified construction
activities and monitor soils and sediments prior to
disposal.

Ouring all site work, s written waste analysis plan must be
developed and maintained on gite. Entry to the site must be
prevented by a 24 hr, surveillance system and appropriate
signs posted. A written inspection program must be
developed, and all personnel must complete an on-the-job
training program to ensure facility compliance.

Safety and communication equipment will be installed at the
site; local authprities will be familiarized with site
operations and construction activities will be conducted to
prevent any type of spiliage or conteminated runoff from
leaving the site.

Treated solids will be monitored to insure they can be
disposed of onsite without further treatment. The treatment
units and associated pads witl be decontaminated,
dismantled, and removed from the site,
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Table
pPage Two

ARARS

Requirement Synopsis

Interim RCRA/CERCLA
Guidance on Non-Contiguous
Sites and Onsite
Management of Waste

and Treated Residue

(USEPA Policy Siatement
March 27, 1986)

Fish and Wildlife
Coordinaiion Act USC661

et, seq.

CAA-NAQS For Total
Suspended Particuéates (40
CFR 129.105, 750)

TSCA - Disposal

Requirements (40 CFR
761.60’;‘1‘e

TSCA - Storage
Requirements 1
(40 CFR 761.65)
TSCA - Chemical Waste
Landfill Requirfments
(40 CFR 761.75)

DEP - Hazardous Waste
Reguiations, Phase | >
and |1 (310 CMR 30.00)
DEP - Wetlands qrotect‘on
(310 CMR 10.00)

(WA - Disposal of Dredged

or Fill Hateqiak
(L0 CFR 230)

NOR-04 - H

1f a treatment of storage unit is to be constructed for
onsite remedial action, there should be a clear intent to
dismantle, remove, or close the unit after the CERCLA action
is completed. Should there be plans to accept commercial
waste at the facility after the CERCLA waste has been
processed, it is EPA policy that a RCRA permit be obtained
before the unit is constructed.

This act requires that before undertaking any federal action
that causes the modification of any body of water or affects
fish and wildlife, the following agencies must be consulted:
the sppropriate State agency exercising jurisdiction over
Wwildlife Resources and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

,Jhis regulation specifies maximum primary and secondary 24-
*hr. concentrations for particulate matter. Fugitive dust
emissions fromBsite excavation activities must be maintained
below 260 ug/m~ (primary standard).

Establ ishes treatment and disposal concentrations of PCBs in
soils for all alternatives which include the disturbance of
PCB-contaminated soil.

Outlines requirements for temporary TSCA-regulated waste

storage including specific design requirements.

Establishes standard for PCB landfills including provisions
for the Regional Administrator to waive requirements.

This regulation provides a comprehensive program for the
handling, storage and recordkeeping at hazardous waste
facilities. This regulation supplements RCRA regulations.

This regulation outlines the requirements necessary to work
within 100 feet of a coastal or inland wetiand.

Regulates the discharge of dredged material to control the
impacts on wetlands.

\ 123

Action to be Teken to Attain ARARs

After completion of the treatment process, the 8.E.S.T.
equipment will be decontaminated and removed from the site.
Any materials that cannot be decontaminated will be disposed
of in an offsite landfill,

During the identification, screening, and evaluation of
alternatives, the effects on wetlands are evaluated. If an
alternative modifies a body of water, EPA must consult the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

fugitive cust emissions will be controlled during
construction to maintain concentrations below these levels.

Treatment or disposal of excavated soils and sediments will
be performed in accordance with these regulations.

Proper design considerations will be implemented to insure
that all storage of TSCA-regulated waste satisfies the
requirements of the regulations.

Disposg} of treated soils and sediments will comply with
this regulation, but will include waivers for clay soils,
synthetic liner and 50 feet to water table.

All handling, storage, and record keeping executed at the
site will be performed in a manner consistent with
regulations.

Wetlands disturbed by excavation will be returned to their
natural state following trestment of soils.

Wetlands disturbed by excavation will be returned to their
natural state following treatment of soils.
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ARARS Requirement Synopsis Action to be Taken to Attain ARARS

DEQE - Ambient Air This regulation specifies dust, odor, and noise emissions Fugitive dust will be controlled by water sprays or

Quality Standards from construction activities. suppressants, All equipment will be maintained so as not to

for the Comnonue?lth produce excessive noise.

of Massachusetts The act prohibits discharges to the atmosphere that create

(310 CMR 6.00) an odor nuisance or air pollution beyond the property line. Design of the B.E.S.T. solvent extraction technology
considers the proper handling and use of TEA.

DEQE - Ajr Pollution Regulates new sources of air pollution to prevent air BACT will be used on all new sources.

Controls (310 CMR 7.00) quality degradation. Requires the use of "Best Available

Control Technology" (BACT) on all new sources.

uateruays1Regulations (314 Regulates the water quality certification of dredging and . Dredging of sediments will be implemented according to

CMR 9.00) disposal of dredged material. regulations, including constant monitoring of downstream
waters during implementation to control migration of
contaminated sediments.

USEPA Office of Solid Establishes guidance on the control of air emissions from vocs will be controlled in air stripper emissions with Best

waste and Emergency air strippers used at Superfund sftes for groundwater Available Control Technology under Massachusetts®

Response, Directive treatment. requirements.
9355.0-28; Air S§ripper
Control Guidance

HSWA-Land Ban Restricts tand disposal of specified hazardous wastes. Waste residuals produced by solvent extraction will be
(40 CFR 268, Sub D)1 properly disposed or treated as required by the regulations.
Applicable

Relevant and Applicable
To be Considered

124

NOR - 04 - H !
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TABLE 18

ACTION-SSPECIFIC ARARS FOR ALTERNATIVE SC-5

ONSITE INCINERATION
NORWOOD PCB SITE

Requirement Synopsis

Action to be Taken to Attain ARARS

OSHA-General Industry

Standards (29 CFR 1910)1

OSHA-Safety and Health

Standards (29 CFR 1926)1

Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), RCRA
Subtitle C, 42 U.S.C, §

692 et _seq.

OSHA-Recordkeeping,
Reporting and Related

Regulations (29 CFR 1904)"

DEP - Standards for Owners
and Operators of Permitted
Hazardous Waste Facilities
(310 CMR 30.510 - S18)

DEP - Contingency Plan,
Emergency Procedures,
Preparedness and
Prevention

(310 CHR 30.520 - 524)°

DEP - Closure and
Post-Closure 2
(310 CMR 30.580 - 595)

DEP - Hazardous Waste
Requlations, Phase |

and 11 (310 CMR 30.00)2

NOR-Q4-H

These regulations specify the 8-hr. time-weighted average
concentration for various organic compounds. Training
requirements for workers at hazardous waste operations are
specified in 29 CFR 9910.120

This regulation specifies the type of safety equipment and
procedures to be followed during site remediation.

RCRA regulates the generation, transport, storage,
treatment, and disposal of hazardous waste. CERCLA
specifically requires (in Section 121(d)(3)) that hazardous
substances from response actions be disposed of at
facilities in compliance with Subtitle C of RCRA.

This regulation outlines the recordkeeping and reporting
requirements for an employer under OSHA.

General facility requirements outline general waste
analysis, security measures, inspections, and training
requirements.

This regulation outlines requirements for safety equipment
and spill control.

4

This regulation details specific requirements for closure
and post-closure of hazardous waste facilities.

This regulation provides a comprehensive program for the
handling, storage and recordkeeping at hazardous waste
facilities. This regulations operate in lieu of federal

125

Proper respiratory equipment will be worn if it is not
possible to maintain the work atmosphere below these
concentrations. Fugitive dust emissions will be controlled
during construction to maintain concentrations below these
levels.

ALl appropriate safety equipment will be worn on site during
construction and procedures will be followed during
environmental monitoring.

Any facility used for off-site disposal will operate in
compl {ance with applicable RCRA regulations.

This regulation will be applicable to the construction
company(s) contracted to perform the specified construction
activities and monitor the soils and sediments prior to
disposal.

During all site work, a written waste analysis plan must be
developed and maintained on site. Entry to the site must be
prevented by a 24 hr, surveillance system and appropriate
signs posted. A written inspection program must be
developed, and all personnel must complete an on-the-job
training program to ensure facility compliance.

Safety and commmication equipment will be installed at the
site; {ocal authorities will be familiarized with site
operations and construction activities will be conducted to
prevent any type of spillege or contaminated runoff from
leaving the site.

Treated solids will be monitored to insure they can be
disposed of onsite without further treatment. The treatment
units and associated pads will be decontaminated,
dismantled, and removed from the site,

All handling, storage, and recordkeeping executed at the
site will be performed in a manner consistent with
regulations. ’
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ARARS

Requirement Synopsis

Action to be Taken to Attain ARARS

Clean Air Act (CAA) -
National Air Quality
Standards (NAQS) 2

(440 CFR 1 to 99)

Interim RCRA/CERCLA
Guidance on Non-Contiguous
Sites and Onsite
Management of Waste

and Treated Residue

(USEPA Policy Sgatement
March 27, 1986)

Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Ac

USCH61 et. seq.

CAA-NAQS For Total
Suspended Particulates
(40 CFR 129.105, 750)

NOR-04-H

Applies to major stationary sources such as treatment units
that have the potential to emit significant amounts of
pollutants such as uox' S0,’ COo, lead, mercury and
particulates (more than 250 tons/year). Regulations under
CAA do not specifically regulate emissions from hazardous
waste incinerators, but it is likely that Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) provisions would apply to an
onsite treatment facility.

1f a treatment of storage unit is to be constructed for
onsite remedial action, there should be a clear intent to
dismantle, remove, or close the unit after the CERCLA action
is completed. Should there be plans to accept commercial
waste at the facility after the CERCLA waste has been
processed, it is EPA policy that a RCRA permit be obtained
before the unit is constructed.

This act requires that before undertaking any Federal action
that causes the modification of any body of water or affects
fish and wildlife, the following agencies must be consulted:
the appropriate State agency exercising jurisdiction over
Wildlife Resources and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

This regulation specifies maximun primary and secondary 24-
hr. concentrations for particulate matter. Fugitive dust
emissions fromssite excavation activities must be maintained
below 260 ug/m~ (primary standard).

126

1f necessary, the incinerator will be constructed and
operated to achieve emissions of these contaminants at
levels equal to or less than those required for stationary
treatment units.

After completion of the incineration process, the
incinerator will be decontaminated and removed from the
site. Any materials that cannot be decontaminated will be
disposed of in an offsite landfill.

During the identification, screening, and evaluation of
alternatives, the effects on wetlands are evaluated. If an
alternative modifies a body of water, EPA must consult the
U..S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Fugitive dust emissions will be controlled during
construction to maintain concentrations betow these levels.
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ARARS

Requirement Synopsis

Action to be Taken to Attain ARARS

TSCA - Disposal
Requirements 1
(40 CFR 761.60)
TSCA - Storage
Requirements 1
(L0 CFR 761.65)

TSCA (40 CFR 761.70)1

DEQE - Wetlands Protection

(310 CMR 10.00)1

CWA - Disposal of
Oredged or Fill Material
(40 CFR 230)

DEQE - Ambient Air
Quality Standards
for the Commonweglth
of Massachusetts
(310 CMR 6.00)

DEQE - A{r Pollution
Controls (310 CMR 7.00)

Waterways Regu‘ations
(314 CMR 9,00)

USEPA Office of Solid
waste and Emergency
Response, Directive
9355.0-28; Air Séripper
Control Guidance

NOR- 04 - H

Establishes treatment and disposal concentrations of PCBs in
soils for all alternatives which include the disturbance of
PCB-contaminated soil.

Outlines requirements for temporary TSCA-regulated waste
storage facilities including specific design requirements,

Lists special performance standards for incineration of
PCBs.

This regulation outlines the requirements necessary to work
within 100 feet of a coastal or inland wetland.

Regulates the discharge of dredged material to control the
impacts on wetlands.

This regulation specifies dust, odor, and noise emissions
from construction activities.

The act prohibits discharges to the atmosphere that create
an odor nuisance or air pollution beyond the property line.

Regulates new sources of air pollution to prevent air
quality degradation. Requires the use of "Best Available
Control Technology" (BACT) on all new sources.

Regulates the water quality certification of dredging and
disposal of dredged material.

Establishes guidance on the control of air emissions from
air strippers used at Superfund sites for groundwater
treatment.

127

The incinerator will be constructed and operated to attain a
99.9999% destruction and removal efficiency.

Proper design considerations will be imptemented to insure
that all storage of TSCA-regulated waste satisfies the
requirements of the regulations.

The incinerator will be constructed and operated to attain a
99.9999% destruction and removal effeciency of organics and
PCBs in all wastes to be treated.

Wetlands disturbed by excavation will be returned to their
natural state following treatment of soils. The incinerator
will be sited outside of the wetlands.

-Wetlands disturbed by excavation will be returned to their

natural state following treatment of soils.

Fugitive dust will be controlled by water sprays or
suppressants. All equipment will be maintained so as not to
procuce excessive noise.

Design of the B.E.S.T. solvent extraction technology
considers the proper handling and use of TEA.

BACT will be used on all new sources.

Dredging of sediments will be implemented according to
regulations, including constant monitoring of downstream
waters during implementation to control migration of
contaminated sediments.

vocs will be controlled in air stripper emissions with Best
Available Control Technology under Massachusetts'
requirements.



TABLE >

FEDERAL AND STATE STANDARDS AND CRITERIA FOR
SUMMARY OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN IN GROUND WATER
NORWOOD PCB SITE
(All concentrations in ug/liter)

MAXIMUM MASSACHUSETTS MASSACHUSETTS
CONTAMINANT GROUNDWATER DRINKING WATER
LEVELS STANDARDS STANDARDS
(relevant and (applicable) (relevant and
CHEMICAL appropriate) » appropriate)
Chlorinated Aliphatics
Vinyl Choride 2 2 2
1,1-Dichloroethene 7 7 7
1,1-Dichlorethane - - -
trans-1,2 Dichlorethene - - -
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 200 200 200
Trichloroethene 5 5 . 5
Tetrachloroethene - 5 -
Chloroform - -— -——
Monocyclic Aromatics
Benzene 5 5 5
Toluene - 2,000 -
Chorobenzene - - -—
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 20 600 -
Ethylbenzene -- 700 -—
Xylenes - 1,000 --
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 75 5 -
Other Volatiles
Acetone - 700 -
Semi-Volatiles
Diethyl Phthalate -- -- -
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate 10 10 -
Naphthalene - -- -
Di-n-butylphthalade - - --
Carcinogenic PAHs - -- -—
PCBs - - -
Inorganics
Copper -- 1,000 -—
Nickel -- -- -

Qualitative Assessment Only

Noncarcinogenic PAHs - - -
Cobalt - - -
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GROUNDWATER CLEANJ%OCRITERIA
NORWOOD PCB SITE AND SURROUNDING AREA
KORWOOD PCB SITE FEASIBILITY STUDY

Max imum Massachusetts Lifetime Max § mum
Health-Based Contaminant Groundwater Heal th Contaminant Contract Required
Terget Risk Level Clearnwp Criterion Level Criteriaa Advisories Level Goals Quantitation Limits
Chemical/Scenario (10-4 to 10-7) (ug/L) (ug/l) (ug/L) (ug/Ll) (ug/l) (ug/L)
ingestion of Groundwater by Future Regidents:
Average Case:
PCBSs 1074 0.45 .- 0(P)a .- 0(P) 0.5 - 1.0
103 0.045
10‘; 0.0045
10° 0.00045
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 107 140 75 5 75 7 10
107 1%
109 1.4
107 R
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 107 18 -- - -- 5 --
103 1.8
10% 0.18
1077 0.018
Tetrachloroethene 107 8 S(P) 5 10 3N 5
10 6.8
10% 0.68
107 0.068
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 107 62 -- - -- - 5
103 6.2
10 0.62
107 0.062
Trichloroethene 107 320 5 0(P)a .- 0 5
-5
10 3
10° 3.2
107 0.32
Wl = 1 260
Wi = 0.2 52
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bte 20
age Two
Maximum Massachusetts Lifetime Max imum
Health-Based Contaminant Groundwater Health Contaminant Contract Require
Target Risk Level Clesrup Criterion Level Criteriaa Advisories Level Goals Quantitation Limi:
Chemical/Scenario (10-4 to 10-7) (ug/l) (ug/1) (ug/) (uo/l) (ug/ ) (ug/l)
. . 4
Vinyl Chloride 10 s 1.5 2 2 .- ] ]
10° 0.15
10*?, 0.015
10° 0.0015
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene H1 = 1 700 - -- -~ 9(T) 10
Hl = 0.2 140

s Shall not exceed health advisories which have been adopted by the Massachusetts Division of Water

(P) Proposed
(1) Tentative
(K1) Hazard Index
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Pollution Control and/or the EPA.



TABLE 21
Summary of Total Cost of Remedy

BREAKDOWN OF SELECTED REMEDY COST

Source Control (Soils, Sediments) Component

Estimated Time for Design, Construction and Operational Startup:
2 years

Estimated Total Capital Costs: $10,749,000

Estimated Operation and Maintenance Cost: $2,511,000

Estimated Total Present Worth: $13,260,000

Source Control (Drainage System and Building) Component

Estimated Time for Design, Construction and Operational Startup:
8 months _ .

Estimated Total Present Worth: Approximately $300,000

Management of Migration (Groundwater) Component

Estimated Time for Design, Construction and Operational Startup:
1.5 years

Estimated Total Capital Costs: $1,018,000

Estimated Operation and Maintenance Cost: $1,483,000

Estimated Total Present Worth: $2,501,000

The estimated total present worth cost of the selected
remedy including all SC and MM components is $16,100,000.

-
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PREFACE

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a 30-day
public comment period from August 11, 1989 to September 9, 1989
to provide an opportunity for interested parties to comment on
the Feasibility Study (FS) and the August 1989 Proposed Plan
prepared for the Norwood PCB Superfund site in Norwood,
Massachusetts. The FS examines and evaluates various options,
called remedial alternatives, for addressing contamination of
groundwater, surface water, soil and sediment at the site. EPA
identified its preferred alternative for the cleanup of the site
in the Proposed Plan issued on August 10, 1989, before the start
of the public comment period.

The purpose of this Responsiveness Summary is to identify major
comments raised during the public comment period and to provide
EPA response to the comments. EPA has considered all of the
comments summarized in this document before selecting a final
remedial alternative for the contamination at the Norwood PCB
site in Norwood, Massachusetts.

This Responsiveness Summary is divided into the following
sections:

I. Ooverview of the Preferred Alternative and Other Remedial
Alternatives Considered in the Feasibility Study - This
section briefly outlines the remedial alternatives,
including EPA's preferred alternative, that are described
and evaluated in detail in the FS and the Proposed Plan.

ITI. Background on Community Involvement and Concerns - This
section provides a brief history of the site and of

community interests and concerns regarding the Norwood PCB
site.

III. Summary of Comments Received During the Public Comment
Period and EPA Responses - This section summarizes and
provides EPA responses to the oral and written comments
received from the public during the public comment period.
In Part I, the comments received from citizens are organized
by subject. Part II lists the comments received from the
PRPs and EPA's responses. A brief summary of PRP comments
precedes EPA's detailed response.

Exhibit A - This exhibit is a list of the community relations
activities that EPA has conducted to-date at the Norwood PCB
site.

Exhibit B - This exhibit contains a copy of the transcript from
the informal public hearing held on August 24, 1989.



I. OVERVIEW OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AND OTHER REMEDIAL -
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY

EPA's Preferred Alternative for the Norwood PCB Site

EPA has developed a comprehensive three-part cleanup plan to
address contamination at the Norwood PCB site. The preferred
alternative is a combination of two source control (SC)
alternatives: SC-1 and SC-A. Both SC alternatives are designed
to address sources of contamination at the site. The first SC
alternative addresses soil and sediment contamination, and the
second SC alternative addresses contamination within the Grant
Gear drainage system. In addition, the preferred alternative
includes a management of migration (MM) alternative designed to
address the migration of groundwater contamination at the site.

EPA's preferred alternative involves the excavation and treatment
by on-site solvent extraction of soils contaminated with PCBs and
other organic chemical-contaminated soils, dredge pile materials,
and sediments to meet required target cleanup levels. The second
SC alternative includes flushing, containing and replacing
portions of the Grant Gear drainage system. In addition, the
overall site remedial alternative involves collection and
treatment of contaminated groundwater by air stripping, carbon
adsorption and precipitation/filtration.

Oother Alternatives Evaluated in the Feasibility Study

The FS prepared for EPA by Ebasco Services, Inc. for the Norwood
PCB site identifies and evaluates five SC alternatives to address
soil and sediment contamination and four MM alternatives to
address groundwater contamination to achieve EPA's cleanup
objectives for the site. 1In addition, EPA evaluated four SC
alternatives for remediation of the Grant Gear drainage system in
the 1989 Grant Gear Building FS prepared by Camp, Dresser and
McKee (CDM) for EPA. The Proposed Plan, which identifies the
alternatives EPA recommended for the site, also contains brief
descriptions of each of the alternatives considered in detail in
the Norwood PCB site FS and the Grant Gear Building FS. These SC
and MM alternatives, including the preferred alternatives
identified in the Proposed Plan, are listed below. A detailed
description of remedial alternatives can be found in the Norwood
PCB site FS, the Grant Gear Building FS, and EPA's Record of
Decision. These documents are available as part of the
Administrative Record for the site at the Morrill Memorial
Library on Walpole Street in Norwood, Massachusetts and the EPA
Records Center at 90 Canal Street, Boston, Massachusetts.



..........................................

1. SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATIVES (Soils, Sediments):

The purpose of implementing SC-1 alternatives at the Norwood PCB
site is to address contaminated soils and sediments. The FS for
the Norwood PCB site evaluated the five SC-1 alternatives listed
below.

#1. Limited No Action

#2. Capping of Soils and Sediments

#3. On-Site Solvent Extraction (EPA's Preferred SC-1
Alternative)

#4. On-Site Dechlorination

#5. On-Site Incineration

2. SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATIVES (Grant Gear Drainage System):

The Grant Gear Building FS evaluated three SC-A alternatives to
address contamination within the Grant Gear drainage system which
is also considered to be a source of groundwater contamination.
These alternatives are listed below.

#1. No Action

#2. Flushing/Cleaning of Drainage System (EPA's Preferred

SC-A Alternative)
#3. Containment of Drainage System
#4. Removal of Drainage System

3. MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION ALTERNATIVES

The FS also evaluated four MM alternatives to manage the
migration of contaminants by collecting and treating contaminated
groundwater to prevent the spread of contamination. These
alternatives are listed below. -

#1. Limited No Action

#2. Air Stripping (EPA's Preferred MM Alternative)

#3. Carbon Adsorption

#4. Ultraviolet/Oxidation



IX. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

The Norwood PCB site is located on 26 acres of mostly commercial
and industrial properties in Norwood, Massachusetts. The site
consists of several parcels of land, including the Grant Gear
facility where gears are produced for industry; Kerry Place, an
office park; an automobile dealership; a restaurant; and
associated parking areas and adjacent fields.

Beginning in the 1940's, previous owners and operators of the
Grant Gear building used polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in the
production of electrical transformers and other electrical
components. In 1983, the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP), formerly the Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Quality Engineering, in response to a
complaint from an area resident, investigated the site and found
high levels of PCBs in soils and on interior surfaces of the
Grant Gear building. Community residents were very concerned
about health risks associated with exposure to site soils and
contaminated equipment within the Grant Gear facility, and media
coverage of site contamination during this time period was
extensive.

In the summer of 1983, at the request of DEP, EPA conducted an
emergency removal of over 500 tons of highly contaminated soil
from the present Kerry Place and Grant Gear properties. 1In 1983,
the Massachusetts Department of Public Health, responding to
Norwood residents' health concerns, conducted a blood testing
program of those residents who had experienced the most direct
contact with the site. The test results showed PCB-blood levels
were not elevated. Community concern about the site diminished
following the emergency soil removal and publication of blood
test results.

In October 1986, the Norwood PCB site was added to EPA's National
Priorities List making it eligible to receive federal funds for
investigation and cleanup under the Superfund program. In 1986,
DEP implemented an Interim Remedial Measure (IRM) at the site to
limit access to the areas of highest surface soil contamination.
The IRM included the installation of a 4-foot high wire mesh
fence around a 1.5-acre portion of the northwest and southwest
corners of the Grant Gear property and covering contaminated
soils within the fenced areas. The cover consists of a filter-
fabric liner and six inches of crushed stone.

In July 1987, the Norwood General Manager initiated quarterly
meetings with EPA to discuss local complaints about site cleanup
delays and to keep informed about site activities. 1In 1987, EPA
began a Remedial Investigation (RI) and Feasibility Study (FS) at
the site which included sampling and analysis of soil,
groundwater, surface water, stream sediments and four dredge
piles located along the south bank of Meadow Brook. After the RI
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was initiated, community interest regarding the Norwood site
increased considerably. At a January 1988 meeting with Norwood
town officials, EPA announced that preliminary sampling results
detected high levels of PCBs in and along Meadow Brook.

Community concern focused on potential adverse health effects
from exposure to the Brook area. The Town of Norwood
subsequently constructed a fence restricting access to the Brook.

In addition, because of contamination in Meadow Brook sediments,
implementation of a 1988 flood control project that would have
required dredging of the Brook, was delayed. Brook flooding
during heavy rains caused storm sewer overflows in residences
abutting the Brook. Neighbors became concerned that the flood
waters were also spreading contaminants into their yards and
basements. Elevated community concern about Meadow Brook
flooding prompted several meetings of federal and state
legislators and EPA representatives between 1987 and 1989 to
discuss expediting cleanup of the Meadow Brook portion of the
Norwood PCB site.

Public interest has continued at a low to moderate level
throughout the RI/FS process. In June 1989, EPA completed the RI
and presented RI results at a public informational meeting.

Those at the meeting expressed frustration with site cleanup
delays and the postponement of the Meadow Brook flood control
project. EPA held a public informational meeting and a public
hearing in August 1989 to present the Proposed Plan and FS. The
Proposed Plan meeting received extensive media coverage. The
principal community concerns expressed at the hearing are
summarized below.

Solvent Extraction. Residents expressed concern about the
reliability and safety of the solvent extraction process. Some
residents expressed a preference for on-site incineration to
treat contaminated soils and sediments.

Meadow Brook Flood Control. Residents and officials requested a
meeting with EPA to discuss remedial design plans for Meadow
Brook sediment excavation. They asked EPA to make Meadow Brook
cleanup a priority and expressed concern about the potential
spreading of contaminants during floods.

Groundwater Quality. Residents expressed frustration with
groundwater target cleanup goals. Residents requested additional
information about potential health problems resulting from
exposure to contaminated groundwater.




IIX. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT
PERIOD AND EPA RESPONSES

This Responsiveness Summary addresses the comments received by
EPA concerning the FS and Proposed Plan for the Norwood PCB
Superfund site in Norwood, Massachusetts. Five sets of written
comments were received during the public comment period (August
11, 1989 - September 9, 1989). Eight commenters orally presented
their concerns at the August 24, 1989 informal public hearing. A
copy of the transcript is included as Attachment B. Copies are
also available at the Morrill Memorial Library on Walpole Street
in Norwood, Massachusetts, the information repository that EPA
has established for the site; and at the EPA Records Center at 90
Canal Street, Boston, Massachusetts as a part EPA's
Adninistrative Record.

The comments from citizens, along with EPA responses, are
summarized and organized into the following categories:

A. Comments Regarding EPA's Preferred Alternative
B. Comments Regarding Meadow Brook

C. Comments Regarding Groundwater Contamination
D. Comments Regarding Public Health

E. General Comments

Part I - Citizen Comments

A. Comments Regarding EPA's Preferred Alternative

1. One commenter wanted an explanation of the operation and
maintenance costs included as part of the groundwater and
soil treatment alternative, and asked if there is going to
be some ongoing operation and maintenance at the site for a
period of time after cleanup.

EPA Response: The cost estimates prepared for the Norwood
Site included both capital costs, and annual operation and
maintenance costs. The capital costs are the expected costs
that would be incurred within the first year of operation.
Annual operation and maintenance costs are costs that extend
beyond the first year of operation. All costs incurred
after the first year of operation were converted into
current dollars through a present worth analysis.

Operation costs associated with the solvent extraction
alternative include the cost of utilities (i.e., water for
the decontamination pad activities), the solvent extraction
process and mobile lab use, (these will be utilized longer
than one year, thus they have an operations cost associated
with them) and the wetlands restoration project (which will
require periodic visits to monitor growth and may extend for
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as long as five years).

Maintenance costs associated with the solvent extraction
process include upkeep of the perimeter fence, keeping all
equipment in efficient working order, and general
maintenance associated with any construction site.

Operation costs associated with the air stripping
alternative include utilities (electricity to run pumps),
carbon replacement costs, treatment plant operation
(operators, chemical costs, sludge handling), and long-term
monitoring and site review. The long-term review is
necessary as the alternative is anticipated to be in
operation for approximately 10 years.

Maintenance costs associated with the selected management of
migration alternative include general equipment overhaul,
pump replacement, fencing repairs, and other typically
required water treatment plant maintenance.

2. One commenter wanted to know the length of time of the
cleanup, and asked what the difference in cleanup time is
between incineration and solvent extraction.

EPA Response: The estimated time of cleanup of the site
solids is 4 years; 2 years for design, bid preparation,
contract negotiation, bench scale studies, and other pre-
implementation activities, and approximately 2 years of
field operations. The estimated time of cleanup of the
volatile organic chemicals present in the site groundwater
is 10 years.

The estimated cleanup times for solvent extraction and
on-site incineration are very similar. Both processes have
units that operate at approximately 100 tons/day, thus, the
actual time spent on-site would be very similar. Both
processes are complex and will require extensive design and
careful scheduling to ensure an efficient operation at the
site. The solvent extraction system would require bench-
scale pilot testing. The on-site incinerator would be
required to perform a test burn. Time of cleanup of the
site soils by the solvent extraction process may be slowed
by materials handling problems. Time of cleanup by the
on-site incinerator may be slowed by material handling
problems and excessive solids water content. Thus, it is
estimated that the time required for either alternative is
approximately the same.

3. Several commenters expressed their preference for
incineration of contaminated soils and sediments over
solvent extraction treatment. The commenters stated that
they are opposed to the use of solvent extraction because
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they do not want any additional chemicals brought to the -
site. One commenter stated that he thought solvent
extraction was selected by EPA because it is less costly
than incineration, although incineration is a proven
technology.

EPA Response: The solvent extraction system proposed for
removal of PCBs from the soils is a closed system. The
chemical extractant is added to a volume of soil within a
closed reactor vessel, allowed to react and the washed soil
is removed from the vessel to use as fill. The liquid
solvent/PCB/water mixture is then heated, separating the
solvent/PCB~-contaminated soils from the PCB-free water and
collected for disposal. The solvent is separated in a
stripping column and recycled for use in the system. Soils
are checked as they are removed from the vessel to ensure
that the soils meet the target cleanup goal. Low level
residual chemicals on the soils quickly volatilize as the
soils are removed from the vessel. All pipe connections and
storage tanks are protected against spills with spill
prevention catch basins. Although many of the soil wash
technologies have not been tested on superfund soils, these
technologies have been commercially applied to the
extraction of organic contaminants from various sources.
Additionally, the implementability and effectiveness of the
technology will be assessed with treatability studies,
during the final design prior to full scale adaptation to
the site soils.

The rationale for choosing the selected alternative is based
on an assessment of each criteria listed in the evaluation
of alternatives section of this document. In accordance
with Section 121 of CERCLA, to be considered as a candidate
for selection in the ROD, the alternative must have been
found to be protective of human health and the environment
and able to attain ARARs unless a waiver is invoked. 1In
assessing the alternatives that meet these statutory
requirements, EPA focused on the other evaluation criteria,
including, short-term effectiveness, long-term
effectiveness, implementability, use of treatment to
permanently reduce the mobility, toxicity and volume of
hazardous substances, and cost. EPA also considered
nontechnical factors that affect the implementability of a
remedy, such as state and community acceptance. Based upon
this assessment, taking into account the statutory
preferences of CERCLA, EPA selected the remedial approach
for the Site.

As described in the FS and Section XI of the ROD, based on
the performance potential of solvent extraction, this
innovative technology provides the best balance of tradeoffs
from among the options considered, despite its
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uncertainties. Specifically, both solvent extraction
(selected technology) and on-site incineration (selected as
the backup technology) and on-site incineration (selected as
the backup technology) meet the statutory preference for
utilizing treatment technologies that significantly and
permanently reduce the toxicity, volume or mobility of all
hazardous substances. Although solvent extraction is an
innovative treatment, the results of treatability studies
performed on various soils and sediments at other Superfund
sites indicates that this technology will be effective in
meeting cleanup levels for soils, sediments and dredge pile
materials. This determination will be confirmed by
site-specific treatability studies on solvent extraction.

If results of these studies indicate that solvent extraction
would not be implementable or effective or is determined to
be significantly more costly than incineration, then EPA
will select on-site incineration as the treatment technology
for the remediation of soils, sediments and dredge pile
materials. Incineration is a proven technology for meeting
the soil cleanup levels. Solvent extraction has been
selected over on-site incineration because it is an
alternate treatment, as preferred by CERCLA, and is equally
effective as incineration in attaining the protective
cleanup levels of this remedy but at a lower estimated
present worth cost ($13.3 million for solvent extraction;
$17.2 million for incineration). Both solvent extraction
and on-site incineration will comply with ARARs. Finally,
comments received during the public comment period indicate
that while a limited number of the public prefers on-site
incineration, the state prefers solvent extraction.

Several commenters asked why EPA is not removing all
contamination from the site including contaminated pavement,
the drainage pipe within the Grant Gear buildings, oil
beneath the Grant Gear building, and soil on the Hyundai and
Kerry Place properties. One commenter specifically
requested that the Grant Gear drainage system be removed.
Several commenters asked EPA to buy out the Grant Gear
company and demolish the building, and stated that the
contamination on and in the building continues to pose a
risk to the workers at the Grant Gear.

EPA Response: EPA has determined that for this Site, only
contaminated unsaturated soils will be excavated and
treated. This determination is made primarily on the basis
of three criteria: implementability, effectiveness and cost.
Specifically, excavation of saturated soils would require
dewatering in areas to be excavated. As discussed in
Chapter 7 of the FS in the discussion of the active
groundwater extraction system, the design of any active
dewatering operation would require special measures to
prevent the drawing of Meadow Brook surface waters into the
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extraction system. A slurry wall, commonly used in such
cases, would present long-term impacts by restricting
groundwater flow in and around its location for periods
after implementation of the dewatering operation. Areas to
be excavated in the saturated zone would include areas
immediately adjacent to the Grant Gear building.
Disadvantages associated with extensive excavation of soils
in and around the building include possible structural
damage to the building and the exterior drainage system.
Because results of the RI indicated that the weathered
bedrock may also be contaminated the effectiveness of this
excavation will be limited to the ability to locate and
remove all contaminated weathered bedrock as well as all
saturated soils.

It is also of significance that any residual PCB levels in
bedrock or saturated soils not removed during implementation
of this remedial action may contribute to PCB levels in
groundwater above any human health-based risk level.
Finally, additional costs relating to health and safety
measures (groundwater within saturated soils is
contaminated), dewatering operation (e.g. extraction system)
before and after excavation and treatment of collected waste
residuals.

As stated above, removal and treatment of all saturated
soils, even if possible, will not ensure levels in
groundwater protective of human health. Additionally, major
disadvantages are associated with the implementability of
this alternative. EPA believes that the costs required to
implement this alternative is not proportionate to its
overall effectiveness. Therefore, based on the description
above, EPA has determined that it is impracticable to
remediate contaminated saturated soils at this Site.
However, all unsaturated soils with contaminant levels
greater than soil target cleanup levels, as described in
X.A.l.a., will be performed.

PCB levels in soils under paved area outside Grant Gear are
less then 25 ppm, the soil cleanup level for soil in
restricted access areas, as specified in the TSCA PCB Spill
Policy Cleanup. Soils that are not accessible to the public
do not pose a risk because exposure to contaminants is
prevented by in this case pavement. EPA therfore believes
that based on levels of PCBs in soils under pavement outside
Grant Gear, remediation of such soils is not warranted.

Removal (SC-D) and off-site disposal of the drainage system
is the least preferable alternative as defined by CERCILA.
While removal from the Site would permanently reduce on-site
contaminant levels, this alternative would simply move those
contaminants to another site without treatment, and would
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not permanently reduce the mobility, toxicity or volume of’
the wastes. Further, removal is the most costly alternative
while achieving no permanent T,M,V reduction. This
alternative would also result in significant disruption to
Grant Gear's operations and damage to building structures
and its short-term effectiveness and risks would depend upon
the ability to contain any releases of hazardous substances
during the removal operations.

Demolition of the Grant Gear building would be no more
effective then Removal or Containment but at much greater
cost and disruption to Grant Gear operations. While this
alternative could be effective, it would present significant
technical difficulties in demolishing and disposal of
building structures. Accordingly, this alternative was
screened out of further consideration based on concerns with
short-term risks, implementability, and a significant
increase in cost with uhcertain effectiveness over other
alternatives.

Remediation of the Grant Gear building can obtain an
acceptable limit of residual risk by washing/remediating
contact surfaces within the building without the added
destruction and exposure created by excavation of soils
beneath the pavement and Grant Gear building.

One commenter asked if EPA would be excavating soils
containing PCB concentrations greater than one part per
million (ppm) in residential areas abutting the site.

EPA Response: As is discussed in Section 6.2 and shown on
Figure 6-1 of the FS, the specified PCB cleanup level along
Meadow Brook is 1 ppm, both south of the brook between the
Grant Gear fence and the stream, and north of the brook in
the adjacent residential areas. Thus, all material in these
areas, including residential properties, with PCB
concentrations exceeding 1 ppm will be excavated and
removed.

One commenter asked if PCBs pass through concrete and
questioned the effectiveness of using concrete to seal the
Grant Gear drainage system.

EPA Response: PCBs will pass through concrete when
dissolved in an organic oil or solvent carrier liquid if
pressure is exerted on the liquid to force the PCB-solvent
mixture through the pores in the concrete. Water samples
obtained during the RI indicate that PCBs are attached to
sediment within the Grant Gear drainage system and would not
be in a form anticipated to pass through the concrete pipes.
PCB-containing sediment is moved through the drainage system
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by the flow of water contained in the discharge. As part:of
the drainage system cleanup, sediment in the drainage system
will be removed prior to sealing with concrete. The purpose
of sealing the drainage system with concrete is to
physically retain any residual sediment not removed prior to
sealing within the drainage system pipes.

One commenter asked if the site cleanup includes the
removal, treatment and disposal of the dredge piles located
on the banks of Meadow Brook.

EPA Response: As is discussed in Section 6.2 and shown on
Figure 6-1 of the FS, the dredge piles are included in the
soil component of the selected remedy. As is specifically
stated in Section 6.2.1 of the FS, paragraph 1, "In
determining the location and volume of the soils to be
excavated, the dredge piles were treated as soils and
likewise grouped with the soil volumes." The material from
the dredge piles that contain PCB concentrations greater
than 10 ppm and PAH concentrations greater then 6 ppm would
be treated by solvent extraction and disposed of on-site.
Those dredge pile materials with PCB concentrations between
1 ppm and 10 ppm and PAH concentrations between 2ppm and 6
ppm would be excavated and disposed of on-site within the
Grant Gear property boundary.

Comments Reqarding Meadow Brook

The Norwood General Manager, and several commenters, asked
if the Town could get some agreement that the work they are
going to do is not going to have to be redone by the Town or
some other entity at a future time, and requested a
cooperative effort between EPA and the Town of Norwood so
that EPA's cleanup goals for Meadow Brook and the Town's
flood control needs can both be met. The General Manager
specifically asked EPA for a commitment to work together to
achieve a mutually beneficial goal, which is not only the
cleanup of the PCBs, but also the dredging and the
increasing of the capacity of Meadow Brook. He asked that
EPA adhere to the proposed cross-section specifications in
the flood control project while conducting the cleanup, even
if EPA excavates a greater volume of sediment than the
volume proposed for the flood control project.

EPA Response: EPA will work with the Town of Norwood in
achieving the mutually beneficial goals of cleanup and flood
control in implementing the work to be performed on Meadow
Brook. The acknowledgement of these goals is reflected in
the alternative evaluations presented in the Feasibility
Study through the identification of interactions between the
flood control project requirements and the requirements of
cleanup alternatives involving excavation. The conceptual
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cleanup plans evaluated in the FS that included excavation
considered the estimated amount of clean fill required to

bring Meadow Brook to the grade and cross-section required
by the flood control project.

The wetlands restoration component of the selected remedy
describes measures to be taken during remedial action of the
Meadow Brook area which will incorporate plans for the flood
control project. Therefore, upon completion of the soil and
sediment excavation of the Meadow Brook from approximately
the Grant Gear outfall to the Neponsent River, the brook
streambed and adjacent banks from these areas will be
restored, to the maximum extent feasible, in a manner
consistent with the Meadow Brook flood control project plans
and specifications. Upon completion of the flood control
project, and bordering wetland areas impacted by dredging,
excavation and/or associated activities performed in
accordance with component (c) of the selected remedy, will
be restored or enhanced, to the maximum extent feasible, to
similar hydrological and botanical conditions existing prior
to these activities. The restoration program will be
developed during design of the selected remedy. This
program will identify the factors which are key to a
successful restoration of the altered wetlands. Factors may
include, but not necessarily be limited to, replacing and
regrading hydric soils, provisions for hydraulic control and
provisions for vegetative reestablishment, including
transplanting, seeding or some combination thereof. As
described above, the restoration program will incorporate
plans and specifications of the Meadow Brook flood control
project for the Meadow Brook streambed and adjacent banks.

A more detailed examination of the interaction between
cleanup and flood control will be performed in coordination
with the Town of Norwood during the design of the remedial
action.

Several commenters were concerned about the length of time
it will take to clean up the Meadow Brook area, and felt
that EPA inaction over the years has prevented the Town from
carrying out the Meadow Brook flood control project. The
commenters were particularly concerned about the possibility
of PCBs flooding in the streets during a rainstorm when the
water backs up from the brook and the danger of kids playing
in the streets during this time. The commenters urged EPA
to make Meadow Brook cleanup activities a priority so that
the Town can begin the Meadow Brook dredging project.

EPA Response: EPA concurs with the concern relative to the
flood control project. This concern is intended to be
addressed, to the degree possible, by prioritizing the
streambed and dredge pile remediation component of the site
remediation during the remedial design. Upon completion of

13



10.

11.

12.

the soil and sediment excavation of the Meadow Brook area,
the brook streambed and adjacent banks will be restored, to
the maximum extent feasible, in a manner consistent with the
Meadow Brook flood control project plans and specifications.

One commenter was concerned about a flood plain disruption
during site cleanup and asked EPA to take precautionary
measures or come up with a plan to prevent flooding of
residences during site cleanup.

EPA Response: During the development of alternatives,
potential flooding of the local areas during construction
was given consideration. A conceptual design was developed
whereby the Meadow Brook waters would be routed into a pipe
laid parallel to the brook to bypass the site. During the
design stage, this conceptual design will be fully developed
to ensure that the bypass piping is adequately sized to
handle the anticipated flows from typical local storm
events. Careful design and scheduling of sediment and soil
removal will be utilized to protect the local area to the
greatest extent possible.

One commenter stated that the Savagran Company, along with
the Northrup Company and a neighboring foundry, use the same
chemicals that are found in Meadow Brook and are
consequently polluting the brook. The commenter asked if
anything can be done to prevent further polluting of the
brook after it is cleaned up.

EPA Response: To evaluate the potential for other
contributors of contamination to Meadow Brook from upstream
sources EPA collected samples from the brook upgradient of
the Grant Gear facility in the vicinity of Kerry Place.
These data were compared to the results of samples taken
from downstream of the Grant Gear facility and to samples
collected from the Grant Gear outfall to calculate the
relative contribution from the site.

Only the Norwood PCB Site is on the National Priorities 1list
and therefore qualifies for federal funding. Any
investigations and remedial actions taken under Superfund
must therefore be related to site contamination. EPA has
relayed citizens' concern about these potential
contributions to the State.

One commenter asked if EPA would be testing drinking water
in the site area to determine if flooding is causing
drinking water contamination.

EPA Response: As indicated in Table 6 of the ROD, VOCs were
detected infrequently at low levels. Even though some of
these compounds were detected in the effluent from the Grant
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Gear outfall at higher concentrations, dilution and
volatilization quickly reduce the effect of discharge so
that downstream and upstream water contaminant levels are
approximately the same.

Drinking water in the vicinity of the site is supplied by
the MWRA. The source of this water is routinely analyzed
prior to distribution. Existing. groundwater monitoring
wells upgradient of the site along Pellana Road and north of
Meadow Brook have not been found to be contaminated.

Results of the Phase II sampling of monitoring wells
performed during the RI, confirmed that contaminated
groundwater is confined to the Grant Gear property.
Therefore, exXposure to contaminated on-site groundwater
would only occur within the Grant Gear property. 1In
addition, water supplied by the MWRA is distributed in pipes
under pressure and the potential for outside contaminants to
leach into any distribution system is negligible.

Components (e) and (f) of the selected remedy addresses
groundwater contamination within the Grant Gear boundaries.
Remediation of the groundwater will result in attainment of
groundwater and drinking water standards and with
implementation of institutional controls, such as deed
restrictions, will be protective of human health and the
environment.

Comments Regarding Groundwater Contamination

One commenter asked if the high water table at the site
would increase the likelihood of contaminants spreading into
the abutting residential areas when flushing out the PCBs.

EPA Response: The high water table at the site is not
anticipated to increase the likelihood of spreading
contaminants into the abutting residential areas when
flushing out the PCBs. The groundwater extraction system
proposed will collect contaminated groundwater flowing from
the site towards Meadow Brook and remove the water for
treatment. Following treatment to remove contaminants, the
treated water will be reintroduced into a groundwater
recharge system located on-site to aid in the movement of
contaminated water toward the extraction and treatment
system. The extraction and recharge systems will be
designed to use this recirculating effect to reduce the
likelihood of spreading contaminants into the abutting
residential areas through the groundwater system.

One commenter asked EPA to provide the results of sampling
conducted at test wells located at the corner of Hillside
and Pellana.
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EPA Response: Monitoring well test number 5 is located at
the corner of Hillside Drive and Pellana Road. No
detectable concentrations of organic contaminants were found
in either the deep or shallow well. Inorganic compounds in
the well are within expected levels for non-contaminated
wells. These wells are used as the upgradient wells to
measure against in an effort to identify site related
contaminants in downgradient wells. Monitoring well number
6, in the Kerry Place office complex, was also found to be
clean.

One commenter was concerned that there may be contamination
in the groundwater off of Grant Gear and asked if EPA has
sampled resident's wells in the area that might have
groundwater wells. The commenter also asked if EPA had
identified the source of groundwater contamination and if it
is industrial in nature.

EPA Response: All monitoring wells sampled beyond the Grant
Gear property boundaries were found to be clean. No
contamination was found in wells upgradient of the site and
therefore, there would be no reason to believe that an
upgradient source of groundwater contamination exists which
is contributing to the problems at the site. The source of
on-site groundwater contamination is assumed to be
contaminated soils in former areas of disposal to the west
of the Grant Gear Building. Some of the chemicals detected
in site media are constituents of solvents used in various
manufacturing operations.

One commenter asked whether groundwater wells will ever be
allowed to be drilled in areas abutting the site.

EPA Response: Groundwater contamination has been detected

only in onsite wells downgradient of the source areas.
Future risks from groundwater consumption references only
that case where a drinking water well was installed onsite
in areas of contamination. There is no current data which
would prohibit the consumption of offsite water from a
drinking water well. Further, groundwater collection and
treatment from the site will reduce current groundwater
contaminant levels and the possibility of off-site
migration. 1Institutional controls on groundwater
consumption will be adopted only in the zone of
contamination and are proposed to prevent installation of
wells within the on-site zone of groundwater contamination.

Although no evidence indicates that groundwater in off-site
areas are contaminated from chemical migration from the
site, it will be important to determine the zone of
influence for any pumping well installed in close proximity
to Grant Gear. Under pumping conditions, an off-site well
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may impact the groundwater flow and hence the location of
the contaminated plume currently detected within the Grant
Gear boundaries.

One commenter asked EPA to thoroughly clean up contaminated
groundwater and surface water at the site.

EPA Response: EPA believes that it is technically
infeasible to remove all particulate-bound PCBs from the
soils at the site. However, removal of the non-saturated
portion of the contaminants will significantly reduce the
source of groundwater contamination and when combined with
groundwater extraction and institutional controls provides a
site remediation which will be protective of human health
and the environment. The remediation will also be combined
with an environmental monitoring program. Five-year reviews
of the remediation will be conducted to ensure that human
health and the environment are being protected by the action
being taken. Future remedial action will be considered if
the long-term environmental monitoring program determines
that unacceptable risks to human health and/or the
environment are posed by exposure to site contaminants.

Comments Regarding Public Health

One commenter requested information about the extent of soil
and water contamination at residences near the site. The
commenter asked whether it is safe for children to walk
barefoot in backyards containing contaminated soils and
whether it is safe to eat vegetables grown in neighborhood
gardens near the site.

EPA Response: The locations of surface soil samples
obtained near residences are shown on Remedial Investigation
Figure 2-3. Of the approximately 16 samples obtained, seven
contained PCB values above the 1 ppm cleanup target
concentration in these areas. These seven samples are
identified as sample numbers S0-015, S0-075, S0-017, S0-019,
S0-020, S0-021, ans SO-013 on Figure 2-3 of the FS.

Residentail (adult and child) exposure to surface soils in
yards located north of Meadow Brook were evaluated in
Section 5.2.1.6 (page 5-25) of the Endangerment Assessment.
This evaluation considered both dermal contact and
incidental ingestion of hazardous chemicals as a result of
outdoor activities such as playing and gardening. The
plausible maximum exposure through direct contact and
incidental ingestion in these areas was estimated to result
in a 3x10°® lifetime excess cancer risk. EPA determined
that remediation of contaminated soils along Meadow Brook
would be performed to reduce the risks even further.
Residential yard areas having PCB concentrations above 1 ppm
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will undergo cleanup under the proposed plan.

The additional potential exposure pathway through ingestion
of vegetables grown in yards north of Meadow Brook was
qualitatively evaluated. This potential exposure pathway
was not quantitatively evulated due to uncertainties
involving quantifying chemical uptake, quatities grown, and
ingestion rates. If residents do consume vegetables grown
in their yards, potential exposure can be reduced through
simple precautions such as washing and peeling vegetables.
Additionally, cooking vegetables may also reduce
concentrations of some chemicals in vegatables.

Groundwater contamination has been detected only in on-site
wells downgradient of the source areas. There is no current
data which suggests that contamination has migrated beyond
site boundaries.

One commenter asked if the results of the blood tests
performed on area residents in June 1989 had been received,
and, if so, what the results were.

EPA Response: Individual blood test results will be mailed
to those individuals by the Massachusetts Department of
Public Health in the near future. After notifying
individual residents, a report summarizing the results of
the blood testing program will be made available to the
public by the Massachusetts Department of Public Health.

General Comments

One commenter stated that EPA activities at theg site have
resulted in the spread of contaminants and stated that EPA
is therefore liable to the Town of Norwood for site
contamination.

EPA Response: All site activities performed by EPA to
collect environmental data were performed using the
contaminant reduction zone process. Each sampling tool was
decontaminated between samples using a standardized
decontamination program to prevent the cross-contamination
or spread of contamination from one location to another.
All drilling equipment was decontaminated on a
decontamination pad as it enters the site, between drill
locations and following completion of all field activities.
The excess fluids and wash water from the decontamination
process were collected and stored in 55-gallon drums for
offsite shipment and disposal. All personal protection
clothing and disposable sampling equipment was stored in
drums for disposal. The contaminant reduction zone process
minimizes the potential for the spread of contamination as a
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result of site activities.

Several commenters expressed frustration with cleanup delays
and want the most expedient method of cleanup used.

EPA Response: EPA evaluates the times for operation for and
implementation of the alternatives when selecting the final
remedy. As described in EPA's response to comment A.l., a
comparison of the two treatments determined to be effective
for on-site soils indicates that the estimated cleanup times
for these treatments (solvent extraction, on-site solids by
solvent extraction the selected alternative is 4 years; 2
years for design, bid preparation, contract negotiation,
bench scale studies, and other pre-implementation
activities, and approximately 2 years of field operations.

One of the remedial response objectives for groundwater
component is to reduce risks to human health and the
environment from current and future migration of
contaminants in groundwater within a reasonable time frame.
The estimated time of cleanup of the VOCs present at the
site in groundwater is estimated at 10 years.

One commenter asked how EPA informs residents in the area
about the contamination, especially new residents buying
homes who know nothing about the site, and wondered why it
was not until 1989 that a map of the site area was finally
published in the newspaper.

EPA Response: The community relations activities began at
the Norwood PCB site in 1983, when the removal action took
place. The Region I EPA Office of Public Affairs maintains
a mailing list for the site to help keep the community,
local officials, and media informed of site activities.

This site mailing list is used when mailing out press
releases and fact sheets, and is continually updated. For
example, when a person moves from an address in Norwood, EPA
continues to mail information to the address by changing it
to read "Current Resident". 1In this way EPA hopes to inform
new residents of site activities. A sign-in sheet is also
available at the entrance to every public meeting that EPA
holds, so that people can sign in and let EPA know if they
are currently on the mailing list; EPA then adds any names
that are not already on the mailing list. In addition, the
fact sheets that EPA mails out to the community have a
coupon on the back so that names and addresses can be added
at any time.

EPA also informs the community of site activities through
the information repositories that are set up at the Morrill
Memorial Library and the Norwood Town Hall, where fact
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sheets and site reports are housed for public review. These
information repositories are listed in the fact sheets that
EPA sends out to everyone on the mailing list to inform them
of where to go for site information.

Exhibit A to this Responsiveness Summary lists the community
relations activities that have been conducted at the Norwood
site over the years.

One commenter asked whether cars would still be allowed to
be parked on the area of contamination where the cap is
coming apart in spots?

EPA Response: Upon completion of the remediation process at
the site the surface soils will be remediated to meet the
EPA action level and no institutional controls will be
imposed on the use of the land surface. Presently, the MA
DEP is responsible for the maintenance of the capped areas
and will maintain them for their current use until the final
remediation is implemented.

One commenter asked why EPA has not been in communication
with the Norwood Conservation Commission and asked that the
EPA clarify whether cleanup activities will comply with the
Wetlands Protection Act.

EPA Response: EPA has determined that, for this site, there
are no practicable alternatives to the soil excavation,
sediment excavation and stream diversion components of the
selected remedy, that would achieve site goals but would
have less adverse impacts on the aquatic ecosystem. The
contaminants in the soils and sediments would continue to
pose unacceptable human health and/or environmental risks if
excavation of the soils and sediments greater than target
levels were not performed. In light of this, during
implementation of the remedy, steps will be taken to
minimize the destruction, loss and degradation of wetlands,
including the use of sedimentation basins or silt curtains
to prevent the downstream transport of contaminated
sediments. A wetlands restoration program will be
implemented upon completion of the remedial activities in
wetland areas adversely impacted by remedial action and
ancillary activities. Performance of this cleanup remedy
will meet or attain all applicable or relevant and
appropriate federal and state requirements that apply to the
site including Section 404 of the Clean Water Act,
Floodplain and Protection of Wetlands Executive Orders 11988
and 11990, respectively and DEP Wetlands Protection
Regulations.

As part of the extensive community relations plan, EPA has
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met with local officials, sent out fact sheets and held
public meetings-on numerous occasions within the last year.
A representative of the Norwood Conservation Commission has
attended most of these meetings and participated in
discussions concerning site activities. EPA will continue
to meet periodically with interested parties during the
remedial design to discuss new information and design plans.
In addition, an informational public meeting will be held
when the design is near completion.

Several commenters expressed confusion about conflicting
information they have received from EPA over the years. The
commenters stated that they have been told that the
emergency removal action in 1983 included the removal of all
PCBs at the site.

EPA Response: The history of the removal action is
described below:

On April 1, 1983, the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Department of Environmental Protection (MA
DEP), received a telephone call from a citizen living on
Pellana Road reporting past industrial waste dumping and
contamination in the then vacant field of Kerry Place
between Pellana Road and the Grant Gear property. As a
result of this call, an initial field investigation by DEP
was conducted soon thereafter. On April 6, 1983, DEP
sampled surficial soils and Meadow Brook sediments. The
initial DEP investigations confirmed PCB contamination in
soils. The DEP immediately moved to restrict public access
to the field area and marked areas within the Grant Gear
fence to alert workers of the possible danger. Because
state funds were not available, the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts requested EPA to provide support using
Superfund money. EPA dispatched their Technical Assistance
Team (TAT) Contractor, Roy F. Weston, Inc., of Lexington,
Massachusetts, to aid DEP in collecting confirmatory samples
of the oil-stained areas along the western fence line and in
other areas on both the Grant Gear and Reardon properties.
Based on these findings, it was determined that an immediate
removal action to address all soils outside the Grant Gear
property with PCB concentrations greater than 50 parts per
million (ppm) was appropriate. The Agency planned to follow
the removal action with a full Remedial Investigation
designed to assess the nature and extent of the remaining
contamination.

Beginning June 23, 1983, EPA (through their subcontractor,
SCA Recycling Industries, Inc., of Braintree, Massachusetts)
began removal of contaminated soils on the Site. A total of
518 tons of contaminated soil was removed and disposed at
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the SCA Model City, New York landfill facility. The soils’
were removed from locations within the Kerry Place and Grant
Gear properties. Reported excavation depths were up to 30
inches. During the removal action, water samples taken from
the storm drain system behind the Grant Gear building
indicated low levels of PCB contamination. The removal
action was completed on August 5, 1983.
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Part II. Summary of Potentially Responsible Party Comments

EPA received and responded to extensive comments from the
PRPs. 1In brief, the main comments are: 1) the EA and FS do
not support the need for an active management of migration
alternative with respect to groundwater; 2) the recommended
cleanup levels of contaminants in soils are inconsistent
with levels set by EPA in comparable circumstances and
inappropriate in light of the risks associated with those
contaminants; 3) the solvent extraction alternative is not
cost-effective and EPA did not consider containment
alternatives; 4) the target cleanup levels and target risks
from which they are derived are based on flawed analysis and
are inconsistent with Region I Records of Decision at other
PCB sites and EPA guidance documents; 5) the Remedial
Investigation and Feasibility Studies contain two critical
omissions of data and remedial alternatives concerning the
Grant Gear facility; 6) the proposed drainage remedy, while
appropriate in its thrust, fails to take into account
alternatives while prematurely proposing additional
measures; 7) the proposed wipedown of interior plant
surfaces is excessive in light of the data in the record; 8)
analytical measurements at the site are not realiable; 9) an
environmental risk assessment was not conducted; and 10) EPA
has mishandled the RI/FS process.

EPA's responses to the PRP's comments are provided in the
following section.

23



Part II. Potentially Responsible Party Comments

A.

1.

Comments from Foley., Hoag, and Eliot on Behalf of Cornell
Dubilier Electronics, Inc.

There is no justification to state that the federal
groundwater protection strategy and drinking water standards
are "relevant and appropriate."

EPA Response: In response to the need to organize and
coordinate the various programs that protect groundwater,
EPA issued its "Groundwater Protection Strategy'" in 1984.
Although the Strategy is not a promulgated requirement and
therefore would not be a potential ARAR for a Superfund
site, it does list several policy statements to be
considered when developing a protective remedy. The
Strategy outlines a number of specific activities, including
issuing guidelines on classifying groundwater for EPA
decisions affecting groundwater protection and corrective
action. Using the Groundwater Protection Strategy and the
EPA Guidelines for Groundwater Classification as, EPA
determined that the contaminated groundwater at the Norwood
PCB Site falls within Class IIB, (i.e. groundwater that
might be used as a drinking water source in the future). 1In
addition to the EPA policy for groundwater classification
and protection as outlined in the "Groundwater Protection
Strategy”, the State of Massachusetts has adopted a
groundwater classification system. Under the state
classification system, on-site contaminated groundwater has
been classified as Class I, potential drinking water source.

The goal of the Superfund program's approach is to return
groundwaters to their beneficial uses. Therefore, for the
Norwood PCB Site, one of the goals of the grourdwater
remediation is to restore the contaminated on-site
groundwater to drinking water quality within a reasonable
time frame. Based on the on-site groundwater classification
and the site-specific groundwater remediation goal, EPA has
determined that for this site maximum contaminant levels
(MCLs) are relevant and appropriate federal ARARs and
Massachusetts drinking water standards are relevant and
appropriate state ARARs.

A recommendation for the imposition of an active management
of migration alternative with respect to groundwater is
unwarranted.

EPA Response: Management of migration response objectives
were identified for the Site including the following:

1. reduce risks to human health associated with potential
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future consumption of groundwater;

2. reduce risks to human health and the environment from
current and future migration of contaminants in
groundwater; and

3. reduce risks to human health associated with potential
current and future inhalation of organics released from
the site.

The first objective was established in response to EPA's
Groundwater Protection Strategy and state and federal
groundwater classification schemes, as described in detail
in EPA's response to Comment A.l1. Based on the on-site
groundwater classification and in order to achieve this
objective, EPA has determined that MCLs and Massachusetts
drinking water standards are relevant and appropriate ARARs.
Waivers, including technical infeasibility from an
engineering. perspective, from complying with these ARARs are
not justified for this site.

Results of the RI indicate that a plume of chlorinated
organics is moving in the water table aquifer from the
western portion of the Grant Gear property, where
trichloroethene is found at more than 1 ppm, to Meadow
Brook. Chlorinated organics were also detected in bedrock
monitoring wells with maximum total chlorinated organics
detected at 1.5 ppm. In particular, vinyl chloride was
detected in a downgradient well at concentrations of 65 ppb
and 110 ppb. The second objective, as listed above, was
established to mitigate future migration of contaminants
within the site and possibly off-site. Future migration of
on-site groundwater, if unremediated, may result in
unacceptable risk to the environment and/or human health
from exposure to contaminants in Meadow Brook or in
groundwater migrated off-site.

The EA evaluated risks to workers at Grant Gear from
inhalation of airborne contaminants volatilized from the
Site. This evaluation indicates that the risk to workers
due to inhalation of vinyl chloride volatilized from
groundwater was estimated at 1.9x107°. The third

objective, as listed above, was, in part, established to
reduce risks to workers from inhalation of airborne
contaminants volatilized from groundwater. Achievement of
MCLs, including 2 ppb of vinyl chloride, within the aquifer
willﬁsignificantly and permanently reduce risks to less than
1x10 ° to Grant Gear workers through inhalation of organics
volatilized from the Site.

In summary, an active management of migration alternative,
as described in Section X.B.2., has been selected in order
to achieve management of migration remedial response
objectives within a reasonable time frame. The FS has
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estimated, a restoration time frame, as defined as
achievement of MCLs within the aquifers, of less then 10
years.

The imposition of institutional controls obviates the need
for evaluation of a groundwater ingestion scenario in the
Endangerment Assessment.

EPA Response: The Endangerment Assessment evaluated a
groundwater ingestion scenario as a potential exposure
pathway for a future hypothetical resident. This baseline
evaluation was conducted in the absence of institutional
controls. The purpose of a baseline endangerment assessment
is to evaluate potential risks under the no-action
alternative (i.e., in the absence of remedial actions
including institutional controls).

As described in EPA's response to comments A.1 and A.2., the
groundwater at the site is classified under both state and
federal classification systems as a possible future drinking
water source. In view of this classification, evaluation of
a future groundwater ingestion scenario is appropriate. It
should also be noted that institutional controls are never
selected when a more protective and effective alternative is
available.

The proposed groundwater extraction system as designed will
not be capable of excluding flow from Meadow Brook and of
extracting a significant amount of bedrock groundwater.

EPA Response: The alternative groundwater extraction
systems evaluated in the FS considered the need to protect
Meadow Brook against flow reduction. The barrier drain
extraction system included in the proposed plan was selected
based on its estimated technical feasibility,
implementability, and cost-effectiveness in providing this
protection. Additional evaluation is planned prior to the
final design of the barrier drain system to evaluate the
ability of the HDPE liner in preventing Meadow Brook surface
waters from entering the groundwater collection system.
However, the barrier drain extraction system must be
considered as part of the overall groundwater treatment plan
which returns treated groundwater to the aquifer system.

The combination of the barrier drain extraction system and
the reintroduction of treated water into the groundwater
system was conceived to aid in balancing the flow
relationships of Meadow Brook to prevent flow reduction.

Prior to installing the barrier drain extraction systenm,
predesign studies will be performed to evaluate
implementation issues.
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Tests, including permeability tests, will be conducted to
evaluate the effectiveness of the HDPE liner in preventing
Meadow Brook surface waters from entering the groundwater
collection system. Consideration of impacts of surrounding
wetlands (i.e. dewatering, groundwater mounding) will be
incorporated into the pumping and HDPE liner test designs.
If the evaluation of predesign studies determines that the
barrier drain collection system would not be implementable
or effective, an active pumping extraction system will be
used to collect overburden and shallow bedrock groundwater
using a series of groundwater extraction wells. The
extraction well system was discussed and evaluated in
Section 7.2 of the FS, which described a series of nine
shallow extraction wells in a line parallel to Meadow Brook.
This analysis indicated that the extraction well system
would be supplemented with a cutoff wall, such as a slurry
wall, in order to control the capture of water flowing in
Meadow Brook.

The technical feasibility of the proposed recharge system is
not demonstrated.

EPA Response: The recharge field conceptually designed for
use in the discharge of treated water is based on
conventional technology used in septic system leach fields.
This technology has been in use for many years across the
United States to effectively manage the discharge of
wastewaters to the subsurface. While this is a different
use of the technology than domestic wastewater management,
the sizing and capacity requirements of the recharge field
can be easily modified at low cost, if required, to meet
higher or lower flow requirements.

Airstripping does not appear to be the most economical
alternative because both liquid and vapor-phase activated
carbon adsorption will be required.

EPA Response: As is presented in Tables 7-5 (Air Stripping
Costs) and 7-6 (Activated Carbon Costs), the cost of air
stripping is approximately $175,000 more than the cost of
carbon adsorption (present worth, 5% discount rate).
However, the type of conceptual design costing included in a
feasibility study is intended to be within a -30/+50 %
range. The costs of the air stripping and carbon adsorption
alternatives are within 10% of each other, thus, in terms of
the accuracy of the cost estimate, these costs can be
considered to be identical.

Estimated present worth costs associated with
ultraviolet/oxidation are greater than the costs for air
stripping. Any post- or pre-treatment requirements need for
air stripping will be equally needed for carbon adsorption
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and UV/oxidation.

A more cost-effective means of removal of PCBs from
groundwater could include a filtration system with gradually
decreasing mesh sized to remove solids from the groundwater.
This technology was not evaluated in the FS.

EPA Response: All treatment units described in the
conceptual design of the ground water treatment process will
require some amount of bench scale and/or pilot scale
treatability testing to determine that best unit processes
to use, sizing and flow requirements, and their most
efficient configuration. The filtration system described in
the comment (gradually decreasing mesh sizes) can be modeled
by a multi-media granular filtration system. This
technology was screened in Section 4 of the FS,
Identification and Screening of Remedial Alternatives, and
maintained as a support technology. This type of filtration
would probably be utilized at the end of the treatment train
to remove the remaining suspended solids following
precipitation. There are several reasons why it was not
utilized to remove PCB contaminated solids in the conceptual
design of the ground water treatment system. Filtration
systems must be periodically back-washed to remove trapped
solids. The back-washing requires large amounts of water.
This water would be contaminated and would require disposal.
As the unit would be the first step of the treatment train,
recycle would be impossible and the back wash would require
disposal off-site or additional on-site treatment
capabilities. The granular media would become contaminated
with PCBs and would therefore be very expensive to dispose
since it would be required to be placed in a TSCA landfill.
If a filtration system of "decreasing mesh sizes" were used,
those mesh materials would require frequent replacement or
cleaning and would also require expensive disposal. The
"sacrificial" carbon units were selected for their ease in
maintenance and relatively low cost. They are called
sacrificial beds because their sole purpose is to remove
PCBs. PCB compounds are extremely susceptible to absorption
on solids particles. Very little carbon would be required
to remove the majority of the PCB from the water. All other
chemicals present would eventually pass through the carbon
bed and be treated via the air stripper and
precipitation/filtration treatment units.

The type of precipitation/filtration process that is
considered in the FS is not identified. This process is
included at the end of the treatment train, raising question
concerning both its technical and effectiveness and its
intended purposes.

EPA Response: All treatment units described in the
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conceptual design of the ground water treatment process will
require some amount of bench scale and/or pilot scale
treatability testing to determine that best unit processes
to use, sizing and flow requirements, and their most
efficient configuration. Typically, precipitation processes
result in sludges requiring further treatment, volume or
water content reduction, and, ultimately, disposal. The
intent of placing the precipitation/filtration process at
the end of the treatment train was to reduce the quantity of
hazardous chemicals in the water prior to generation of the
sludge, resulting in a reduction of the additional sludge
treatment required and in the cost of final sludge disposal.

The selection of the 1 ppm PCB cleanup target would result
in excessive remediation costs not supported by the risk
evaluation.

EPA Response: Two scenarios were presented in the EA to
evaluate the potential exposure and risk through dermal
contact and incidental ingestion of chemicals of potential
concern in dredge piles and/or surface soils in on-site
areas north of the Grant Gear facility. The first scenario
assumes an older child frequents this area and has contact
with dredge piles or soils in this area. The second
scenario assumes local residents are exposed to chemicals of
concern in surface soils in their backyards by outdoor
activities such as playing or gardening.

Calculated incremental carcinogenic risks were determined to
be greater for a child exposed to contaminated dredge piles
or soils in the wooded area north of Grant Gear than for
residents contacting contaminated soils in their backyards.
The incremental lifetime carcinogenic risks for an older
child exposed to contaminated dredge piles and surface soils
in the wooded area north of Grant Gear ranged from 2x10°° to
6x10°. 1In comparison, for residents contacting
contaminated soils in their backyards, incremental lifetime
carcinogenic risks ranged from 2x10 ‘ to 3x10°¢,
reflecting the lower concentrations of chemicals of concern
in the residential backyards. 1In both scenarios, PCBs and
total carcinogenic PAHs contribute the majority of the total
risk and calculated hazard indices are less than one.

Since no federal or state ARARs exist for soil, the soil
target levels for PCBs and PAHs were determined by a site-
specific risk analysis. Based on the results of the risk
assessment for the protection of residents exposed to
contaminated soils in the aforementioned areas, soil and
dredge pile cleanup levels of 1 ppm of total PCBs and 2 ppm
of total carcinogenic PAHs have been selected. The
assumptions used to calculate these soil target levels are
presented in Table 14 of the ROD, and reflect the
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10.

11.

nonrestricted access and residential current and future land
use of the areas along and adjacent to Meadow Brook.

As stated above, the Meadow Brook area soil and dredge pile
remediation component of the selected remedial action
involves excavation of solids, within the unsaturated zone,
contaminated with total PCBs at concentrations of 1 ppm or
greater, and total carcinogenic PAHs at concentrations of 2
ppm or greater. These clean-up levels will result in a
incremental carcinogenic lifetime risk level of 7%x10°° under
both current and future use Site conditions. This risk
level is between the 10™* and 107 risks levels recommended
by EPA guidance and less than the maximum total site risk
level of 105'specified in the Massachusetts Contingency
Plan.

In addition to setting levels protective of human health, it
is of particular note that the soil PCB cleanup level of 1
ppm was selected to be consistent with the Meadow Brook
sediment PCB cleanup level of 1 ppm. This consistency
will ensure that after the stream remediation, the streamed
sediments will not be recontaminated with PCBs due to
contaminants in soil eroding into the stream from areas
adjacent to Meadow Brook.

Insufficient information and calculations are provided to
evaluate the validity of the cleanup goals for VOCs in soil.

EPA Response: Soil cleanup goals for volatile organic
chemicals (VOCs) were identified to minimize migration of
VOCs to groundwater. The site-specific analysis for
determining target soil cleanup levels for VOCs used fate
and transport modeling to determine levels at which residual
VOCs in soils would not leach contaminants to groundwater
above groundwater target cleanup levels. Reducing VOCs to
the so0il target cleanup levels will reduce the time needed
for restoration of the aquifer and aid in the attainment of
groundwater target levels, including MCLs. Cleanup target
concentrations were set to limit potential effects of
leaching of chemicals from site soils to the ground water
system. Complete information and calculations used as a
basis for estimating soil concentrations that would prevent
leaching of water from the soils to the ground water system
in excess of groundwater target levels including Maximum
Contaminant Levels (MCLs) were presented in the Feasibility
Study.

The proposed cleanup level for PAHs is below '"background"
levels. This could result in no limit to the areal scope of
the remediation.

EPA Response: Total carcinogenic PAH soil target cleanup

30



12.

EPA Response: Total carcinogenic PAH soil target cleanup -
levels for soils and dredge piles between Grant Gear's
northern fence and Meadow Brook and areas north of Meadow
Brook have been set at 2 ppm. For all other on-site soils,
a soil target cleanup level of 6 ppm of total carcinogenic
PAHs has been established.

As described in the "Supplemental Risk Assessment Guidance
for the Superfund Program," EPA, Region I (June, 1989),
preferably upgradient samples collected in the field should
be used to characterize background levels of contamination.
Consistent with this policy, background samples (S01-100,
S01-044, SD-000, and SS1-005) were collected from
various areas in the vicinity of the Site. The background
samples collected furthest from the Site are S01-100 and SD-
000 which were collected from Shattuck Park which is located
approximately 1.2 miles northwest of the Site. Based on
results of analysis of these samples, background
concentrations of contaminants in soils in the region of the
Site were established and are presented in Table 2-1 of the
EA (Ebasco, August, 1989). This table lists a range of Not
Detected (<430) - 1,020 ug/kg (1.02 ppm) as the "background"
range for total carcinogenic PAHs. Therefore, the PAH soil
target cleanup levels specified in the ROD are not below the
"background" levels for this site, as determined by analysis
of upgradient samples collected in the field.

The need for a chemical waste landfill for several source
control alternatives including solvent exaction may
significantly affect the cost and feasibility of these
alternatives.

EPA Response: As described in Section XI.B. of the ROD, EPA
has determined that for this Site, placement of soils,
sediments and dredge pile materials with PCB levels no
greater than 10 ppm under a 10 inch soil cover or asphalt
and construction of a groundwater collection trench will
provide a permanent and protective remedy that satisfies the
requirements of TSCA Disposal regulations (Part 761 landfill
regulations). Long-term monitoring of groundwater wells, as
described in components (e) (f) and (h) of the selected
remedy, will also satisfy requirements of the TSCA landfill
regulations.

This determination is based on the Regional Administrator's
exercise of the waiver authority contained within the TSCA
regulations at 40 C.F.R. § 761.75(c) (4). Specifically, the
Regional Administrator determined that, for the Norwood PCB
Site, the following provisions of the regulations will be
waived and are not necessary to protect against an
unreasonable risk of injury to human health or the
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13.

environment:

1) 40 C.F.R. § 761.75(b) (1) - low permeable clay
conditions

2) 40 C.F.R. § 761.75(b) (2) - synthetic membrane liner

3) 40 C.F.R. § 761.75(b)(3) - bottom of liner 50 feet
above water table

The soil cover, collection trench and groundwater monitoring
are all integral parts of the source control and management
of migration components of the selected remedy. Because
these components also satisfy the requirements under TSCA §
761.75, no additional costs are warranted based solely on
compliance with the TSCA ARAR. As described above, EPA has
concluded that based on an assessment of Site conditions and
an evaluation of the selected remedy in comparison to
requirements specified in 40 C.F.R. 761.75, the construction
of a chemical waste landfill is not needed at this Site.

The FS did not evaluate any containment alternatives that
may provide a high degree of environmental and public health
protection at a significantly lower cost than the proposed
alternative.

EPA Response: The FS did evaluate in detail a containment
option (SC-2 Capping) as a source control alternative. The
SC-2 alternative would consist of consolidating outlying
contaminated areas, and dredge piles, and sediments under an
impermeable cap constructed on-site over the central zone of
contamination.

The cap would be designed to serve two purposes:

1. to prevent direct human exposure to contaminated soils
and sediments; and
2. to reduce the amount of infiltration through the

contaminated soil, thus reducing the potential for
contaminants leaching to groundwater.

Although the present worth cost estimated for the
containment option (SC-2) is lower than the solvent
extraction (SC-3), the containment option was not selected
as the source control alternative for remediation of soils,
sediments and dreddge pile materials. Significant
disadvantages associated with containment (SC-2) include the
uncertainty of its long-term effectiveness and the potential
for future remedial costs and risks to human health and the
environment if the cap were to fail. In addition,
containment would not address the principal threats posed by
such contaminants and would not permanently and
significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of
hazardous substances. Finally, volatile organic
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16.

contaminants in soils would continue to leach into
groundwater, thus contributing to groundwater contamlnatlon.

Several components of the cost estimates appear to
underestimate the actual cost. When an appropriate estimate
of the actual costs for implementing the solvent extraction
alternative is developed, that alternative may not be cost-
effective or justifiable.

EPA Response: Cost estimates developed and presented in the
feasibility study are a direct result of vendor quotes or
have been taken from reliable sources (i.e., Means Site
Work) and have been modified to reflect the additional costs
associated with handling hazardous material. All
alternative costs were developed in the same manner and to
the same degree of accuracy. Therefore, a cost increase
associated with one alternative will most likely result in
an increase in the other alternatives also. The final
result of this exercise would be a higher cost for each of
the alternatives, yet no change in the cost ranking of each
alternative.

An overall rejection of all acetone, toluene, methylene
chloride and phthalates based on these compounds being
common lab contaminants does not seem appropriate.

EPA_Response: As stated on page 2-2 of the Endangerment
Assessment, a screening analysis was performed to determine
the chemical-specific concentrations which would correspond
to a lifetime excess cancer risk of 10'. These screening
concentrations were then compared to concentrations in the
site samples, and site-specific concentrations that were
lower than the screening concentrations were eliminated from
further evaluation because of their negligible impact.

The assumption of a zero background concentration for
organics may skew cleanup targets beyond background levels.

EPA_ Response: In preparing the Endangerment Assessment for
the Norwood site, site data were compared to available
background concentrations. Based on this comparison,
numerous organic chemicals were eliminated from the
evaluation. Table 2-1 lists the background concentrations
used in the endangerment assessment for organic chemicals.
This data was collected at the site in areas that EPA
believes is representative of background levels. A zero
background concentration was not assumed for any of the
organic chemicals. In some cases the background
concentrations were below the analytical detection limit,
but EPA did not assume that non-detected concentrations were
zero.
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collected.

EPA Response: The scope of the remedial investigation, to
include the number of samples collected and the analysis
performed was developed through an extensive well defined
scoping process. The process began with an assessment of
remedial objectives and development of potential remedial
alternatives for the site to focus the investigation and
increase the efficiencies of the study. The identification
of data needs were identified through a thorough
investigation of potential site contaminants and potential
remedial action related ARARs, preparation of a baseline
risk assessment and identification of risk based data needs,
and an assessment of site characterization data needs.

Based on the data needs identified, the samples

were collected to be representative of the site and the
analysis performed on the samples was honed through the use
of Data Quality Objectives (DQOs). DQOs are qualitative and
quantitative goals, in terms of precision, accuracy,
representativeness, comparability and completeness which are
specified for each data set proposed for collection. Data
quality is the degree of uncertainty which can be acceptable
in the decisions or conclusions which are derived from
interpretation of the data set. The use of this process
prevents the investigator from the collection of inefficient
samples and the costs associated with the analysis. Based
on the use of this process EPA feels that a sufficient
number of samples were collected to meet the project
requirements for this site.

Not selecting a contaminant because it was not elevated in
any other areas or media sampled is not appropriate.

EPA Response: As stated on page 2-2 of the Endangerment
Assessment, a chemical was eliminated from further
consideration if it was detected infrequently in one sample
set and either not detected at all or infrequently in other
areas and/or media sampled. This criterion is considered
appropriate and necessary so that the evaluation would be
based on site-related chemicals only. The infrequent
detection of a given chemical in a particular sample set
coupled with its infrequent or non-detection in other sample
sets and/or sampled media indicated that the presence of the
chemical at the site would not be considered site-related.

It is not appropriate to consider the TSCA PCB Spill Policy
as an ARAR.

EPA Response: TSCA's Spill Cleanup Policy is in 40 C.F.R.
Part 761 Subpart G. In § 761.120(a) (ii), the policy states
that "...o0ld spills which are discovered after the effective
date of this policy will require site-by-site evaluation
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because of the likelihood that the site involves more _
pervasive contamination than fresh spills and because old
spills are generally more difficult to cleanup then fresh
spills." Therefore the cleanup policy doesn't supply a
standard for "old spills" which occurred before the
effective date of the policy, May 4, 1987.

The TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup Policy is designated as "to be
considered" (TBC) for the Norwood PCB Site because PCB
contamination at the Site occurred before the effective date
of the policy. However, in accordance with EPA ARARS
guidance, TBCs will be considered along with ARARs as part
of the site risk assessment and may be used in determining
the necessary level of cleanup for protection of health or
the environment. For this site, EPA considered the TSCA PCB
Spill Cleanup Policy in determining appropriate target
levels and remedial action for PCB contaminated soils and
equipment and floor surfaces. EPA's risk. assessment
indicates that for the cleanup of contaminated equipment
surfaces within the Grant Gear building a risk-based target
level (5 ug/100 cm’) lower than the Spill Policy cleanup
level (10 ug/100 cm) is warranted to adequately protect
Grant Gear workers in direct contact with contaminated
equipment surfaces. However, based on the infrequency of
exposure to PCB-contaminated floor surfaces within Grant
Gear and soils under paved roads outside the Grant Gear
property, EPA established a target cleanup level of 25 ppm
for contaminated soils under paved roads and a remedial
action of decontamination based on the TSCA PCB Spill
Policy. Both these measures will be adequately protective
of human health and the environment.

The Town of Norwood should be partially responsible for
dredging costs because of the planned flood control work.

EPA Response: CERCLA § 121 requires selection of a remedial
action that is protective of human health and the
environment. The Endangerment Assessment examined risks
associated with exposure to contaminated sediments in Meadow
Brook including direct contact with or incidental injestion
of sediments for a child. The highest incremental
carcinogenic risk was 5x107°, based on direct contact by an
older child with the maximum concentrations of contaminants
in Meadow Brook sediments. The EA also evaluated potential
impacts to environmental receptors exposed to contaminated
sediments and concluded that small mammals, rodents and
aquatic organisms that inhabit the area, are at risk from
exposure to Site contaminants through the skin, by ingestion
or through the food chain. Based on results of the EA, EPA
has determined that remediation of Meadow Brook sediments is
necessary to adequately protect human health and the
environment.
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The sediment cleanup level for total PCBs has been specified
at 1 ppm. This value is based on toxicological literature
which documents examples of sublethal toxic effects in
aquatic organisms at PCB tissue levels and hence sediment
PCB concentrations of greater than 1 ppm. A value of 1 ppm
of total PCBs for the protection of environmental receptors
is also consistent with other Records of Decision signed
within this region. In addition, achievement of the
sediment cleanup level will result in significant reduction
of risks to children exposed to contaminated sediments in
Meadow Brook.

As described in Section X.A.2.C. of the ROD, approximately
3,000 cy of Meadow Brook streambed sediments with
contaminants in excess of the sediment cleanup levels will
be excavated, from locations near the Grant Gear outfall to
the confluence of Meadow Brook and Neponset River. This
volume of sediments that will be excavated exceeds the
volume necessary to be removed for construction of the
Meadow Brook flood control project. Therefore, costs
associated with dredging of sediments in accordance with
component will justifiably be the responsibility of whomever
performs the remedial action selected in this ROD. The town
of Norwood, based solely on their flood control project,
will not be partially responsible for dredging cost incurred
by remedial action described in Section X.A.2.C. of the ROD.

21. The entire issue of water and sediment quality upstream
versus downstream of the site and its outfall is not
addressed and sources other than the site may exist.

EPA Response: The Remedial Investigation (RI) «considered
the results of upstream and downstream water and sediment
samples as well as the results of water and sediment samples
to identify site-related chemicals. Some chemicals in
sediments that were found above detection upstream of the
Grant Gear discharge pipe but were found downstream and in
the discharge pipe at higher concentrations were identified
as being partially attributable to the Grant Gear discharge.
This was the case with the semi-volatile chemicals 1,2,4-
trichlorobenzene and phenol.

22. Semi-volatile contamination in the sediments is only
partially attributable to the site. Therefore, remedial
costs associated with these compounds should not be
completely attributable to the site.

EPA Response: Semi-volatile contamination (PAHs) in
sediments was estimated in the RI to potentially be
partially attributable to site activities in some urban
areas of Medow Brook. The RI further indicated that the
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sediments in Medow Brook were contaminated with PCBs from -
areas approximately near the Grant Gear outfall to the
Neponset River. As described in Section X.A.l.c. of the
ROD, a sediment target cleanup level for PCBs was
established. There is no question that PCBs is a chemical
of concern at the Norwood PCB Site. No sediment target
cleanup level for PAHs was established. While it is true
that excavation of the sediments will result in reduction of
the PAH levels in sediments, remedial costs relating to
remediation of the sediments will be driven by activities
relating to the PCB cleanup not the PAH cleanup.

The FS does not present evidence that the route of air
exposure due -to VOCs is complete.

EPA Response: The Endangerment Assessment does discuss the
air exposure pathway for VOC release from soils and
groundwater and considers the pathways to be complete (see
Section 4 of the EA).

No rationale is advanced in support of lower cleanup levels
for soils and dredge piles between the northern fence and
Meadow Brook than for all other soils.

EPA Response: Exposure assumptions used in establishing
target levels for soils and dredge piles between the
northern fence and Meadow Brook are different than the
assumptions used for all other soils. Specifically, soil
and dredge pile cleanup levels of 1 ppm of total PCBs and

2 ppm of total carcinogenic PAHs were selected to protect
residents exposed to contaminants in soils and dredge piles
in areas between the northern fence of Grant Gear and Meadow
Brook and north of Meadow Brook. Exposure assumptions used
to calculate these target levels are presented in Table 14
of the ROD, and reflect the nonrestricted access and
residential current and future land use of the areas along
and adjacent to Meadow Brook. These cleanup levels for
soils and dredge piles will result in an incremental
carcinogenic lifetime risk of 7x10°® under both current and
future residential use of these areas.

In addition to setting levels protective of human health, it
is of particular note that the soil PCB cleanup level of 1
ppm was selected to be consistent with the Meadow Brook
sediment PCB cleanup level of 1 ppm. This consistency
will ensure that after the stream remediation, the streambed
sediments will not be recontaminated with PCBs due to
contaminants in soil eroding into the stream from areas
adjacent to Meadow Brook.

For all other soils, including soils within the Grant Gear
property, soil cleanup levels of 10 ppm of total PCBs and 6
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ppm of total carcinogenic PAHs were selected to protect
workers exposed to contaminants in soils in areas within
Grant Gear and other commercial properties. Exposure
assumptions used to calculate these target levels are
presented in Table 14 of the ROD, and reflect the
nonrestricted access and commercial current and future land
use of these areas. These levels will result in an
incremental carcinogenic lifetime risk level of 1x10~° under
both current future use Site conditions.

The basis for the 175 ppb cleanup goal for total 1,2-
dichloroethenes is not presented.

EPA Response: As stated in the Proposed Plan for the
Norwood PCB Site, "groundwater cleanup goals for the site
were based on the federally - established MCLs, health
effects assessments and the State of Massachusetts
groundwater standards". In particular, the cleanup levels
established for total cleanup levels established for total
1,2-dichloroethenes and 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene were based on
the site-specific health assessment for the protection of
human health from adverse noncarcinogenic effects due to
ingestion of groundwater contaminated with those chemicals.
Each target level reflects a hazard index (HI) of 0.5, for a
combined HI of 1.0.

The non-RCRA cap should be eliminated because of
unreliability and the RCRA cap retained.

EPA Response: Based on the evaluation of screening

criteria, the RCRA cap was eliminated and the non-RCRA cap
was retained. As was presented in Section 4 of the FS, and
discussed in detail in Appendix A of the FS, implementation
of the RCRA cap would have a detrimental effect on the
future uses of the property and the Grant Gear building.

The building is surrounded on three sides by PCB
contaminated material. A multi-layered RCRA approved cap is
typically at least 4 feet thick and may be as much as 7 feet
thick depending upon the final approved design. The
placement of a RCRA cap on the site would not allow the
continued use of the building as many exits including the
loading docks in the rear of the building would be precluded
from use. Additionally, the contamination is directly
adjacent to the building, which would require the cap to be
placed directly against the building walls. It is doubtful
if the walls could withstand the added pressure placed upon
them by the multi-layered cap. The non-RCRA cap, while
admittedly requiring a greater amount of maintenance, would
not effect the future use of the site or the building. The
non-RCRA cap would result in an elevation change of
approximately one foot which would not greatly affect the
building functions. The asphalt cap would be designed to
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building functions. The asphalt cap would be designed to-
support a typical parking lot which would increase the uses
of the site property, much of which is currently being used
for parking. The asphalt cap is easily repaired through
standard construction maintenance, and the HDPE liner
incorporated into the cap design would mitigate the volume
of precipitation reaching the contaminated soil in between
the periodic cap repair.

Costs estimated for the lining of Meadow Brook appear low

including handling costs, analysis costs, costs associated
with clearing and cost for dam construction, pipeline and

sediment curtains.

EPA Response: Cost estimates developed and presented in the
feasibility study are a direct result of vendor quotes or
have been taken from reliable sources (i.e., Means Site
Work) and have been modified to reflect the additional costs
associated with handling hazardous material. The costs
presented in Tables 6-3, and 6-4 are the estimated costs of
lining Meadow Brook from just above the Grant Gear outfall
pipe to the confluence with the Neponsett River, after the
sediment containing PCB concentrations exceeding the
indicated level have already been removed. For example,
Table 6-3 presents the estimated cost to line Meadow Brook
given the 10 ppm excavation scenario. Therefore, all
sediment material containing PCB concentrations greater than
or equal to 10 ppm have already been removed. The costs
presented include the additional clearing and grubbing, and
the access road needed to reach the lower portions of the
stream in order to remove the additional material necessary
to allow construction of the liner. These costs are not
included in Table 6-4, the 1 ppm excavation scenario,
because it is assumed that the material containing 1 ppm
concentrations of PCB or greater have already been removed,
thus the access road construction and additional clearing
required have already been performed. Since both scenarios
assume that contaminated material has already been
excavated, there is no need to include the costs of bypass
pipes, sediment curtains, and analyses, as these will
already have been done.

In addition to the above discussion, the comment appears to
be concerned with the unit costs used for several of the
site activities. 1Item I.5 of Table 6-3 is the cost of
spreading and compacting material on the site. The cost of
loading the trucks and hauling the material to the site is
included in the excavation and stockpiling cost. The costs
of disposing the material containing PCB concentrations less
than 1 ppm assumes that this material may be disposed as
clean fill, thus the majority of the cost reflects the
anticipated cost of transporting the material to a site
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accepting clean fill.

The cost estimate for excavation and stockpiling appears to
be very low.

EPA Response: The cost estimate for soil excavation and
stockpiling is based on costs taken from Means Site Work,
and modified to include a health and safety factor. It
should be noted that excavation will only be to the water
table (8 feet), and the majority of the excavation is within
the top 5 feet of soil. Actually, much of the contaminated
area is only 1 to 2 feet deep, thus, the excavation will be
simple and fairly routine. Although proper respiratory
equipment will most likely be required, it is not
anticipated to slow down equipment operators a significant
amount. Depending on the site layout that will be developed
in the design phase, and the phasing of the
excavation,stockpiling, and treatment, excavation costs may
be higher than estimated if excessive double handling of
material is required. If the cost estimate for the
excavation and stockpiling is higher than estimated, the
contingencies applied to the capital cost are more than
sufficient to cover any additional costs.

Costs estimated for the groundwater extraction system appear
low, including excavation costs and unanticipated variations
in bedrock elevations.

EPA Response: Cost estimates developed and presented in the
feasibility study are a direct result of vendor quotes or
have been taken from reliable sources (i.e., Means Site
Work) and have been modified to reflect the additional costs
associated with handling hazardous material. Variations in
the depth of bedrock were utilized in determining the volume
of material required to be excavated. The type of
conceptual design costing included in a feasibility study is
intended to be within a ~30/+50 % range. Assuming the
trench excavation cost presented is low, doubling the
excavation cost adds less than 10 % to the total cost of
implementing the barrier drain trench, and it is still much
more cost-effective than the well extraction system and
slurry wall option.

The costs of vapor phase carbon appear overestimated
whereas, costs for the sacrificial carbon bed appear
underestimated.

EPA Response: The costs presented for the vapor phase
carbon and the sacrificial carbon bed are the result of
direct conversations with carbon vendors. It was difficult
to develop the costs for the vapor phase carbon since the
air stripper has not been fully designed, and the chemical
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concentrations of the air phase effluent of the air stripper
have not been determined. However, vapor phase carbon
systems are commonly much more expensive than agqueous phase
carbon systems, and the volatile chemicals expected to exist
in the air phase effluent will have relatively fast carbon
saturation rates resulting in high carbon usage. On the
other hand, the sacrificial carbon bed will have a very low
carbon usage rate as it is designed solely for removal of
PCB, which is readily adsorbed onto the activated carbon.
All other chemicals present would be allowed to saturate and
pass through the sacrificial bed to be treated via the air
stripper. The low PCB concentrations present in the water,
and the relatively low flow rate will not require the
utilization of a large carbon unit.

The placement of metals removal at the end of the treatment
train, while offering the potential for production of a less
hazardous sludge can cause operation problems.

EPA Response: All treatment units described in the
conceptual design of the ground water treatment process will
require some amount of bench scale and/or pilot scale
treatability testing to determine that best unit processes
to use, sizing and flow requirements, and their most
efficient confiquration. The precipitation/filtration
process was placed at the end of the water treatment train
because it would result in a less hazardous sludge which may
require less treatment and be less expensive to dispose.

The ground water would require acidification prior to
treatment via the activated carbon unit and the air stripper
to mitigate the potential of precipitation clogging either
treatment unit. After air stripping, the treated water
would be neutralized and returned to its natural pH prior to
recharge of the treatment effluent to the ground water.

This neutralization may cause some precipitation of metals
forming sludge. Additionally, there may be biological
growth in the air stripper that will slough off into the
effluent. This will also require filtration. Thus, some
type of filtration unit may be required at the end of the
treatment train, regardless of the treatment configuration.

As stated above, results of treatability studies or pilot
studies will be evaluated to determine the best overall
design for the air stripper and other treatment components
and the need for pre- and post-treatment units, including
acidification and carbon polishing unit, thay may be
necessary to meet all required discharge regulations. These
results will also yield information on the percent reduction
of organic and inorganic compounds in groundwater and the
volume and types of residuals and byproducts produced by the
operation of the groundwater treatment system.
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Comments from Morgan, Lewis and Bockius on behalf of Federal
Pacific Electric Company

Region I's use of a "maximum plausible risk assessment
methodology" is not a scientifically validated technique and
its use is inconsistent with EPA Headquarters Guidance for
conducting public health evaluation.

EPA Response: The Endangerment Assessment used a single set
of exposure parameters with both mean and maximum
concentrations for the chemicals of potential concern where
appropriate. The exposure parameters used in the evaluation
ranged from average to plausible maximum values. Thus, this
evaluation did not use maximum plausible values exclusively.
The use of plausible maximum values in the Endangerment
Assessment is consistent with EPA Headquarters guidance and
operational practice.

The Aroclor mixture at the site was reported to be largely
Aroclor 1254. Therefore, it is unreasonable to use the same
cancer potency factor for these mixtures as one would use
for Aroclor 1260.

EPA Response: EPA guidance does not provide Aroclor-
specific cancer potency factors for PCBs. Instead a general
cancer potency factor is provided for PCBs that is based on
studies of Aroclor 1260. This number is intended to
represent all PCBs when quantifying the potential health
risks from any PCB mixture or Aroclor.

Use of the potency factor for Aroclor 1260 is consistent
with the "Supplemental Risk Assessment Guidance for the
Superfund Program" (EPA Region I, June 1989).

The risk assessment treats all carcinogenic PAHs at the site
as having the old cancer potency factor of benzo(a)pyrene.
As a result, the Agency has been able to grossly inflate the
risk estimates for human contact.

EPA Response: The use of the benzo(a)pyrene cancer potency
factor as a surrogate for all known and suspected
carcinogenic PAHs is consistent with current EPA guidance
and operational procedures. It is done in the absence of
EPA validated health criteria for other PAHs besides
benzo(a)pyrene (B(a]P).

As stated in EPA Region I guidance. Use of the carcinogenic
potency factor of B[a]P for carcinogenic PAHs may result in
overestimation of risk because B[(a]P is considered to be one
of the most potent of the carcinogenic PAHs, and B{a]P is
likely to constitute only a fraction of the mixture of
carcinogenic PAHs present at a site. On the other hand,
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many other PAHs that are not routinely analyzed for at
Superfund sites may have carcinogenic potential. Thus, this
approach may not account for some carcinogenic PAH
costituents because they haven't been identified or
classified by EPA as having carcinogenic potential.

Analyzing PCBs individually and summing for reporting
purposes is a questionable methodology resulting in skewing
of information on the material present at a particular site.

EPA Response: This methodology was used for evaluating the
potential health effects associated with PCBs at the site.
As stated in the response to comment B.2, the EPA has
established only one health criteria number for PCBs.
Therefore, it is a common risk assessment practice to sum
all PCB aroclors in a particular sample in order to assess
the potential health impacts for the entire mixture of PCBs
detected at the site. This is currently the only way to
quantitatively evaluate all PCBs detected at the site.

Use of the linear multistage model for risk assessments is
inappropriate for assessing risk form chemicals like PCBs
based on biological considerations.

EPA Response: The use of the linear multistage model for
quantifying potential health risks associated with exposures
to PCBs is consistent with current EPA guidance and
operational practices.

Human experience demonstrates that the PCB cancer prediction
model is overconservative.

EPA Response: While the conservative nature of the PCB
cancer prediction model is open to scientific debate, its
use in the Endangerment Assessment is consistent with EPA
guidance and operational practices.

Potential exposures within the Grant Gear facility are
within OSHA allowable limits. Thus, it is difficult to
understand why EPA proposed such extensive cleanup of this
area when the exposures fall within legally established
limits.

EPA Response: Indoor air samples collected on May 28, 1989
within the Grant Gear_ building, detected PCB Aroclor-1254
ranging from 1.5 ug/m3 to 3.7 ug/m3. These detected levels
were well below OSHA's threshold limit value-time weighted
average (TLV-TWA) concentrations of 500 ug/m3.

The degree to which sources of PCBs within and outside the
Grant Gear building contribute to airborne PCB levels cannot
be exactly quantified. However, based on the results of the
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RI, the following media may be contributing sources:

1) contaminated soils in the exterior of the building,

2) contaminated sediments and water within the drainage
system, and

3) contaminated surfaces within the Grant Gear building.

An evaluation of potential risks to workers from inhalation
of volatilized PCBs from soils (assuming no indoor source)
resulted in an incremental carcinogenic risk of 3x10°.
Therefore, EPA believes it is reasonable to remediate
possible indoor sources so that predicted risk levels are
not significantly increased.

The selected remedy includes remediation of surfaces of
equipment, machinery and floors within the plant areas of
the Grant Gear building. EPA believes that remediation of
such surfaces is necessary to protect workers both in the
short- and long-term. The rationale behind this selection
is presented below: '

1) As described in the EA, Grant Gear worker exposure
through direct contact with mean and maximum PCB
concentrations detected on equipment surfaces resulted
in an incremental carcinogenic risk of 2%x10° and 5x10°
, respectively. Based on the site-specific risk
assessment, the cleanup level for Grant Gear machinery
and equipment surfaces has been set at 5 ug/100 cm® for
total PCBs. Remediation of all equipment to this
cleanup level will result in a maximum risk of 1x10~°
workers due to exposure to contaminated machinery and
equipment surfaces inside Grant Gear.

2) EPA has determined that as a source control measure,
decontamination of the floor surfaces is necessary to
minimize the potential for migration of PCBs into the
air, and subsequent recontam- ination of equipment and
machinery. Therefore, decontamination of floor
surfaces is necessary to adequately reduce long-term
risks to workers for exposure to contaminated surfaces.
In addition, this measure at a relatively low cost will
further reduce, to the extent that PCBs on the floor
volatilize into the air, the risks to workers
associated with inhalation of PCBs.

Comments on the Proposed Plan received during the public
comment period, indicated that the selected remedy should
include decontamination of floor surfaces within the Grant
Gear building. Specifically, comments submitted on behalf
of Grant Gear, indicates the need to address PCB contam-
ination of the floor as a source of contamination inside the
building. Additional comments from the public have
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expressed the need to "prevent risk to humans by eliminating
all organic contaminants from the site." Finally, the state
of Massachusetts has expressed a preference for remediation
of the contaminated floors within Grant Gear in order to
restore conditions at the Site, to the extent feasible.
Therefore, inclusion of decontamination of floor surfaces
into the selected remedy as a source control measure is
consistent with EPA's guidance on the selection of a remedy
in that it addresses submitted state and community concerns
as part of the state and community acceptance criteria.

The Agency's failure to ensure the integrity of the sampling
data casts serious doubt on EPA's analytical finding and
conclusions.

EPA Response: All EPA activities are performed under an
exhaustive Quality Assurance/Quality Control program from
sample collection and shipment through analysis and data
validation. Samples are collected with duplicates and
method blanks and matrix spike duplicates are prepared for
analysis. Sample shipments to the laboratory include travel
blanks, equipment blanks and matrix blanks. The validation
procedure evaluates holding time, instrument calibration,
laboratory blank results, ICP interference checks, spike
recovery results, laboratory duplicates, field duplicates,
laboratory control samples, detection limits, serial
dilutions, instrument time, surrogate spike recovery,
instrument performance and compound identification. It is
because of this program that EPA is able to ensure the
integrity of the data collected. The mobile laboratory used
at the Norwood PCB Site was subject to much the same QA/QC
as a standard CLP laboratory, and was subject to an
independent QA/QC audit. Approximately 24 percent of all
samples (104 samples) analyzed by the mobile laboratory were
analyzed by the CLP for confirmational analysis. A
regression analysis performed on the data found a high
correlation coefficient (0.945) and found significant
correlation at a confidence level greater than 99.5 percent.
Where minor problems were identified through the validation
procedure was in the CLP generated data. These problems
were a result of low level contamination by the laboratory
of the samples with extractant solvents resulting in very
few of the samples being either rejected or qualified as
estimated, where appropriate. Estimated values also include
concentrations of contaminants which were detected at
concentrations above the instrument detection limit but
below the CRQL. Notes on the tables in the data evaluation
portion of the RI relative to the use of data collected
prior to the remedial investigation were inserted to provide
a baseline of data to scope the project around. If data
collected by a previous investigation did not meet the
requirements and data needs identified in the scoping
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process, it was noted to be unacceptable and no decisions
were made based on the data.

Unreasonable assumption were used to evaluate risks to
workers at the site including: a) implausibility that
workers would not wash or wear protective clothing; b)
unlikely soil exposure through landscaping or material
storage; and c) inappropriate soil adsorption factor.

EPA Response: EPA considers the exposure factors used in
the Endangerment Assessment to be reasonable. It is true
that in some cases these factors may represent a
conservative approach to the exposure level. The resulting
Endangerment Assessment represents at worst a maximum
plausible exposure assessment of the potential health risks.
With regard to the soil absorption factors, EPA used a
factor of 0.05 for PCBs and PAHs, and a value of 0.5 for all
other organic chemicals evaluated.

Unreasonable assumptions were used to evaluate risks to
children playing in the brook including: a) unreasonable
soil ingestion rate; b) failure to take credit for
vegetative cover.

EPA Response: The soil ingestion rate used in the
Endangerment Assessment (50 mg/day) is within the values
published in the EPA's Exposure Factor Handbook (1988) for
children from 5-18 years of age with an intermediate to high
tendency to ingest soil. This data is based on considerable
experimental data. With regard to vegetative cover, EPA
does not believe that the cover is of a nature to prevent
soil contact. Therefore, the vegetative cover was not
considered in the evaluation of potential health risks
associated with this pathway.

EPA's groundwater exposure assessment is based on a model
which assumes that PCBs are dissolved in groundwater and
volatilization can be determined by application of Henry's
constant. However, the model does not account for the
ability of PCBs to bind to particulates and not dissolve in
groundwater. The model also overestimates the indoor air
concentration of PCBs inside the facility.

EPA Response: The model used to estimate volatilization
from groundwater assumed that the PCBs were dissolved in the
groundwater. However, the evaluation of this pathway looked
at volatilization from both groundwater and soil. 1In the
soil volatilization analysis the equilibrium partitioning
did account for the propensity for PCBs to bind to soil
particles. The chronic daily intake (CDI) associated with
soil volatilization was approximately 50 times greater than
the CDI associated with the groundwater volatilization.
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Therefore, the risks associated with PCBs for this pathway
are driven by soil volatilization, and the effect of
assuming all PCBs are dissolved in the groundwater has no
impact on the risk number.

With regard to the overestimation of the indoor air
concentration of PCBs inside the facility, the Endangerment
Assessment presents a discussion of a comparison of
predicted to measured air concentrations of PCBs inside the
Grant Gear facility which showed that the predicted
concentration was ~4 times higher than the average measured
value. An agreement within a factor of 4 between measured
and modeled air concentrations based on short-term (8-hour)
average air concentrations is generally considered a
reasonable agreement, due to the fluctuating nature of air
concentrations in the short term. Therefore, EPA believes
that the long-term air concentration estimates provided by
the modeling are representative of the air concentrations
inside the Grant Gear facility.

It is not credible to assume that the aquifer would replace
the municipal water supply or that if it did, that water
would be untreated.

EPA Response: As described in detail in EPA's response to
comment A.1l, the groundwater cleanup approach for the Site
is based upon EPA's Groundwater Protection Strategy and
federal and state groundwater classification schemes. This
approach which incorporates classification of on-site
groundwater as a potential future drinking water source is
consistent with EPA's guidance on remediation of
groundwater. Under EPA's guidance documents and policies,
it is credible to assume that the aquifer would replace the
municipal water supply, for potable and non-potable uses and
that if it did, that water would be untreated. Of
particular note is the continuing increased demand for water
supplies, thus negating the approach to "write off" aquifers
that are currently on municipal water supply systems,
through implementation of no action alternatives.

EPA's analysis is flawed with respect to changes in the land
use of the industrial park at the site to residential
housing.

EPA Response: As stated in the "Supplemental Risk
Assessment Guidance for the Superfund Program", EPA Region I
(June 1989), Region 1 has maintained the position that
future land use at most Superfund sites could be
residential. Based on this guidance, the EA evaluated
exposure scenarios for Grant Gear and adjacent commercial
properties under a future residential use. However, EPA, in
consultation with the state, have determined that for this
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site it is highly unlikely that areas within Grant Gear and
adjacent commercial properties will ever be rezoned for
residential use. Therefore target ceanups levels for soils
located at Grant Gear and surrounding commercial properties
were based upon protection of workers from exposure to
contaminated soils, reflecting the current and future
commercial use of this area.

The Agency failed to conduct an environmental risk
assessment of the site.

EPA Response: Chapter 6 of the Endangerment Assessment
provides a detailed environmental assessment of the site.

The lack of a baseline on the flora or fauna will make it
difficult, if not impossible, for EPA to attain the stated
goals of wetlands mitigation/restoration/enhancement.

EPA Response: Environmental characteristics of the wetland
in Meadow Brook was investigated and the results presented
in Section 3.6 of the Remedial Investigation. As part of
this assessment, the nature of the wetland in Meadow Brook
was described through identification of flora and fauna and
evaluation of the hydrologic characteristics of the wetland
habitats. An environmental risk assessment was performed
and presented in the Endangerment Assessment using site-
specific information on wetland flora and fauna identified
during the on-site evaluations.

EPA has improperly determined that an environmental risk
existed at the site based on a sediment quality criteria
number.

EPA Response: In response to growing concerns on the

effects contaminated sediments have on the Nation's waters,
EPA has been actively pursuing the development of numerical
sediment quality criteria (SQC). The regulatory authority
to develop SQC has been given to EPA by the Clean Water Act
of 1977, its reauthorization in 1987 and other legislation.
This effort has been conducted in cooperation with numerous
Agency Offices, contractors and university scientists.

A variety of approaches have been proposed to develop SQCs,
three of which are being considered for numerical SQC on a
national level: a water quality criteria approach, an
approach involving equilibrium partitioning (EP), and an
approach involving body burden effect relationships
(bioassays). The EP approach currently has had a
substantial amount of scientific and economic support.
Preliminary SQC have been derived for several contaminants
including PCBs using this method.
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The EP methodology was reviewed by the Sediment Criteria
Subcommittee of the Science Advisory Board in February,
1989. Supporting documents provided to the Board indicate
that sensitivities of benthic species are sufficiently
similar to those of water column species to tentatively
permit the use of water quality criteria for the derivation
of sediment quality criteria for non-polar organics by the
equilibrium partioning approach. Thus, while it is EPA's
opinion that any one method that assesses sediment
contamination would not be sufficient to address all
contaminated sediment problems, the EP approach in
establishing SQC presently has enough scientific validity to
justify its use in environmental risk assessments to assess
endangerment - to aquatic organisms exposed to contaminated
sediments.

Site-specific SQCs for PCBs, based on the EP approach, were
compared to contaminant sedimentary levels to determine
environmental risks at the Norwood PCB Site. 1In this case,
the use of the SQCs as a to-be-considered (TBC) is
appropriate because no federal or state ARARs exist for
assessing risk or establishing target cleanup levels for
contaminated sediments. As stated in the ARARs guidance
document "CERCLA Compliance with other Law", in many
circumstances TBCs will be considered along with ARARs as
part of the site risk assessment. The guidance further
specifies that cleanup goals for some substances may have to
be based on nonpromulgated criteria and advisories rather
than on ARARs when ARARs do not exist for those substances.

EPA's selection of cleanup goals rests on a highly
questionable interpretation of EPA's PCB Spill Policy.

EPA Response: The selection of cleanup levels for the Site
was consistent with EPA's guidance documents including
"CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual" and "Guidelines
in the Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual." EPA's
response to comments A.19. describes the rationale on the
use of TSCA PCB Spill Policy in the selection of cleanup
levels for floor surfaces and soils under paved surfaces.
EPA believes that consid- eration of the TSCA PCB Spill
Policy in establishing such cleanup levels was appropriate.

EPA's commitment to spend $2 million on control of pollutant
migration is arbitrary and capricious. CERCLA's preference
for treatment is not so overriding that it can be used to
overcome a situation of technical infeasibility,
particularly in a situation where there is a municipal water
supply.

EPA Response: Control of further mirgration of contaminants
in groundwater is only one of three remedial response
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objectives set for the management of migration alternatives.
A detailed explanation of all management of migration
remedial response objectives and the rationale behind EPA's
selected groundwater collection and treatment components of
the selected remedy is presented in EPA's responses to
comments A.l1l and A.2.

EPA has violated the 404 guidelines by failing to prepare an
analysis of the viability of other practicable remediation
alternatives to excavation of the brook which would not
destroy the habitat.

EPA Response: The Feasibility Study (FS) addressed a range
of potential remedial actions including containment of
sediments, excavation of sediments and minimal no-action
which would not involve excavation of sediments. Each of
these potential remedial actions was evaluated according to
the criteria identified in the FS. 1In addition, evaluation
of the alternatives considered the existing plans of the
Town of Norwood to perform modifications to Meadow Brook for
the purposes of flood control. Based on this evaluation and
analysis, EPA has determined that, for this site there is no
practicable alternative to excavation that would achieve
site goals but would have less impact on the aquatic
ecosystem. Unless soils and sediments greater than the
target levels are excavated, the contaminants in the soils
and sediments would continue to pose unacceptable human
health and environmental risks.

The selection of solvent extraction technology for this site
contravenes CERCLA and the NCP. Solvent extraction cannot
be said to be more readily implementable and cost-effective
than other technologies considered since its
implementability is currently unknown, and the technology
has not been tested.

EPA Response: The analysis of solvent extraction
technologies was based on the selection of solvent
extraction using triethylamine (TEA) as a representative
process option. Solvent extraction using TEA has been
applied to the on-site treatment of petroleum re-refining
sludges containing PCBs at the General Refining Co. site in
Savanna, Georgia during 1986-1987. An EPA report of that
full-scale application indicated that bench-scale
treatability studies showed good correlation with full-scale
results. The vendor of the TEA solvent extraction process
has completed over 80 bench-scale treatability tests on
waste materials. As indicated in the FS, bench-scale
treatability study results performed on a variety of soils
by the vendor of the TEA solvent extraction technology were
used in the evaluation of technical feasibility. This
information was deemed adequate for EPA to decide that the
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solvent extraction technology could perform adequately over
a range of soil conditions and concentrations and that order
of magnitude cost estimates (i.e. +50/-30 percent) required
for the FS could be made. Since site-specific media samples
were not used in the vendor's treatability studies, a site-
specific pilot-scale treatability study was included as a
pre-design task of the selected remedy to verify attainment
of extraction efficiencies and performance necessary to meet
cleanup objectives.

21. To perform pilot studies of remedial technologies that are
candidates for site cleanup after a ROD is signed is
inconsistent with NCP and CERCLA and an arbitrary and
capricious action on the part of the Agency.

EPA Response: The Superfund Remedial Design and Remedial
Action Guidance Manual (OSWER Directive No. 9355.0-4A)
indicates in Section 2.3.2. that remedial actions involving
on-site treatment or disposal of contaminated wastes may
require additional studies to supplement the technical data
available from the RI/FS so that the optimum treatment or
disposal methods may be determined. Additional studies
could include bench and pilot scale studies. Since
treatability studies were not conducted during the RI/FS,
these additional studies on solvent extraction will be
conducted as part of remedial design/remedial action (RD/RA)
for the source control portion of the remedy.

The Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and
Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA (OSWER Directive No.
9355.3-01) indicates in Chapter 5 that the decision to
conduct treatability must be made by weighing the cost and
time required to complete the investigation against the
potential value of the information in resolving
uncertainties associated with selection of a remedial
action. 1In some situations, treatability investigations may
be postponed until the remedial design phase. The decision
process for treatability investigations includes 1)
determining data needs, 2) reviewing existing data on the
site and available literature on technologies to determine
if existing data are sufficient to evaluate alternatives.
The Guidance further states that pilot-scales studies should
be limited to situations in which bench-scale testing or
field sampling of physical or chemical parameters provide
insufficient information from which to evaluate an
alternative. Because of the time required to design,
fabricate, and install pilot-scale equipment and to perform
tests from a reasonable number of operating conditions,
conducting a pilot study can add significant time and cost
to the RI/FS.

For the Norwood PCB Site, EPA believes that the existing
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particular, described in Chapter 6 of the FS (Ebasco, 1989),
available test data on the effectiveness of the solvent
extraction process from treatability studies performed on
PCB-contaminated wastes were presented in the detail
evaluation of solvent extraction. EPA believes that for
this Site, an evaluation of test data from treatability
studies on solvent extraction performed on wastes similar to
solids found at the Site and existing site characterization
data provides sufficient information from which to evaluate
alternatives without the need to perform a pilot study
during the RI/FS. Therefore, conducting a pilot study on
solvent extraction during the RI/FS would have added an
unreasonable time delay. A pilot study will be performed as
part of the source control component of the remedy. 1In
general, data necessary for remedy selection is distinct
from that required for remedial design. Performing
treatability studies at every Superfund site during the
RI/FS for a significant number of remedial alternatives
would be extremely time-consuming and expensive.

The FS fails to analyze other remedial technologies in the
detail that is required for screening including
bioremediation.

EPA Response: The Feasibility Study presented the results
of technology screening at the site based on effectiveness,
implementability, and relative cost. The screening was
performed according to Section 300.68 of the National
Contingency Plan (NCP), in conjunction with the EPA guidance
document entitled "Guidance for Conducting Remedial
Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA" (OSWER
Directive 9355.3-01, Interim Final, October 1988). The
summary results of technology screening are presented in
Chapter 4 of the FS. Detailed screening of the remedial
technologies identified in Chapter 4 of the FS are presented
in FS Appendix A. EPA believes that the FS for the Norwood
PCB site adequately screened alternatives. 1In particular,
bioremediation technologies were screened out because the
uncertainties associated with these "emerging" technologies
were greater than solvent extraction and other innovative
technologies. The problems associated with bioremediation
are:

1. Maintenance of the proper environment for the micro-
organism populations;

2. High energy requirement to break down large complex
molecules such as PCBs. This translates into longer
retention times to complete the reaction;

3. Without agitation provided by a reactor, mass transfer
is greater reduced, thus reducing the speed and
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effectiveness of the reaction;

4, Variable soil conditions of the site may result in
inconsistent flushing, thereby limiting direct contact
between micro-organisms and contaminants (PCBs), and;

5. If bioremediation was implemented using landfarming
technique, large areas of land would be needed to set
up and maintain these plots. As stated in the FS and
the ROD, the land surrounding the Norwood site is
predominantly wetland resource areas and commercial
properties thus, limiting the implementability of
certain technologies requiring large areas of land,
including bioremediation.

There appears to be a number of inconsistent estimates of
the quantity of soils that are contaminated at the site,
which cast doubts on the cost estimates for the cleanup.

EPA Response: The initial calculations of the soil volume
at the site were developed for various PCB concentrations
including 10 ppm, 25 ppm, 50 ppm, 100 ppm, and 500 ppm, and
for various depths including surface soils only, excavation
to the ground water table, and complete excavation of all
contaminated material. Thus, a matrix of volumes and
associated costs had to be developed for each proposed site
activity dependent upon the selected cleanup concentration
and depth of excavation. In narrowing these various volume
calculations down to the selected cleanup level, EPA made
several decisions regarding cleanup concentrations, depth of
excavation, and associated assumptions that differed from
the assumptions used to originally calculate the soil and
sediment volumes presented in the RI report. These
assumptions included:

The PCB target level within the Grant Gear property was set
at 10 ppm, and the target level north of the Grant Gear
fence, along Meadow Brook, was set at 1 ppm.

The uncontained portions of zones B, C, and D will be
excavated.

Only soils and sediments contaminated with PCBs above 10 ppm
will be treated. Those soils and sediments with PCB
concentrations between 1 ppm and 10 ppm will be placed on
the Grant Gear property as fill.

The maximum depth of excavation will be to the ground water
table which is estimated to be approximately 8 foot below
grade across the site.

When a decision was reached as to the selected PCB cleanup
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When a decision was reached as to the selected PCB cleanup"
criteria, and the depth of excavation at the site, the
volumes were recalculated and rechecked. Thus, the volumes
and costs presented in the Final FS are correct. These
volumes are as follows, noting that the soil volume includes
the dredge pile material:

Total soil and sediment volume to be treated (PCB > 10 ppm)
= 28,455 cy )

Total soil and sediment volume to be placed on site without
treatment (PCB >1, < 10 ppm)
= 5,090 cy

Total soil and sediment volume requiring excavation
= 33,545 cy

The proposed plan and the ROD may present a rounded figure
of these volume estimates.

Unit rates used in the cost estimates for all soil/sediment
remediation alternatives appear to be at the low end of
estimated ranges, thus assuming best case operating
conditions and results.

EPA Response: Cost estimates developed and presented in the
feasibility study are a direct result of vendor quotes or
have been taken from reliable sources (i.e., Means Site
Work) and have been modified to reflect the additional costs
associated with handling hazardous material. All
alternative costs were developed in the same manner and to
the same degree of accuracy. The costs associated with the
standard construction activities (i.e., excavation,
materials handling, etc) were all increased by a safety
factor to account for increased health and safety conditions
necessary for work with hazardous material. When vendor
quotes were used, as in the case of the solvent extraction,
incineration, and dechlorination costs, a cost slightly
higher than the middle of the quoted range was utilized. 1In
addition, the type of conceptual design costing included in
a feasibility study is intended to be within a -30/+50 %
range and should not be considered final as there may be
many things overlooked at the conceptual stage that will
become apparent during design of the alternative. The costs
presented at the FS stage are merely used as a comparison
between potential remedial alternatives. Since all the
alternatives have been developed to the same degree of
accuracy, an increase in the costs of all the alternatives
would not change their cost-effectiveness in relationship to
each other.

The groundwater remediation technology is based on only one
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set of groundwater elevations.

EPA Response: Groundwater elevations in the water table and
bedrock aquifer systems were measured on May 11, 1988,
August 11, 1988, March 15, 1989 and April 4, 1989. The
results of the measurements obtained at these times were
presented on Table 2-3 of the RI. Results from the series
of ground water elevation measurements performed were
plotted and showed similar trends in flow direction and
gradient. Seasonal variation in ground water elevations
were considered in the formulation and evaluation of the
ground water remediation technologies during the FS.

Given the levels of PCBs in the stream and the cost estimate
for constructing the liner, it seems wholly unreasonable to
pursue this particular remedy.

EPA Response: EPA concurs with the determination that major
disadvantages are associated with construction of a liner in
Meadow Brook as a source control alternative. Specifically,
containment of Meadow Brook by construction of a liner would
not comply with the statutory preference for treatment that
permanently and significantly reduces the toxicity, mobility
and volume of wastes. There is also an uncertainty in the
long-term effectiveness of a containment option and the
possibility of future risks and costs if the liner were to
fail. Based in part on the reasons described above, EPA did
not select construction of a liner in Meadow Brook as the
source control alternative for remediation of contaminated
sediments.

The fact that EPA contemplates a pilot study, with a default
position causing incineration to be substituted at some
later date if solvent extraction proves to be infeasible for
the site, is an arbitrary and capricious mishandling of the
RI/FS process. :

EPA Response: As explained in EPA's response to Comment
B.21., EPA believes that performing a pilot study on solvent
extraction as part of remedial design/remedial action is
consistent with guidance documents including "Guidance for
Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies
Under CERCLA" (OSWER Directive No. 9355.3-01).

Furthermore, the "Interim Final Guidance on Preparing
Superfund Decision Documents" (OSWER Directive No. 9355.3-
02) states that where an innovative technology is selected
and its performance potential is to be verified through
additional testing conducted during RD/RA, a proven
treatment technology may be included in the Proposed Plan
and ROD as a contingency remedy. In the event that test
results indicate that the innovative technology will not
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fulfill its performance expectations at that site or ~
operable unit, the contingency remedy could be implemented.

As described in the FS and Section XI of the ROD, based on
the performance potential of solvent extraction, this
innovative technology provides the best balance of tradeoffs
from among the options considered, despite its
uncertainties. Congress provided support for selecting
innovative technologies in such instances in CERCILA section
121(b) (2), which states:

The President may select an alternative remedial action
meeting the objectives of this subsection whether or not
such action has been achieved in practice at any other
facility or site that has similar characteristics.

Few, if any, tests have been conducted with the RCC B.E.S.T.
process to assess its contacting and extraction efficiency.
Several scale up issues cannot be addressed in small scale
test. '

EPA Response: The BEST solvent extraction process has been
utilized in a full scale cleanup at a Superfund site in
Savannah, Georgia. 1In addition, RCC has completed over 80
bench-scale treatability tests with a variety of waste
material and contaminants. Reported PCB removal
efficiencies are typically greater than 99%. RCC is also
currently operating a pilot-scale unit at their facility in
Bellevue, Washington. Comparison of data between the bench-
scale and full-scale operations at the Savannah site
indicated a good correlation between the two, thus, scale up
from bench-scale to full-scale is not anticipated to be a
problem. While existing bench scale test results on a
variety of soils and PCB concentrations have indicated
adequate removal efficiencies for site concentrations,
treatability tests will be performed on the material
existing at the site prior to the final design of the
remedial alternative.

An incremental 20% allowance (in addition to the base
contingency of 20%) should be included for solvent
extraction given the limited commercial experience it has
compared to incinerators.

EPA Response: The solvent extraction process does have
limited commercial experience. Treatability tests would be
required to ensure that the process will treat the site soil
and sediment to the specified concentration levels. If the
process is proven to be effective in treating the site
materials, the actual treatment of the material is not
expected to pose exceptional problems. The site activity
anticipated to be the most troublesome will be the materials
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handling and preparation required prior to the utilization’
of any of the solids treatment options. Both the solvent
extraction and incineration process require solids to be
screened and over-sized solids to be either crushed or
disposed via an alternate method such as landfilling. This
solids preparation process is often difficult and may be
costly, however, the process would be very similar for both
the solvent extraction and incineration treatment
operations, thus, both options have identical scope
contingency factors.

Fugitive dust emission can be a problem with the dry solids
produced in the RCC process.

EPA Response: Water from the solids is separated and
collected during the operation of the RCC process. This
water is passed through a carbon adsorption unit to remove
contaminants. Prior to discharging the treated solids, a
portion of this treated water is mixed into the solids to
bring the water content to approximately 10%. This
mitigates the potential fugitive dust emissions problem, and
creates a material that is much easier to handle.

The observation that on-site incineration is readily
implementable overstates the current state of knowledge and
is an abdication of EPA's responsibility in overseeing the
RI/FS process.

EPA Response: Based mostly on the limited availability of
vendors for the solvent extraction and dechlorination
treatments, on-site incineration is described as readily
implementable when compared to the other treatments (solvent
extraction, dechlorination) evaluated in detail in the FS.

Both pilot and full-scale mobile PCB incinerators are
available and have been used successfully at other hazardous
waste sites. Experience with this technology is more
extensive than that of the innovative technologies.

EPA owns a mobile rotary kiln incinerator which consists of
specialized equipment mounted on 4 trailers. System
performance is monitored through instruments and automatic
safety shutdown controls. This mobile unit has demonstrated
a greater than 99.9999% destruction and removal efficiency
at a trial burn on liquids and solids contaminated with
dioxins. It has been operated over the past 2 years for
cleanup of dioxin-contaminated liquids and soils from
numerous dioxin sites in Missouri. To date, over 2 million
pounds of solids and 18,000 gallons of liquids have been
processed.

Ogden Environmental Services, Inc. owns and operates a
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mobile circulating bed combustor incinerator for the
treatment of hazardous wastes. Test results from the
company's pilot plant indicate that the TSCA requirement for
99.9999% destruction and removal efficiency was achieved for
soil contaminated with 10,000 ppm of PCBs.

Under EPA's Superfund Innovative Technology Evaluation
(SITE) program, a full-scale and a pilot-scale infrared
system have been demonstrated. The full-scale system
demonstration was conducted at the Peake 0il Superfund site
in Florida. A total of 7,000 cubic yards of waste material
contaminated with PCBs and lead was processed. During the
trial burn that was conducted, extensive sampling was
included for the solid waste feed, stack gas, ash, scrubber
liquid and water influent, scrubber effluent solids, and
ambient air. The final technical report on the
demonstration will document the entire mechanical operating
history of the system and the problems that were encountered
in operating this type of full-scale system. The pilot-
scale system demonstration was conducted at.the Rose
Township - Demond Road Superfund site in Michigan.
Approximately 10 cubic yards of contaminated soils were
treated utilizing a blend of the most highly PCB- and lead-
contaminated soils at the site. The final technical report
will document information similar to the full-scale
demonstration.

Additional analysis of the types of incinerators and
problems with each needs to be conducted before incineration
could be selected as a treatment technology at this site.

EPA _Response: As stated in EPA's response to comment B.21,
EPA believes that the existing database is adequate to
support EPA's remedy selection of on-site incineration as
the backup treatment for the remediation of soils, sediments
and dredge pile materials. Identified concerns regarding
the types of incinerators and problems with each needs are
concerns that may be addressed during the remedial design
process, and are not essential to the remedy selection of
on-site incineration (back-up treatment).

Incineration is a proven technology which will meet ARARs
and will be protective of human health and the environment.
Although design work is needed, there is no basis for any
expectation that new information will change EPA's
conclusion.

EPA agrees that incineration is not appropriate at every
site. EPA considered a variety of factors in determining
that incineration could achieve the desired clean-up goals
at the Norwood PCB Site. These factors included:

58



1. Variability of waste feed composition: Variability in
particulate size will be addressed by design of
appropriate pretreatment and materials handling
processes. Variability in feed contaminant
concentrations will be addressed by soil blending,
particularly in cases where extremely high PCB
concentrations are found.

2. Nature of contamination: There is not historical
evidence of disposal of metal-bearing wastes.
Contaminants identified at the Norwood PCB Site are
predominantly organic and are suited to destruction by
thermal treatment. EPA does not believe there are high
levels of metals at the site. Appropriate design of
air emissions controls and ash disposal practices can
be imposed to address metals levels.

3. Depth of contamination: Soil excavation below the
water table becomes complex and expensive and generally
complicates material handling procedures. Soil
moisture content affects the fuel consumption rate of
the incinerator. EPA believes that limiting excavation
to the water table for the majority of the site
addresses a number of technical implementation
concerns.

4. Climate: A mobile incinerator may be more susceptible
to climate considerations than stationary incinerators
located in close proximity to the site. However,
appropriate weatherproofing (e.g., temporary structures
to protect the incinerator, area of excavation, and/or
materials handling and preparation area) would mitigate
climatic impacts. EPA does not consider the weather to
be an insurmountable obstacle to the implementation of
on-site incineration.

Other factors which will need to be considered during
remedial design of the incinerator include, but are not
limited to, the following: non-combustible fraction of
solids, fraction of ash as particulate; combustible solids
heating value; incinerator and afterburner operating
temperatures; and residence time. Treatability testing will
be required to determine appropriate operating parameters
for the incinerator as well as ash/decontaminated soil
handling procedures.

Comments from Mintz, Levin, Cohen, Ferris, Glovsky and
Popeo, P.C., on behalf of Grant Gear

The target cleanup levels recommended in the Ebasco FS are
based on unsupported risk targets.
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PCB-contaminated soil on the Grant Gear property are based
on a target excess lifetime cancer risk of 10°." The
exposure assumptions used in the Endangerment Assessment for
direct contact under future land use conditions were
comblned with the PCB cancer potency factor of 7.7 (mg/kg—
day) to determine the target cleanup level for PCBs in
soil. The use of the 7.7 (mg/kg/day) cancer potency
factor is consistent with current EPA guidance and
operational procedures. The EPA Carcinogen Assessment Group
(EPA 1989. Integrated Risk Information System [IRIS].
Environmental Criteria and Assessment Office, Cincinnati,
Ohio) calculated the oral potency factor of 7.7 (mg/kg-day)’
for PCBs used in the Endangerment Assessment and cleanup
level calculations. This number was intended to represent
all PCBs when quantifying the potential health risks from
any PCB mixture. Therefore, the calculated target cleanup
level for PCBs, which is based on the use of a 7.7 (mg/kg-
day) ' cancer potency factor for PCBs, is supported by
current EPA guidelines.

The soil cleanup target level of 10 ppm appears to have been
chosen with the objective of maximizing the amount of
cleanup rather than with any associated risk in mind.

EPA Response: The PCB cleanup level of 10 ppm is a risk-
based level based on the site-specific risk assessment.
Potential exposures and risks were assessed for workers,
through dermal contact with and incidental ingestion of
chemicals of potential concern in surficial soils at
commercial properties within the site boundaries. The
maximum incremental carcinogenic risk for a worker in the
vicinity of the Grant Gear facility, coming in contact
(landscaplng, storing) with contaminated surficial soils was
8 x 1073 Total PCBs and total carcinogenic PAHs contribute
the majority of the total risk. Based on the results of the
site-specific risk assessment for the protection of workers
of Grant Gear and adjacent commercial properties, soil
cleanup levels of 10 ppm of total PCBs and 6 ppm of total
carcinogenic PAHs have been selected. The assumptions used
to calculate these soil target levels are presented in Table
14 of the ROD, and reflect the manufacturing current and
future land use of this area.

Reducing the concentration of residual contaminants to these
levels will result in an incremental carcinogenic lifetime
risk level of 1 x 10’ under both current and future use
site conditions.

The RI/FS and EA address surface and air contamination
within the Grant Gear building but the RI/FS and proposed
remedies completely disregard the source of this
contamination.
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contamination.

EPA Response: As described in EPA's response to Comment
B.7., the degree to which sources of PCBs within and outside
the Grant Gear building contribute to PCB level detected in
the air and on equipment surfaces within the Grant Gear
building cannot be exactly quantified. However, based on
the results of the RI, the following may be contributing
sources: 1) exposed contaminated soils in the exterior of
the building; 2) contaminated sediments and water within the
drainage system; and 3) contaminated surfaces with the Grant
Gear building.

The selected remedy addresses all suspected sources, as
described above, of surfaces and air PCB contamination
within the Grant Gear building. These source control
components are described below: 1) component (b) of the
selected remedy - excavation, treatment, on-site disposal,
of contaminated soil within the Grant Gear property and soil
covering and revegetation or repaving of excavated areas:
and 2) component (d) of the selected remedy - flushing
and/or containment and replacement of portions of the Grant
Gear drainage system and decontamination of contaminated
machinery, equipment and floor surfaces within the Grant
Gear building.

By failing to address the source of PCB contamination, EPA
has in effect chosen a No Action alternative with respect to
this source which seems to assume the building will operate
as a cap.

EPA Response: As described in EPA's response to Comment
C.3., EPA believes that the selected remedy addresses all
identified sources of PCB contamination of equipment
surfaces and of airborne PCB levels within the Grant Gear
building. -

With respect to soils beneath the building, site
investigations have indicated on average relatively low
levels of PCBs, when compared to all other soils within the
Grant Gear property. A maximum value of 99 ppm of PCBs was
detected in soils beneath the building. This value is
greater than soil target levels of 10 ppm PCBs and 25 ppm
PCBs established for soils on Grant Gear and adjacent
commercial properties and for soils outside the Grant Gear
property under paved areas, respectively. EPA has
determined that because of extreme disruption to and damage
of the Grant Gear building, it is impracticable to remove
Grant Gear's floor in order to remediate the underlying
soils. Instead, EPA's selected remedy incorporates
institutional controls which will be designed to ensure
disturbance of untreated subsurface soils beneath the Grant
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EPA believes this approach is protective of human health and
the environment because no risk is associated with these
contaminated soils based on incomplete exposure pathways.

The proposed wipedown remedy requires continuing operations
and maintenance that are difficult to control over time.

EPA Response: Comments submitted on behalf of Grant Gear,
indicate that a wipedown and wet-sweeping floors measures
performed within the plant have been effective in reducing
PCB levels within the plant. EPA believes that component
(d) of the selected remedy which includes solvent washing of
floor and equipment surfaces will be equally effective in
reducing indoor PCB levels.

As an additional ensurance of the long-term effectiveness of
the decontamination of floor and equipment surfaces, 5 year
reviews performed at the site will include wipe sampling of
equipment and floor surfaces within the plant areas of Grant
Gear. Future remedial action, including source control
measures, wWill be considered if the long-term monitoring
program determines that unacceptable risks to human health
and/or the environment are posed by exposure to site
contaminants.

The FS omits the possibility that, at some point, the Grant
Gear building will either partially or totally be demolished
which would present significant technical difficulties in
demolishing and disposing of building structures.

EPA Response: As described in Section VII of the ROD, the
preferred alternative, as described in the Proposed Plan has
been amended to include decontamination of floor surfaces.
Therefore, the selected remedy specifies a number of
components relating to remediation of the Grant Gear
building including decontamination of equipment and floor
surfaces and flushing/cleaning and containment of the
drainage system. Any disposal of building structures in the
future would have to be performed in accordance with state
and federal regulations. EPA anticipates that any residual
PCB levels on building structures would not be greater than
50 ppm and not subject to TSCA PCB Disposal regulations.

To the extent that any contamination of the floor slab is
greater than or equal to 50 ppm, the remedy selection does
not meet EPA TSCA regulation or its PCB Spill Cleanup
Policy, respectively.

EPA Response: As described in component (d) of the selected
remedy, decontamination of floor surfaces within the plant

areas of the Grant Gear building will be performed according
to requirements specified in the EPA TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup
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to requirements specified in the EPA TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup
Policy, 40 C.F.R. 761, Subpart G. 1In particular, floor
surfaces will be cleaned by double washing with an
appropriate solvent and rinsed to an appropriate performance
standard, as measured by the standard wipe tests.

The PCB Disposal Requirements promulgated under TSCA do not
require the removal of PCBs and PCB Items from service and
disposal for disposal occurring prior to the effective date
of the regulations. However, these regulations are
applicable to PCB-contaminated solid and liquid wastes
generated as a result of decontamination of contaminated
surfaces. All solid wastes generated from decontamination
of surfaces will be treated in an off-site incinerator
meeting the standards of 40 C.F.R. § 761.69.

RCRA requirements for closure and post-closure should be
adhered to with respect to the concrete plant floor.

EPA Response: RCRA Regulations for floor surfaces are not
applicable nor relevant and appropriate because levels on
floor surfaces are not sufficiently similar to hazardous
wastes under Massachusetts Hazardous Waste regulations.
Rather, the cleanup levels specified in the TSCA PCB Spill
Cleanup Policy have been designed to apply to contamination
of floor surfaces and matches the circumstances of the site.

The potentially devastating impact on Grant Gear raises a
question whether the remedies involving soil excavation are
implementable.

EPA Response: It is recognized that the space available for
use on the Grant Gear property is limited. The
availability of work space was considered in tHe Feasibility
Study when evaluating alternatives involving soil
excavation. As a result of these evaluations, staging of
soil excavation and treatment activities will be carefully
planned during remedial design to reduce the short-term and
long-term impact on Grant Gear operations. During the
remediation process, some temporary modification of existing
land use within the Grant Gear property can be anticipated.
However, the temporary modifications in existing land use
required during soil excavation were not deemed severe
enough or of a sufficiently long duration to preclude
implementation or business relocation.

The FS is deficient in failing to consider relocation of
Grant Gear as part of response action by EPA or the Federal
Emergency Management Agency.

EPA Response: The Grant Gear Building FS (CDM, August 1989)
identified and screened seven response alternatives. Of
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these alternatives, Alternative B-6 consisted of Demolition
of the Grant Gear building. Although not explicitly stated,
relocation of Grant Gear would be a component of this
alternative. Given the total destruction of the building,
relocation of the Grant Gear business would be required on a
long-term or permanent basis depending upon the feasibility
and cost of reconstructing a building on-site upon
successful implementation of the remedial action.

The other six alternatives identified in Chapter 4 of the FS
would not incorporate relocation of Grant Gear as a
component because these alternatives would not result in
damage to the building to the extent that the building would
be uninhabitable.

The remedy should include the permanent relocation of Grant
Gear.

EPA Response: The terms "remedy" or '"remedial action" is
defined under CERCLA § 101(24) to include costs of permanent
relocation of residents and businesses where the President
determines that, alone or in combination with other
measures, such relocation is more cost-effective than and
environmentally preferable to the transportation, storage,
treatment, destruction, or secure disposition off-site of
hazardous substances, or may otherwise be necessary to
protect the public health or welfare.

This alternative would not be more cost-effective than other
alternatives evaluated because relocation alone would not
result in any reduction of current on-site risks but would
be excessively costly. There is no advantage to be gained
by such relocation, based on its effectiveness, because
contaminant levels within the building would not be reduced
to acceptable target cleanup levels. If demolition of the
building was combined with relocation of Grant Gear,
excessive costs would be associated with demolition of all
building structures and disposal or decontaminated of roofs,
walls, drainage piping, floors and other building structures
and combined with the costs of relocation would be orders of
magnitude greater than other alternatives evaluated in the
FS. Additional disadvantages associated with demolition are
as follows:

1) off-site disposal of building least preferred under
CERCLA
2) implementability constraints relating to the logistics

of demolishing a large building contaminated with
residual levels of PCBs

3) transportation and disposal constraints associated with
handling of significant volume and mass of building
structures.
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Comments submitted on behalf of Grant Gear, state that a
decision to provide permanent relocation may be based on
findings that exposure, to hazardous substances from the
site after remedial actions, has a significant likelihood of
causing or contributing to adverse health effects or
exacerbating existing conditions.

EPA has determined that the selected remedy, as described in
Section X. of the ROD, will be protective of human health.
The remedy at this Site will permanently reduce the risks
presently posed to human health and the environment through:

1) solvent extraction of PCBs and other contaminants in
soils, sediments and dredge pile materials and off-site
incineration of PCB-contaminated oil extract;

2) flushing and containment of PCB-contaminated sediments
in the Grant Gear drainage system to prevent further
contamination of Meadow Brook;

3) decontamination of equipment and floor surfaces within
the Grant Gear building;
4) extraction and treatment by air stripping of

contaminated groundwater to contain the contaminant
plume and restore groundwater quality:; and
5) institutional controls.

Treatment of contaminated soils and dredge pile materials
will reduce risks associated with exposure to contaminants
from direct contact with and ingestion of soils and dredge
pile materials from a maximum incremental carcinogenic risk
of 8x10° at Grant Gear to less than 1x10™>. In addition, 10
inches or clean soil will be placed over areas where treated
soils will be disposed to further reduce the potential risks
associated with direct contact with or ingestion of site
contaminants.

The Grant Gear office and machinery equipment surfaces
cleanup level to be attained by the decontamination of these
surfaces, will reduce risks to Grant Gear workers in direct
contact with such surfaces to a maximum carcinogenic risk of
1x10°. Reducing the levels of floor contaminants will
minimize the potential for migration of PCBs into the air,
and subsequent recontamination of equipment and machinery.
The combination of flushing and containment of the Grant
Gear drainage system will virtually eliminate the continued
release of hazardous substances to Meadow Brook, especially
PCBs, so as not to recontaminate the stream sediments and
reintroduce the risks from sediments that are being
remediated by this remedy.

Risks from exposure to contaminated groundwater, via
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ingestion, will be permanently and significantly reduced as
a result of groundwater collection and treatment. Cleaning
the contaminated groundwater at this Site will promote
restoration of groundwater quality and prevent off-site
migration of contaminated groundwater. EPA has determined
that it is technically infeasible to attain a health-based
groundwater cleanup level for PCBs. Groundwater within the
zone of contamination is not currently used for drinking
water sources. Institutional controls will be implemented
to ensure that in the future, drinking water wells will not
be drilled within the zone of PCB groundwater contamination.

EPA believes that there is not significant likelihood of
causing or contributing to adverse health effects or
exacerbating existing conditions once remedial action is
complete. Therefore, based on this determination and all
other reasons stated above, relocation of Grant Gear is not
justified. o

The ROD should allow enough designing flexibility to
accommodate differences between the ENSR proposal (Grant
Gear's contractor) and the CDM proposal (EPA's contractor).

EPA Response: As stated in the comments submitted by Grant
Gear, ENSR's conclusions and recommendations are
conceptually in accord with those of the principal remedy
for the drainage system (flushing/cleaning). As part of the
soil component of the remedy, EPA has also specified that
best management practices and engineering measures, such as
installation of curbing and sweeping of pavement surfaces
will be taken to prevent further contamination of Grant
Gear's drainage system including roof surfaces. Specific
measures and implementation requirements will be finalized
during remedial design.

The ROD should allow for incorporation of a requirement
greater than the limits of detection for PCBs if that should
be adopted instead.

EPA Response: EPA, in consultation with MA DEP, established
a cleanup level of 0.5 ppb of total PCBs in the effluent
from the Grant Gear drainage system. This value is based on
a practical detection limit for the analysis of PCBs and was
specified in Grant Gear's draft National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit proposed in 1988.

As stated above, the PCB cleanup level of 0.5 ppb was based
on the achievable detection 1limit for the analysis of PCBs
in surface and its value is approximately 35 times the PCB
ambient water quality criterion of 0.014 ppb. Given this
comparison, EPA believes it is unlikely that a requirement
greater than 0.5 ppb would be acceptable. However, if EPA
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in consultation with the Massachusetts Division of Water
Pollution Control (MDWPC) determines that, after ROD
signature, a greater target cleanup level for the drainage
system would be acceptable, then, the ROD may be changed as
a minor change or a significant change.

The decision process relating to such changes to the ROD
changes to the ROD is described below: Minor changes, such
as the decision to move the location of a well or minor cost
or time changes, are those technical or engineering changes
that do not significantly affect the overall scope,
performance, or cost of the alternative and fall within the
normal scope of changes occurring during the remedial
design/remedial action engineering process. Such changes
should simply be documented in the post-decision document
file and, optionally, can be mentioned in a remedial design
fact sheet, which is often issued as part of the community
relations effort. '

Significant changes to the remedy in terms of scope,
performance, or cost are explained in an Explanation of
Significant Differences provided for under CERCLA Section
117(c). This document describes the differences and what
prompted them and is announced in a newspaper notice. This
is placed in the administrative record for the site, along
with the information that prompted the change. Significant
changes involve a component of the remedy, such as a change
in the volume of contaminated ground water that must be
addressed, or a switch from air stripping to carbon
adsorption in a ground-water pump and treat remedy, but do
not fundamentally alter the hazardous waste management
strateqgy represented by the selected remedy.

The effectiveness of flushing and the implementability of
additional contingent measures depend on completion of soil
and groundwater treatment.

EPA Response: As described in component (b) of the selected
remedy, measures will be taken during implementation of the
soil component to limit potential air emissions from
excavation, treatment and ancillary activities. 1In
addition, best management practices and engineering
measures, such as installation of curbing (berms) and
sweeping of pavement surfaces, will be taken to prevent
further contamination of Grant Gear's drainage system
including roof surfaces. Specific measures and
implementation requirements including optimal sequencing of
the so0il, groundwater and drainage system will be finalized
during remedial design.

The ROD should adopt a more flexible, staged approach to the
remediation of the drainage system, including retesting and
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additional source measures applied.

EPA Response: The ROD establishes what measures will be
taken to remediate the site to protective levels. EPA
acknowledges there are numerous factors to be considered
before implementing the extensive site remedy, as specified
in Section X of the ROD. The appropriate sequence of
implementation of the various components of the selected
remedy will be finalized during remedial design.

There is not reason to believe that the roof is a
significant source of contamination within the drainage
system or that roof drains have accumulated a significant
volume of contaminated sediments. Therefore, the existing
roof drains can be connected directly to a new above-grade
exterior drain.

EPA Response: Investigations performed by EPA indicated
that gravel that cover the asphalt roof of the Grant Gear
building was contaminated with PCBs in the range of 1.8 to
3.1 ppm. In addition, sampling and analyses of roof water
performed by ENSR, Grant Gear's consultant, indicated PCB
levels ranging from 0.27 to 2.7 ppb. Because the
established Grant Gear drainage system cleanup level is 0.5
ppb, the results, as described above, are of significance.
EPA has determined that additional sampling is necessary to
further determine PCB levels on the roof and in roof drains.
Based on these results, appropriate remedial actions will be
performed, including if necessary replacement of roof drains
and sealing of the roof.

The objectives of the containment remedy can be achieved
more effectively by sealing points on inflow and outflow,
without the additional labor and material cost of filling
and sealing the entire system.

EPA Response: As described in component (d) of the selected
remedy, containment will implemented were flushing and
cleaning are ineffective in reducing contaminant levels to
target levels. For those portions that will be contained,
the entire portion will be filled with concrete of a slurry
mixture (e.g. bentonite slurry). EPA did not select
containing only the inflow and outflow because of the
uncertainty of the long-term effectiveness of uncontained
portions of the drainage system in preventing future release
and migration of contaminants.

It is unnecessary to clean the drainage system and then also
fill it with concrete.

EPA Response: The cleanup standard under §121(b) (1)
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mandates that remedial actions in which treatments which
permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity or
mobility of the hazardous substances, pollutants, and
contaminants as a principal element, are to be preferred
over remedial actions not involving such treatment.

In the case of remedial alternatives for remediation of the
Grant Gear drainage system, EPA selected flushing and
cleaning followed by treatment of the purged solids over
containment because flushing and cleaning will permanently
and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity and mobility
of the hazardous substances. Containment would not utilize
treatment and would only reduce the mobility of hazardous
substances.

Containment of the drainage system will be the backup
alternative if flushing and cleaning is ineffective in
reducing contaminant levels to target levels. To what
extent containment would be necessary will be determined
during remedial design and remedial action.

Careful attention needs to be given in remedial design to
insure protection of drainage area during soil excavation.

EPA Response: As described in components (b) of the
selected remedy, measures will be implemented to limit
potential air emissions from excavation, treatment and
ancillary activities. 1In addition, best management
practices and engineering measures, such as installation of
curbing (berms) and sweeping of pavement surfaces, will be
taken during soil excavation, treatment, storage and
disposal activities to prevent further contamination of
Grant Gear's drainage system including roof surfaces.

The ROD should provide for resampling of roof and any other
exterior drainage source and measures consistent with the
drainage remedy in the event that any areas have been
recontaminated during remedial action.

EPA Response: The selected remedy specifies methods to be
implemented to minimize further contamination of the Grant
Gear drainage system. EPA believes these measures will be
effective in minimizing further migration of contaminants
into the drainage system. As with any component, sampling
will be performed to determine how effective these measures
were in meeting the response objective.

EPA's study fails to support decontamination of equipment
surfaces in both the office and plant. The record reveals
that no decontamination is required in the office portion of
the building.
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EPA Response: EPA concurs that the record does not support
decontamination of equipment surfaces in both the office and
plant areas of the Grant Gear building. Component (d) of
the selected remedy specifies that only machinery/equipment
and floor surfaces within the plant areas of the Grant Gear
building will be remediated.

The decontamination of surfaces component of the remedy will
result in cleaning up too many surfaces too low a level and
is therefore neither cost-effective nor considered with
ARARS.

EPA Response: The PCB target cleanup level for equipment
and machinery surfaces is a risk-based level of 5 ug/100
cm?’. This level was based on the site-specific human health
risk assessment and was established to be protective of
Grant Gear workers in direct contact with contaminated
surfaces. Remediation of all equipment to this cleanup
level will result in a maximum risk of 1x10° workers due to
exposure to contaminated surfaces. Assumptions used to
determine this target level is presented in the EA and is
consistent with the "Supplemental Risk Assessment Guidance
for the Superfund Program" EPA Region I (June 1989).

With respect to ARARs, no federal or state ARARs exist for
establishing target cleanup levels for contaminated
surfaces. As described in EPA's response to comment A.19,
the TSCA PCB Spill Policy is not an ARAR but a TBC. EPA did
consider the surface cleanup level of 10 ug/100 cm®
specified in the TSCA PCB Spill Policy but determined that
the site-specific risk-based level of 5 ug/100 cm? was
necessary to adequately protect workers exposed to
contaminated surfaces.
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EXHIBIT A
COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED AT THE NORWOOD PCB SITE
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COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED AT THE NORWOOD PCB SITE

EPA has conducted the following community relations activities at
the Norwood PCB site:

o

June 22, 1983 - EPA attended an emergency meeting held by
the Town to discuss the status of soil removal activities at
the site.

July 1983 - EPA issued a press release announcing that
contaminated soil would be removed from the site.

July 1987 - EPA met with local officials to describe field
investigation activities and the status of negotiations with
PRPs.

March 1988 - EPA sent letters to residents living in the
Meadow Brook area regarding the initial results of sediment
and surface water sampling activities.

March 3, 1988 - EPA issued a press release announcing that a
March 16 public meeting would be held to discuss the 2-phase
RI/FS being conducted for the site.

March 16, 1988 - EPA held a meeting to discuss the RI/FS.

November 1988 - EPA distributed a fact sheet summarizing
field investigations conducted to-date and explaining
opportunities for public involvement during the site
investigation and cleanup process.

March 8, 1989 - EPA met with the Norwood Board of Selectmen
to present a status report on groundwater investigations
being conducted as part of the RI. This was one of many
quarterly meetings sponsored by the Town that EPA attended
and provided information about the site related issues.

June 8, 1989 - EPA issued a press release announcing that a
public meeting would be held to explain the results of the
RI and EA.

June 15, 1989 - EPA held a public informational meeting to
present the results of the RI and EA.

August 3, 1989 - EPA issued a press release announcing an
August 10 public meeting and an August 24 public hearing to
present the FS and Proposed Plan. The notice also stated
that a 30-day public comment period would be held, and that
the Administrative Record would be available at site
information repositories so that the documents could be
reviewed.

August 1989 - EPA distributed copies of the Proposed Plan to
those on the site mailing list prior to the August 10
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meeting.

August 10, 1989 - EPA held a public informational meeting to
present the FS and Proposed Plan.

August 24, 1989 - EPA held an informal public hearing to
accept comments on the FS and Proposed Plan.

August 11, 1989 through September 9, 1989 - EPA held public
comment period on the FS and Proposed Plan.
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EXHIBIT B
TRANSCRIPT OF THE AUGUST 24, 1989 INFORMAL PUBLIC HEARING
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION ONE

In the Matter of:

PROPOSED CLEANUP PLAN FOR THE
NORWOOD PCB SUPERFUND SITE

Thursday
August 24, 1989

Memorial Hall

Norwnod Town Hall
Washington Street
Norwood, Massachusetts

The above-entitled matter came on for hearing,

pursuant to Notice, at 7:37 o'clock n.m.

RICHARD CAVAGNERO, Chairman
Chief

Massachusetts Superfund Section
U.S. EPA

90 Canal Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02114

RICHARD G. MCALLISTER, Esqg.
U.S. EPA, Assistant Regional Counsel

JANE DOWNING
U.S. EPA, Project Manager

DALE C. YOUNG

Massachusetts Dent. of Environmental Protection

Site Manager

APEX Reporting

Registered Professional Reporters
(617)426-3077
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ZCOMMENCED [7:37 p.m. 1

W

MF. ZAVAGNERO: Good evening. I guess we
are going to get started.

My name is Richard Cavagnerao. I work for
EFA. I am the Chief aof the Massachusetts Super fund
Secticon and I'm responsible for the remediation of
super fund sites in Massachusetts that make 1t to the
Naticonal Priority.List.

Let me introduce the people sitting up here
Wwith me. At the far end here 1s Jane Downing who is
the Femedial Project Manager for EFA for the MNorwood
FZE site. Next to me 1s Dale Youmg whao 1s the Sites
Marnager for thics cite for the State Department of

Envivronmental Frotection. Arnd to o my left ics

m
—.
i
o
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McAallicster who 1e the attormey for EFA on thi

i

particular site.

Also 1n the audience we do have some
representatives from EFA'e contractore who worked on
the Femedial Investigation Feacibility Study 1mcluding
Fick Gleason from Ebasco, cur prime contractor, and
Jazk Fraost and Henry Mclean from ICF, the
subcont}actor.

The puwpose of the hearing tonight 15 to

tale formal comments for the record i the prooses

SPEX FEFQRTING
Feglrstered Frafeszional Fepor ler s
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plan EFA hacs issued for the Norwood FCR site and alea
an the feasibility study in general, remedial
investigation and endangerment assessment.

The format of the hearing is fairly simple.
Jane will be giving & short recap, ten or fifteen
minutes on the proposed plan, which she discussed out
here about tws weeks agz, I believe, just to rvrefresh
your memory, I quess, as to what EFA is recommending
for the clean up of the cite.

Following Jane's brief recap, we will be
taking comments for the record. I have recelv=d three
cards thus far from people who have indicated that they
would 1like to make comments for the record. Arnd 1 f
there 12 anyone elcse aut there whao has not yet agiwven us=s
one and would like to mabe a comment, please ses bath
James whao is cuat in the framt and has the cards. This
Chly purpose of asking you to f1ll oone out i3 so that
we get your name spelled correctly for the recard.
And, 1f you have any affiliation, please indicate that
alsa.

I will be callimng an thecse pecple 1n the
order an which they have filled cut the cards. Ang, T
recd e, we will limit people to socme reasonable time
frame to make sure we have encugh time for everyone,

although prezently, 1t doesn't zeem 114
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t> have a prablem in that regard.

Once the formal coral commentse have been
given, we will close the hearing and that will end the
record for the purposes of this hearing tonight.  We
will be happy to stay arcund following that to answer
any questicns you may have, but that will not be
tranéc;ibed for the record.

If I didn't &lready say this, we do have
someone from Apex.Eeporting here who will'be
transcribing the praceedings tonight. That will be
available and will b2 put in the administrative record
such that you will be able to read that trancocript
later.

We are in the middle «f & public comment
pericod which ends on September Jth. The purpose of the
comment period, again, 1e far the public to let EFA and
the State DEF know what you think of EFA's proposed
remedy for the Norwood FCER site, and to comment in
general, as 1 said, on the studies we have conducted.

You have basically twa ways to get your
views known and to make them part of the recard. Yoo
can either make oral comments toright, which again wiil
be part,of a recorded transcript, or you send in
written comments or youw can do both if you like. If

you send written comments, we nezsd to hiave them

AFEY FEFOFTIMNG
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postmarked no later than September>9th and csent to Jane
Downing at the EFA's office. I believe the specific
address is listed in the handouts that were given aut
with the proposed plan and I believe are still
available at the back of the room.

If you didn't happen to get that address or
are unsure, after the meeting please see us. We want
to make sure that anycne who has anything to say gets
their comments in faor the‘record. So, again, 1f
anything I have said 15 confusing or you don't
understand exactly what you need to do, come and seese us
aflter the hearing and we will make sure you have the
correct address and the correct time frame by which i
male your statemernts.

We do also hope that you will =ubmit
Ccomments of mahks those coaments tonight.  We ksos hed s
riumber of public hearings recently on propozed remesciexs
and have not nad & whole 1ot 1n the way of puibl:ic
comment and this puts us at somewhat of a disadvantage.
One of the criteria we have 1in making a decision cn
this or any cother superfund site is the acceptance by
the genmeral public of the proposed remedy.

And o 1t's very important that we do fing
out whether or not you support the remedy, which we

bioper wow would, but 37 you don®t, we would libe ¢
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why yaou don’t, what other remedy you think would be
better. And, again, it's important that you do get
those comments to us.

Sa, with that, let me Jjust again give you
the format. Jane will be recapping the elements <f the
proposgd plan after which we will apen the hearing to
formal comments. I will again take the pecple in the
crder in which they have submitted cards, and at the
end =f which we will claoase the hearing.

Fallowing that—— Again, we are naot here
tonight really to answer questions on the planm, but
cspecifically to take yaour comments. You may =till have
questicons, and, again, once we clase the hearing
record, we will be glad to stay arcund for a while and
try to answer those for you so that, you know, you
could submit formal written comments later.

S, with that, T would like to tuwrnn 1t cwer
to Jane Downing.

MS. DOUWMING: Sood evening.

Eefore I begin the formal presentaticn, 1
would like to make a small anncauncement. If you have
your proposed plans 1o frant of you, could you turn to
page 8. Eccentially, we are making twos small changesz
to the proposed plan. The first one was a

typographical errvror and that 1= on page 7. lIndes the
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Scil Cleanup Goals, number Z, where it says All Other
Soils, at the very battom of the page we have a
chemical which is called 1,4-dichlorcbenzene with &
number next to it of 260ppm. Unfortunately, that m
should be a b. So the soil target level for that
particular chemical should be ZE0 parts per billian,
with a b there.

And the next ocne is at the very next page,
page 8, under the Grant Gear Machinery and Office
Equipment Surfaces Cleanup Goal. The -proposed cleanup
goal 1s now S and not 10, We did write a memo> which 1s
in the administrative record which explains why that
was changed. 52, again, we are going With a praposed

cleanup gos for the ofiice equipment of S micrograms

per 100 square centimeters. It*=s om page 8. Does
anyone have any quesztions abbout that™
[No response]

MS5. DOWNING: I would like to begin with
Just & very quick summary of the results of the
remedial investiqaticn, simply because we are concerned
with what chemicales showsd up at the site and at what
concentration. This 1s in summary form because we went
into quite detailled twi weeks sgo and alse 1 June.

For this particular <ite, 1t i callied the

Norwood FOE si1te,

Ui
it
"
e
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! contaminant and it did show up in the site soile.  For
2 the soils within the Z& acre site and most of the Grant
3 Gear Facility. The major Eontaminants were FCEBs. We
4 also had contaminants which we call FAHs. FAH stands
5 for poly aromatic hydroacarbons. The third contaminant
6 class of chemicals that we found are the VOC. The VOC
7 standsrfar the volatile organic compounds.
8 So essentially for the scils there are
9 three dif%erent classes of chemicals that showed up:
10 the FCEBe, the FAHs and the VDCZs. You will see, vhen
n you read the proposed plan, because they are
12 “ contaminants of concern, we do target these chemicals
i
13 =2 that the cleanup will remsdiate theses chemicals down
— 14 to an acceptable level.
15 For the sedimente, what we believe happen=d
6 12 that thne =2ils errvoded {ron the site andg ended up 16
7 the brook. Therefore, the FLCEs were 1nm the ccoi1lz and
i8 the FIUBz also shiowed up 1n the sediments of Meadow
9 Er ook .
20 E The aroundwater underneath the =ite, we
21 alsa found conteminants. These contaminants were
2z mastly the vaolatile organic compounds.  The FLEe reall )
23 did notbshou up to any great extent in the groundwater.
24 And arne of the reascnse for that is FCERe ternd to abzaorb
2% to zcilzs.  The, don’t vary eazily diszol o
| AFEX FEFOFTING
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So those chemicals really we found
basically in the soils and the sediments, not so muc h
in the groundwater. Unfortunately, the volatile
organic compounds do easily dissclve and we did find
them in the groundwater. We will be targeting them in
groundwater.

Grant Gear has a drainage system, becaucse
of past disposal practices, there are sediments 1in the
drainage system that are very highly contaminated.
They are contaminmated with, again, the FlZEs, the FAH:,
there are some metals that showed up 1n the sedimernts.

So, thz drainage system of Grant Gear 1i:

i
a1
—
if;
[x

contaminated.
We have, as far as potential health raicshs=s,
wz do have some risks ascsociated with expoasure to these

chemicals. Some of the wayz that you can be ewpoced

-

+
Nl

the chemicals i simply direct contact with
contaminated saoils, direct coantact with contlaminated
sediments. So, we do have a public health rish. The,
are not too significant other tham come of the maximum
concentratiaons.  But it 1s a patential public health
ricgk.

There's alsc an environmental rish that we

alsa laolk at because a remedy must be pratective of

public hosltih and the enviyonment. And s

"

1
4

I=ll, we
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11
were concerned with the environment when we took a laock
at the csediments. So, we had to set a level i1n the
sediments that was alsao protective of the environment.

Very quickly just sheowing this map, because
again, far the FCEs it's really the scils that we are
mostly concerned about. And the cne thing to remember
here and this, I think, pretty well illustrates is that
most of the soils that we found that were contaminated
with the FCZEBs did show up within the Grant Gear
property. The Grant Gear property is_approximately
nine acrec of the twenty <ix acres.

You can see from the colars that the more

lhighly contaminated soils and, actually, the greatest

wvolume of soils showed up within the property. Je did
Fawve some high levels that we found im the zooth bant
o Meadow Brook, On the north bark, the le.cl:z were

Lo

fairly low. o, essenti

lly, our FCE contaminsted
zal]l was confined to the Grant Gear property with zoae
outlying areas and alsc the south bank.

Now what I would like to do is just to

g

recap the preferred alternative. Two weels

]

i1

&aoo we g

[

you the preferved alternative evplained and then we
took a look at socme of the other optiaons. Those other
cpticns are explained in the proposed plan. The, ave

]

alsc explaines 1n the feazibility study &od 2 f L0
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1z
wauld like, we can discuss it after the formal public
hearing.
Eut this essentially is what EFA is

proposing for the cleanup of this particular site.

~There are nine components to this preferred

alternative.

The first cne is called the site
preparation. That is essentially self explantory. We
ne=sd to prepare t#e cite for the future woric. That may
consicet of grading the site and worvying about
collecting the erazion, some erczions, some runoff
containment.

The soil treatment, there 1c quite =

cignl ficarnt volume of soils that must bEe treatazd. I

believe we are talling about 23,000 cublc yardsz of

contamimated =cxil. We are proposing to treat the z=oil.

The other opticon would be something lite containmmert.
W2 are proposing to excavate the scil,

anything above the target level, and treat it by a
treatment called salvent extraction. That is &
chemical type of treatment where you chemically remove
the cantamimante. The aother option that we luocked at
two weels ago was 1ncineraticn. But we are piaoposing

the saolvent extractian. It 1s anm 1nnovative treatment.

L)

e will have to do some treatability ctudie -,
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The sediment treatment will be essentially
the same as the soil treatment. We are going with the
an-site solvent extraction chemical removal of the
contaminants.  There'’s goiﬁg to be about 2,000 cubic
yards of sediments that will have to be dredged from
Meadcow Brook.

As we talked about two weelis ago, mast of
the contamination of the sediments started directly
near the Grant Gear out-—-fall. So we are in Meadow
Erook at the Gramt Gear cut-fall and extending all the

way down towardes the Neponset Fiver. &l though the

lovele boetwesn Dean Street and the Mzponset Fiver were
fairly low, we are ctill proposing to excavate those
sedimenta.

The next media that we are going *o take &
Tonods 20 wonlc boe thie Srant Szar building. Chviouzly, we
nesza to renedliate the buliding. There 15 o cont.nuing
dischierges of contaminants. If we clean up the strean,

we really need to remediate the drainage system so that
will rmot happen.

What we are proposing for the drainage
system 1s a two part combination plan. We are goinmg to
fluch ogt as much of the contaminants ac we possibly

cean. It's very difficult at this point In time to bnow

Logoing tao owor b B0 v 100 Ue dontt
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feel that we can, through flushing, totally clean cut
the drainage system. We still believe there will be
some manholes or some pipes that will still contain
residual contamination.

For those particular parts of the drainage
system, we are proposing a containment.  They will be
filledrwith concrete.  And, to whatever extent ics
needed, we will have to replace those portions of the

dr ainage syst

1]

M.

Sa, it's going to be a flushinmg to get aut
as much of the contaminants as we possibly cam, coupled
Wwith a containment of those pavticonzs thiat car not be

physically cleaned up.

Ve are also worried about the pozsibilic

S
that the rocf of Grant Gear 13 cortamlicated. Arnd even
LThough thoze levels are fairly low, the valuses trnot e
ailoead Lo go oot to the ztrcam are inmoredibly, 1o

50, the roof may have to be remediated. We are qQoinig
to do some additional sanpling to figure cut to whiat

extent that will be.

if that is true, we are proposing to clean
up the racf. There are stones out there prezently, and
if need be, seal the roof. The cother option for the

rocaf could be samething like & removal of the veanf,
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We did take a laak at the machinery inside
the building because of the past history. There were
some low levels of FPCBEs that were found on the
equipment. They were fairly loaw. They were very cloze
to our FCE number that is in a TSCA regulation.
However, we are still proposing to remediate that down
to a cértain risk level. We are concerned about the
future, every day exposure to those low levels.

| Sa, we are propocsing & remediaticon of thase
and that would be cimply decarntaminaticn. We will te
Laking a saolvent and essentially washing the egquipmant
to remove the FUOBs.

Grourdwater needs to be collected before

yau can treat 1t. There will be two parts of &

groundwater collection scheme.  One will be a trernch
located along tho novthern border of Grant Gear, clio=c
to the fence between Grant Sear and Meacow Brootb. That

would be to collect some of the top groundwater, some
of the overburdened groundwater and some of the shiallow
bedrock. That 1s escentially where most of the
contamination lies, in the overburden and alcea the
shallow bedraoclh.,

To whatever extent 1s necessary, we may
have to put in some very desp welle to get some of the

decp bedr oci groundwater oot
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Frogrsterea Foorfesoronal Fopoaler z

ol B P ol B
DA B IV SR L




—

20

21

22

23

23]
w

Sz, we are proposing a trench for the
overburden and shallow bedrock and some extraction
wells for the deep bedrock.

The groundwater will have to be treated.

We are going with a fairly readily available treatment,
it’s been used at a lat of sites, called air stripping.
It essentially strips out those VOC compounds.

We also may have to remove some metals

simply because you are only allowed small levelz of

metal going inmto the brool.  And that will have to be

removed by, again, a falirly common treatment, iiichy 1z
called precipitation and filtration. You add some
cnemicals and 1t proefipitates: out the metals.

Foor the FCOEBz, agzain the FCEs tend not to b
Z2izszolved in the grournz water, but they tend tao be

ctzzrbed ta =mall particles and we avre propoazing to

-
remsve witot by Ccarbor abszorption. It'=s a filterirg
type of treatment.

The wetlands was & special izsue that we

talked about two weeks aac. Fart of the gquidelines,
part of the laws of the land, we need to inform you
that there will be some wetlands impact. The area

between Grant Gear and Meadow Brook has been dez:grat- o

as & wetland=z, although you go out and see a fore=st

Wi

there, 1t 1 a wetlond

ATTE FEPOSTING
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Therefore, if we want to go after the
;ediments, we will have to possibly take down some
trees. So there's going to be a lot of impact to those
wetlands areas. We feel that there’s really no other
choice. If we are going to clean it up, we are going
to have to impact them.
| But, under the law, what we need toc do i,
to the extent possible, go back and restore that ares.
That will be somewhat difficult because you have tress
there, but that 1s the proposal to do‘a wetlands

restoration program for those areas 1mpacted.

There will be long term enviconmental

monltoring. We are not proposing to go o after the sails
undernzath the water table. Sy thiers will ke =zome
z0ilz that will vemain on the cite, ac well ac vhatzver
contaminants arc remaining i the drainade oystEa. Al
becauwze of that, we are going to be doing =ome 1ong

term envivonmental monitoring. Ws will Jjust be
checlhing o 1t periodically making sure thal theve
ien't any release, making sure that we are being
protective of human health and the envivonment.

And finally, we are proposing institutional

i

contrale, We talked about this betfore, but bacically

we feel that there 1 a need to nate some reztrictians

e tho w7 gy oundwa e, Capelg vl owrolaan the LA
A FZRORTINGD
.r(r:l tored My afc 1o il [ ST N
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Gear facility.

Because of the possibility that li

18

ttle FCR

particles could end up-in the groundwater, we don't

feesl comfoartable saying that you can drink the

‘aroundwater at Grant Gear, even though we are cleaning

up for the other chemicals. Because of that small

poxssibility, we are going to have to impose some

instituticnal controls so that wellse are nmot drilled inm

that area.

The other reason why we need thz=m

3o
pitY

because, 1f the drainzage system is goling to remaln

there, we neced tx put zome king of deed vecstrictians

for amy possible future owners to let them hnces

ey can not fool arcund with the drainasge eystem and

Aind I just have two more transporencies

review of what we locabk at bBe

.
-
i
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fore e

picic & decizsion.  We have a, I kelieve it'z nine

criteria that we use to evaluate all the zlter

The first one is probably the macst

nativeo.

important, 1t's the overall protecticorn of human healtt.

arnd the envirornment.

The =zecond one is more the techriical mature

of the project, 1= 1t going to b effective 1n

Theot be s, e 0t going too be offective 1o
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term.

We then want to lock at whether the
alternative will reduce toxicity, mobility and vaolume
of contaminants. We prefef a treatment &< opposed to a
containment because containment will not reduce
toxicity.

| We are alsc looking at whether the
treatment can be fairly implemented. Is it a readily
available treatment? And we fesl that the wnes that we
have plicked are.

Cost, of course, i€ an impartant factaor and
we do laok at cost. We need to figure out whether our

decizion 1s & cost effective decision and, obviaously,

And there are & 1ot of laws, including the

watlands law thzt we alss have to look at. We koo b
male z=ure that wve &re complyling with, basicall,, =ziste

arnd fedeoral laws.

T

|

e state needs to tell us how they fee!l

about 1t. There's a state acceptance that 1= part of

1

the criteria.

And last, but not least, 1is the community
acceptance.  How does the community fesl about tho
proposed plan™ Are there some aspects of it that thie,

are concerned ahoab T Ao bthere soms obine R =R i DU
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that they would choose.  And that is essentially why we
are here tonight.

I would like to clase just with a quick
schedule outline. The first two we have actually
finished. We are at the —- during the public comment
pericd and you need to know that that will be up
September J9th. And the FOD is proposed to be signed at
the end of September, arcound September 30.

Thank you.

MR, CAVAGNEFRO: Thanl: you, Jane.

Before we take comments, I just wanit tao

malte one further point. Jane indicated wz will be

zigning somzliing called & FOD 1nm the latter pavt of
September. This iz short for Fecord of Leciclor, whiaoh
iz the Fegilonal Adminmizstrator of ZFAT=s decision as ba
what the remedy will be on thic sito. Adain, 1o Jalo,
wz have only groposed the vremedy, we are now 1o tho

process of accepting pubklic comment and we will be
aoing back, following that comment period, and coaning
up with the final remedy.

Orice that FRecord of Decision i€ <igred, it

will &lzo include a section called & responsivencsc

summary and this ezzentially will be a summary of a1l
the commentz wie recelved from all partiez, either at

tontabt "z hesoing o 1nowrltaing, and 1t w1l oo lode
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our responses to all those commentse. So, you will,
when the Record of Decisicn, alsa know how EFA
addressed any comments that you did raise during the
public comment pericd.

With that, I would like to open it up. In
order to get on the receard, you will have to approach
the mic;

The first person is named Faobert Clement.

MR, CLEMENT: First of all, you said that
the 1282 record, it was very recently that we

funintelligible) we were taold that 1f documzntatiaons

from DERE, EFA, that at the end of 13282-84, this was
z11 cleanad up, we had no other problem. Six months

later, you cCame back and you said you left a little bit
cf contamination arcund Grant Gear. Ttrs =211

cocumented, 211 in files right there and I hev=2 moare &t

AT

Thern Mr. Hourlhan and few —— you will have
to excuze me, all you peocple are new to g, you kEnow,
I"'m uzed to loacking at the old faces, Mr. Hourilhan anc
Fitzgevald and a few other people. The only one 1
recognize here tonight i1is John.

Arnyhow, we were taold that thiz place wasn™t
going to be touched for ten years because i1t had to go

ot o ocovtoan clzzzification of lamd that Lo, oabtah

AFEY FEFORTING
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after all this was done. Ten monthz later, we get an
industrial park in Kerry Flace. And you tell them the
place is so clean, yau‘guaranteed the water was so
clean that you could build an industrial park there.
Now I see that on the map here that you have 10 to 100
parts per millicn FCEBs still on the spot where you had
been writing as clean.

Arnd in your latest survey that [ have over

h]
i
(@8

here, you are telling the people who worked thor:
who lrad done the construction that they mey be 1n
dangey of contamination of FCRs.

Mow, T understand from your office about

water and groundwater. You seem to go beach end forth

whare you zay we ave golng to clean this up to & gpoint,
we xvo going bt o clean that up to o a point There iz, be
zome of thic loff ocney hovre. We are onl,egoing Lo

Bothisr with oo mach of thic 1in this cpaot.
As fav as concrete goes, do FOES pazsz
through conmcrete, does anyone know?
M. CAVAGNERO: Fass through concrete™
MR. CLEMENT:  Yeah.
MlE. CAVAGNERD: It cen penetrate concrete.
M. CILEMENT : It can pernstrate corcreto,

ther how do you plan to seal a drainage =, zstem with

3z .

Zoncret o
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ME. CAVAGNERG: Well, we would be happy
to-— Basically, sealing the drainage system means you
are keeping water —-—- I mean, you can make a fairly gaood
seal to keep water from passing through it.

MR. CLEMENT: Water will go through
concrete. Water leaks through concrete.

MRE. CAVAGNERQO: Well, I guess we are
looking at what rate.

MF:. ZLEMENT: I would like to bring up the
fact —— I raiced my family theres, we Eave a lat of
pesple whio are concerned there and you won't see & 1ot
of the nzighbors hers tonight because, frankly, wo zre
ltind of tired of the EFA and DERE. HNo offense, but ve
tiave had an awful lot of 1t

Eear in mind, you people in Jurne are the

— E N Py
R '\.ll-i

Buty T ocame up to us and told us to thvow our s=hooec
EMES . Thern you said everything'se all cleain. Ther wz
rave an industrial park here and now you are telling ws

it's dirty again. Thern you tell us the groundwater iz
never goling to be cleamned up completely, that you can’t
ever be able to drink the water.

That might mot be & big dexl,
but pri@r to that, no one had clean water there. | DI

you have certalin parties go cut and divrtied it. I'm
Zur o yoo oan e laable to tho Towrn of Moo ood fon th U
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How about the
for years have had gardens
safe?

Can any of the

Before or after you cleane

MS. DOWNING: I think at this point, the
best thing to do is to tell us what your comments are
on what we proposed.

MF. CLEMENT: You®ve got to tell us what
v are going to do. Whiat we-— You can say you want
to know how the MNorwood-—  You just stood here a minut
2go and saidgd, How do pecplos in Norweood feel about thnicg
[ ght B

MZ. DOWNING.  [ight.

Mre CLEMENT:  Can I grow tomsatosz 1m0 my
yard? Thoeso are thilng: that the people 10 Morwooo wand
Lz kmaw.

Wihen you come up with thie program, when
you diad your foundation work, you drew test walls all
over the place. Were you well aware that since the

early T&0s that Norwood ha

the drainage system and th

K

Sl

pecple in my neighboarhaoo

in their yards. Are these

se questions be answered?

d the water in the land?

s had a =severe problem with

€ sewage and lealing

systems

in the MDD water system in that meighborhood™
I heve it all doc-cumented here. I have
I vy yoess i fioe, DEOT, Sllornz, Gonorsl Lol

whi Oul}

o
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all these things fixed. These agao back as
'60s. There's never been encugh money to
stuff.

You have ground@ater with VOC
FCEs. It is groundwater; rightT It's ca
back and foarth. It’s also wetlands. My
I have pictures of the groundwater floodi
this stuff is getting &11 mixed up throug
system to the drainage zystem.

And what I want to kEnow, too,

potable water 1n this ares ever going ta

zee 1f there's ever been any mizture of t
wet season. I'm sure it hasn’™t during =

but during a wet seascn, are we drinking

There's bezn & 1ot of emphasi
HEar . Gy anit Sear, I bnow, 1= an innccent
fa- w=z IO goes, but as far az WDCzZ, that

ct
N

lean up machinery. UWhat your map doe
that an imside drainage system that goes
the brock. It'’s in your older maps, I ha
here, 1 fournd 1t. And all this stuff ig
You talked about the VOCs that are down i
whao :ayg it isn’t their mess™

FCBz waz there for 40 years,
with the ULCS. government was there, Tol

ATEY REFGETIMG

“iwnal Foporet

fix all thi

s 1in 1t and
rrying water
aown backyard
ng. Sz, all

b the csewer

ic ever th

I

be tzztec

4

hat cduring
dry season,
thic stuif™

o n Eran

<
=

sl f 12 w=ze

eri't show iz
directly t:
ve 1t over
their mess.

n the dirt,

starting off

Bucivno,
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Cornell Dublier, &ll the rest of them, have it all over
here, gave it to you in 139832, Now, =ix years later,
you really haven’'t come too far.

And you want to know why people in Norwood
are a little bit upset? This is why. We think it's
qoing to talke you ancther twenty years just to draw
anothér map befaoare you do anything.

We also want this cleaned up, as the Town
Manager will tell you. We have been waiting for ycars

for a new sewer system. We can'™t get it until youw

I
—
il
i
i
ct
ny
-
4]
c
T
hts
2
i
ot
_|l
.
U]
'™
i
3
il
(a4
f
1”2
3
f.
o
v
a
|
t
o
ot
n

Laen in the baor of cwr minde, thic is zomething thol

floodz o cellars during wetl seasans. Thiz 1=
zomething thaetl ™z very important to us.

This just addsd to oouv problemz. We o=
“inlz oy oogh the gy auncd. It mi o2z, P LU
1L Loy Svimtbing watonr, We dom"t ino. o7 o Lo
ext food froa gardens. We don®t Lnoow 11 the 1 1dz carn
wallk barefost 1 Lho grazz bEcause tho groundwatar do2:
come up all over the place. I have picturez of my
ackyard flooding. I have pictures of thes sewer syct.o
being suspended two feet cut of tlhe ground by water
pouring out of thes sewer syztems.

Thic 13 &all past history as evev yone hore

bnowe. Yeooarc ot ozZoointerostes 1o whodtloe o S
AFTY BETCRTING

Lol FEL T
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going to tear Grant Gear or relocate them or plug it
up. We want to see~-—~ Anything that’s dirty, we want
to see out of there. And we want to know whether or
not the water is any good or nat.

I can talk to you after the meeting about
twentyrother questicons. I don’t want to take up the
time Eecause it really doesn’t have anything to do with
the regianal project.

Thiz project that you are talking abou

shoulc include these questions, should be agdrezsing

; theze problems. You etood here and czid, you wantod o
!

g Lrdw what the pecplo in Novwosod thinl, how they Tecl,
. what they sre worried zoaout. Wwe lived on 1t Vo e
:'.

: ide thiat grew ui there, played in it, physical

? contact, rollog arounc az kide.

fi

!: And the supocr ot spotoc were 10 fzo

i

i Fiace. They were oven hotler than the carnes e oo L8
i

d Grant Qear. And this haz all been leached over =

N

': . .

i! pericd of more tharn forty years, almost fifty now,

h

y br-cause it's come six years to get to this paint. S

you are tallking Jjust fouwr yeares shy of fifty yearc of

leaching. f
We want to know how dirty the e=cil ic ard

the water that we li1vz in.




1 MR. CAVASNERO: Thank you.

2 You raised a leot of questicns there. UWe
3 will respond to those, as I said, in the responsive
4 summary, but I would just like to make & couple
5 comments.
6 As part of this Fecord of Decision, we also
7 consult with a group from Atlanta called the Agency for
8 Toxic Substancez and Dicseaze Registry, which is an arm
9 of the U.S. Fublic Health Service, and alszc oo ths
10 statec level with the Department of Fublic Health. Thay
n will be doing what’s called a health assezcmant.
12 I'm nat zure exaclly what status chat o i,
13 out that will be included in the administrative recsord,
— 14 with the Fecord of Decizicon. That will beoe bacicall s
15 the viewpoint of thess people who are escentlsil;
|
5 } culblic heoaltih profe::ion;]:';: L, oL Bmoer,  Chel s Il
! -
LU profrzzicnal viowpoirits a2 to o what aro thaeoo oo b o, ol
:
C tzlt=gd about,

19 Yool have raized & lot of legitimate onos

20 amd we will respond to that in the Record of Deciziaor.

21 I thimk our opinicon thus far is that the removal actian
22 that was done. I won't tell you what thoz= pecple =oic
23 to you, I waun®t there. I wom't dispute what you =aid.

24 I gquess our view iz that they tricd to do

3 -~ d - 04 - ] RS | | R - P
25 thhat undor whiat arz called tho Trer Zen
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3 e 2 I | EL NI
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authorities we have and I think they felt that they
toewk care of the bulk of the worst contamination which
was presenting any kind of immediate threat and left
cnly what they thought was essentially more of & long
term threat that could be addressed after more detailed
study and evaluation.

And we are of the cpinion at EFA, and I
believe the State agrees, that we do not sec that the
curvent situation presents an immeciate rish ang thiat

:f it did, we would have done somsthing aboat i,

(]
b
18l
1)
L

1]
ct

all of tho gueztions yau v

arnd we will rezponce to thoze
Wwith the BOD,
I than! you for your Ccommonto.
Ment 1o Mrels Johags Coaorvaolll
T S TR . Lo cneEnmind.
P, ovams 1z Johin D Ioand Itmoitho To
Marager of Morwood,

I would like to

£
gl

Loa couple of guostions
about some items on page 10 and 14 of the report, and
then some commente and questionz about the —— =oame of
the paragraphs on page 11.

'

On page 10, where you are taliing abaout tihe

disposal of =2ils, especially the dredge pileos, o wo
criuwne that «whzt o0 ae o oza, s thero 1o thoat tihc
o
0 - - —r - v
Pogasteren Profestioell oo e
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dredge pile ic essentially going to be removed from
banks of the brocok and them cleaned and disposed of
some fashiean throughout the site?™ Is that what I
understand is going to happen. The answer 15

affirmative there.

the

in

On page 14, there wacs some reference there

to aperation maintenance costs having to do with
groundwater and the sail remover. What—— I dern't

understand what that is about. Does that mean that

-+

wrets going to be some ongoing malntenance and

cpoyotion on the site for a period of time™  Thoer o
sEzlantial amount o7 mone there, & million oollc
thiant, v omillion and a half dollavs for Lot of
then.

MO, DOWMNING: It'z basicall, tho OO of
dizing Yo z2oll trostecnt, bLyincging thio trEataniol b
zitc and maintairang tho troatment system.

Hee CARREDOLL: Maintaining the™

ME. DOWMING: The treatment, the actual

doing the worlk of the trzatment.

M. CARROLL: But once you leave there,

ul

[y

TR
- i
L
7

thevre will notl be continued cpevation and maintcenance,

will there™

MZ. DOWMIME: Once it's cleaned up, 1t°

4
i

1

C e et , -~ T 3 i o= Y . e - ST _
PROPOR ELREFE SUTEHE WA ity thes 0O%M bazicooll 7 [ VL HERR i N

v e T -
SFETY TOrORTING

. - - -
TS f.A'i.. . .

T
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and sediment. There will be monitaring done, but that
will be for some of the drainage system soils around
the drainage system and the groundwater.

The propaosel is that it?'s going to take
about two years to do the actual soil and sediment
part. Once we do that work, that should be 1t for you.

| . CARROLL: The main questicons and
comments I have have to do with the Brogki

I know that bothv EFA and DECE ars aware of

the fact that the Town of Norwood haz —— on the booois,

it had advanced to the design stags o projest o o
s deepon Moadow Brook from Fleazant Zlreet LG T down
to thoe MHeponsst River. And as part of thzt, 0 Thoe zo
planz were done thyough with the heolp of DECE'=z —-
LMo it thizis fandz.

WE endIo Lup Naving o Flaan o Shillls Wl
acoo,taclo oo DEN O bthiot showed o opacbtioalar o orooo

-~ D = - - R U T - . - -y o o~ - - -
:E-_t_:'_d'l, & particuaay d\:’,_‘tll, A pq!tu-;\lcn:’ v [l I

2.

=t some agreemas=nt that the worl they are going to

£
r
I
I
U]
i1

do is not goang to kave to be redone by the Town of
Morwoaoad or zomc othsr entity at a future time 1f you

arc excavating 3,000 cubic yards of material™ Con we

b

i

get zome agreement that that material iz going

%)

Coou
c:cavated to the profile that we had anticipatesd our
drezZging to B doeve and To bl crosz o zSection Sl U7
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Is the answer affi

MS. DOWNING: I th

under advisement.
MF. CARFOLL: UWell

a questicon.
those plans?
o MS.

DOWNING: Yes.

M. CARRCLL: g

How will we bkoow w

rmative to

ink

y should we——

— - e =
U‘_‘; '_'l". \:.k_, -

hat

Yo

we have to

that™

t

Let me

ake

that

aci:

Do yau have in your possession a copy of

I mgan, I don’t want to receive that last thimg, yaouo
zall it thke ROD, oo whatever you call 1t, that sayz s
Gave listenad to Mr. Carrcll and wio decided that wo oo e
mot o geoing to do 1t Howe do o we got codes 1niut in i
thing, becausc we ave tsllbiing about & lavges Timzooiond
ommitment here.

I{ ;o0u ve goumg o o in thaore o o lEEr
Tz Lezab, youw ara not ogoins b Slosm 1t owith
teaspoons, ol a%e going to cleoam 1t with & bachkhoe:, 1

~2uld guess, which meanz, az you indicated LSefora,
trees are going to have to be removed.

If you are going to put & pipe in that®
going to parallel the bvool for some length, T woul
assume that that's going to be a pipe of zome @ma o
zize because that brock carriez a 1ot of water. I
cxntt o thint of W many cubic feot oo omlinuto ot

thot
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but it'’s uwup in the area of 1,000 cubic feet a minute ar

samathing like that.

Sc that, you are going to do some major

canstruction work on that brock, and what I'm trying to

get at is that I don't want to see this work done by

you and the effort essentially be wasted so the Town of

Norwood has to come back and spend a half a million or

$750,000 later

0, N .

If you are gszzentislly going to doo 1t, 1

Wwould like tao make suve that we have a coopevative
cffort. Maybe we have to put some money in to be pact
=7 1t, Subt what 1 wamt to do iz2 I just gon't owant to
zec Wworl dome twlce. How do we aszure thiat that can
tate place? Can we orvange for & mE@cing With yod o

MS. DOWNIMNG: I thainh we can have o meEeiing
ooclavify what the conczrinzs avo, ot I bolievo ot fthicz
point 1s that I know what you are zaying.

I'm not really sure what I can say as far
ac an answer, what we can do urnder Super fund. There
are some legal constraints to what we can angd what wz
cain®t do. And I think we will btazically have to talbke
1t under advisement and we will talk to you about 1%,

MF:. CAFEROLL: Qlay.

~
el

Fegr-teveod Food ot
I
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ME. MC

something that, you know,

you are talking about

fluzhed out

locking at it.
Just to

saylinagq,

there'’

ALLISTER:

is going to

continue

Let me

[
< a

on with

o

Just eay

1ot

have to be really

in design worl when you are actually

what Jane wac

of stuff that

what we feel we can be authorized to spend cut
of the Supev furd and zelect a vemedy 1S what ic
necezsary to remsdiate the risk that's therc. I othird!
that we have made 1t clear that we cxpect 1o cxcovite
move 2oil than would be dome in order o mezt oo
flood conty ol project.

I7 thet dovezn'™t nocezzavily Tollon Lo
Lesoidicationz, thotts fcomorning that 1z ogLing To
oo owze v ave folloeing the contaminatico, vathor 17035
cohn omee it fioztions., And T o tikninl teat o the bai-oZo o
-

Gl nouzzions you are taibing about are onezs thiat L0 L
tatho Z i working out arvangooosts L
Yo Want to trvy to coordinate. And I jJust don't lLnow
if that's the kind of thing that youo could really
use ully veszsolve at this point.

thiz

Buat I

poant,

to worl together to try to
et Tl ol ogead which 1z
! i__‘A’_t', ol ’I_

wold 11

I

il

b

N
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]
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FCBs, but alsao the dredging and the increasing of the
capacity of that braok.

And alsao, we are not asking you to zpend
any more money tham you are allowed under Super fund.
We are saying that if you are going to excavate more
than.the so0il we are going to take out, we would like
you to work to our craoss secticon.

Obhviouzly, we would not —— say yol g Sown

the braook and dig it cut a kalf & foot too high and
have the crvozs section off and heve u% Qo bac! and Jdao
it ocwver ageain, 1t makes no son=se. I m=an, 1t7'= Qg:iing
to b an lhnconvaniencs to the neighborzs to have
mochiinery and =0 forth go bacl in there agolin ot oo
future timeo. Wz owant to be zars that the crozg sestlaon
iz covrect ano tho Zogohy o covreest.

oy Do Thinn! Lthiat o that iz omet oz
ancohiievable goal for both of uzs D7 we wool oo otboyoon
it.

ME. CAVAGHIFO: I will ornly oatco anc
commernt on that, Mr. Carraoll. The ‘us' in terms of Wwiss

doez the remedy may not be the EFA 2y DEF. Jur =ztatute
that we worlk undcr basically 1s written cuzlb tinat

Congress wantz EFA to get the responcible particz to

m
L

actually implemznt thile and amy other REOD. Az a matteor

et footy U Tonanosgo oo voslly guito o olocoo v s Dog
APEY FERDFT T
TooLrziovod Fyafeosoianll oo

B e R R — =~
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really not supposed to go and tap the Super fund moncy
uritil we make an affirmative determinaticon that there
are no responsible and able parties cut there who were
able and willing to actually do the remedy.

So what I'm saying is, hopefully after we
get this record of decision, we will actually get a

settlement with responsible parties to do this wark,

-
n
=
3
=

but we will certainly, in negotiating that sett
with them or in doing the work ocurselves 1f we can’t

reackh & settlement, you bnow, consider what we alrlody

cootvyol pyocjoct to go Torwara pozt hnaste ov so Zoon 2o
WooZan oo things giwven ous limlitationzs.

M. CalRnoLL . I can understanc thal Lol
I == What Ifa Lroyping to zay iz that, o instomoo, 17
the,o’s = ocvoozn o soction of thi Lok drn the shicpe o7 o,
et s zoy, o flat U ood yoo cvo gooang too go in ther e o2
gucavate anly the FOEz out of the battom of the broct,

ooviously, &z soon as you left there, ws begin hoving

waeshoute in the embarnbtmentse of those brocks.

|

w

<, I would aszume that you are gqoing tao
leave the brook escserntially whole. I mean, you arc
aoling to slope 1t 1n cuch a way that wazhouts don t

cooswr from the banbis of the braool. That would bo

- - - ] [ [N P ~ v .
F O S i ool DO (SRR IR O < Y O ]
= — T T e
|1r. F!_; et Ly
- . - - P . o '
L PRI PR R S L RS e - B -
IR R A T I
- B R A .
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37
concerhed, for anyone to come in there and excavate the
brecd: in such a way that the ¢lopes are going to fall
in.

MR, CAVAGNERO: - We wouldn't be able to do
that under cur law anyway. We have to fiollow basically
the executive order on wetlands which includes streams,
which ;équires us, when we do work with wetlands, to
mitigate any impactsz we are caucsing by ouwr excavation.

We would not be able to leave a situa

ct
-
W
1
'Y
C
A
)
f

describing.

MR, CARROLL: I thinlk cur goals are

S = lm sl s S R . T T e T T
Zm l'\tllvli; L"C'-a:.Ll"‘_‘-i_l W arg t‘:\'_’.;l'_c\llt’/, W ‘-'rllj [ SN R [

Brool & foot or so anyway, n Zegptihy, o
foot and & half, end wo plans to do something wiihy Tz
Y e e e - - e - e P - - - 5 S - . - - . - - 1N
slopez to beep them from caving iny that' =z bazicall,
' L o - L N _ - . -
Wb L - - = = 20 S Ly i

0 . oS L. A

ML TAVAGHED: rmight.

- (A - - . . .

M. CATEOLL o 1 dontt o thind thero'o & iy

great deviation betwveen what you are trying to do and

-
L
il

Wiia are trying to do, zucept for the fact that

[
t
r

would be redefining or recshaping thz brock from

m

leazant Street down to Grant Gearv

£

nd you are not

doing that——

M. TAVASNESO: We are not talling abaout
‘4,' - L R I:A 1~‘. 17! _l¥ j,' ':"L.
AT PCTORTING
czgistoood Fraofeo fasinl Foppon Lo -
e am e
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MR, CARREOLL:

about the major povticon of the brook that we are going

to doe which is fram Grant

that's the longer length.

woark that out.

I will not ke

certainly like to meet wi

time to worlk ot some sor
of 2 commitment on thiz.
Thanlk you.
M. CAVASHERO
Hext iz There
i A: - ‘._U:Al -""'l . !(‘J
b S6 Auwdobaon Foco, Movwo
Thavroto juct
snoads bt o the prefzvead
Criz 1g that I

=f timz of the cleanug.
fiushinmg out o the FCEs
whia 1z thes time frame 1in

with incirmeration versus

Arnd alsao anot

you flush out the FCEs

incredibly high. What

.
Lt

_omitLoaanetan, thc

0
6]

Yes, but you are talking

Gear down to Neponset Street;

e would certainly like to

ep on talking, but I waould

th you, Jane, at some early

t of detzils and get some sort

: Thart o,
& Luna.
amz 1o Therscos Lains. DO

& cowgelo guezticrnz I oo o
citz oL gocbtiveoz.

wonld oo o bo ool thoe Tor X
Ard, Wher yoo opt for b

VEY SLES L 1t IMCINeration,
the clearnup™ Is 1t guichker

her gqueszticn 13, 1 fecsl thaot
in that ares, the water tabic

is tho chance of

(DR B SCR ) PR N
FOmCET I
foszzoon '—_;‘ Lo
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Also, in the abutting areas, will

allowed to be drilled in the area, or 1s that area

forever nat to be have any on-site wells drilled at

all=s

Also, I would like to know how you inform

recidents in the area about the contamination,

especially new residents that enter the area that know

nothing about it who are buying homee in the area™
I"m infuriatec at the fact that thiz was
founmd in 1984, I bought & house in July of 138 and I

tiad mo informaticon about thiz contamimnation until
Cobtober of 1287, I wouic like to kmow Yo o Leen
cuits o cEtloconce Lnogiving out this informallion Wiy,
Lnilo1ETT, s omap fimally publisted in the paper in
regards to the area that woz abutting thes Srant G=:
Lo’ -

Aloo, on the capped ares, will cavz ztill
be allowsd to be parbked on the area of contamination,

where the cap 1s coming

ue=s I'm

-
Ju]

the s2il and sediment contaminaticons that ave going tc
be - the preferred manney <f dizpercing with 1t. I
woiulcd prefer ocn-site 1ncinevation.
And T just want the area cleaned up- 1
tlhoant 1tz clbhoenaugt:. ToumITto et 1t
N A ol
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watear comes down from a rainstorm, the water backs up
because it can’t go down the brook becausze the broolh is
tos narrvow.

HWe have anather prablem there. In fact, we

thave several problems there. Wz have a pipe that goes

acvoss the brook and the water can't go aover 1t 1if it's
—— if the brook is brought down. So, Mr. Carrcll’s

come up with another method of getting the water down

ct

the river. But we do have & problem down there with
Foute 1 down there. It's nat the-—- The drainsgs area

ig too narrow and it Just keeps on Qoing.

We want to get started on thiz rojoot and
Meo Toevall mas comos o uwg with @ plan to de thiz. And,
secouzoe of EfFSTs slow action, this has been goirnag on
CwEy twin o yearsD, [ oknow, tyying to ogot thizo ool Jonao,
thiz Meadow EBrool gwcavatiorn project zz of righi mow 12
at o ztondztill.  And it Iz like 11 wmight Lo oYt oa
=tarczti1ll foy another seven yoars.

I wouwld l1ikas Yo sec this donmg fivzot. I

don*t see any reason why thise can't be dorne fivrst, the
brook excavated because all you need is truclhe to bring
the ctuff away and then we can start digging thics

thing up.

You did mention that theve war going to b

flaod plarme Coorwpbaior ik oo
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problams to the residents. We do kave a problem thore

—— it’e well documented —— we have had helicopters
in from the various newspapers and the radic and TV

cstaticns taking picturesz. It's on record and it's

a

unie

lzo

on record at the Board of Health. They have all kinds

of pictures of the floocding that goes an there.

Sz, I would advise you to take some kind of
precaution o come up with & plan that gf we start
Qutting flooded, you bknow, the FORBz are bad, but boing
flooded out of your house i vory bad, too and we don'l
want this to hagppen.

T, I'm byinging thece two areac ugp for
youir consideratian.

I have another ane and I don't bkrnow fooee Lo
agorezz thisz onc bubt this 1s & very s=vious proclaa.

We cre cleaning up, but we have some comparnicz that z0c
noainig oo sroblemz vighit mow.

Moet of use have read about Morllirop. Tz,
gzt them for Cumping. And there'z = broob that ruew
vight behind them. Then you have Savagran whao worke oo
all kinde of chemicals and they alsa connect up to Yz
Mzadow Brootk. Then wo got this foundry that's locatzz
right next to Savagran. They aleo work with the same

chemicals thet were fournd in theat brozi.  And they

coaldr "t boelloor 10 whio UL, wDo -

A
i
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the level of chemircals when thics first came up.

So, I'm asking you, I don't know how we can
fit this in, 1 know you are working on FCBs, but if we
are resalving the FCEBs, we shouldn’t be letting other
chemicals came into the broolk. And these are three
campanies that work with this stuff that’'s in that
brook.rvl would like to get it cleaned up.

That's a1l I have to say.

ME. CTAVAGMNERD: Mzwt wz have Arthur Eicoz.

ME. RICO: Yes. I live on &udobon Foad.
I would like to make on comment. I"m

ageimzt the chemical treatment as such. We hewve enough
chiegnicals in that arcas now and we have enouglh: chemicals
Seing gumpecs ii.ta the bvoci. SHlsc 1t scoms that itz a2
cont Tacstory thiat thio chznical tyezotmontl woo ooz
bocouze of the oozt facta, and that the actucl, in
sovy ztatemnentzs, statog thaot the incimecatlaon moithool

Was & nov e proven method, although itz & little move

I think that with the chemicale in that
arezs and the environment and =2 forth, I would rather
cec incineration used.

Thant yaou.

M. CAVAGHERD: Now we have Joseph M.

NI B —, A - e e e e .4 I . . 1
Woloh, Supesrintondeantl o0 the Dogoromznt of POl
D alband T T T e
EakY} - r. T « bats
- . - . -
.r»___,JitL-_, . - FURNCE S ey te: 2
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M. WELCH: My name ie Joeg Welch and I'm
the Superintendent of the Fublic Works here in Norwaocod.,

I have to go along with a 1ot of things
that John Carvroll said previcusly. But, we have been
trying to clean Meadow Brool: for quite a few years and
take‘care of the channelization of the whaole broaol.

Mow, with the problem that we havoe now down
2t the Grant Gzar ares, I hope that we can wo!
tagethier and solve & 1ot of the praoblems.

We vavo o Zrainage prablem in tho contar of

town that relates to e Liv ook,
And Zoms ol these programs thiat we hoos
Ivarvod have ogen held back a little it boocouwzo of
T Lo vegulation of the EF4A ano tho DIOE. Liz
WL e o to clear wp the proolems withh Yho o oeot, Y
groSlieas i o Grant GZar svosx and Wl Togotihoo, .

yuu to zolve the prcllems for the wholoc Sown, ol ozt
thz cne areca.

S, I hope you can worl with uz and do the
whiole praject and not Jjust the oane major praoblam o
have. Uz would like to channelize the wholo braool arvrTn

and cloar up the FPCE praoblem, too.

Thanl ou.

ATt T T Y e
el ; -J .

i
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MF. CAVAGNEFRO: Is there anyone else whao

haen’t made & statement who would like to™

Could we just get your name and the correct

spelling for the record, please™

MFE. EVERS: Yes.

My name is Robert Evers, E-V-E-FE-5. I'm &

resident of Hilleide Avenue at the corner of Fellana
Froad.
iy

I have been very remiss

N
1A}
N
it}
3
<t

meztings and actually cams

I do have some ==vicous Cconcerns as a resident of the
VTGS,

It zeemz to me fthat about & yeae armz2 & halfd
a2 there waro tost wellcoc Z2og ot tho cormer of Hillszideo
e Fellana. They wero duy —— the oirew ot thiero
at T30 Bunci, mIrning onis WwEiolhond. Ioogllo Jonz
Diwniing at trhnat point anc caomplained wLotho omen
worling on Sunday movrning at 7200 Sut, e orozultz o of
that ever came forth. &nd I'm just not swe, what were
the findings cutside the Kerrvy Flace area™ Can anyonc
address that?

I have a number of questicrnz, that'=z nunber
. ,

MZ. DOWNIMNG: We can certainly g0 inta &il
thot dotesil ozesn after the formal comment oL . Dot

poo

—- o e
P
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I can tell you very Juickly that those wells turned up

clean.

MFR. EVERS: . They turned up clean.

It's my understanding that, earlier

toanight, although

you pesple maintain that there is no

the agroundwater off of Grant Gear that somehow

it came cut tonighkt that it turned cut that oaybc
could be”

MS. DOWMIMG: Mo )

Should we wait until after the coan
finizoched™

R DANEGHER I Moy, go ahezd.

MZ. DO ING: The ovoundwater wslls

thae boundaric

- . e o [R— - ] ] e e F J
[ N = S ) [ R S Y o RS AP I g g ot et (A P
- 1 Fa g - -1 . - i e = — L B T

PRI T T So, thr o only comtoaminsted wellz the .

wWithiain the

WET S ] SGeary boundarices.

MR, EVERC: Have you =zampled rezidc
walls 1in thz ares that miglit have groundwateos

MS. DOWNIMNG: o, we haven't. Im f
yiou bnow of an, residential wells in the area,
lite to brnow about thea.

. EVERS: I heve & meighbor ot
Lyl OwI b S oouwses 1t ool Tooo ool L

AFCY PP CRTING
w, + oo N '
et Tan et
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f this chemical is there, then I think that
wells in that area should be teczted.

I don't think my coming up with the names

impartant, I think you have to——

where t

he <

defined exa

itr’

MS. DOWNING: UWell, we can explain exactly
ontamination started. Arnd we think we have

ctly where it is and we do not feel that

z outzide the Grant Gear boundariecs.

I will chow you the mapz and whevre 1t'z

Qoing = you can see exactly where we thini: 1t iz,

ME. EVERS: Than!. you, I would apprecistas
tinat.

I'mocuricuz that the source of the DOCo and
thg EAAc and all tho atlior letters thaot are coming oot
tihat thero’. & zow ce that's icdentifiable, you oo,
yow con 't oineo Lo amc namnsz, bBut have yo fonrm? o
oo Tor ot T Iz thiol aleo indusivial I omotuve’d

M3. DCUWNING: We haven't spcocifically
menticoned what coampany w3z falrly vesponsitle for Wizt

chemicals.

nor

degr

I} f

n&ll

—
tho

Yy U

chem

e feel that with industries and inmduztricz

r

Iy

g all kindes of chemicale, they uce
ancd az part of degreasers, you Can got =oans
1-ale that we {ound.

Sz, wo don't bnow cpecificall, what oo

[ oo . i ) v L - — .
bl Tt ot pocbioalar chioallol, but e
-
ST
L - d _— . - 4 - 4 -
_:.‘,,\__1 3 B i - LN IR,
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48
fecl that the nature of the businesses that were therc
in the past, maost of them could have contributec to the
VOCs that we found.

MRE. MZ ALLISTER: Jane, maybe he's asking,
though, if we know what the scource of the caontaminatiaon
of the groundwater site. I mean, I think that we have
identified the scurce of where the contaminaticon ie,

has been coming from.

. DOWMING: Fignt.

fse far as tho arvrea, we feel thaot the sourcc
cf o whieve the groundwater conmtamication is coming from
iz basically in the back of Grant Gear. Scothot arza

right in; the S5ack of Gramt Gzar is where mozt of the
grounc@ater contamination Lwned up, hRighly
contaminsted groundwator compounds. From thero, 2
vz o vvowvalaed, the way the Tlow wazs goliog e viloo s
JzIvoaso.
So, Just by lociiing at wherce the chemicols

are turning up, we fesl thot the cources arccs iz im the
bacl: of the building.

M. EVERS: Eeing & layperson and not awoarc
=7 ths EFA ztandavds that they =zt for superfund monic

shmg =0 o, 1t ceemz to me, juszt rveading thiz, thiot il

zumewhiat hypocritical in the senze that, O, well, «cC
@i cotrng Lo oo tiviz. Ve are goirng te o 2oL ore T, 00

AFPDY RECTDTTING

T
I
"
i
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r
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C
v
¢
-
i
.
-
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cubic yards of scil, we are going to excavate 3,000
cubic  yarde of sediment from the brock, but we are
going to bury a lot of other things. You are juct
going to let it it there.

We are qgoing to leave the pavement. We are
only going to dig it up if it's really in excess of the

thiighest of standards. I mean, we are not goling to go

irto Grant Gear and find out what’s underneath Grant

Gear. We are going to put something cver thelr roof.
We arc going to sorl of antomb 2 pips in the ground.

It sgems to me that thiz iz & wery

Mypooritical approach to hazavdouzs wazto. I Hooa o
hhawve o take into considervatlion anZ, you bncw, o112
apclogicn to the owner armd the pecple at Gramt Gesv,
butv I zes thiz az hypacvitical ang that =zomehow oo
othzs the rzmnants of what's left therve, whaetbhor oo
grtoanit things, 1tz Just goinmg o come bacl agaiin yoors
gown Thho Taonc o or even monthzs down thc road, you koo,

18

20

21

22

23

24

depcnding

oo, you know, thie

whnether or not we arc

earthguatiez or hury

naturc of woather in this
going to have a high wator

icanes or whatever.

If we entamb things, i% doszn’t make angy

me to ecpend all this mone,; and thon =2y, wel

roac, these problems can &1l comz bact and
SGgoal. Whiy arern™t wo oopocliobaang oz thiing
ATN mTrRrT I
Fogiztered Foofozoion ol Foporton o

([:q-v .« - —_ o~ —
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YES,

F-a

but

0n page you Say that yau propos
cleanup lovel of 1 ppm. Yol QUYS CameE WSS
o yoar ago and tezted in my backyard, lozz t
fram my houzz, and found levels nearly twice
you going to clean that up for us?  Just a s
R T

M5, DOWMIMNG: W anticipate it.

. WAIZITT. O, gooo. Olaye

The other thing iz, we had blaood
o June SBth, which i€ like twa and a half ma
We haven't heard anything. Have you guys he

A

ary

MFE. CAVAGMERO:

one else,
we do.

Okay, ane more.

Well,

we would like to

mal:

if we don't

e

an

have

oral statement

Flease state your name for the record.

M&. RAEZITT: My

at 23

-B-B-I-T-T. I live

My wife has becn

cshe couldn’t

thing™

M5. YOUNG: UWe

are

name is Joseph FRabbitt,

Audocbon Foad.

coming to these meetings,

come taniglht.

ults from the Department of Fublic Hzalth

MRE. FRAREITT:  Will we Lnow soon™

5. YOUMIGE: Yez, we should know

i S () P P ooxinoaz oot & ofop, o
i [t o Tatln gl dF N B
RS DO S M T

Fogizclared Trvafosionll Moo o
-4 P et J

o
.
.

i}
~

toe=tc

rithhz og
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repart,
ME.
Thantk
ME.
make a comment?
(N2 vespanse)
ME:.
thank you all for
concefns with us and
until

avo Scptember

whether or rnot you
we will, agsain,

tomights hearing or

.. | U,
of Dooizion.

beari ng

FEABBITT:

Coming

have
rezpond

in wril

you.

CAVAGNERO:

CAVAGNERO:

again,

concluded ot

-
i

made

hat*= al

Would anyone elcse

With

arnd sharing

remind

11

that,

v

Wil

caonaernt s

=8 I
im0 ot
»ag .

-
4

YUY

o

I will make it available to the public.

lilke ta

I would like tea

that

.
Titen

T i, )

CaDmiz

o

t=z and
=ti1ll

comnentc,
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Introduction

This document is the Index to the Administrative Record for the Norwood PCB
National Priorities List (NPL) Site. Section | of the index cites site-specific documents,
and Section Il cites guidance documents used by EPA staff in selecting a response
action at the site.

The Administrative Record is available for public review at EPA Region [I's office in
Boston, Massachusetts, and at the Morrill Memorial Library, Walpole Street, Norwood,
Massachusetts, 02062. Questions concerning the Administrative Record should be
addressed to the EPA Region | site manager.

The Administrative Record is required by the Comprehensive Environmental Response
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA).



SECTION I

SITE-SPECIFIC DOCUMENTS



ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
for the
Norwood PCB NPL Site

1.0 PRE-REMEDIAL

1.14  FIT Contract

1.

“Massachusetts FIT Contract - Work and Cost Plan Proposal -
Grant Gear Company - Problem Evaluation Study - Site
Response Assessment - Site Management Plan,* Wehran
Engineering (June 6, 1985).

1.18 FIT Technical Direction Documents (TDDs) and Associated Records

1.

“Geophysical Survey," Weston Geophysical Corporation for NUS
Corporation (July 1984). NOTE: Oversize Maps and figures
are available for review at EPA, Region |, Boston,
Massachusetts.

“Field Investigation of the Norwood Site, Norwood,
Massachusetts," NUS Corporation (September 10, 1984).

2.0 REMOVAL RESPONSE

2.1 Correspondence

1.

Letter from Anthony D. Cortese, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering to Paul Keough, EPA Region
| (June 16, 1983). Concerning immediate removal action at the
Norwood PCB site.

Memorandum from David Mcintyre, EPA Region | to Richard T.
Leighton, EPA Region | (August 5, 1983). Concerning
immediate removal action at the Dean Street site.

Memorandum from Frank W. Lilley, EPA Region | to Dave
Mclintyre, EPA Region | (September 15, 1983). Concerning
Norwood 1l Airborne PCB investigation.

Letter from Richard Chalpin, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering to William E. Baird, WEB
Engineering Associates, Incorporated (February 14, 1984).
Concerning review of four reports entitled "Kerry Place,
Norwood, Lots #1, #2, #3, and #4, Report of On Site
Investigation of Possible Chemical Contamination," dated
February 1, 1984.



3.0

2.1 Correspondence (cont’'d)

5.

Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
Susan Bernard, Massachusetts Office of the Attorney General
(January 28, 1986). Concerning recent site activities relating to
on-site car storage and soil sampling.

2.4 Pollution Reports (POLREPS)

2P s

POLREP 1, (June 28, 1983).

'POLREP 2, (July 1, 1983).

POLREP 3, (July 11, 1983).
POLREP 4, (July 12, 1983).
POLREP 5, (July 29, 1983). -
POLREP 6, (August 3, 1983).

2.5 On-Scene Coordinator Report

1.

"On-Scene Coordinator’s Report,” (June - August, 1983).
Including Attachments 1 - 21. (Confidential business information
redacted.)

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)

3.1 Correspondence

1.

Notice from Bartley King, Norwood Board of Health and John
Carroll, Norwood Board of Selectmen to the residents of
Meadowbrook area (June 28, 1983). Concerning analysis of
soil samples.

Notice from Bartley King, Norwood Board of Health, and John
Carroll, Norwood Board of Selectment to residents of
Meadowbrook area (June 29, 1983). Concerning analysis of
soil samples.

Memorandum from John Figler, EPA Region | to Merrill S.
Hohman, EPA Region | (August 2, 1983). Concerning Norwood
PCB Blood Results.

Notice from Patricia Talbot, Norwood Board of Health and
Bernard Cooper, Norwood Board of Selectmen to residents of
Meadowbrook area (August 12, 1983). Concerning PCB test
results.

Letter from Robert Hurley, Grant Gear Works, Incorporated to
Leonard Pagnotto, Massachusetts Department of Labor and
Industries (December 7, 1983). Concerning letter of November
29, 1983.



3.1

Correspondence (cont’d)

6.

10.

11.

12.

Letter from David Christiani, Edward Baker, and Elizabeth Averill,
Norfolk County Hospital to Robert Hurley, Grant Gear Works,
Incorporated (September 24, 1984). Concerning group results
of PCB analysis of Grant Gear Works, Incorporated employees.
Letter from James C. Colman, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering to John J. Carroll, Norwood
Town Manager (October 8, 1985). Concerning the presence of
Polychlorinated Bipheny! (PCB) contaminated material on and
around property owned by Grant Gear Realty Trust.

Letter from James Colman, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering to John Hannon,
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Management
(January 15, 1986). Concerning analytical results on water and
sediment samples/Meadow Brook.

Letter from Susan M. Bernard, Department of the Attorney
General to Janine M. Sweeney, Morgan, Lewis & Bockius
(Attorney for Federal Pacific Electric); Cameron F. Kerry, Mintz,
Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear
Works, Incorporated); Robert F. Sanoff, Foley, Hoag & Eliot
(Attorney for Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Incorporated); Anton T.
Moehrke, Wright & Moehrke (February 11, 1986). Concerning
clients’ agreement to prepare a scope of work for a Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study at the Grant Gear Works
Superfund site.

Letter from Cameron F. Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,
Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated)
to Philip R. Boxell, EPA Region | (July 11, 1886). Concerning
EPA’s decision not to include any remedial investigation of PCB
contamination inside the industrial plant located at the site.
Letter from Susan M. Bernard, Department of the Attorney
General to Janine M. Sweeny, Morgan, Lewis & Bockius
(Attorney for Federal Pacific Electric); Cameron F. Kerry, Mintz,
Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear
Works, Incorporated); Robert F. Sanoff, Foley, Hoag & Eliot
(Attorney for Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Incorporated); Anton T.
Moehrke, Wright & Moehrke (July 15, 1986). Concerning DEQE
and EPA review of RI/FS Scope of Work at the Norwood
Superfund Site.

Letter from Susan M. Bernard, Department of the Attorney
General to Janine M. Sweeny, Morgan, Lewis & Bockius
(Attorney for Federal Pacific Electric); Cameron F. Kerry, Mintz,
Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear
Works, Incorporated); Robert F. Sanoff, Foley, Hoag & Eliot
(Attorney for Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Incorporated); Anton T.
Moehrke, Wright & Moehrke (August 14, 1986). Concerning
DEQE and EPA review of RI/FS Scope of Work at the Norwood
Superfund Site.



3.1

Correspondence (cont'd)

13.

14.

15.

186.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Letter from Thomas McMahon, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering to John Hannon,
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Management
(September 26, 1986). Concerning application for Water Quality
Certification.

Letter from Cameron F. Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,
Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, incorporated)
to Honorable Joyce London Alexander, United States Magistrate
(November 25, 1986). Concerning Hurley et al., v. Cornell-
Dubilier Electronics, Incorporated et al., Civil Action No. 85-
1417-MC.

Letter from Susan M. Bernard, Department of the Attorney
General to Honorable Joyce London Alexander, United States
Magistrate (November 28, 1986). Concerning response to
Cameron F. Kerry's letter of November 25, 1986.

Letter from Cameron F. Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,
Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated)
to Honorable Joyce London Alexander, United States Magistrate
(December 3, 1986). Concerning response to letters dated
November 25 and 28, 1986.

Letter from Cameron F. Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,
Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated)
to Philip R. Boxell, EPA Region | (December 3, 1986).
Concerning Grant Gear Works' involvement in expediting a
prompt remedy at the Norwood PCB site.

Letter from Laurie Burt, Foley, Hoag & Eliot (Attorney for
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Incorporated) to Lee Breckenridge,
EPA Region | (December 8, 1986). Concerning handling of the
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Incorporated proposal to perform
the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study at the Grant
Gear Works Site.

Letter from William F. Cass, Massachusetts Department of
Environmenta!l Quality Engineering to Merrill Hohman, EPA
Region | (March 16, 1987). Concerning the Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering’s decision to refer the lead
for the Norwood PCB site to EPA.

Letter from James C. Colman, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering to Robert F. Sanoff, Foley,
Hoag & Eliot (Attorney for Cornell-Dubilier Electronics,
Incorporated) (March 18, 1987). Concerning the conditional
offer by Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Incorporated to perform the
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study at the Norwood
Superfund site.

Letter from Marvin Rosenstein, EPA Region | to John J.
Hannon, Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Management (August 11, 1987). Concerning flood and erosion
control project.



B T T T O T,

3.2

3.4

3.6

3.7

Sampling and Analysis Data

* Sampling and analysis data for the Remedial Investigation may
be reviewed, by appointment only, at EPA Region [, Boston,
Massachusetts.

Interim Deliverables

1. “Interim Report on Drainage System Contamination,” Camp
Dresser & McKee Incorporated (January 19, 1988).
2. Memorandum from Susan Henderson, Camp, Dresser & McKee

'to A. Quaglieri, Camp, Dresser & McKee (February 17, 1988).
Concerning soil boring under floor slab in Grant Gear Works
building.

Remedial Investigation (FH) Reports

1. "Draft Report - Summary of Field Work - Norwood PCB Site,"
CDM, Incorporated (September 28, 1988). (Confidential
business information redacted.)

2. "Final Remedial Investigation Report,” ICF Incorporated for
Ebasco Services Incorporated, Volumes | and il (June 1989).
3. “Grant Gear indoor Survey Results,Norwood PCB Site,

Norwood, Massachusetts” EPA Region | (June 1888).

Work Plans and Progress Reports

1. “Technical Oversight for EPA TES Ili - Work Plan," CDM Federal
Programs Corporation (December 18, 1887).

2. "Work Plan - Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study," ICF
incorporated for Ebasco Services Incorporated (December
1987).

3. "Plan for Soil Sampling Below Slab on Grade at Grant Gear,

Incorporated, Norwood, Massachusetts," Camp, Dresser &
McKee, Incorporated (January 1988). (Confidential business
information redacted.)

4. "Plan for Video Examination of Drains at Grant Gear
incorporated - Norwood Massachusetts,” Camp Dresser &
McKee Incorporated (January 1988). (Confidential business
information redacted.)

S. "Grant Gear Indoor Survey Work Plan," EPA Region | (April
1989).



3.9

3.10

Health Assessments

1.

Cross-reference: Notice from Patricia Talbot, Norwood Board of
Health, and Bernard Cooper, Norwood Board of Selectmen to
residents of Meadowbrook area {August 12, 1983). Concerning
PCB test results. (Filed and cited as entry number 4 in 3.1
Correspondence.) .

Letter from David Christiani and Nancy Fox, Norfolk County
Hospital to Robert Hurley, Grant Gear Works, Incorporated
(August 29, 1983). Conceming transmittal of attached “"Report
of PCB Blood Levels among Grant Gear Employees,” Norfolk

County Hospital.

Letter from Leonard Pagnotto, Massachusetts Department of
Labor and Industries to Jack Lawler, Grant Gear Works,
Incorporated (November 29, 1983). Concerning transmittal of
attached letter report on health hazards to Grant Gear Works,
incorporated employees.

Cross-reference: Letter from Robert Hurley, Grant Gear Works
Incorporated to Leonard Pagnotto, Massachusetts Department
of Labor and Industries (December 7, 1883). Concerning letter
of November 29, 1983. (Filed and cited as entry number 5 in
3.1 Correspondence.)

"PCB Exposure Assessment in Norwood," Martha Steele,
Division of Environmental Health Assessment, Massachusetts
Department of Public Health (February 22, 1984).

Letter from David Christiani, Edward Baker, and Elizabeth Averill,
Norfolk County Hospital to Robert Hurley, Grant Gear Works,
Incorporated (August 29, 1984). Concerning transmittal of
attached "Report of Follow-up PCB Study at Grant Gear,”
Norfolk County Hospital (August 29, 1984).

Cross-reference: Notice from Bartley King, Norwood Board of
Health, and John Carroll, Norwood Board of Selectment to
residents of Meadowbrook area (June 29, 1983). Concerning
analysis of soil samples. (Filed and cited as entry number 2 in
3.1 Correspondence.)

Endangerment Assessments

1.

"Final Endangerment Assessment Report,” ICF Incorporated for
Ebasco Services Incorporated (August 1989).



4.0

FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS)

4.1

4.4

4.6

Correspondence

1.

Interim

1.

Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
David Fierra, EPA Region I, and William Gaughan,
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (August
24, 1989). Concerning transmittal of "Evaluation of Discharge
Options for the Grant Gear Site, Norwood, Massachusetts"
ENSR Consulting and Engineering (August 1989). [("Evaluation

“of Discharge Options for the Grant Gear Site ,” (August 1989)

is file and cited as entry number 4 in 4.6 Feasibility Study (FS)
Reports.)]

Deliverables

"Oversight at Grant Gear - Norwood Massachusetts - During
Pipeline Video Taping," CDM Federal Programs Corporation
(March 15, 1988).

“Trip Report - Grant Gear Building, Norwood, Massachusetts,
Dye Testing of Sewer Connection,” CDM Federal Programs
Corporation (April 12, 1988).

Feasibility Study (FS) Reports

1.

Letter Report from Charles Martin and Jeffrey Lawson, ERT to
Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky & Popeo
(Attorney for Grant Gear Works, incorporated) (June 10, 1988).
Concerning summary evaluation of drainage line remedial
actions.

“Feasibility Study Report," ICF Incorporated for Ebasco Services
Incorporated (August 1989).

"Draft Feasibility Study for the Grant Gear Building, Norwood
PCB Site, Norwood, Massachusetts," Camp, Dresser & McKee
(August 17, 1989).

“Evaluation of Discharge Options for the Grant Gear Site -
Norwood, MA," ENSR Consulting Engineering (August 1989).
(Confidential business information redacted.)

Comments received by EPA Region | during the formal public comment
period on the Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan are filed and cited in
5.3 Responsiveness Summaries.



4.7 Work Plans and Progress Reports

1.

Cross-Reference: "Work Plan - Remedial Investigation and
Feasibility Study,” ICF Incorporated for Ebasco Services
Incorporated (December 1987) (Filed and cited as entry number
2 in 3.7 Work Plans and Progress Reports.)

4.9 Proposed Plans for Selected Remedial Actions

1.
2.

"EPA Proposes Clean-up Plan for the Norwood PCB Site,” EPA
Region | (August 1989).

‘Memorandum from Jane Downing, EPA Region | to File (August

14, 1989). Concerning Grant Gear Works’ machinery and office
equipment clean-up goal.

Comments received by EPA Region | during the formal public comment
period on the Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan are filed and cited in
5.3 Responsiveness Summaries.

5.0 RECORD OF DECISION

5.1 Correspondence

1.

Letter from Janine Sweeney, Morgan, Lewis & Bockius (Attorney
for Federal Pacific Electric Company) to Paul Keough, EPA
Region | (August 31, 1989). Concerning extension of comment
period.

Letter from Robert Sanoff, Foley, Hoag & Eliot (Attorney for
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Incorporated) to Jane Downing, EPA
Region | (September 8, 1989). Concerning extension of
comment period.

Letter from Merrill Hohman, EPA Region | to Janine Sweeney,
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius (Attorney for Federal Pacific Electric
Company) (September 12, 1989). Concerning EPA's response
to Sweeney’s request for extension of the comment period.
Letter from Richard McAllister, EPA Region | to Robert Sanoff,
Foley, Hoag & Eliot (Attorney for Cornell-Dubilier Electronics,
Incorporated) (September 13, 1989). Concerning EPA'S
response to Sanoff’'s request to extend the comment period.

5.2 Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS)

1.

Cross-Reference: Letter from Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection to EPA Region | concerning state
concurrence with selected remedy and attainment of state
ARARs is Appendix C of the Record of Decision [filed and cited
as entry number 1 in 5.4 Record of Decision (ROD)].
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Responsiveness Summary

1.

Cross-Reference: Responsiveness Summary is Appendix A of
the Record of Decision [filed and cited as entry number 1 in 5.4
Record of Decision (ROD)].

The following citations indicate documents received by EPA Region [
during the formal public comment period.

2.

Comments Dated August 5, 1989 from Faye Siegfriedt, Norwood
resident, on the August 1989 Norwood PCB Proposed Plan -

"EPA Proposes Clean-up Plan for the Norwood PCB Site," EPA

Region 1.

Comments Dated August 29, 1989 from John Carroll, Norwood
Town Manager, on the August 1989 Proposed Plan - "EPA
Proposes Clean-up Plan for the Norwood PCB Site," EPA
Region I. NOTE: "Specifications for the Meadow Brook Flood
Contro!l Project,” may be reviewed, by appointment only, at EPA
Region |, Boston, Massachusetts.

Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to Jane
Downing, EPA Region | (September 8, 1989) with attached
index. Concerning inclusion of additional documents in the
Norwood PCB Site Administrative Record.

Comments Dated September 11, 1983 from Robert Sanoff,
Foley, Hoag & Eliot (Attorney for Cornell-Dubilier Electronics,
Incorporated) on the August 1989 Norwood PCB “Final
Feasibility Study Report," ICF Incorporated for Ebasco Services
Incorporated.

Comments Dated September 11, 1983 from Leglie Ritts, Morgan,
Lewis & Bockius (Attorney for Federal Pacific Electric) on the
June 1988 Norwood PCB “Final Remedial Investigation Report,"
ICF Incorporated for Ebasco Services Incorporated, on the
August 1989 Norwood PCB "Final Feasibility Study Report,” ICF
Incorporated for Ebasco Services Incorporated, and on the
August 1989 Norwood PCB “Final Endangerment Assessment
Report," ICF Incorporated for Ebasco Services Incorporated.
Comments Dated September 12, 1989 from Cameron Kerry,
Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky and Popeo (Attorney for
Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) on the August 1983 Proposed
Plan - "EPA Proposes Clean-up Plan for the Norwood PCB
Site," EPA Region |

Letter from Dale Young, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection to Jane Downing, EPA Region |
(September 27, 1989). Concerning Massachusetts Department
of Environmental Protection’s comments on the Norwood PCB
site Proposed Plan.



8.0

10.0

54 Record of Decision (ROD)

1.

*Record of Decision - Remedial Alternative Selection,” EPA
Region | (September 29, 1989).

STATE COORDINATION

9.1 Correspondence

1.

Letter from Richard Chalpin, Massachusetts Department of

' Environmental Quality Engineering to John J. Carroll, Norwood

Town Manager (March 6, 1985). Concerning a brief history and
update on the status of the Norwood PCB hazardous waste
site.

ENFORCEMENT

10.1  Correspondence

1.

Letter from Charles W. Stenholm, United States House of
Representatives, Committee on Small Business to Michael
Deland, EPA Region | (July 23, 1985). Concerning the
testimony of Robert J. Hurley, President of Grant Gear Works,
Incorporated, before the House Small Business Committee.
Letter from Samuel L. Silverman, United States Department of
Justice, United States Attorney, District of Massachusetts to
Cameron F. Kerry, and Michael S. Gardener, Mintz, Levin,
Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works,
Incorporated) (October 11, 1985). Concerning John F. Huriey,
et al., v. Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Incorporated et al., Civil
Action No. 85-1417-MC.

Letter from Thomas C. McMahon, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering to Joseph Dorsett, Jr.,
Certified Engineering and Testing Co., Incorporated (March 16,
1987). Concerning response to Joseph Dorsett, Jr.’s letter of
February 23, 1987.

10.3 State and Local Enforcement Records

1.

Memorandum from A. Charles Lincoln, EPA Region | to Robert
DiBiccaro, EPA Region | (March 14, 1884). Concerning
transmittal of Proposed Civil Complaint against Cooper
Industries, Arrow Hart Division, Hartford, Connecticut.
Compilaint, Director of the Division of Water Pollution Controf v.
Kelek Division of Arrow-Hart, Incorporated. Suffolk County
Superior Court.

10



10.4

10.6

10.7

Interviews, Depositions, and Affidavits

1.
2.

Affidavit of Arthur F. Hurley (February 8, 1985).
Affidavit of Joseph Lewis (June 6, 1985).

PRP-Specific Negotiations

1.

Letter from Michael Gardener, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,
Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated)
to Samuel Silverman, United States Office of the Attorney
General, and Stephen Leonard, Massachusetts Office of the
Attorney General (June 27, 1885). Concerning Hurley, et al., v.
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Incorporated.

Letter from Cameron F. Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,
Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated)
to Michael R. Deland, EPA Region | (March 31, 1987).
Concerning Norwood PCB site.

Letter from Larry S. Snowhite, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,
Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated)
to Gene A. Lucero, EPA Washington (April 6, 1987).

Concerning final settlement of Grant Gear Works’ potential civil
liability to federal government arising from the release of PCBs
at the Grant Gear Works site.

Letter from Cameron F. Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,
Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated)
to Gene Lucero, EPA Washington (July 21, 1987). Concerning
Norwood PCB site Innocent Landowner Settlement.

Letter from Gene Lucero, USEPA to Cameron Kerry, Mintz,
Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear
Works, Incorporated) (August 11, 1987). Concerning innocent
landowner settlement issues.

Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
Richard McAllister, EPA Region | (April 28, 1988). Concerning
Grant Gear Works, Incorporated settlement issues.

Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
Michael Deland, EPA Region |, John DeVillars, Massachusetts
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, and Daniel
Greenbaum, Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality
Engineering (April 24, 1989). Concerning innocent landowner
settlement.

Administrative Orders

1.

Administrative Order, in the Matter of Grant Gear Works,
Incorporated and Grant Gear Realty Trust, Norwood,
Massachusetts, Docket No. 83-05 (December 16, 1988).

11



11.0

10.8 Consent Decrees

1.

Consent Agreement and Order, In the Matter of Cornell-Dubilier
Electronics, Incorporated, Commonwealth of Massachusetts,
Department of Environmental Quality Engineering (August 29,
1985).

POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTY (PRP)

11.12 PRP-Related Documents

1.

Letter from Joseph Nassif, Monsanto Company to Cameron
Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for
Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) (July 3, 1984). Concerning
PCB sales by Monsanto to previous owners of Grant Gear site.
Cross-reference: Affidavit of Arthur F. Hurley (February 8,
1985). (Filed and cited as entry number 1 in 10.4 Interviews,
Depositions, and Affidavits.)

Letter from Stokley Towles, Brown Brothers Harriman &
Company to Robert Hurley, Grant Gear Works, incorporated
(March 4, 1885). Concerning financing.

Cross-reference: Affidavit of Joseph Lewis (June 6, 1985).
(Filed and cited as entry number 2 in 10.4 Interviews,
Depositions, and Affidavits).

Statement of Robert J. Hurley, Grant Gear Works, Incorporated,
before the Committee on Judiciary, United States Senate (June
10, 1985). Concerning effect of Superfund law on Grant Gear’s
business.

Letter from Alan Wardyga, Old Stone Bank to Robert Hurley,
Grant Gear Works, Incorporated (June 14, 1985). Concerning
financing.

Letter from Nicholas Mavroules, Member of Congress,
Subcommittee on General Oversight and the Economy, and
Charles Stenholm, Member of Congress, Subcommittee on
Energy, Environment and Safety, United States House of
Representatives to Robert J. Hurley, Grant Gear, Incorporated
(July 1, 1985). Concerning the hearing to be held on July 15,
1985 to review the impact of the current Superfund law on small
businesses.

Statement of Robert J. Hurley, Grant Gear Works, Incorporated,
before the Committee on Small Business, Subcommittees on
General Oversight and the Economy, and Energy, Environment
and Safety, United States House of Representatives (July 15,
1985). Concerning the effect of Superfund law on Grant Gear's
business.

12



11.12 PRP-Related Documents (cont'd)

9.

10.
11.
12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Letter from Michael Gardener, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,
Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated)
to Stephen Leonard, Massachusetts Office of the Attorney
General (July 17, 1985). Concerning Grant Gear’s financial
situation.

Letter from Debbie Freedman, Massachusetts Industrial Services
Program to Robert Hurley, Grant Gear Works, Incorporated
(September 5, 1985). Concerning financing.

Letter from Edward McSweeney, EPA Region | to Robert Hurley,
Grant Gear Works, Incorporated (November 18, 1386).
Concerning Grant Gear NPDES permit application.

Letter from Thomas McMahon, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering to Joseph Dorsett, Certified
Engineering and Testing Company, Incorporated (March 16,
1987). Concerning Grant Gear NPDES permit.

Letter from Thomas McMahon, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering to Robert Hurley, Grant Gear
Works, Incorporated (January 26, 1988). Concerning Grant
Gear NPDES permit.

"Authorization to Discharge Under the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System," State Permit No. MA 0029262,
EPA Region | and Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Quality Engineering (January 23, 1988).

Letter from Margaret Sheehan, Massachusetts Office of the
Attorney General to Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,
Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated)
(April 5, 1988). Concerning Grant Gear's application for a
waiver from anti-degredation provisions of the Massachusetts
Clean Waters Act regulations.

Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
Thomas McMahon, Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Quality Engineering (April 15, 1988). Concerning application for
anti-degredation variance.

Letter from Paul Dekker, Certified Engineering & Testing
Company incorporated to Joanne Robbins, Mintz, Levin, Cohn,
Ferris, Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works,
Incorporated) (April 15, 1988). Concerning lab results for water
samples collected at Grant Gear Works, Incorporated.

Letter from Thomas McMahon, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering to Robert Hurley, Grant Gear
Works, Incorporated (May 24, 1988). Concerning application for
variance to authorize discharges to Meadow Brook.

13



11.12 PRP-Related Documents (cont'd)

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Cross-reference: Letter Report from Charles Martin and Jeffrey
Lawson, ERT to Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,
Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated)
(June 10, 1988). Concerning summary evaluation of drainage
line remedial actions. (Filed and cited as entry number 1 in 4.6
Feasibility Study (FS) Reports.)

Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
Thomas McMahon, Massachusetts Department of Environmental

‘Quality Engineering (June 28, 1988). Concerning application for

antidegredation variance.

Letter from Thomas McMahon, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering to Cameron Kerry, Mintz,
Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear
Works, Incorporated) (July 18, 1988). Concerning Grant Gear
Works' request for extension to provide arguments for variance.
Letter from Marian Rambelle and Jeffrey Lawson, ERT to
Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky & Popeo
(Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) (August 12,
1988). Concerning PCB sampling plan at Grant Gear Works
property.

Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
Thomas McMahon, Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Quality Engineering (August 12, 1988). Concerning Grant
Gear’s application for anti-degredation variance.

Letter from Thomas McMahon, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering to Cameron Kerry, Mintz,
Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear
Works, Incorporated) (August 26, 1988). Concerning Grant
Gear Works' request for variance.

Letter from Jane Downing, EPA Region | to Cameron Kerry,
Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant
Gear Works, Incorporated) (August 30, 1988). Concerning
review of PCB Sampling Plan at Grant Gear Works
Incorporated.

14



11.12 PRP-Related Documents (cont’d)

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Memorandum from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,
Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated)
to Thomas McMahon, Judith Perry, Dale Young, Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Quality Engineering; Jane -
Downing, Richard McAliister, Joan Jouzaitis, EPA Region |;
Margaret Sheehan, Office of the Attorney General,
Massachusetts Water Authority; Executive Office of
Transportation; Commissioner of Public Works; Town of
Norwood Board of Selectmen; Metropolitan Area Planning

‘Council; Robert Hurley; John Hurley; Joanne Robbins (August

31, 1988). Concerning Grant Gear Works, Incorporated
NPDES permit application.

Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
Thomas McMahon, Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Quality Engineering (August 31, 1988). Concerning Grant Gear
Works request for variance.

Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to Jane
Downing, EPA Region | (September 1, 1988). Concerning
review of PCB sampling at Grant Gear Incorporated.

Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
Thomas McMahon, Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Quality Engineering (September 7, 1988). Concerning
application for NPDES permit and antidegredation variance.
Letter from Elisabeth Goodman, Massachusetts Department of
Public Works to Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, €ohn, Ferris,
Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated)
(September 13, 1988). Concerning Grant Gear Works' possible
permit application to discharge storm drainage into state
highway drainage system.

Letter from David Fierra, EPA Region | to Robert Hurley, Grant
Gear Works, Incorporated (September 30, 1988). Concerning
denial of NPDES permit No. MA 0029262.

Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
David Fierra, EPA Region | (October 11, 1988). Concerning
NPDES permit No. MA 0029262 denial.

Letter from David Fierra, EPA Region | to Robert Hurley, Grant
Gear Works, Incorporated (November 7, 1988). Concerning
Grant Gear, Incorporated, Norwood, Massachusetts NPDES
permit application No. MA 0029262 denial.

15



11.12 PRP-Related Documents (cont'd)

34. Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popea (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
David Fierra, EPA Region | and William Gaughan,
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality Engineering
(December 30, 1988). Concerning Grant Gear Works,
Incorporated and Grant Gear Realty Trust, Docket No. 89-05.

35. Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
David Fierra, EPA Region |, and William Gaughan,
‘Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality Engineering
(January 6, 1989). Concerning transmittal of attached "Revised
Sampling Plan,” ENSR Consulting and Engineering (January 3,
1989).

36. Letter from Robert Chrusciel, Norwood Engineering Company,
incorporated to Robert Hurley, Grant Gear Works, incorporated
(January 18, 1989). Concerning roof drainage study.

37. Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
David Fierra, EPA Region |, and Wiliam Gaughan,
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality Engineering
(January 20, 1989). Concerning Grant Gear Works,
Incorporated and Grant Gear Realty Trust, Docket No. 83-05.

38. Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to John
Healey, EPA Region | (February 1, 1989). Concerning approval
of sampling plan.

39. Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
David Fierra, EPA Region | (February 14, 1983). Concerning
sampling plan.

40. Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
David Fierra, EPA Region |, and William Gaughan,
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality Engineering
(March 21, 1989). Concerning stormwater sampling.

41. Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
David Fierra, EPA Region | and William Gaughan,
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality Engineering
(April 4, 1989). Concerning progress on sediment and
stormwater sampling.

42, Letter from Dianne Chabot, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
David Fierra, EPA Region I, and William Gaughan,
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality Engineering
(May 18, 1989). Concerning progress report.
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11.12 PRP-Related Documents (cont’'d)

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

Letter from Dianne Chabot, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
David Fierra, EPA Region | and William Gaughan,
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality Engineering
(June 15, 1989). Concerning Administrative Order Docket No.
89-05.

Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
David Fierra, EPA Region | and William Gaughan,
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality Engineering
(June 29, 1988). Concerning availability of Grant Gear’'s draft
report required by Administrative Order.

" Letter from Mark Stein, EPA Region | to Cameron Kerry, Mintz,

Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear
Works, Incorporated) (July 5, 1988). Concerning Grant Gear
Works, Incorporated Clean Water Act Administrative Order No.
89-05.

Letter from Dianne Chabot, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
David Fierra, EPA Region | and William Gaughan,
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality Engineering
(July 19, 1989). Concerning Administrative Order No. 839-05.
Cross-reference: Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin,
Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky & Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works,
Incorporated) to David Fierra, EPA Region |, and William
Gaughan, Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality
Engineering (August 24, 1983). Concerning transmittal of
“"Evaluation of Discharge Options for the Grant Gear Site," ENSR
Consulting and Engineering (August 1989). (Filed and cited as
entry number 1 in 4.1 Correspondence.)

13.0 COMMUNITY RELATIONS

13.2

Community Relations Plans

1.

“Interim Final Draft Community Relations Plan, Norwood PCB
Site,” ICF Incorporated for Ebasco Services Incorporated (June
1988).

"Final Community Relations Plan for the Norwood PCB Site," ICF
Incorporated for Ebasco Services Incorporated (September
1989).
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13.3

13.4

New Clippings/Press Releases

1.

“Senator Kennedy Announces Director of Centers for Disease
Control to Visit Norwood, Massachusetts," Office of Senator
Edward M. Kennedy of Massachusetts (June 23, 1983).
"Bellotti and DEQE Negotiate for Private Study of PCB Site,"
EPA Region | (August 29, 1985).

“DEQE Announces Interim Measure at Norwood PCB Site," EPA
Region | (December 9, 1985).

"The Environmental Protection Agency Will Hold a Public
Meeting to Discuss Current Work in Progress at the Norwood
Superfund Site in Norwood, Massachusetts,” Environmental
News - EPA Region | (March 3, 1987).

"EPA Announces Public Meeting to Explain Results of the
Remedial Investigation and Endangerment Assessment for the
Norwood PCB Superfund Site," Environmental News - EPA
Region | (June 8, 1989).

"Public Meeting to Explain Proposed Cleanup Plan for the
Norwood PCB Superfund Site," Environmental News - EPA
Region | (August 3, 1989).

"United States Environmental Protection Agency Invites Public
Comments on the Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan for the
Norwood PCB site in Norwood, Massachusetts and Announces
the Availability of the Site Administrative Record,” The Patriot
Ledger - Quincy, Massachusetts (August 4, 1989).

“United States Environmental Protection Agency Invites Public
Comments on the Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan for the
Norwood PCB site in Norwood, Massachusetts and Announces
the Availability of the Site Administrative Record,” The Daily
Transcript - Dedham, Massachusetts (August S, 1989).

Media Advisory, Environmental News - EPA Region i (August
18, 1989). Concerning announcement of public hearing to
accept oral comments on the cleanup alternatives for Norwood
PCB site.

Public Meetings

1.

2.

Meeting Notes, October 23, 1984 Norwood Board of
Selectmen’s meeting on the Norwood PCB site.

"Hazard Assessment, Norwood PCB Site, Norwood,
Massachusetts,” Public meeting for the Norwood PCB site, EPA
Region | (March 1988).

EPA Region | Meeting Notes, Norwood Community Workgroup
meeting for the Norwood PCB site (April 24, 1983). Concerning
purpose of the community work group and discussions on
information EPA could provide to citizens.
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13.5 Fact Sheets

1.

Cross-reference: Notice from Bartley King, Norwood Board of
Health, and John Carroll, Norwood Board of Selectmen to
residents of the Meadow Brook area (June 28, 1983). (Filed
and cited as entry number 1 in 3.1 Correspondence.)
Cross-reference: Notice from Bartley King, Norwood Board of
Health, and John Carroll, Norwood Board of Selectmen to
residents of the Meadow Brook area (June 29, 1983).
Concerning analysis of soil samples. (Filed and cited as entry
number 2 in 3.1 Correspondence.)

"EPA Sampling Activities Begin at Norwood PCB Site,”

Superfund Program Fact Sheet, EPA Region | (November 1987).
"EPA Completes Field Investigation at the Norwood PCB Site,"
Superfund Program Information Update, EPA Region |
(November 1988).

"EPA Announces the Results of the Remedial Investigation and
Endangerment Assesssment," Superfund Program Fact Sheet,
Norwood PCB Site, EPA Region | (June 1889).

140 CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS

14.1  Correspondence

1.

Letter from Michael R. Deland, EPA Region | to Honorable John
J. Moakley, United States House of Representatives (July 13,
1983). Concerning response to letter dated June 22, 1983
regarding the discovery of PCB contamination in Norwood,
Massachusetts.

Cross-reference: Statement of Robert J. Hurley, Grant Gear
Works, Incorporated, before the Committee on Judiciary, United
States Senate (June 10, 1985). (Filed and cited as entry
number 5 in 11.12 PRP-Related Documents.)

Cross-reference: Letter from Nicholas Mavroules, Member of
Congress, Subcommittee on General Oversight and the
Economy, and Charles Stenholm, Member fo Congress,
Subcommittee on Energy, Environment and Safety, United
States House of Representatives to Robert J. Hurley, Grant
Gear Works, Incorporated (July 1, 1985). (Filed and cited as
entry number 7 in 11.12 PRP-Related Documents.)
Cross-reference: Statement of Robert J. Hurley, Grant Gear
Works, Incorporated, before the Committee on Small Business,
Subcommittees on General Oversight and the Economy, and
Energy, Environment and Safety, United States House of
Representatives (July 15, 1985). (Filed and cited as entry
number 8 in 11.12 PRP-Related Documents.)
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16.0

14.1  Correspondence (cont'd)

5.

Meeting Notes, Jane Downing, EPA Region | and Edward M.
Kennedy, Member of the United States Senate, Michael Deland,
EPA Region 1, John Caroll, Norwood Town Manager, Daniel
Greenbaum, Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality
Engineering, and Massachusetts Department of Public Health
Staff (April 5, 1989). Concerning Town of Norwood’s concerns
about clean-up and flood control project.

Letter from Edward M. Kennedy, Member of the United States
Senate to Michael Deland, EPA Region | (May 3, 1989).
Concerning discussions at meeting with Town of Norwood
official about cleanup.

NATURAL RESOURCE TRUSTEE

16.1  Correspondence

1.

Letter from Gordon E. Beckett, United States Department of the
Interior Fish and Wildlife Service to John C. Keane, EPA Region
| (September 14, 1987). Concerning receipt of Trust Notification
Form for the Norwood PCB site.

Letter from Kenneth Finkelstein, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration to Jane Downing, EPA Region |
(September 20, 1989). Concerning PCB sediment criterion.

16.4 Trustee Notification Form and Selection Guide

1.

Letter from Merrill S. Hohman, EPA Region | to William
Patterson, Department of the Interior (August 19, 1987).
Concerning EPA documentation of release or threatened release
of hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants at
Norwood PCB site.

16.5 Technical Issue Papers

1.

"A Discussion of PCB Target Levels in Aquatic Sediments,"
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and EVS
Consultants, Incorporated (January 8, 1988).
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17.0 SITE MANAGEMENT RECORDS

17.4

17.7

17.8

Site Photographs/Maps

The record cited in entry number 1 may be reviewed, by appointment
only, at EPA Region I, Boston, Massachusetts. ’

1.

"Site Analysis - Norwood PCB Site,” EPIC (April 1984).

Reference Documents

1.

2.

State and Local Technical Records

1.

"Site Investigation, Grant Gear Incorporated, Norwood,
Massachusetts,” E.C. Jordan Company (June 1883).

"Kerry Place Norwood, Lot #1 Report of On Site Investigation of
Possible Chemical Contamination,” WEB Engineering Associates,
Incorporated (January 20, 1984).

"Kerry Place Norwood, Lot #2 Report of On Site Investigation of
Possible Chemical Contamination,” WEB Engineering Associates,
Incorporated (January 20, 1984).

"Kerry Place Norwood, Lot #3 Report of On Site Investigation of
Possible Chemical Contamination,” WEB Engineering Associates,
Incorporated (January 20, 1984).

"Kerry Place Norwood, Lot #4 Report of On Site Investigation of
Possible Chemical Contamination," WEB Engineering Associates,
Incorporated (January 20, 1984).

"Kerry Place Norwood, Lot #5a Report of On Site Investigation
of Possible Chemical Contamination,” WEB Engineering
Associates, Incorporated (January 20, 1984).

Letter from James C. Colman, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering to John J. Carroll, Norwood
Town Manager (October 31, 1985). Concerning understanding
between Divisiont of Solid and Hazardous Waste and the
Division of Waterways in the meeting held in the Division's
Boston office.

Letter from James C. Colman, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering to John Hannon, Division of
Waterways (January 15, 1986). Concerning response action to
levels of contaminants found in the water and sediments of
Meadow Brook.

Certificate of the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the
Environmental Notification Form, Massachusetts Office of
Environmental Affairs (May 9, 1986).

Property Location Plan, Meadow Brook Improvement Project,
Norwood, Massachusetts (July 1986).

Public Notice, Department of the Army, New England Division,
Corps of Engineers (January 22, 1987).
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18.0 INITIAL REMEDIAL MEASURE (IRM) RECORDS

18.1  Correspondence

1.

Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
Susan Bernard, Massachusetts Office of the Attorney General
(August 19, 1985). Concerning GZA study.

Letter from Cameron Kerry, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky
& Popeo (Attorney for Grant Gear Works, Incorporated) to
Susan Bernard, Massachusetts Office of the Attorney General
(August 23, 1985). Concerning GZA study.

Letter from Robert Hurley, Grant Gear Works, Incorporated to
James Colman, Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Quality Engineering (September 10, 1985). Concerning GZA
study. .

Letter from William F. Cass, Massachusetts Department of -
Environmental Quality Engineering to Merrill S. Hohman, EPA
Region | (October 11, 1985). Concerning request for transfer of
responsibility for managing remedial activities at Norwood to
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality
Engineering.

Letter from James C. Colman, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering to Heather Ford, EPA Region
| (December 11, 18985). Concerning DEQE belief that an Initial
Remedial Measure (IRM) should be implemented at Norwood
site.

Letter from James C. Colman, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Quality Engineering to Robert S. Sanoff, Foley,
Hoag & Eliot (Attorney for Cornell-Dubilier Electronics,
Incorporated) (January 15, 1986). Concerning Initial Remedial
Measure (IRM).
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NORWOOD PCB
NPL SITE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD
GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS

EPA guidance documents may be reviewed at EPA Region |, Boston, Massachusetts.

General EPA Guidance Documents

1.

"Appendix D - Protection of Wetlands: Executive Order 11990," 42
Federal Register 26961 (1977).

Memorandum from John W. Lyon toxic Substance Division, USEPA to
Sanford W. Harvey, Jr., Enforcement Division, EPA Region IV (August
3, 1979). Concerning applicability of PCB regulations to spills which
occurred prior to the effective date of the 1978 regulation.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and
Remedial Response. Community Relations in Superfund: A Handbook
(Interim Version) (EPA/540/G-88/002), June 1988.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and
Remedial Response. Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations
and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA (EPA/540/G-89/004) (OSWER
Directive 9355.3-01), October 1988.

“National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan,”
Code of Federal Regulations (Title 40, Part 300), 1985.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and
Remedial Response. Superfund Remedial Design and Remedial Action
Guidance (OSWER Directive 9355.0-4A), June 1986.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Research and
Development. Hazardous Waste Engineering Research Laboratory.
Handbook for Stabilization/Solidification of Hazardous Wastes
(EPA/540/2-86/001), June 1986.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980, amended October 17, 1986.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and
Remedial Response. Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual
(OSWER Directive 9285.4-1), October 1986.
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General EPA Guidance Documents (cont'd)

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and

Emergency Response. Interim Guidance on Superfund Selection of
Remedy (OSWER Directive 9355.0-19), December 24, 1986.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Solid Waste and

Emergency Response. Data Quality Objectives for Remedial Response
Activities: Development Process (EPA/540/G-87/003), March 1987.

"Part 761 - Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) Manufacturing,
Processing, Distribution in Commerce, and Use Prohibitions," Code of
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Part 761), 1987.

Memorandum from J. Winston Porter to Addressees ("Regional
Administrators, Regions I-X; Regional Counsel, Regions I-X; Director,
Waste Management Division, Regions |, IV, V, VI, and VIii; Director,
Emergency and Remedial Response Division, Region II; Director,
Hazardous Waste Management Division, Regions [l and VI; Director
Toxics and Waste Management Division, Region IX; Director,
Hazardous Waste Division, Region X; Environmental Services Division
Directors, Region |, VI, and VII'), (July 8, 1987). Concerning interim
guidance on compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Health and
Environmental Assessment. A Compendium of Technologies Used in
the Treatment of Hazardous Waste (EPA/625/8-87/014), September
1987.

Memorandum from Denise M. Keehner, Chemical Regulation Branch,
USEPA to Bill Hanson, Site Policy and Guidance Branch, USEPA
(October 14, 1987). Concerning comments on the PCB Contamination-
Regulatory and Policy Background Memorandum.

"Guidelines for PCB Levels in the Environment," The Hazardous Waste
Consultant, pp. 26-32 (January/February 1988).

Memorandum from Christopher Zarba, USEPA to Jane Downing, EPA
Region | (April 11, 1988). Concerning the application of interim
sediment criteria values at Sullivan’s Ledge Superfund Site.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and
Remedial Response. Draft Guidance on Remedial Actions for
Contaminated Groundwater at Superfund Sites (OSWER Directive
9283.1-2), April 1988.
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General EPA Guidance Documents (cont'd)

19.

20.

"Supplemental Risk Assessment Guidance for the Superfund Program,”
EPA Region | (June 1983).

*Summary of the Requirements: Land Disposal Restrictions Rule,” EPA
Region 1.

Norwood PCB NPL Site-Specific Guidance Documents

1.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Health and

Environmental Assessment. Development of Advisory Levels of
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) Cleanup (OHEA-E-187), May 1986.

“Project Summary: PCB Sediment Decontamination -
Technical/Economic Assessment of Selected Alternative Treatments.”
Ben H. Carpenter, EPA Region V (March 1987).

"PCB Spill Cleanup Policy," (40 CFR Part 761), Federal Register (April
2, 1987).

*Sediment Quality Values Refinement: 1988 Update and Evaluation of
Puget Sound AET," PTI Environmental Services for Tetra Tech,
incorporated (September 1988).

Letter from Lanny D. Weimer, Resources Conservation Company to
Angelo L. Massullo, ICF Technology, Incorporated (December 16,
1988). Concerning technical paper entitled "Basic Extractive Sludge
Treatment (B.E.S.T.)* - Demonstrated Available Technology.”

"PCB Sediment Decontamination Processes Selection for Test and
Evaluation," Ben H. Carpenter, Engineering Research Applications, and
Donald L. Wilson, EPA Region V (1988).

"Evaluation of the B.E.S.T.* Solvent Extraction Sludge Treatment

Technology Twenty-Four Hour Test,” Gerard W. Sudell, Enviresponse,
Incorporated.

26



APPENDIX C
STATE CONCURRENCE LETTER
NORWOOD PCB SUPERFUND SITE
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Deparimont of Environmontal Duality ngineoring
One Wenton Sireot, PBoston 02108

Daniel S. Greenbaum
Commissioner

September 28, 1989

Paul Keough
Acting Regional Administrator

U.S., E.P.A.
JFK Federal Building RE: Norwood PCB Federal Superfund Site
Boston, MA 02203 ~ Concurrence with ROD

Dear Mr. Keough:

The Department of Environmental Protection {(the Department) has reviewed
the preferred remedial action alternative recommended by EPA for the source
control and management of migration at the Norwood PCB Federal Superfund site.
The Department concurs with the selection of the preferred alternative for the
site.

The Department has evaluated EPA's preferred alternative for consistency
with M.G.L. Chapter 21E as amended in November, 1986, and the Massachusetts
Contingency Plan {(MCP). The preferred alternative addresses the total site
clean-up and includes the following three components: -

(1) excavation, treatment and on-site disposal of soils and sediments

(2) extraction and treatment of groundwater via air stripping

(3) flushing and/or containment of the Grant Gear drainage system;
cleaning and sealing of roof surfaces; decontamination of building
interior surfaces.

The Department has determined that at this time the preferred alternative
can not be considered a permanent solution as defined in M.G.L. CH 21E and the
MCP. The preferred remedy does meet the MCP Total Site Risk Limits but does not
assure the attainment of these limits during any foreseeable period of time.
With the implementation of institutional controls as proposed in the ROD, the
preferred remedy can be considered a temporary solution. These institutional
controls would be used to prevent exposure to (1) groundwater and (2) con-
taminated soils and drainage sediments which remain on site. The Department can
not consider the remedy permanent until or unless institutional controls are
proven effective. Moreover, the Department believes it feasible that new tech-
nologies may be developed to attain groundwater to background concentrations.
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Paul Keough,
U.S., EPA
Page Two

As required by -the MCP,  a temporary solution must (1) include a plan for
developing a permanent solution, (2) include systems to monitor its effec-
tiveness, and (3) remain effective until a permanent solution is implemented.
The Department, therefore, anticipates that the effectiveness of the institu-
tional controls provisions as well as the feasibility of new technolgies will be
evaluated on a continuing basis.

The proposed remedy appears to meet all ARARs. The Department will con-
tinue to evaluate the ARARs as remedial design progresses and during implemen-
tation and operation of the remedy.

The Department looks forward to working with you in implementing the pre-
ferred alternative. If you have any questions or require additional infor-
mation, please contact Dale Young, Project Manager, at (617) 292-5785.

Very truly you

Danie Greenbaum,
Commissioner

DS/DY/bkt

cC: Anne Bingham, DEP - 0OGC
Steve Johnson, DEP - NERO
Helen Waldorf, DEP - Boston
Jane Downing, EPA
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