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LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Acronym/
Abbreviation

AOC
AMSL
ARAR
AS
ATSDR
AWQC
Beatrice
B&M
BOH
BRA
BTEX
CAA
CATOX
CD
CERCLA

CFR
cis-1,2-DCE
COC

COPC
CWA

DCE

E&E
Determination
DEQE
DNAPL

EO

ESD

EPA

FID

FDDA

FS

GAC
GeoTrans

gpm
Grace
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Definition

Administrative Order on Consent

Above Mean Sea Level

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement
Air Sparging

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
Ambient Water Quality Criteria

Beatrice Corporation

Boston and Maine

Board of Health

Baseline Risk Assessment

Benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylene

Clean Air Act

Catalytic Oxidation

Consent Decree

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act

Code of Federal Regulations

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene

Contaminant of Concern

Contaminants of Potential Concern

Clean Water Act

1,2-Dichloroethene

Ecology & Environment, Inc.

MADEP’s Groundwater Use and Value Determination
Department of Environmental Quality Engineering (now the MADEP)
Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid

Executive Order

Explanation of Significant Difference

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Flame lonization Detector

Former Drum Disposal Area

Feasibility Study

Granular Activated Carbon

GeoTrans, Inc. (consultant to Grace)

gallons per minute

W.R. Grace & Co. — Conn



Acronym/
Abbreviation

HASP
HBHA
HPS
HRS
LED
LNAPL
LTM
MADEP
MBTA
MCL
MCP
MDC
M&E
MNA
MSGRP
MWRA
NAPL
NCEA
NCP
NEP
NPL
Olympia
O&M
OSHA
ou
OuU-1
OuU-2
OuU-3
PAH
PCB
PCE
PID

ppb
ppm(v)
PRG
PRP

psi
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Definition

Health and Safety Plan

Halls Brook Holding Area

Harvard Project Services, LLC (consultant to UniFirst)
Hazard Ranking System

Light Emitting Diode

Light Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid

Long Term Monitoring

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
Maximum Contaminant Level

Massachusetts Contingency Plan

Metropolitan District Commission

Metcalf & Eddy, Inc.

Monitored Natural Attenuation

Multiple Source Groundwater Response Plan
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority
Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid

National Center for Environmental Assessment
National Contingency Plan

New England Plastics Corporation

National Priorities List

Olympia Nominee Trust

Operation and Maintenance

Occupational Safety and Health Administration
Operable Unit

Operable Unit 1 — Wells G&H Source Area Properties
Operable Unit 2 — Central Area

Operable Unit 3 — Aberjona River Study
Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
Polychlorinated biphenyl

Tetrachloroethene

Photoionization Detector

parts per billion

parts per million-volume

Preliminary Remediation Goal

Potentially Responsible Party

Pounds per square inch

Vi



Acronym/

Abbreviation Definition

RETEC The RETEC Group (consultant to Beatrice at Wildwood)
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RfD Reference Dose

RI Remedial Investigation

RI/FS Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
RME Reasonable Maximum Exposure

ROD Record of Decision

RPM Remedial Project Manager

scfm standard cubic feet per minute

SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act

SVE Soil Vapor Extraction

TBCs To Be Considereds

TCE Trichloroethene

TCLP Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
1,1,1-TCA 1,1,1-Trichloroethane

trans-1,2-DCE trans-1,2-Dichloroethene

TRC TRC Environmental Corporation

TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act

TSDF Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facility
TTNUS TetraTech NUS, Inc.

UniFirst UniFirst Corporation

UV/Ox Ultra-violet/chemical oxidation

VOC Volatile Organic Compound

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS United States Geological Survey
Wildwood Wildwood Conservation Corporation
Woodard and Curran Woodard and Curran, Inc. (consultant to NEP)
WRA Woburn Redevelopment Authority
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Wells G&H Superfund Site (the Site) is a 330-acre Site located in Wobum, Massachusetts
(see Figures 1 and 2 provided in Attachment 1). The Site includes the aquifer and land located
within the zone of contribution of two former municipal drinking water wells known as Wells G
and H, which are located adjacent to the Aberjona River. The boundaries of the Site are Route 128
(Interstate 95) to the north, Route 93 to the east, the Boston and Maine (B&M) Railroad to the
west, and Salem and Cedar Streets to the south (see Figure 1 in Attachment 1).

The Site is segregated into three operable units, the Source Area (OU-1) properties, the Central
Area (OU-2), and the Aberjona River Study (OU-3).

The OU-1 Source Area properties consist of the W.R. Grace & Company (Grace), UniFirst
Corporation (UniFirst), New England Plastics (NEP), Wildwood Conservation Corporation
(Wildwood), and Olympia Nominee Trust (Olympia), the locations of which are depicted on
Figure 2 (provided in Attachment 1).

The selected remedy identified in the 1989 record of decision (ROD) for the Source Area (OU-1)
properties included the following:

Treatment of contaminated soil using in-situ volatilization at Wildwood property;

Excavation and on-site incineration of contaminated soils at Wildwood, Olympia,
NEP, and UniFirst;

Treatment and/or disposal of sludge and debris found at Wildwood property in a
manner to be determined during the design phase of the clean-up; and

Extraction and treatment of contaminated groundwater separately at the five Source
Area properties using pre-treatment for metals and an air stripper to remove volatile
organic contaminants, or an equally or more effective technology approved by EPA.
The extraction systems will be designed to address the specific bedrock and/or
overburden contamination at each source area property.

EPA’s April 25, 1991 Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) described three significant
changes and one non-significant change from the remedial actions to be undertaken at the Source
Areas (OU-1) as set forth in the ROD. Those changes were as follows:

Significant Changes

On-site incineration of soils at the Wildwood, NEP, and Olympia properties was
changed to off-site incineration;

In-situ volatilization would be used on the UniFirst property rather than incineration;
and
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A typographical error was corrected resulting in more stringent target clean-up levels
for groundwater.

Other Non-Significant Change

Groundwater extraction systems could be combined for the UniFirst and Grace
properties.

The 1991 ESD provided for certain changes to the soil and groundwater remedy, but the overall
remedy remained fundamentally the same: incineration and in-situ volatilization of contaminated
soils, removal of sludge and debris, and extraction and treatment of groundwater at the source
areas.

Operable Units 2 (Central Area) and 3 (the Aberjona River Study) have been identified for further
study by certain Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) and EPA, respectively. A remedy has not
yet been selected for the Central Area (OU-2) and the Aberjona River Study (OU-3).

This is the second five-year review for the Wells G&H Site. The first five-year review was
completed in August 1999. The five-year review is required because hazardous substances,
pollutants, or contaminants remain at the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure.

This five-year review concluded that the Source Area (OU-1) remedy is functioning as designed
and continues to be protective of current human health and the environment. However, in order
for the remedy to be protective in the long term, institutional controls should be implemented at
the source areas to prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater until the remedy is completed.
Additional treatment and/or measures to ensure capture may be required at some of the Source
Area (OU-1) properties. The Endangerment Assessment performed for EPA in 1988 did not
cover all potential exposures to groundwater, and the basis for identifying contaminants of
concern (COCs) has changed since implementation of the ROD, which will require additional
evaluation to ensure future protectiveness. Indoor air vapor intrusion has also emerged as an issue
as EPA technical guidance on this matter has evolved. Lastly, Ambient Water Quality Criteria
(AWQC) associated with aquatic life have decreased since the ROD; therefore, the impact of
these changes needs to be assessed since discharge limitations on remedial system effluent were
based in part on AWQCs. (Overall impacts of AWQC changes on the Aberjona River will be
evaluated as part of the Aberjona River Study [OU-3]).
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site name (from WasteLAN): Wells G&H Superfund Site

EPA ID (from WasteLAN): MAD980732168

Region: 1 | State: MA | City/County: Middlesex
SITE STATUS

NPL status: ® Final G Deleted G Other (specify)

Remediation status (choose all that apply): G Under Construction ® Operating G Complete

Multiple OUs?* ® YES G NO Construction completion date:

Has site been put into reuse? G YES X NO

REVIEW STATUS

Lead agency: ® EPA G State G Tribe G Other Federal Agency

Author name: Joseph F. LeMay, PE

Author title: Remedial Project Manager Author affiliation: U.S. EPA Region 1

Review period:** 5/11/ 2004 to 9/30/ 2004

Date of site inspection: 8/3/2004, 8/18/2004

Type ofreview:
X Post-SARA G Pre-SARA G NPL-Removal only
G Non-NPL Remedial Action Site G NPL State/Tribe-lead
G Regional Discretion

Review number: G 1 (first) ® 2 (second) G 3 (third) G Other (specify)

Triggering action:

G Actual RA Onsite Construction at OU1__ G Actual RA Startat OU#__

G Construction Completion X Previous Five-Year Review Report
G Other (specify)

Triggering action date (from WasteLAN): August 1999

Due date (five years after triggering action date). September 2004

*[“OU” refers to operable unit.]

**[Review period should correspond to the actual start and end dates of the Five-Year Review in
WasteLAN.]
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Issues:

1.
2.

&

1.
2.

10.

11.

10.
11.

Five-Year Review Summary Form, cont’d.

There is no information that calls into question the current protectiveness of the Source Area (OU-1) remedy.
However, conditions were identified that could affectthe future protectiveness of the Source Area (OU-1)
remedy and require further data collection, analysis or remedial/corrective actions. These issues include:

Lack of institutional controls at Source Area (OU-1) properties;

Lack of groundwater treatment at NEP and presence of PCE and TCE above ROD action levels in
groundwater;

Groundwater extraction at UniFirst is not achieving design capture objectives;

Soil remedy at UniFirst has not been implemented;

Area south of Wildwood treatment system may have groundwater in excess of RO D action levels
and is not receiving treatment;

Insufficientinformation to document groundwater contaminant capture in bedrock at Wildwood;
The 1988 Endangerment Assessment did not comprehensively evaluate non-ingestion uses of
groundwater and therefore may not be representative of all potential exposures;

Arsenic and manganese were not identified as COCs in the 1989 ROD. At some of the source area
properties, historical arsenic concentrations exceed the current arsenic primary MCL (10 ug/L),
and manganese concentrations exceed current manganese toxicity values;

An evaluation of the groundwater to indoor air pathway indicates potential risks at Source Area
(OU-1) properties depending on future land use;

AWQ Cs associated with aquatic life have decreased since the ROD.AW QCs were used, in part,
to establish effluent limits for remedial system discharges; and

Groundwater remedy at Olympia hasnot been implemented.

Additional concerns were identified that affect neither current nor future protectiveness of the Source Area (OU-
1) remedy but may impact operations and maintenance, or are associated with the Central Area (OU-2) or the
Aberjona River Study (OU-3). Any concerns related to operation and maintenance and OU-2 will be addressed
with the PRPs. Any other concerns related to OU -3 will be add ressed by EPA.

Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions

Implement institutional controls at Source Area properties.

Assess groundwater conditions since treatment shut down, evaluate the need for further
groundwater and soil treatment, and where appropriate consider other treatment options. Install
downgradient monitoring well(s) to define downgradient extent of groundwater contamination.
Replace extraction pump.

Review soil contamination issues at UniFirstto establish data needs for implementation of
technical solutions.

Assess groundwater conditions south of Wildwood Treatment System, evaluate the need for
further groundwater and soil treatment, and where appropriate consider other treatment remedies.
Develop and implement planto assess capture in bedrock at Wildwood.

Evaluate exposures not addressed by Endangerment Assessment using up-to-date groundwater
data.

Assess groundwater conditions at appropriate Source Area properties.

Evaluate risk from exposure to indoor air at the Source Area (OU-1) properties based on up-to-
date groundwater data if property is developed.

Revise NPD ES equivalent discharge standards as needed based upon current AWQ Cs.
Evaluate progress of Olympia TCE soil remedy under the AOC removal action. Assess need for
groundwater cleanup at end of removal action.

L2004-290
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Five-Year Review Summary Form, cont’d.

Protectiven ess Statement(s)

The remedy at the Wells G&H Superfund Site currently protects human health and the
environment. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long term, institutional
controls should be implemented at the Source Area properties to prevent exposure to
groundwater and unremediated soil areas until the remedy iscompleted. Additional treatment
and/or measures to ensure capture may be required atsome of the Source Area (OU-1)
properties. The Endangerment Assessment did not cover all potential exposures to
groundwater, and the basis for identifying COCs has changed since implementation of the
ROD, which will require additional evaluation to ensure representativeness and future
protectiveness. Indoor air vapor intrusion has also emerged as an issue as EPA technical
guidance on this matter has evolved. Lastly, AWQCs associated with aquatic life have
decreased since the ROD; therefore, the impact of these changes needsto be assessed.

Other Comm ents

Operable Units 2 (Central Area) and 3 (the Aberjona River Study) have been identified for
further study by the PRPs and EPA, respectively. However, a remedy has not yet been
selected for the Central Area (OU-2) and Aberjona River Study (OU-3).

L2004-290
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this five-year review is to determine whether the remedy for the Wells G&H
Superfund Site (the Site) is protective of human health and the environment. The methods,
findings and conclusions of this review are documented in this second Five-Year Review Report.
In addition, this report identifies issues found during this five-year review along with
recommendations to address them.

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region I has conducted this five-year
review pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) and the National Contingency Plan (NCP). CERCLA §121 states:

If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous substances,
pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall review such
remedial action no less often than each five years after the initiation of such
remedial action to assure that human health and the environment are being
protected by the remedial action being implemented. In addition, if upon such
review it is the judgment of the President that action is appropriate at such site in
accordance with section [104] or [106], the President shall take or require such
action. The President shall report to the Congress a list of facilities for which
such review is required, the results of all such reviews, and any actions taken as a
result of such reviews.

The NCP part 300.430(f)(4)(ii) of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) states:

If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure, the lead agency shall review such action no less often than
every five years after the initiation of the selected remedial action.

This is the second five-year review for the Wells G&H Superfund Site. The completion of the
first five-year review, in August 1999, is the trigger for this second five-year review. This
statutory review is required due to the fact that hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants
remain at the Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.
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2.0 SITE CHRONOLOGY

Table 1: Chronology of Site Events

Event Date
“Riley Well 2" began operation on Wildwood Conservation 1958
Corporation (Wildwood) property.
Municipal water well G developed. 1964
Municipal water well H developed. 1967
Woburn police find abandoned drums at Massachusetts Bay 1979

Transportation Authority (MBTA) property on Mishawum Road.

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 1979
(MADEP) finds contamination in the City of Woburn water wells G
and H. The wells are subsequently closed.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 1981
investigates groundwater contamination.

The Wells G&H Site is proposed for the National Priorities List December 1982
(NPL).

The Wells G&H Site is listed on the NPL. September 1983
Three Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) are ordered by EPA to 1983

study groundwater and soil contamination. The PRPs complying
with the order are Grace and Co.-Conn (Grace), UniFirst
Corporation (UniFirst), and Beatrice Corporation (Beatrice).

EPA begins investigation of the entire 330-acre Wells G&H Site. 1985

Under EPA orders, Olympia Nominee Trust (Olympia) removes 12 1986
55-gallon drums from southwest corner of property on west side of
Aberjona River in area known as the Former Drum Disposal Area
(FDDA).

The United States Geological Survey (USGS) conducts 30-day 1987
aquifer test at Wells G&H under agreement with EPA.

Under EPA orders, Olympia Nominee Trust (Olympia) removes an 1987
additional 5 55-gallon drums from southwest corner of property on
west side of Aberjona River in area known as the Former Drum
Disposal Area (FDDA).

EPA issues an Administrative Order to UniFirst to install monitoring 1987
wells and remove contaminants.

EPA finishes soil and groundwater studies and completes the September 1988
Supplemental Remedial Investigation (RI).

The “Riley Well 2" production well on the Wildwood property 1989
ceases operation.
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Table 1: Chronology of Site Events

Event Date
EPA issues the Wells G&H Record of Decision (ROD), which September 14,
presents the long-term clean-up approach. 1989
Consent Decree (CD) is signed. September 1990
EPA issues Explanation of Significant Difference (ESD) April 25, 1991
PRPs begin design of long-term clean-up. Combined Grace- 1991
UniFirst groundwater treatment pilot study conducted.
Two of five PRPs begin long-term groundwater clean-up and two September 1992
others begin soil excavation.
Combined Grace-UniFirst groundwater recovery and treatment September 1992
system commences operation.
PRPs (Beatrice, UniFirst, and Grace) issue Phase 1A Wells G&H February 1994
Site Central Area Investigation Report for the Central Area Operable
Unit 2 (OU-2).
Beatrice issues Draft Remedial Investigation Report for Southwest February 1994
Properties).
Clean Harbors issues Hydrogeologic Characterization Report for February 1994
Murphy Waste Oil (1 of 3 properties of the OU-2 Southwest
Properties.
Remediation of sludge, debris and mixed contaminant soil 1994
completed at Wildwood.
EPA and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) conduct 1995
investigations in support of the Aberjona River Study (OU-3).
Clean Harbors issues Addendum I to Hydrogeologic January 1995

Characterization Report for Murphy Waste Oil Site.

Clean Harbors, Inc. issues Corrective Action Investigation Report
Part | and 11 for Murphy Waste Oil Site.

1996 and 1997

Clean Harbors issues Focused Human Health Imminent Hazard October 1996
Evaluation and Evaluation of Imminent Hazard to Environmental

Receptors for Murphy Waste Oil Site.

Second round of Aberjona River Study sampling conduced by EPA 1997

and Metcalf & Eddy, Inc. (M&E).

EPA investigates Romicon facility as part of OU-2.

Summer 1997

Grace reduced number of pumping wells from the original 22 to
current 16 wells.

1997

New England Plastics (NEP) initiates Source Control Remedy
(air sparging with soil vapor extraction).

February 2, 1998
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Table 1: Chronology of Site Events

Event Date
EPA conducts Phase | Pre-Design Investigation of FDDA at the March 1998
Olympia Site.
Wildwood soil and groundwater remediation system startup. May 6, 1998
Clean Harbors issues Addendum to Corrective Action Report (Part December 1998
I1) for Murphy Waste Oil Site.
First 5-year review report issued. August 4, 1999
NEP discontinues soil remediation. March 7, 2000
Wildwood replaces catalytic oxidation unit with activated carbon June 2000
filtration unit.
EPA, TetraTech NUS, Inc. (TTNUS), and M&E conduct 2000-2002
supplemental field activities in support of Aberjona River Study
(OU-3).
Grace replaces ultra-violet/chemical oxidation (UV/Ox) system with 2002
two granular activated carbon filters operating in series.
EPA prepares and issues Olympia Data Summary Report. December 2002
Olympia enters into first Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) March 12, 2003
with EPA Removal Program to conduct contaminated soil removal
activities.
EPA issues Draft Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk May 2003
Assessment Report for Aberjona River Study (OU-3).
EPA issues Draft Preliminary MSGRP Report - Southern Area as June 2003

part of Industri-Plex/Aberjona River Study that evaluates potential
contaminant sources in the Aberjona Watershed south of Route 128.

Contaminated surface soil and polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) June — August 2003
material at Olympia property excavated and disposed offsite by PRP.

Beatrice undertakes Supplemental RI of Southwest Properties and August 2003
issues Draft Supplemental RI Report.

UniFirst replaces ultra-violet/chemical oxidation (UV/OXx) system October 2003
with two carbon adsorption units operating in series.

EPA issues Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment March 2004

for the Southwest Properties.

PRP enters into second AOC with EPA Removal Program to address June 9, 2004

trichloroethene (TCE) impacted soils associated with the FDDA at
the Olympia Site.

EPA conducts second five-year review of the Wells G&H Site. September 2004
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3.0 BACKGROUND

3.1  Physical Characteristics/Land and Resource Use

The Wells G&H Superfund Site covers approximately 330 acres in east Woburn, Middlesex
County, Massachusetts (see Figure 1 in Attachment 1). The Site includes the aquifer and land
located within the zone of contribution of two former municipal drinking water wells known as
Wells G and H, which are located adjacent to the Aberjona River. The boundaries of the Site are
Route 128 (Interstate 95) to the north, Route 93 to the east, the Boston and Maine (B&M)
Railroad to the west, and Salem and Cedar Streets to the south (see Figure 1 in Attachment 1).
Wells G and H are located in the sand and gravel aquifer of the Aberjona River basin within the
Mystic River watershed.

The Site is currently a mixed use area consisting of light industry, commercial businesses, office
and industrial parks, residences, and recreational property (WRA, 2002a). Predominantly
residential property is located to the south of the Site. Former land uses in this area consisted of
traditional industries such as manufacturing, warehousing, and distribution (GeoTrans, 1994) as
well as agricultural uses such as piggeries and flower nurseries (TRC, 2002).

The Site is segregated into three operable units, the Source Area (OU-1) properties, the Central
Area (OU-2), and the Aberjona River Study (OU-3), which are briefly described below.

3.1.1 Operable Unit 1 — Source Area Properties

The OU-1 Source Area properties consist of the W.R. Grace & Company (Grace), UniFirst
Corporation (UniFirst), New England Plastics (NEP), Wildwood Conservation Corporation
(Wildwood), and Olympia Nominee Trust (Olympia) properties, the locations of which are
depicted on Figure 2 (provided in Attachment 1). The UniFirst property is located at 15 Olympia
Avenue. The Grace property is approximately 13 acres and is located at 369 Washington Street
on the northeastern portion of the Site. The Olympia property is approximately 21 acres located at
60 Olympia Avenue on the western boundary of the Site. NEP property is approximately 2 acres
located at 310 Salem Street. The NEP office and plant are on the south side of Cummings Office
Park just west of Washington Street. The Wildwood Property is approximately 15 acres located
at 278 Rear Salem Street.

The UniFirst facility was a uniform service facility with an in-house dry cleaning operation. In
1965, the site was developed and the facility eventually included office space, processing and
storage of industrial uniforms, dry cleaning, and a truck storage garage (PRC, 1986). However,
representatives of Harvard Project Services (consultant to UniFirst) assert that no dry-cleaning
happened at the UniFirst Property, just bulk storage of solvents (Cosgrave, 2004). The facility is
currently used for storage by another company (Extra Space Storage, Inc.). Downgradient of
Unifirst are residential and commercial properties, as well as wetlands connected to the Aberjona
River.

Grace purchased the 369 Washington Street facility in 1960 and fabricated food
wrapping/packaging equipment (PRC, 1986). The Grace property is currently vacant and under
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consideration by the Woburn Redevelopment Authority (WRA) for development opportunities.
Potential uses reviewed by the WRA include office space, research and development, hotel,
retail/business services, and light manufacturing (WRA, 2002a). Downgradient of Grace are
residential and commercial properties.

NEP began operations in 1965 and manufactures vinyl siding and custom molded plastic items.
Prospect Tool and Die Company rented space from NEP beginning in 1967 and began operations
as a machine shop (Ebasco, 1989; CEI, 1992). NEP continues to operate a plastics manufacturing
facility. On-site contamination at NEP has been attributed in the past to NEP and their former
tenant, Prospect Tool and Die Company. A residence is located immediately downgradient of the
NEP site and downgradient of monitoring well 106B (Hamel, 2004).

The Wildwood property is 15-acres of woodland adjacent to the Aberjona River on the western
floodplain. The Wildwood property was formerly owed by the J. J. Riley Tannery, which was
purchased in 1979 by Beatrice Foods. The only land use of the Wildwood property was the
construction and use of a production well (Riley Well 2) in 1958 for the former J. J. Riley
Tannery, which was located west of the Wildwood property across the B&M Railroad. The
operation of Riley Well 2 was discontinued in 1989. The only structures currently on-site are the
Riley Well 2 well house and a building housing the groundwater treatment system. Downgradient
of Wildwood are wetlands and the Aberjona River. The projected land use shows Wildwood
remaining undeveloped, with a nature area/walking trails located on City property east and across
the river (WRA, 2002b).

The 23.1-acre Olympia property located on Olympia Avenue is split by the Aberjona River. The
eastern portion of the property was developed as a trucking terminal in 1963 and is presently used
as such. The western portion of the Olympia property is the site of a Former Drum Disposal Area
(FDDA), and is the source of groundwater contamination associated with the Olympia property
and addressed in the ROD.

A truck terminal currently occupies approximately eight acres of the northeast corner of the
Olympia property on the east side of the Aberjona River and includes a one-story terminal
building and associated paved parking areas on all sides of the terminal building. Downgradient
of Olympia are wetlands and the Aberjona River.

The mechanism of release at the FDDA appears to have been leaking drums. The drums were
discovered in 1979/1980 by representatives of the MADEP (then the DEQE). The drums were
removed in 1986 and 1987 by Olympia under an EPA orders. EPA conducted extensive sampling
and analysis of soil and groundwater in 2002 and delineated soil and groundwater contamination
at the FDDA.. Surface soils were contaminated with PCBs, and subsurface soils and groundwater
were primarily contaminated with TCE. EPA believes that this area serves as an ongoing source
of TCE contamination to the groundwater and to the Aberjona River that flows through the

property.

L2004-290 3-2



3.1.2 Operable Unit 2 — Central Area

The Central Area (OU-2) consists of all groundwater and land within the area defined as the Wells
G&H Superfund Site, excluding the areas defined for Source Area (OU-1) properties and the
Aberjona River Study (OU-3).

The groundwater aquifer underlying the Site is not currently used as a municipal drinking water
source. The objectives listed in the Site ROD include restoring the aquifer to drinking water
standards. Public opinion has been opposed to utilizing Wells G and H for water supply.
However, the City of Woburn has expressed interest in having the source available for the future
(MADEP, 2004). The MADEP’s Groundwater Use and Value Determination assigned a
“medium” use and value for the Site aquifer, based on a balanced consideration of several factors,
and contemplates future use of the aquifer for domestic and industrial purposes.

The portion of the Central Area (OU-2) known as the Southwest Properties includes the Aberjona
Auto Parts, Whitney Barrel, and Murphy Waste Oil properties. Aberjona Auto Parts began
operations in the mid-1950s for the sale and reconditioning of used and wrecked automobiles, and
was also a gasoline service station (NUS, 1986). The Aberjona Auto Parts business is no longer
in operation, although the automotive salvage yard remains. The property is occupied by an
automotive repair shop, a landscaper, and a residence. The WRA is exploring redevelopment of
the Aberjona Auto Parts Property as an ice skating rink or industrial-mixed business (WRA,
2002b). EPA has met with the current property owner to discuss ice rink development plans.

The Whitney Barrel Company located on Salem Street commenced operations in 1949, and
reconditioned drums, boilers, tanks and machinery (NUS, 1986). The Whitney Barrel property is
currently occupied by several commercial businesses such as landscapers and automotive glass
repair.

The Murphy Waste Oil property is a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)-permitted
Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facility (TSDF) operated by Clean Harbors, Inc. The property
lies to the west of the Whitney Barrel property and to the east of the B&M Railroad. It is
predominantly covered by fill. North and east of the fence that surrounds the waste oil facility is a
wetland area referred to as the “Murphy Wetland” which is connected to the Aberjona River.

3.1.3 Operable Unit 3 — Aberjona River Study

The Aberjona River Study (OU-3) area consists of the Aberjona River and its tributaries,
sediments, and associated 38-acre wetland area that lie within the 330-acres of the Site. The
Aberjona River begins in Reading, Massachusetts, and flows through the Industri-Plex Superfund
Site to the north of Route 128 before flowing through the Site, and eventually reaches the Mystic
Lakes in Winchester.

Historically, the Aberjona River watershed contained numerous industrial facilities. The types of
manufacturing in the Aberjona River watershed included leather processing, tanning factories,
shoe and boot factories, machine shops, and chemical manufacturing. The watershed also
includes the Industri-Plex Superfund Site, which is located approximately 1.5 miles upstream
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from municipal Wells G and H. The land within the watershed is highly developed, but with a
higher percentage of office and commercial business space than the industrial and manufacturing
land uses seen in the past.

3.2 History of Contamination

On May 4, 1979, 184 55-gallon drums containing polyurethane and toluene diisocyanate were
found on Mishawum Road on a vacant lot owned by the Massachusetts Bay Transportation
Authority (MBTA). The drums were removed during negotiations with the Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Quality Engineering (DEQE) (now the MADEP). The drum
discovery prompted DEQE to sample the nearest downgradient public water supply, Wells G and
H (NUS, 1986).

Several chlorinated volatile organic compounds (VOCs) were detected in water from Wells G and
H at concentrations ranging from 1 to 400 parts per billion (ppb). The City of Woburn was forced
to use Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) water to supplement its public water supply
when Wells G and H were shut down on May 21, 1979. The MDC (now the Massachusetts Water
Resources Authority or MWRA) continues to supplement the City of Woburn’s water supply.

EPA and various property owners have conducted numerous studies to determine the nature and
extent of contamination at the Site. The following five facilities have been identified as sources
of contamination — Grace, UniFirst, NEP, Wildwood, and Olympia. Wells G and H Superfund

Site was listed as a Superfund Site on the National Priorities List (NPL) on December 21, 1982.

33 Initial Response

EPA evaluated the hydrogeology and groundwater quality of a ten square-mile area east and north
of Woburn in 1981 to determine the extent of contamination and identify sources. Following a
Hazard Ranking System (HRS) scoring, the Site was listed on the NPL on December 21, 1982
(NUS, 1986).

In May 1983, three administrative orders pursuant to Section 3013 of RCRA were issued to
Grace, UniFirst, and Beatrice. The administrative orders required proposals from each company
for sampling, analysis, monitoring, and reporting to address possible groundwater contamination
on or emanating from their properties. Groundwater monitoring programs were subsequently
initiated by the companies at their respective properties (NUS, 1986).

In 1986 and 1987, EPA issued orders pursuant to Section 106 of CERCLA to Olympia who
subsequently removed approximately 17 55-gallon drums and debris from the western portion of
their property in the area known as the FDDA (EPA, 1989; TRC, 2002).

EPA’s 1987/1988 Supplemental Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for the Site
included soil and groundwater sampling from potential groundwater contaminant source
properties including Grace, UniFirst, Olympia, Wildwood, and NEP. EPA also collected surface
water and sediment samples from the Aberjona River to support the Endangerment Assessment.
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The Supplemental RI/FS identified the Grace, UniFirst, Wildwood, NEP and Olympia properties
as the likely sources of groundwater contamination in the vicinity of Wells G and H. EPA also
identified soil contamination above target levels on the Wildwood, UniFirst, NEP and Olympia
properties. Specifically, EPA found the following: a mixture of VOCs, pesticides,
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS) and lead at
Wildwood; VOCs at UniFirst; PAHs at Olympia property; and VOCs at NEP. Aberjona River
and wetland sediment samples contained PAHs and metals such as arsenic, mercury and
chromium. Finally, sludge and debris were identified at Wildwood.

EPA issued a ROD for the Site in September 1989. The ROD required soils and groundwater
contamination be addressed at the Source Area properties.

A Consent Decree (CD) was signed by EPA and several PRPs, including Grace, UniFirst, Beatrice
and NEP, in 1991 (EPA, 1991). Olympia did not sign the 1991 Consent Decree.

34 Basis for Taking Action
The following summarizes the contaminants detected at the Site as identified in the ROD.

Groundwater. Chlorinated VOCs are the primary groundwater contaminants. Groundwater
contamination has been found in overburden and bedrock aquifers at the Grace, UniFirst,
Wildwood and NEP properties as well as the Central Area (OU-2) of the Site. Groundwater
contamination has been found in the overburden aquifer at the Olympia FDDA.

The Grace contamination consists primarily of chlorinated solvents characterized by a high
percentage of trichloroethene (TCE) and 1,2-dichloroethene (DCE). Other contaminants include
tetrachloroethene (PCE) and vinyl chloride. The UniFirst contamination is predominantly PCE.
Secondary constituents are 1,1,1-TCA, and smaller amounts of TCE and 1,2-DCE. The
Wildwood contamination consists primarily of TCE detected at a number of wells, with 1,1,1-
TCA, DCE, and PCE detected at a few locations. At Olympia, TCE and xylene were detected in
the overburden. At NEP, PCE, TCE, 1,1,1-TCA and 1,2-DCE were found in bedrock and
overburden wells.

Soil. Chlorinated VOCs are the primary contaminants in soil and were found at various levels on
the Wildwood, Olympia, Grace, NEP and UniFirst properties. Some chlorinated VOC soil
contamination was also found in a wetland area at Wildwood.

Other soil contaminants include PCBs, chlordane, phthalates, and PAHs, which were found
dispersed throughout the Wildwood property. PAHs were found in one location at Olympia.
Phthalates were found in a small area at NEP. Assorted debris and sludge contaminated with lead,
VOCs, PAHSs, and pesticides were also found at Wildwood.

Sediment/River. Aberjona River and wetland sediments were contaminated with PAHs, PCBs,
pesticides, and metals such as arsenic, copper, mercury, zinc, and chromium. Surface water
samples revealed low levels of chlorinated VOCs. Metals and phthalates were also noted in
surface water.
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Air. Air monitoring, conducted during all site investigations, did not reveal any VOC readings
above background at the breathing zone.

Potential health risks identified at the Site include ingestion of contaminated groundwater,
inhalation of volatiles while showering, and dermal contact or incidental ingestion of surface soils
(EPA, 1989). Arsenic in sediment was identified as contributing to risk above a level of concern
for recreational site use. For ecological receptors, the evaluation indicated potential risk to
aquatic life due to metals and phthalates in surface water. Potential risk to invertebrates and
mammals were identified due to metals, pesticides, PAHs, and PCBs in sediments.
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4.0 REMEDIAL ACTIONS

4.1 Remedy Selection

The following discusses the remedy selected for the Source Area (OU-1) properties and the
approaches to selecting a remedy for the Central Area (OU-2) and the Aberjona River Study (OU-
3).

4.1.1 Operable Unit 1 — Source Area Properties

EPA’s September 14, 1989 ROD described the remedy for the Source Areas (OU-1) as follows::

Treatment of contaminated soil using in-situ volatilization at Wildwood property;

Excavation and on-site incineration of contaminated soils at Wildwood, Olympia,
NEP, and UniFirst;

Treatment and/or disposal of sludge and debris found at Wildwood property in a
manner to be determined during the design phase of the clean-up; and

Extraction and treatment of contaminated groundwater separately at the five Source
Area properties using pre-treatment for metals and an air stripper to remove volatile
organic contaminants, or an equally or more effective technology approved by EPA.
The extraction systems were to be designed to address the specific bedrock and/or
overburden contamination at each source area property.

The selected Source Area (OU-1) remedy was developed to satisfy the following remedial
objectives that guide remedy design and measure success.

Remedial Objectives for Sail

The remedial objectives for contaminated soil are:

Prevent public contact with contaminated soil above clean-up levels;
Stop the leaching of soil contaminants to groundwater; and
Protect natural resources at the Site from further degradation.

EPA identified site-wide clean-up goals for each of the chemicals of concern in soil that satisfy

the above objectives. The soil clean-up goals represent the concentrations that can remain in soil
and still be considered protective of public health.
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Remedial Objectives for Groundwater

The remedial objectives for contaminated groundwater are:

Prevent the further introduction of contaminated groundwater from the source areas to
the Central Area;

Limit the further migration of contaminated groundwater off-site from the source
areas;

Restore the bedrock and overburden aquifers in the vicinity of the source areas to
drinking water quality; and

Prevent public contact with contaminated groundwater above the clean-up levels.

The target groundwater clean-up levels are based upon the classification of the groundwater at the
Site as a potential source of drinking water. EPA identified Maximum Contaminant Levels
(MCLs) promulgated under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA\) as the clean-up goals for Site
groundwater. These goals satisfy the above objectives and are protective of human health.

EPA’s April 25, 1991 Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) described three significant
changes and one non-significant change from the remedial actions to be undertaken at the Source
Areas (OU-1) as set forth in the ROD. Those changes were as follows:

Significant Changes

On-site incineration of soils at the Wildwood, NEP, and Olympia properties was
changed to off-site incineration;

In-situ volatilization would be used on the UniFirst property rather than incineration;
and

A typographical error was corrected resulting in more stringent target clean-up levels
for groundwater.

Other Non-Significant Change

Groundwater extraction systems could be combined for the UniFirst and Grace
properties.

The 1991 ESD provided for certain changes to the soil and groundwater remedy, but the overall
remedy remained fundamentally the same: incineration and in-situ volatilization of contaminated
soils, removal of sludge and debris, and extraction and treatment of groundwater at the source
areas.

L2004-290 4-2



4.1.2 Operable Unit 2 — Central Area

The ROD called for a study of the Central Area Aquifer to determine the most effective way of
addressing contamination in the Central Area, which will be addressed as a separate operable unit.

Three of the five Source Area properties PRPs (Beatrice, UniFirst, and Grace) participated in an
investigation of the Central Area (OU-2) and its aquifer under the 1991 Consent Decree (CD).
The objectives of the Central Area Study, as identified in the ROD, included:

Define the nature and extent of contamination in the Aberjona River.
Define the upgradient introduction of contaminants to the Aberjona River.

Refine the present understanding of the interaction of the Aberjona River and the
aquifer systems on the Site.

Evaluate the effectiveness of pump and treat as a remedial alternative for the clean-up
of contaminated groundwater in the Central Area.

Evaluate the impact of pumping the Central Area aquifer on the Aberjona River and
associated wetlands.

Identify and evaluate innovative remedial technologies for aquifer restoration, e.g., in-
situ bioremediation.

Evaluate the mobility of contaminants including semi-volatile organics and metals
under ambient and pumping conditions.

Three industrial properties known as the Southwest Properties (Murphy Waste Oil, Whitney
Barrel, and Aberjona Auto Parts), were identified by EPA for additional assessment to support a
risk assessment.

A remedial decision has not yet been reached for the Central Area (OU-2).

4.1.3 Operable Unit 3 — Aberjona River

EPA took responsibility for the Aberjona River Study (OU-3) for the Site. The Aberjona River
Study is designed to investigate the nature and extent of contamination in the Aberjona River
sediments and surface water as well as evaluate potential human and ecological risks.

The Aberjona River flows from north to south through both the Industri-Plex and Wells G&H
Superfund Sites and thus is a conduit for contaminant migration from the sites. Sediment samples

from the Aberjona River and wetlands in the Site are contaminated with metals such as arsenic,
chromium, and mercury, and PAHS.
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When data obtained from studies at the Industri-Plex (North of Route 128) and Wells G&H
(South of Route 128) Superfund Sites indicated that the Aberjona River at both sites contained
similar Contaminants of Concern (COCs), EPA concluded that a divided approach to the river and
wetlands was no longer reasonable or efficient. Hence, EPA will merge the Wells G&H Aberjona
River Study with the Industri-Plex Operable Unit 2 (OU-2) Multiple Source Groundwater
Response Plan (MSGRP) Remedial Investigation/ Feasibility Study (RI/FS). EPA announced this
merger in a Spring a Fact Sheet (EPA, 2002a). Under the Industri-Plex OU-2 RI/FS, EPA will
prepare a comprehensive Rl from the Industri-Plex Superfund Site to the Mystic Lakes.

A remedial decision has not yet been reached for the Aberjona River Study (OU-3).
4.2 Remedy Implementation

The history and status of remedy implementation at the Wells G&H site is discussed below by
operable unit.

4.2.1 Operable Unit 1 — Source Area Properties

This history and status of remedial actions at the Source Areas (OU-1) is discussed below by
property. Attachment 2 contains tables summarizing groundwater monitoring well data that have
exceeded ROD cleanup levels within the last five years of monitoring conducted by the PRPs.

4.2.1.1  UniFirst and Grace Properties

The groundwater extraction and treatment systems for both properties began operation in
September 1992, and consisted of two extraction and treatment systems. The UniFirst property
has one pumping well (UC-22) which captures contaminants in deep bedrock, and the Grace
property currently has 16 pumping wells capturing contaminants in the unconsolidated deposits
and shallow bedrock (GeoTrans, 2003; HPS, 2003). The remedial systems are cumrently in the
12" year of operation.

UniFirst’s treatment system for groundwater originally included ultra-violet/chemical oxidation
(UV/0x) followed by two carbon adsorption units operating in series. Due to decreased
contaminant levels, the UV/Ox system was no longer required and the system was modified in
October 2003 (HPS, 2003). The UV/Ox system was replaced with granular activated carbon
(GAC) filters. Treated groundwater is discharged to a storm sewer (HPS et al, 2004). Some on-
site monitoring wells have achieved the ROD target clean-up levels, while the remaining wells
monitored at the Site have remained consistent or show only minor decreases in contaminant
concentrations (HPS, 2003).

Attachment 2.1 contains a table summarizing UniFirst groundwater monitoring data over the last
five years of monitoring that have exceeded ROD cleanup levels. A figure illustrating monitoring
well locations is also included.

The Grace groundwater treatment system initially included particulate filtration and UV/Ox
treatment. Treated groundwater is discharged to Snyder Creek. System modifications in 1997

L2004-290 4-4



included the reduction in pumping wells from the original 22 to the current 16 wells. In 2002, the
use of UV/Ox reactor was discontinued and replaced with two GAC filters in series (GeoTrans,
2003). The remedial system is designed to capture groundwater in the unconsolidated deposits
and shallow bedrock before traveling offsite (GeoTrans, 2003). The remaining groundwater
contamination emanating from Grace is, by design, allowed to migrate towards the UniFirst
property and is reportedly captured by the UniFirst extraction well (UC-22). The UniFirst remedy
set forth in the ROD also included soil vapor extraction (SVE) treatment of contaminated soil.
However, the soil treatment remedy has not been implemented at UniFirst. The PRPs have
historically expressed concerns with the timing/phasing of soil remedy implementation.

Attachment 2.2 contains a table summarizing Grace groundwater monitoring data over the last
five years of monitoring that have exceeded ROD cleanup levels. A figure illustrating monitoring
well locations is also included.

4.2.1.2 NEP

The remedial design for NEP from the Consent Decree included the removal of approximately 10
cubic yards of soil for off-site incineration, delineating the nature and extent of groundwater
contamination, and development of a groundwater pump and treat system (CEI, 1992).

Ultimately, the source control remedy for NEP included air sparging with soil vapor extraction
(AS/SVE). This system ran from February 1998 to March 2000. At the time of system shut down,
ROD clean-up concentrations in unsaturated soils had been achieved and significant reductions in
VOCs in groundwater were realized. However, TCE and PCE contamination remains present in
groundwater above ROD action levels. TCE and PCE levels in site groundwater decreased
significantly in the source area and downgradient overburden and shallow bedrock groundwater.

Annual groundwater monitoring is conducted to identify contaminant trends. Nine wells in the
plume area are sampled annually; sampling of other wells was discontinued in 2001 (Hamel,
2004). Statistical trend analysis indicates that wells do not have an increasing trend of PCE or
TCE at a 95-percent or greater confidence level (Woodard & Curran, 2003). However, PCE
groundwater contamination is still present above the ROD action level in monitoring wells FW-1,
NEP-101, NEP-104B, and NEP-106B. TCE groundwater contamination exceeds the ROD action
level in monitoring well NEP-106B (Woodard & Curran, 2003).

Attachment 2.3 contains a table summarizing NEP groundwater monitoring data over the last vie

years of monitoring that have exceeded ROD cleanup levels. A figure illustrating monitoring well
locations is also included.
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4.2.1.3  Wildwood Property

As of February 1994, debris, soil, and drums were removed from the Wildwood property
(GeoTrans, 1994). A subsurface remediation system for soil and groundwater was constructed and
began operation in May 1998. The remediation system includes groundwater pumped from a
series of wells screened at varying depths in bedrock combined with AS/SVE (RETEC, 2004).

The Wildwood remedial system has undergone changes during treatment system operations. The
monthly monitoring of the vapor collection system was conducted using a photoionization
detector (PID) or flame ionization detector (FID). The field screening readings were inconclusive
due to moisture or the presence of methane, and monthly system air analytical sampling began in
April 2001 (RETEC, 2004). The vapor extraction system used a Catalytic Oxidation (CATOX)
unit with an acid gas scrubber to treat vapors until June 12, 2000. The current configuration
consists of a duplex vapor phase GAC system treating all SVE vapors (RETEC, 2004). The AS
system consists of 24 air injection wells within a 2-acre area. The AS wells operated in a pulse
mode until February 2003. The sparging sequence and duration was modified to provide
increased efficiency and VOC recovery (RETEC, 2004). Significant savings in electrical power
costs have been realized as a result of the sparging sequence modifications (Greacen, 2004).

A review of the remedial system trends indicates decreased concentrations of influent vapor-phase
VOCs, dissolved-phase VOCs in groundwater, and VOCs in overburden and bedrock aquifers
(RETEC, 2004). Treatment system operations are ongoing.

Attachment 2.4 contains a table summarizing Wildwood groundwater monitoring data over the
last five years of monitoring that have exceeded ROD cleanup levels. A figure illustrating
monitoring well locations is also included.

At the time the remedy designed by RETEC was approved, the southern portion of the Wildwood
property was not targeted for treatment. However, RETEC indicates that chlorinated solvent
contamination in excess of MCLSs is present in this area.

4.2.1.4  Olympia Property

EPA reached an agreement with Olympia in Spring 2003 to continue the clean-up of contaminated
soils on the Olympia property. Under an AOC, Olympia excavated and disposed of 56 cubic
yards of PCB-contaminated surface soils, and approximately 5 cubic yards of PAH-contaminated
soil, evaluated various options for addressing the TCE-contaminated soils, and prepared a detailed
work plan for cleaning up the TCE by way of in-situ sodium permanganate injection treatment (a
form of in-situ chemical oxidation). In March 2004, EPA granted conditional approval of the
TCE Work Plan (EPA, 2004a). In June 2004, EPA entered into a second AOC with Olympia to
implement the approved TCE Work Plan. EPA will oversee the work outlined in the second
AOC, which is expected to take approximately one to two years. Under the second AOC,
Olympia will perform the following work to address subsurface TCE contamination (EPA,
2004b):
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Define the extent of subsurface contamination (as needed), monitor progress of
treatment, and document successful clean-up;

Treat (oxidize) TCE-contaminated subsurface soils in-situ by sodium permanganate
injection;
Re-vegetate and grade the site; and
Conduct post-cleanup groundwater quarterly monitoring for three years.
EPA will evaluate TCE cleanup and groundwater monitoring data, and, as necessary, consider the
need for further groundwater treatment. Soil and ground clean up goals are as set forth in the
ROD.
Groundwater data collected by EPA in 2002 during an investigation of the Olympia FDDA that
exceed ROD cleanup criteria are tabulated in Attachment 2.5. A figure illustrating monitoring
well locations is also included.
4.2.2 Operable Unit 2 — Central Area
A remedy has not been selected for the Central Area (OU-2).
4.2.3 Operable Unit 3 — Aberjona River Study
A remedy has not been selected for the Aberjona River Study (OU-3).
4.3 System Operations/Operation and Maintenance (O&M)
4.3.1 UniFirst
UniFirst’s deep bedrock groundwater extraction and treatment system has been in operation for
approximately 12 years. Bi-monthly samples are taken from the treatment system influent and
monthly samples are taken from the treatment system effluent. Routine O&M includes weekly
system inspections, quarterly sensor check, and annual inspection and maintenance (HPS, 2003).
At the time of the Five-Year review Site Inspection, the groundwater extraction well pump had
undergone replacement due to recent failure. The replacement pump is not capable of lowering
groundwater table to the design elevation of 15 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) (Cosgrave,
2004). See Section 6.4 for additional observations from the Five-Year Review inspection of the
UniFirst Site.
4.3.2 Grace
Grace’s overburden and shallow bedrock groundwater extraction and treatment system has been in

operation for approximately 12 years. The O&M for the Grace property includes monthly
sampling of the treatment system at the first and second GAC vessel effluent, monthly influent
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sampling, and annual sampling of 12 monitoring wells, 6 recovery wells and Snyder Creek
(discharge point) (GeoTrans, 2003).

4.3.3 Wildwood

Wildwood’s AS/SVE and bedrock groundwater extraction and treatment system has been in
operation for approximately 6 years (RETEC 2004). Monitoring activities at Wildwood include
analysis of process water, process vapor and groundwater. Monthly process monitoring activities
are conducted for the treatment system. Monthly monitoring activities include:

Groundwater extraction/treatment system

- Pressure readings
- Influent and effluent sampling

Air sparging system

- Flow readings
- Pressure readings

Vapor extraction/treatment system

- Vacuum readings

- Flow readings

- Analytical sampling of air from influent, lead carbon effluent, total effluent
- PID readings of ambient air

Groundwater monitoring well sampling is conducted quarterly for a select number of wells and
annually for a larger selection of wells.

434 NEP

NEP implemented an AS/SVE treatment system which was operational for approximately 2 years
between 1998 and 2000. The remedy at NEP was intended to cleanup contaminated soil.
Operation of the remediation system (AS/SVE) was discontinued in March 2000; therefore, there
are no O&M activities conducted at the site. Annual groundwater monitoring continues to
evaluate residual VOC concentrations in groundwater (Woodward & Curran, 2003).

4.3.5 Olympia

As previously discussed, the PRP for the Olympia Site plans to treat TCE contaminated soil in-
situ using chemical oxidation (permanganate injection). This work is currently scheduled for year
2004 (EPA, 2004c). Additional on-site groundwater monitoring wells will be installed and the
groundwater monitored to determine the effectiveness of this removal action. Monitoring will be
implemented during remediation (between each injection event) and after the remediation is
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complete. Proposed post remedial monitoring includes quarterly groundwater sampling for three
years (Geolnsight, 2004; EPA, 2004a).

EPA will evaluate TCE cleanup and groundwater monitoring data, and, as necessary, consider the
need for further groundwater treatment.
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5.0 PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

The following recommendations were made in the previous Five-Year Review Report (EPA,
1999).

Continue operation of the groundwater extraction and treatment systems at the Grace,
UniFirst and Wildwood properties.

Evaluate SVE systems at Wildwood and NEP each quarter to determine the
effectiveness of their continued operation.

Begin design of a groundwater extraction and treatment system at the NEP property.
Aggressively pursue negotiations with the owners of Olympia property.
Proceed with risk assessment on the Southwest Properties.
Proceed with Aberjona River Study risk assessment.
Continue discussions with the City of Woburn and the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts regarding the future use of the Wells G&H aquifer and any additional
remediation that might be necessary given its intended use.
Continued Operation of Grace, UniFirst, and Wildwood Systems.
The Grace, UniFirst and Wildwood treatment systems have operated continuously throughout the
prior 5 year period, with the exception of system shut downs for maintenance, repairs and/or
system modifications (e.g., changes from CATOX to activated carbon air phase treatment system
at Wildwood, replacement of a failed extraction well pump at UniFirst, and replacement of
UV/Ox groundwater treatment at Grace and UniFirst with GAC filtration).
Quarterly E valuation of SVE Systems at Wildwood and NEP.
RETEC, operator of the Wildwood system, provides a quarterly data package for the AS/SVE and
groundwater extraction system at Wildwood. NEP terminated operation of the SVE system in
March 2000. Consequently, a quarterly evaluation of the AS/SVE system is not conducted for
NEP. NEP continues to conduct annual groundwater monitoring.
Initiate Design of NEP Groundw ater Extraction System.
A design of a groundwater extraction system at NEP has not been initiated. EPA will evaluate the
suitability of a monitored natural attenuation (MNA) remedy or active remedial system to address

residual chlorinated solvent contamination in groundwater in excess of ROD action levels during
the next five-year review period.
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Negotiations with Olympia.

In Spring 2003, EPA reached an agreement with Olympia through an Administrative Order by
Consent (AOC) to continue the clean-up of contaminated soils on the Olympia property. Under
the AOC, Olympia excavated and disposed of 56 cubic yards of PCB-contaminated surface soils,
and approximately 5 cubic yards of PAH-contaminated soil, evaluated various options for
addressing the TCE-contaminated soils, and prepared a detailed work plan for cleaning up the
TCE by way of in-situ sodium permanganate injection treatment. In June 2004, EPA approved
the TCE Work Plan and reached a second AOC with Olympia to implement the work. Cleanup of
the TCE contaminated soils is currently underway. Additional on-site groundwater monitoring
wells will be installed and the groundwater monitored to determine the effectiveness of the
removal action.

Southwest Properties Risk Assessment.

EPA completed a Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment for the Southwest
Properties in March 2004. This baseline risk assessment (BRA) is part of Operable Unit 2 (OU-2)
RI/FS for the Wells G&H Superfund Site. The baseline risk assessment (BRA) provides one of
the bases for determining whether or not remedial action is necessary.

The BRA identified current and future human health risk associated with PCBs and hydrocarbons
in soil at the Whitney Site. PCBs and chromium in sediments were the primary human health risk
contributors and PCBs, chromium, and lead were the primary ecological risk contributors at the
Murphy Wetland. TCE, vinyl chloride, and 1,1, 2-trichloroethane were the primary human health
risk contributors in groundwater throughout the Southwest Properties. A more detailed
description of the risk results can be found in Section 7.2.1 and in the BRA (TRC, 2004).

Aberjona River Risk Assessment.

EPA released the Draft Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment for the Aberjona
River Study Area in May 2003. The baseline risk assessment for the Aberjona River Study area
focused on sediments and soils along six miles of the Aberjona River and wetlands from Route
128 in Woburn to the Mystic Lakes in Arlington and Medford. The study area was divided into
six sections along the river, called reaches. Reach 1 contains the Wells G&H Superfund Site and
associated 38-acre wetland, while Reach 2 contains a former cranberry bog to the south. After the
cranberry bog, the river continues to flow south as a well-defined river channel through Reaches
3, 4 and 5 prior to discharging into Reach 6, or the Mystic Lakes (EPA, 2003a).

EPA analyzed over 390 sediment and soil samples from 52 sampling stations along the study area.
Additional sediment samples were collected from twelve stations outside the study area to provide
background information for comparison. Surface water and fish samples were also collected from
inside and outside the study area. EPA also conducted various studies to more accurately
characterize potential risks along the study area (EPA, 2003a).

Arsenic was present in sediments throughout the study area. Other metals, including antimony,
chromium, copper, lead, mercury and zinc, were also detected at elevated levels. The Wells G&H
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38-acre wetland exhibited some of the highest concentrations of metals within the study area
(EPA, 2003a).

The results of the human health risk assessment indicate that sediments may pose a current health
risk to people using the study area in two exposure areas along the east side of the Wells G&H 38-
acre wetland (near the former municipal Well H), and in the irrigation channels along the western
side of the center of the former cranberry bog. Six other exposure areas were evaluated for
potential risks along the former cranberry bog, but none of these areas pose a health risk (EPA,
2003b).

The ecological risk assessment did not reveal a risk to fish or green heron within the study area.
However, risks were widely observed in depositional sediments in the Wells G&H 38-acre
wetland and in the 17-acre former cranberry bog. In addition, two sediment locations in the
Mystic Lakes indicate potential risks to benthic invertebrates. The ecological risks were primarily
due to exposure to metals contamination in sediments and/or vegetation growing in contaminated
sediments.

The draft baseline risk assessment for the Aberjona River Study Area will be expanded to include
environmental data collected immediately upstream of the study area (i.e., north of Route 128).
Refer to Section 7.2.1 for a more detailed summary of the results of the Aberjona River Study
BRA.

Discussion on Future Use of Aquifer.

The MADEP prepared a “Groundwater Use and Value Determination” (Determination), dated
June 21, 2004 for the groundwater beneath the Wells G&H Superfund Site. At the request of
EPA, MADEP prepared the Determination consistent with the EPA’s 1996 Final Ground Water
and Value Determination Guidance, and Memorandum of Agreement between EPA and MADEP.
The purpose of the Use and Value Determination is to identify whether the aquifer at the site
should be considered of “High”, “Medium” or “Low” use and value. In preparing the
Determination, MADEP applied the aquifer classification system in the Massachusetts
Contingency Plan (MCP; 310 CMR 40.0000). The MCP aquifer classification gives
consideration to all factors in EPA’s guidance.

MADEP’s Determination supports a “medium” use and value for groundwater at the Site. The
determination identifies the following exposure scenarios that should be included, at a minimum,
for groundwater risk evaluations: ingestion and exposures from certain domestic uses; inhalation
of vapors from seepage into buildings; use of water in industrial processes; other potential
exposures to the use of the water in industrial and residential activities; worker exposure during
excavation into groundwater; and exposures resulting from discharge to surface water. EPA will
apply MADEP’s Determination and groundwater exposure scenarios to the remaining
groundwater concerns for the Central Area (OU-2).
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6.0 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

This section describes the activities performed during the five-year review process and provides a
summary of findings. The Wells G&H five-year review team was led by Joseph F. LeMay, PE, of
EPA, Remedial Project Manager (RPM) for the Site. The team included staff from TRC
Environmental Cormoration (TRC) and Metcalf & Eddy, Inc. (M&E) with expertise in
remediation, hydrogeology, and risk assessment.

6.1 Community Notification and Involvement

Community notification of the initiation and completion of the Five-Year Review was provided
through notifications published in the local newspapers. EPA also updated the Wells G&H
website regarding initiation and completion of the Five-Year Review

Over the last five years, community interest in the site has been centered on contamination in the
Aberjona River (OU-3) and reuse of the Wells G&H site. Public involvement or attention
regarding the Source Area (OU-1) remedies has been limited. Public sentiment regarding the
future use of the Wells G&H Central Area (OU-2) aquifer as a public water supplyis negative,
although the Woburn city government has expressed an interest in having the source available for
the future. Interviews for this five-year review with various members of the local government and
community were conducted throughout the month of August 2004. Local community members
and local governmental representatives interviewed, their affiliation, and date of interview are
summarized below:

Interviewee Affiliation Date of Interview
John Curran Mayor of Woburn August 24, 2004
Paul Medeiros President, Woburn City Council August 18, 2004
Jack Marlowe Woburn Redevelopment Authority August 23, 2004
Jack Fralick Woburn Board of Health August 26, 2004
Gretchen Latowsky Environmental Activist August 25, 2004
Michael Raymond Woburn Resident August 31, 2004
Donna Robbins Woburn Resident August 31, 2004
Linda Raymond Aberjona River Study Coalition, Inc.  August 31, 2004
Kathy Barry Aberjona River Study Coalition, Inc.  August 31, 2004
John Ciriello Woburn Resident August 31, 2004

The results of these and other interviews are summarized in Section 6.5.

Since the last five-year review, EPA has issued several fact sheets and press releases regarding
site progress. Public presentations have also been conducted on results of the Baseline Human
Health and Ecological Risk Assessment for the Aberjona River Study (OU-3).

In addition, a copy of the five-year review is being placed in the information repository in the
Woburn Public Library and posted on the Wells G&H website.
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6.2 Document Review

The document review for the Wells G&H five-year review included the documents listed below:

L2004-290

Record of Decision (September 14, 1989)

Consent Decree, Civil Action No. 91-11807MA and RD/RA SOW (September 21,
1990)

Explanation of Significant Difference (April 25, 1991)
Five-Year Review Report (Type 1A), Wells G&H Superfund Site (August 4, 1999)

Clarification of the August 1999 Five-Year Review for the Wells G&H Site
(December 2001)

Latest Annual Performance Evaluation and Source Control Reports for the Source
Area (OU-1) properties

- Grace Remedial Action, Annual Report, November 13, 2003

- RD/RA Year 11 Annual Report for the UniFirst Site, November 14, 2003

- Annual Report, Integrated Subsurface Treatment System, Wildwood Property,
February 2004

- Groundwater Monitoring Report, New England Plastics Corporation,
November 2003

Last 6 months of Monthly Operations Reports for the Source Area properties
Approved source area environmental monitoring plans

Public Health Assessment Addendum, Wells G&H, Woburn, Middlesex County,
Massachusetts, CERCLIS No. MAD980732168. Prepared by U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, Public Health Service, Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry. December 20, 1995.

Letter Report. RE: Residential Indoor Air Sampling Results: Dewey Avenue
Neighborhood, Wells G&H Superfund Site. Prepared by ENSR. July 21, 1989.

Endangerment Assessment for the Wells G&H Site, Woburn, Massachusetts. Prepared
for EBASCO Services, Incorporated, Lyndhurst, New Jersey. Prepared by: Clement
Associates, Fairfax, Virginia. December 1988.

2003 Olympia Nominee Trust AOC for the removal of PCBs and further TCE
investigations

2004 Olympia Nominee Trust AOC for the treatment of TCE contaminated soils
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Revised Work Plan, Removal Action, 60 Olympia Avenue, Wobum, Massachusetts,
January 28, 2004

Groundwater Use and Value Determination, Wells G&H Superfund Site, Woburn,
Massachusetts. Prepared by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection. June 2004.

Additional documents and information sources used in the preparation of this report are listed in
Attachment 3.

6.3 Data Review

Groundwater monitoring has been performed for a number of years at each of the Source Area
properties which have had active remedial systems installed. Specific dates when sampling was
initiated and sample collection frequencies vary for each of these properties. As previously
mentioned, certain portions of the overall Wells G&H site have not had remedial actions initiated
to date.

For the Source Area (OU-1) properties, the ROD identifies the following remedial goals for the
groundwater remedial systems:

Prevent the further introduction of contaminated groundwater from the source areas to
the Central Area;

Limit the further migration of contaminated groundwater off-site from the source
areas;

Restore the bedrock and overburden aquifers in the vicinity of the source areas to
drinking water quality; and

Prevent public contact with contaminated groundwater above the clean-up levels.

The discussions below summarize the results of groundwater monitoring being conducted at the
respective Source Area properties. The evaluations of the groundwater monitoring database for

each property consider the overall concentration trends of the contaminants of concern since the

initiation of remedial activities as well as current trends in concentrations over the last five years
of data collection.
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Grace

Groundwater is the only environmental media subjected to regular monitoring at the Grace
property. The groundwater monitoring program formerly consisted of annual sampling and
analysis of groundwater from 10 monitoring wells and 8 pumping wells (GeoTrans, 2002).
Subsequent to the submission and EPA approval of a revised Long Term Monitoring (LTM) Plan
on April 11, 2004, the groundwater monitoring program now consists of annual sampling and
chemical analysis of groundwater from 12 monitoring wells and 6 pumping wells.

The available database shows that overall concentrations of VOCs in groundwater appear to be
decreasing at the Grace property. Of the 12 monitoring wells currently included in the sampling
program, VOC concentrations have dropped significantly since the initiation of groundwater
extraction in 1992. However, exceedances of ROD-identified action levels have been
encountered in the last five years in 7 of the 12 wells currently being monitored. Monitoring wells
in which exceedances have been detected in the last five years include: G11D, G12D, G23D,
G34D, G36D, G36DB and G36DB2.

TCE was detected over the last five years in each of these wells at concentrations above its
respective clean-up criteria of 5 ug/L. Detections of TCE above clean-up criteria in wells G12D
and G36D have been sporadic over the last five years, with several sampling events showing TCE
was not detected in the groundwater from these wells. Detected maximum concentrations of TCE
over the last five years vary over time and from monitoring well to monitoring well and range
from approximately 10 ug/L to 35 ug/L. Data from the last five years also show PCE has been
detected above or equal to its respective clean-up criteria of 5 ug/L, in wells G36DB and G36DB2
at concentrations ranging from approximately 5 to 40 ug/L.

Groundwater from all six pumping wells at Grace have been found to contain TCE and PCE
above ROD action levels. The highest VOC concentrations detected over the last five years at the
site have been encountered in groundwater from pumping well RW-22. Detections of TCE in
well RW-22 have been encountered as high as 890 ug/L. Detections of 1,2-DCE have also been
encountered in RW-22 groundwater as high as 1,417 ug/L.

Samples collected from the shallower monitoring wells at the Grace property have been found to
be nondetect for the COCs or have had concentrations below clean-up criteria. Deeper
contaminated groundwater emanating from the Grace property is reported to be captured by the
deeper groundwater recovery system operated at the UniFirst property.

GeoTrans (2003) calculated the mass of VOC removed from the subsurface for September 3,
2002 through September 2, 2003. The calculated total mass removed in that period was 4.45
pounds. The calculation was based on influent concentrations of detected VOC and the total
volume of groundwater treated during that period. Values reported as below the detection limit
were assumed to be zero in all calculations consistent with prior similar calculations for this Site.

The estimated total mass of VOC that was removed from groundwater beneath the Grace property

during the first eleven years of operation is 77.5 pounds. Approximatley 3,923,470 gallons of
water were pumped during the eleventh year.
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UniFirst

Groundwater is the only environmental media subjected to regular monitoring at the UniFirst
property. The groundwater monitoring program at the UniFirst property currently includes
sampling from 24 wells and subsequent chemical analysis for VOCs. Over the years since active
groundwater pumping has been conducted, variations of the list of wells included in the sampling
program have been implemented. There is only one groundwater extraction well operated on the
UniFirst property, UC22. Hydraulic capture is reported to be achieved for the overburden and
bedrock aquifers from pumping approximately 40 gallons per minute (gpm) from this well.

A review of the data available prior to and since startup of active groundwater pumping shows
that for a number of the wells monitored, contaminant concentrations have not changed
significantly. Examples include wells UC7-1 and UC7-2, which had total VOC concentrations of
approximately 2,500 ug/L in 1991 and total VOC concentrations of 2,400 ug/L and 2,800 ug/L,
respectively in 2003. Other wells which do not appear to show a significant decrease in
contaminant concentrations include UC10-1 through UC10-5, S81M, UC11-2, and UC7-5. In
locations where decreasing contaminant concentrations have been encountered, concentrations
generally remain above clean-up criteria.

Shallow groundwater within the unconsolidated deposits appears to contain lesser concentrations
of the COCs than deeper groundwater, located within the bedrock. Shallow wells UC10S,
UC10M, UC10D, and S70M have had non-detectable concentrations of the COCs repeatedly over
several rounds of sampling. It should be noted that these wells also had non-detectable
concentrations for these compounds during their respective earliest sampling events.

HPS (2003) calculated the total mass of contaminant removed using the average of the influent
concentrations of the contaminants and monthly flows from extraction well UC-22.
Approximately 73.5 pounds of PCE and 3.5 pounds of TCE were removed during the eleventh
operational year. During the eleventh operational year, approximately 22.56 million gallons of
groundwater were extracted from UC-22. Approximately 0.25 pounds of 1,1,1-TCA, 0.42
pounds of 1,2-DCE, and 0.17 pounds of 1,1-DCE also were removed from the subsurface by the
extraction and treatment system. Approximately 1,796 pounds of PCE and 85 pounds of TCE
have been removed during the eleven years of operation.

New England Plastics

NEP operated the AS/SVE source control remedy from February 2, 1998 to March 7, 2000. Since
the shutdown of the remedial system at NEP, ongoing groundwater monitoring is being performed
to evaluate trends in contaminant concentrations. Operation of the AS/SVE system reduced
concentrations of the COCs detected in site groundwater significantly, with maximum
concentrations of total chlorinated VOCs detected in overburden well NEP-101 being reduced
from 5,406 ug/L to a range of 10 ug/L to 40 ug/L. Similar reductions have been noted in
groundwater within the bedrock.

Although significant reductions of groundwater contaminant concentrations have been achieved,
exceedances of ROD action levels remain. The predominant chlorinated VOC in groundwater at
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the NEP property is PCE (ROD action level of 5 ug/L), typically comprising 75% to 100% of the
total chlorinated VOC concentrations. The percentage of PCE contribution to the total
chlorinated VOC concentrations is higher in the upgradient well NEP-101 than in those wells in
the downgradient portions of the site.

Additionally, a review of historic concentrations of total chlorinated VOCs in groundwater, as
presented in Figures 1 and 2 of the annual Groundwater Monitoring Report (Woodard & Curran,
2003) shows the decreases experienced were noted with the startup of the AS/SVE system.
Contaminant concentrations since then appear to have stabilized. While no significant increasing
trend is noted to have occurred since turning off the AS/SVE system, a trend of further
contaminant concentration reductions leading to eventual achievement of clean-up goals in the
foreseeable future is not evident.

Contaminant mass removal estimates are not included in NEP annual reporting.
Wildwood

With an active AS/SVE system on-site, ongoing environmental monitoring at the Wildwood
property includes both the groundwater and activities to evaluate potential vapor migration
outside of the treatment area on-site. Groundwater quality is monitored in the overburden to
evaluate the effectiveness of the treatment zone created by the AS/SVE system, as well as from
the shallow and deeper bedrock to evaluate the impacts of groundwater extraction activities. The
potential for vapor migration beyond the engineered cover and SVE systems is performed at
specified points over the treatment zone created by the AS/SVE system.

Groundwater monitoring activities include quarterly sampling and analysis from 13 wells and
annual sampling and analysis from 23 wells. Well locations monitored include extraction wells
and monitoring wells located both within the AS/SVE treatment zone and outside of the treatment
zone. Review of the groundwater quality data shows no clear trend in contaminant concentrations
across the site. At some well locations, concentrations have increased beyond their baseline
conditions; at other locations, concentrations have both increased and decreased over time.

Exceedances of clean-up criteria in groundwater persist at most monitoring well locations and
within the different aquifer zones (i.e., shallow and intermediate overburden, till, shallow bedrock
and deeper bedrock). The overall predominant contaminant detected in overburden groundwater
is TCE. Within the deeper bedrock zone a more varied set of contaminants have been detected at
greater concentrations, including chloroform and 1,1,1-TCA (both detected at varying
concentrations of approximately 200 ug/L in well BW-18RD(LO)). It should be noted that while
the deeper bedrock zone contains the highest concentrations of contaminants, only two wells
screened within the deep bedrock, one of which is an extraction well, are included in the
monitoring program.

Vapor monitoring has not shown any evidence of issues related to contaminant concentrations
escaping around or through the cover system installed over the AS/SVE treatment zone.
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The most recent annual report for Wildwood prepared by RETEC documents performance of the
remedy through Year Five. RETEC (2004) determined the quantity of total VOCs removed from
the groundwater and vapor extraction systems based on totalized volumes for the vapor and liquid
process streams and contaminant concentrations for these streams. The average monthly
composite air sparging system flow rate for Year Five ranged from 113 standard cubic feet per
minute (scfm) to 130 scfm. The overall average monthly flow rate was 121 scfm for Year Five.
The total volume of injected air for Year Five was 58.6 million cubic feet, which corresponds to
an average monthly air injection volume of approximately 4.9 million cubic feet.

The vapor extraction system network operated at a combined average flow rate of 205 scfm for
Year Five. Thetotal volume of vapor extracted during Year Five was 98.4 million cubic feet.

Air stripper off-gas flow rates were maintained at a constant flow rate of 260 scfm during Year
Five operations. The average monthly rate was 260 scfm. The total volume of air used to treat
groundater within the air stripper was approximately 131 million cubic feet.

Vapor phase activated carbon filters receive combined influent air from the vapor extraction
system and the air stripper. The average monthly flow rate at the activated carbon filter influent
was 460 scfm for Year Five operations, with a range from 439 scfm to 515 scfm. The total
volume of air that passed through the vapor phase carbon at the site for Year Five was 233.9
million cubic feet, which is the sum of the air stripper off-gas and the SVE system flow.

The treatment system influent includes groundwater pumped from the five bedrock extraction
wells and periodic batch flows of water collected in the two air-water separators on the SVE

system. The total volume of water treated between May 2002 and end of April 2003 was 9.2

million gallons.

Water run through the treatment system is composed of the influent from the subsurface treatment
system and water generated by plant operations, sampling, and routine maintenance. Both streams
are run through the air stripper prior to discharge. The operation sources include backwash water
from the sand filter and the two carbon vessels, and water from the acid-gas scrubber (when the
catox unit was in operation). Water generated from general decontamination operations is also
collected by the floor drains and transferred into the system for treatment. The total volume of
system effluent for Year Five operations was 8.33 million gallons.

RETEC (2004) calculations used to estimate mass removal for the groundwater treatment system
assume that the total VOCs are comprised entirely of TCE. Mass removal estimates for
groundwater are based on laboratory data combined with the totalized influent flow reading
collected at the treatment building. The total calculated mass of VOCs removed from
groundwater during Year Five operations was 11.5 pounds of VOCs, bringing the five-year total
to approximately 132 pounds of VOCs removed.

Mass removal estimates for the SVE system are based on laboratory analytical sampling to
determine influent and effluent air concentrations converted to parts per million-volume (ppm(v))
for comparison purposes assuming all detected VOCs comprised of TCE. The calculated total
mass of VOCs removed by the SVE system was 100 pounds for Year Five operations.
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Olympia

As no remedial system has been put in place at the Olympia property, routine monitoring of
associated environmental media is not conducted. Historic data relative to the FDDA exist as a
series of individual sampling events conducted by various parties and including varying sets of
monitoring points. The most recent sampling efforts conducted at the FDDA include efforts by
TRC (for EPA in 2002) and Geolnsight (for the PRP in 2003).

The overall conclusions from these two sampling activities regarding the presence of the COCs at
the site were that elevated concentrations remained within a silty clayey soil layer from
approximately 4 to 16 feet below grade. The primary contaminant detected was TCE, which was
detected at concentrations of several hundred to several thousand ug/L (Geolnsight, 2004).
Evidence of natural degradation occurring at the site was noted in the form of significant
concentrations of breakdown byproducts cis-1,2-DCE, and vinyl chloride. However, this
evidence was not found throughout the site and given the time elapsed between the removal of the
drums from the site and the recent sampling activities, it appears any degradation which may be
occurring is proceeding at a very slow rate. Overall, in the absence of any active response action
at the FDDA, contaminant concentrations remain at levels similar to those detected over time.

However, as previously discussed in Spring 2003, EPA reached an agreement with Olympia
through an AOC to continue the clean-up of contaminated soils on the Olympia property. Under
the AOC, Olympia excavated and disposed of 56 cubic yards of PCB-contaminated surface soils,
and approximately 5 cubic yards of PAH-contaminated soil (called for in the ROD), evaluated
various options for addressing the TCE-contaminated soils, and prepared a detailed work plan for
cleaning up the TCE by way of in-situ sodium permanganate injection treatment. In June 2004,
EPA approved the TCE Work Plan and reached a second AOC with Olympia to implement the
work. Cleanup of the TCE contaminated soils is currently underway.

Data Review Summary

Remedial systems to address the Source Area properties have been installed on four of the five
properties. Based on a review of the analytical groundwater generated to date, COCs persist in
groundwater at the Source Area properties at concentrations exceeding ROD action levels.
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6.4  Site Inspection

Representatives of M&E and TRC, in conjunction with source area contractor interviews,
conducted site inspections of four of the Source Area (OU-1) properties on August 3, 2004
(Grace, UniFirst, and NEP) and August 18, 2004 (Wildwood). The purpose of the inspections
was to help assess the protectiveness of the remedy by observing the condition of the site access
controls, and the remediation systems. A site inspection of the Olympia site was not conducted;
representatives of Olympia were unavailable to participate in the site visit during the Five-Year
Review period. However, EPA has a periodic presence at Olympia to oversee response actions
conducted under recent AOCs. The status of site actions/activities relative to the AOCs is
reported elsewhere in this Five-Year Review.

The following source area representatives participated during the site inspections:

Timothy Cosgrave with Harvard Project Services, LLC, was present during the Five-Year
Review site visit of the UniFirst property conducted by M&E and TRC personnel on August 3,
2004;

Maryellen Johns, Senior Project Engineer, with The Remedium Group and Jonathan R. Bridge,
Associate, Senior Hydrogeologist with GeoTrans, Incorporated were present during the Five-Year
Review site visit of the Grace property conducted by M&E and TRC personnel on August 3,
2004;

Jeffrey Hamel, Project Manager with Woodard & Curran, Incorporated, was present during the
Five-Year Review site visit of the NEP property conducted by M&E and TRC personnel on
August 3, 2004; and

James R. Greacen, Project Manager and Senior Hydrogeologist with The RETEC Group
(RETEC), Peter Cox, Geologist, with RETEC, and Brendan Maye, O&M Technician, with
RETEC were present during the Five-Year Review site visit of the Wildwood Property conducted
by M&E and TRC personnel on August 18, 2004.

Site inspection checklists are included in Attachment 4. Site inspection photographs are included
in Attachment 5. Any concerns raised during the site inspections (as well as concerns raised
during interviews - see Section 6.5) that do not relate to the protectiveness of the remedy (e.g.
operation and maintenance of the source area treatment facilities, operable unit 2, or operable unit
3), will not be reported as issues under the Five Year Review. Although, EPA will identify all
potential concems raised relative to operation and maintenance and operable unit 2 to the PRPs,
and require these concerns be adequately addressed. Any concerns raised relative to the operable
unit 3 will be addressed by EPA.

L2004-290 6-9



6.5 Interviews

Interviews were conducted for the Five-Year Review consistent with OSWER Directive 9355.7-
03B-P Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance, June 2001 (EPA, 2001a).

Interviews were conducted in person to the extent practicable with representatives of MADEP,
PRP consultants and representatives, Woburn city government officials, and the local community,
including representatives of local environmental groups. The interviews associated with PRP
consultants for Grace, UniFirst, NEP, and Wildwood were performed in conjunction with site
visits to the Source Area properties. Representatives of M&E and TRC conducted all interviews
on behalf of EPA. The individuals interviewed, their affiliation, date of interviews, and interview
types (i.e., in person, telephone, during site visit) are summarized in Table 2. Interview records
are provided in Attachment 6. Any concerns raised during interviews (as well as concerns raised
during inspections) that do not relate to the protectiveness of the remedy (e.g., operations and
maintenance of the source area treatment facilities, operable unit 2, or operable unite 3), will not
be reported as issued under the Five Year Review (e.g., Section 8.0). Although EPA will
separately identify all potential concerns raised relative to operation and maintenance and
operable unit 2 to the PRPs, and require these concerns be adequately addressed. Any concerns
raised relative to the operable unit 3 will be addressed by EPA.

Table 2: Summary of Interviewees, Affiliations, and Interview Dates and Types

Interviewee Affiliation Interview Date Interview Type

Timothy Cosgrave Harvard Project Services — August 3, 2004 During site visit
UniFirst Contractor

Jonathan Bridge GeoTrans, Inc. — Grace Contractor | August 3, 2004 During site visit

Maryellen Johns The Remedium Group — Grace August 3, 2004 During site visit*
Contractor

Jeffrey Hamel Woodard & Curran, Inc. — NEP August 3, 2004 During site visit
Contractor

Jeffrey Lawson Environmental Project Control, August 16, 2004 | Telephone

Inc. — Beatrice, UniFirst, and
Grace OU-2 Contractor

James R. Greacen The RETEC Group — Beatrice August 18, 2004 | During site visit
Contractor

Peter Cox The RETEC Group — Beatrice August 18, 2004 | During site visit**
Contractor

Brendan Maye The RETEC Group — Beatrice August 18, 2004 | During site visit**
Contractor

Paul Medeiros President — Woburn City Council August 18, 2004 | In Person

Anna Mayor MADEP Project Manager for the August 19, 2004 | In Person
Wells G&H Site

Jack Marlowe Chairman - August 23, 2004 | In Person

Woburn Redewvelopment Authority
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Table 2: Summary of Interviewees, Affiliations, and Interview Dates and Types

Interviewee Affiliation Interview Date Interview Type
John Curran Mayor — City of Woburn August 24, 2004 | In Person
Gretchen P. Latowsky | Environmental Activist— For A August 25, 2004 | In Person

Cleaner Environment (FACE)
Jack Fralick Woburn Board of Health August 26, 2004 | Telephone
Michael Raymond Woburn Resident August 31, 2004 | In Person***
Donna Robbins Woburn Resident August 31, 2004 | In Person***
Linda Raymond Aberjona River Study Coalition, August 31, 2004 | In Person***
Inc.
Kathy Barry Aberjona River Study Coalition, August 31, 2004 | In Person***
Inc.
John Ciriello Woburn Resident August 31, 2004 | In Person***
Notes:

* - Documented in interview record for Jonathan Bridge
** - Documented ininterview record for James R. Greacen
*** _ Interviewed simultaneously. Documented as a group interview.

The following summarizes key information obtained during the interviews. The summaries are
grouped by State/Local Government and Community, and by PRP Consultants. The summary
does not provide a complete recitation of the interviews. For a detailed accounting of the
interviews with each individual or group, refer to the Interview records provided in Attachment 6.

6.5.1 Summary of State/Local Government and Community Interviews

Overall Impression of the Project

Based on the results of the interviews conducted, operation of the selected remedy for the Source
Areas (OU-1) has proceeded without significant issue or concern, although several interviewees
questioned the decision of NEP to cease operation of their treatment system. These interviewees
remain concerned that contaminant concentrations were still present in groundwater above ROD
action levels, despite the overall improvement in the extent and magnitude of contamination in
soil and groundwater at NEP. Some interviewees felt that further remedial actions are warranted
for groundwater at NEP. MADEP commented that NEP has also not met the standard of care for
a Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) remedy. Representatives of the City of Woburn stated
there have been no complaints regarding the operation of the Source Area (OU-1) remedy or
related EPA activities.

MADEP indicated they were pleased with the progress at the Source Area (OU-1), but expressed
disappointment that an agreement was not reached with Olympiasooner. MADERP is also
concerned about the possible lack of plume capture at UniFirst and Grace. The Central Area (OU-
2) has been a source of frustration given the lack of progress after the completion of the Phase 1A
Report. MADEP did not have much involvement with the Aberjona River Study (OU-3), but
MADEP’s role in the river study has increased over recent years.
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Site Management/Operation

Many felt that the project is currently well managed and that representatives of EPA are well
intentioned and accessible. Many commented favorably about EPA’s level of technical expertise
and the professionalism and approachability. One local government interviewee commented that
compared to the “early days” of the site, the project has progressed in “quantum leaps” and feels
the project is “being handled very responsibly by EPA today.” Other local govemment officials
noted the EPA availability and willingness to participate in local planning activities, such as those
undertaken by the WRA. This same official offered similar comments regarding MADEP.
MADEP commented that the level of communication from EPA and invitations for involvement
have increased in recent years. Some interviewees noted the slowness of decision-making relative
to the site, but also noted the care required because of the site’s high profile.

Availability of Information/Communication

City of Woburn representatives, with one exception, feel that information pertaining to the Wells
G&H site is readily available to those who might be interested. All noted that EPA-driven
communication is generally associated with announcements of EPA initiatives or findings. Some
noted that EPA could step up their notification of the availability of new information through the
newspapers or through the local cable access television station. Many avail themselves of the
Wells G&H website maintained by EPA to stay current or to explore issues of interest. A
representative of the City of Woburn Board of Health (BOH), however, asked for a greater level
of communication and information dissemination to support the BOH’s role in addressing the
inquiries of citizens and other parties regarding the Wells G&H site.

MADERP indicated that they are well informed at this time. After the Phase IA report for OU-2
prepared by the PRPs was released, the communication from EPA dropped off. However,
communication between EPA and MADEP has increased over recent years.

Project Timeline/Milestones

Most community and local/state governmental interviewees expressed a generally negative
sentiment regarding the pace of the project; however, many seemed to acknowledge both the
technical complexities of the Wells G&H site and the legal complexities of the Superfund process.
Many interviewees were aware of several recent EPA milestones and achievements at the Wells
G&H site, including the release of the draft Aberjona River Study (OU-3) and EPA’s outreach
efforts to explain the outcome of the Aberjona River Study. Some were aware of other recent
achievements, such as the publication of the Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk
Assessment for the Southwest Properties.
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Public Perception/Stigma

A common theme in many interviews with community members and government officials was the
psychology of the local citizenry regarding contamination issues, the on-going public perception,
and stigma. One interviewee captured the sense of stigma through anecdotes of comedic jibes at
comedy clubs when the interviewee/patron was found to be a Woburn resident, or stories of
business trips to other parts of the country, where the individual would receive comments,
questions or remarks about Woburn contamination (“Do you drink the water?”). One government
official described the stigma associated with Wobum water is “almost insurmountable” despite
the present high quality and safety of the public water supply (noting the Horn Pond aquifer and
MWRA supplies and state-of-the-art water treatment for the Horn Pond aquifer supply).

Interviewees noted that each step EPA takes to advance the remedy has an impact on the state of
mind of Woburn residents. Some expressed that EPA should handle public awareness and public
perception with the utmost care. Local government interviewees were sympathetic to the “give
and take”, or balancing act, between informing the public and avoiding unnecessary fear. The
interviewees nonetheless felt that EPA can do a better job of it and desired less volatile ways of
informing the public. None suggested that the EPA was insensitive to public perception. Public
perception, stigma, and local psychology regarding contamination issues were common concerns
with local government officials. Some interviewees clearly had deep emotional connections to the
site and either knew the families that suffered the leukemia deaths of their children, or had
children of their own who died from the disease.

Future Water Supply Use of Wells G and H

Interviewees expressed strong opinions about the future use of the Wells G&H Central Area (OU-
2) aquifer as a public water supply. Community representatives felt that the Wells G&H aquifer
should never again be used in the future as a potable water supply. One interviewee stated flatly
“over my dead body.” However, the City of Woburn is currently disinclined to decommission the
wells. MADEP noted that since EPA is requiring clean-up to drinking water standards, the
community’s underlying concern will at some future point be addressed, but it will be a long time
before people agree to use the Central Area aquifer as a potable water supply. MADEP added that
the City’s awareness of the public concerns, and willingness to postpone a decision on the use of
the aquifer to some future time, is nonetheless consistent with EPA’s goals for aquifer restoration.

MADEP noted that the Wells G&H ROD mentions one sentence on implementing institutional
controls on groundwater until the groundwater is cleaned up or the groundwater contamination is
controlled. It is not clear what uses should be restricted until the Central Area (OU-2) risk
assessment is conducted. Local property owners might tap into the groundwater for irrigation and
suggested that a moratorium or ban be considered on water supply well installations. Controls
may need to be worked out through the City government. Restrictions may not be necessary until
after the OU-2 risk assessment is completed. Following the risk assessment, the institutional
control could be targeted more to the pathways/uses that present the greatest risk/concern.

The Aberjona River Study
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Interviewee comments on the Aberjona River Study (OU-3) were varied. Some criticized the
linkage of the Industri-Plex and Wells G&H sites in the river study, although the connections
between the two sites were understood. Some noted the results, which evidenced human health
and ecological risk in certain areas of the 38-acre wetland and former cranberry bog, weakened
enthusiasm for passive recreational reuse plans for the Superfund site. One interviewee noted that
the news of the contamination described in the Aberjona River Study has stopped regular
volunteer clean ups of streams, etc., by local groups/environmental organizations. Some
acknowledge the difficult “translation” of the conservative technical risk assessment results to
reasonable warnings and/or descriptions of the actual public health impact. Signage installed by
EPA to warn local residents of the hazards received a mixed review, and some interviewees noted
the perpetuation of the stigma. Many welcomed the information provided by the Aberjona River
Study, in the context that more information is better than less, and noted that now the hazards
presented by the river are understood more concretely and can be dealt with accordingly. Some
called for a “peer” review of the study by a consultant selected by the community, and expressed
dissatisfaction with EPA’s selection of an outside reviewer (the TOSC/University of Connecticut
review). Others felt that the issues raised by the University of Connecticut as part of the TOSC
review were inconsequential. Some were concerned about the coverage of sampling conducted to
support the Aberjona River Study and wondered if there may be more areas that pose risk that
have not yet been detected, while others indicated that those who had that point-of-view were “on
the fringe” and perhaps did not “understand the science.” Some mentioned the impacts to local
property values and the possible expansion of the Superfund site, while one local governmental
official indicated that these concerns were fostered, and most loudly expressed, by the Wells G&H
and Industri-Plex PRPs.

MADEP expressed concern that residential use around the Wells G&H 38-acre wetland has not
been sufficiently evaluated for the future scenario. Future residential development in this area
cannot be ruled out. However, MADEP’s concern is substantially alleviated because of the fairly
conservative recreational exposure scenarios used, and because this area will likely be the focus of
a remedy. A remedy will require the Superfund Five Year Review process, which can reopen the
remedy in the future if necessary to address new or unaccounted for scenarios. MADEP noted the
concerns of the Town of Winchester BOH related to Aberjona River flooding and risk posed to
construction workers implementing a potential flood control remedy, but felt that the information
presented in the Aberjona River Study addressed their concerns.

All were very interested in what remedy would ultimately be selected for the Aberjona River.
Some expressed that the contaminants should not be disturbed and questioned the ability for
anyone to dredge the sediments without leading to downstream impacts (e.g., the Town of
Winchester and the Mystic Lakes). Some expressed concem over the reliability and long-term
responsibility for any institutional control that might be implemented with a sediment capping
remedy.
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Complaints/Incidents

The only complaints or incidents noted by interviewees at the Wells G&H Site were related to
peripheral issues such as the paintball recreational activity near Wells G&H, instances of illegal
dumping in the vicinity of the site and former cranberry bog, and concerns regarding the potential
environmental impact of the rifle range. All expressed concern over the future use of the site and
whether the site could be used safely in the future. One interviewee felt that EPA’s studies should
end with the river, noting further that the site has been “studied to death.”

Help to the Neighborhood and/or Community

When asked if the activities conducted to date have helped the local community, some
commented that the studies performed relative to pump and treat remedies at the Source Areas,
the Aberjona River study, etc., have “shown what is in people’s back yards.” Therefore, the
activities conducted to date have helped by providing information, and the community has
benefitted by being informed. Others felt that the only activity that has actually helped the
community was shutting down the wells.

MADEP also thought the shut down of the wells was the first step to help the community.
However, EPA’s examination of vapor intrusion issues and industrial exposures to contaminated
groundwater will be helpful. Direct exposure routes to contaminated groundwater are currently
limited and the Source Area (OU-1) remedies are helping to prevent further degradation, but the
Central Area (OU-2) aquifer is still not cleaned up.

MADEP commented further that the community would realize further benefit once the exposures
attributable to contaminated river sediments and vapor intrusion are addressed. Since the public
knows the Source Areas (OU-1) are being addressed, and paid for, by the PRPs, the public might
derive some satisfaction that the polluters are paying for the clean-up.

MADEP noted with regard to the Central Area (OU-2) and the Aberjona River (OU-3) that people
are concerned that the continued activity will perpetuate the stigma of Woburn as a polluted place.
However, MADEP felt that the remediation of the river will be a significant help to the
neighborhood and will have a very obvious impact.

Industri-Plex Superfund Site

Many local government and community interviewees offered comments about the nearby Industri-
Plex Superfund site. These comments were not summarized here unless they had direct bearing
on discussions concerning the Wells G&H Site. See the Interview Records provided in
Attachment 6 for additional information.
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6.5.2 Summary of PRP Consultant Interviews

Overall Impression/General Sentiment

PRP consultants felt that the remedial systems they installed and/or oversee at the Source Area
(OU-1) properties are working as intended. At the properties where systems are installed and
running (Grace, UniFirst, Wildwood), interviewees noted decreases in contaminant concentrations
over the last five years, but the decreases have not been dramatic. NEP’s consultant commented
on the success of their system, which removed 85 pounds of VOCs using an SVE system between
February 1998 and March 2000. ROD soil clean-up criteria have been met, but 4 wells with PCE
and 1 well with TCE still exceed clean-up levels. RETEC noted that they are getting good
contaminant recovery from the Wildwood treatment system and that they are happy with how the
treatment system is running.

The consultant for Beatrice-UniFirst-Grace for the Central Area (OU-2) commented that his
impression is influenced by his sense of “what’s next?” He views project activity relative to the
Central Area (OU-2) as dormant, but not done. Fieldwork for OU-2 was completed in 1993 and
the Phase 1A report prepared by the PRPs was submitted in 1994. They are waiting for EPA
comments on the 1994 Phase IA report.

O&M Presence

At the properties where systems are installed and running (Grace, UniFirst, Wildwood),
interviewees noted that they have a regular physical presence at the site (generally once to three
times per week, depending on the property) and that their systems are equipped with electronic
monitoring capabilities that will alert them to malfunctions/problems that occur when they are not
on-site. NEP has not had a regular presence at the site since the system was shut down in March
2000, although they continue to monitor groundwater contamination annually.

Changes to Remedial Systems

The most significant changes to the systems are generally related to unit operation equipment
changes, such as replacing UV/Ox treatment systems with GAC units as influent contaminant
levels have dropped. Generally, the PRPs have realized an improvement in efficiency (cost
effectiveness) with the treatment equipment changes they have implemented (for example, GAC
systems are less energy intensive than UV/Ox systems). Grace also noted a change from UV/Ox
treatment to GAC units only. Grace also changed the frequency and number of wells used for
monitoring, and began using passive diffusion bag samplers instead of groundwater sampling
pumps. Grace reported receiving separate approvals from EPA for these changes.

NEP operated their AS/SVE system from February 1998 to March 2000 having achieved soil

clean-up criteria. NEP now monitors only 9 wells in the plume area annually. Sampling of other
wells at NEP was discontinued in about 2001.
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RETEC described monitoring changes at Wildwood with regard to the vapor phase treatment
system, where they switched from FID/PID monitoring of the vapor stream to the eventual use of
laboratory analysis by Method TO-14 with samples collected by SUMMA® canister. RETEC
stated that the changes were implemented at EPA’s request. RETEC continues to screen with a
PID along with the sampling for laboratory analysis. Also, the catalytic oxidation (CATOX) unit
used to treat vapor phase emissions was replaced with an activated carbon treatment system in
June 2000.

O&M Difficulties

The PRP consultants reported periodic O&M difficulties. UniFirst reported power supply issues
while running the UV/Ox system, and experienced numerous power outages. However, the
UV/Ox system has since been replaced. Consequently, the power supply situation is no longer an
issue. UniFirst has had fewer problems since the change over to GAC. 1,1,1-TCA was noted to
pass through the UniFirst system without much treatment, which is detected at less than 5 ppb in
the effluent. UniFirst reports that 1,1,1-TCA has no groundwater action limit in the ROD.

Grace indicated that the reliability of pneumatic pump hose connections was initially problematic.
They also found the UV/Ox system to be unreliable and costly, characterized by frequent bulb
failures and problems pumping hydrogen peroxide, with frequent pump failures. Grace also noted
that beavers had caused flooding in the wetlands near the treatment system discharge pipe, and the
replacement of well G36 due to a stuck bailer.

RETEC indicated that there have been no unexpected O&M difficulties with the Wildwood
system.

O&M Optimization

O&M optimization attempts by the PRPs have generally been directed at improving efficiency and
cost effectiveness. UniFirst is considering increasing the size of their activated carbon filters to
reduce the frequency of change out.

In 1997, Grace shut off 6 recovery wells due to declining concentration and flow, with EPA
approval; additional monitoring was required after shut off, but then Grace received approval to
stop the additional monitoring. The 6 recovery wells are now filled with concrete.

At Wildwood, RETEC reported changes in the air sparging sequence and duration to improve
system efficiency based on an optimization study that targeted sampling points with the highest
detections that generally correlated with the highest contaminant recoveries presumed to be
associated with source areas. RETEC stated that these are also the areas of highest groundwater
contamination.
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Suggestions

Suggestions, when offered by the PRP consultants, have generally involved reducing the
frequency of sampling. UniFirst and RETEC (Wildwood) suggested sampling reductions. Grace
offered no suggestions.

RETEC also raised the issue of whether off-gas treatment is still required. If allowed to eliminate
off-gas treatment, they would realize significant cost savings. RETEC claimed that the off-gas
levels from the Wildwood system are protective based on the MADEP off-gas policy.

Clean-up Progress/Contaminant Changes

Regarding the progress of groundwater clean-up, the PRP consultants generally report slowly
decreasing contaminant concentrations at this phase of treatment. None have experienced any
changes in the mix of contaminants they are monitoring and treating. Grace reports that they are
down to ppb levels for their contaminants.

Regarding the Central Area (OU-2), the project is not at the remedy stage. The PRPs are in mid-

process and awaiting further comment/direction from EPA. However, the Beatrice, UniFirst and
Grace consultant noted that long-term monitoring has shown decreasing concentrations with time.

Presence of LNAPL/DNAPL

None have reported any indication that DNAPL or light non-aqueous phase liquid (LNAPL) is
present. However, none have actively checked for the presence of separate phase product
recently, including the UniFirst property, which was identified as a chlorinated solvent DNAPL
site during early remedial investigations. Grace indicated that their concentrations are not
indicative of DNAPL. NEP indicated that they have not checked for the presence of DNAPL.
RETEC has had no indication of NAPL presence at Wildwood based on dissolved phase
concentrations and a long history of well gauging. They have never observed free-phase DNAPL.
RETEC described DNAPL dye testing that was performed at the site that did not demonstrate a
separate phase liquid contaminant.

Changes in Pumping Rates

The groundwater-pumping rate at UniFirst has recently changed following a recent replacement of
a failed extraction pump. The goal at the UniFirst site is to maintain a groundwater elevation of
15 feet above sea level, and pumping rates vary to meet this goal. However, UniFirst is currently
having trouble maintaining the 15-foot elevation because the new pump, which was installed
within 2 weeks of the August 3, 2004 interview, has inadequate pumping capacity.

Grace reported they pump at 5 or 6 gpm, which fluctuates with rainfall and soil conductivity in
different areas of the site.

As noted previously, NEP discontinued use of the SVE system in March 2000.
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RETEC noted that pumping rates at Wildwood are generally consistent with the exception of a
blockage incident in one of the lines during the last six months. Pumping rates for one well
dropped from 21 gpm to 12 gpm. However, the pumping rates have been restored since rectifying
the problem. RETEC switched to a spare line installed during system construction and swapped
pumps to solve the problem.

Projections for Achieving Clean-up

Projections for achieving clean-up overall or in subportions of the site are unclear at this time.
The PRP consultants interviewed either have not performed projection calculations recently, or
deferred to other members of their consulting team (i.e., Harvard Project Services deferred to The
Johnson Company for a clean-up projection for the UniFirst site). Consultants for UniFirst added
that it is difficult to isolate a subportion of the site due to the fractured bedrock at the site.

Grace indicated that they have never estimated the projected clean-up.

NEP indicated that projecting overall clean-up is difficult and noted that clean up criteria
exceedances at NEP are in shallow groundwater.

RETEC has not forecasted the completion of clean-up at Wildwood, although they expect to reach
an asymptote at some point. RETEC has no knowledge of what volume/mass of contaminant was
initially released at Wildwood; therefore it is difficult to forecast system performance based on a
mass balance. RETEC noted that given Wildwood’s fractured bedrock setting, they are
comfortable with the capture being achieved, stating further that the system is “working as
advertised.” They can demonstrate drawdowns in the bedrock wells, but conceded that the density
of well installations is not sufficient to develop piezometric surface contour plots. RETEC noted
that there might be isolated locations where the MCLs are exceeded at Wildwood outside of the
system footprint to the south.

Regarding the Central Area (OU-2), all the companies involved see this as a multi-decade process
to achieve the clean-up goals. The PRPs have one decade’s worth of data supporting this
conclusion.

Clean-up Performance Expectations

The PRP consultants have generally seen contaminant levels steady recently, and were not certain
that contaminant levels would drop further with time, suggesting asymptotic tailing. Grace
indicated that they have no expectations for future contaminant behavior relative to prescribed
clean-up levels. RETEC anticipates achieving asymptotic contaminant reductions. NEP believes
they are very close to achieving clean-up.

Regarding the Central Area (OU-2), the Beatrice-UniFirst-Grace consultant noted that other
sources on other properties will affect the Central Area clean-up. The practicality of restoring the
Central Area was questioned, citing the potential impact of the Aberjona River sediments and
impacts from other multiple contaminant sources in the watershed. The Central Area is cross and
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downgradient of other sources, and there are other sources upgradient of Olympia. The Central
Area is complicated because other sources are impacting it.

Pulse Pumping

Some PRP consultants have considered and/or implemented pulsed pumping/system operation.
UniFirst does not employ pulsed pumping, but Grace and Wildwood have implemented pulsed
pumping to improve extraction efficiency. Grace formerly cycled the pumping of Recovery Well
22 (the presumed location of small solvent dumping near a door), but are now pumping constantly
and concentrations are declining. No further pumping changes are anticipated by Grace.

At Wildwood, RETEC indicated that have considered and implemented pulse operation of the
sparge points. They believe the pulsing has helped, but has not made a significant difference in
contaminant removal rates. They have, however, realized a significant savings in electricity.
Their optimization study found that there were diminishing returns when they operated the
individual sparge points for more than 8 consecutive hours.

Potential Off-Site Contaminant Impacts

With regard to potential off-site contaminant impacts, the UniFirst system works by design to
capture contaminated groundwater originating from the Grace property, which has only a shallow
bedrock/overburden treatment system.

Grace noted that they have discussed this topic many times with EPA and believe that offsite
chlorinated solvent contaminants are entering the site from the South due to the groundwater
withdrawals at the Grace site.

NEP was not aware of any potential off-site source of contamination with the potential to impact
their site.

RETEC identified the Industri-Plex site north of Route 128 as an upgradient site with the potential
to impact site clean-up at Wildwood. RETEC stated that they have not seen any data to say that
Industri-Plex is contributing to contamination of their site in any significant way. Nonetheless, it
makes them wonder what impact Industri-Plex has had, or could have, on the Wildwood property.

Potential Off-Site Hydraulic Impacts

None were aware of any off-site anthropogenic hydraulic impacts or groundwater withdrawal
unrelated to the Source Area (OU-1) treatment systems that could be impacting system
performance. By design, the UniFirst and Grace systems work in concert.

RETEC noted that beavers have had an impact on local hydrology at Wildwood due to dam

construction. There are beaver dams north and south of the Wildwood property on the Aberjona
River.
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Seasonal Effects/Impacts on Remedial Systems

Seasonal effects impact some of the Source Area treatment systems. UniFirst reported that their
remedial system appears to struggle when groundwater elevations are highest such as in the
spring. Also, during spring rain events, the groundwater is much more turbid, which causes
problems with the filter systems and increases O&M time. Grace and NEP noted that they only
monitor water levels annually, and therefore cannot not comment on seasonal gradient changes.
Grace operates their system in batches and does not currently experience system impacts due to
water levels, although water levels did affect the old system.

RETEC reported no seasonal impacts to the Wildwood system.

Integrity of Sewers

When asked about the integrity of the on-site sewers, UniFirst deferred to The Johnson Company,
and added that PCE was not used on-site (no dry cleaning performed on-site); PCE was only
stored in tanks to buffer price fluctuations.

Grace reported that sewers are present on-site and described smoke testing of the sewers
conducted many years ago to determine the discharge locations for different portions of the
building. Currently, storm drains are present and a sanitary sewer serves the building.

NEP’s consultant stated that they were not aware of the condition of the on-site sewers and
referred the question to NEP.

At Wildwood, RETEC stated that the sewer lines serving the remedial system are intact and noted
the annual monitoring (camera inspections) conducted by the MWRA on the Authority’s sewer
line, which crosses the Wildwood property. Both the MWRA and City of Woburn sewer lines run
through the Wildwood treatment area. No distinction has been made during investigations
between soil and the sewer bedding. RETEC stated that the action of the Wildwood sparging
system should treat any contamination in the bedding medium.

Regarding the Central Area (OU-2), the Beatrice-UniFirst-Grace consultant noted that the trunk
sewer by the railroad tracks traditionally overflowed. However, over the last 10 years there have
been no reports of overflows. The Romicon facility in East Cummings Park had corroded sewer
pipes and they were chlorinated solvent users. They could have introduced contaminants to
groundwater. Romicon is no longer located in East Cummings Park and the sewers may have
been fixed. Grace and UniFirst have submitted information to EPA in this regard in the past.

Remaining Surficial Soil Contamination

The following summarizes responses received relative to the presence of surface soil
contamination. Seweral interviewees also discussed subsurface soil contamination; therefore, this
information is also included.
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UniFirst acknowledged the presence of residual soil contamination on the UniFirst property. Soil
contamination is likely deep and below the loading dock. The original contamination was assessed
as being from PCE unloading to the storage tank in the loading dock. The working theory is that
after the PCE was pumped to the tank, the filler hose was allowed to empty to the ground in the
dock area. The dock drained to a dry well, which resulted in releases to soil and groundwater. The
dock area is now covered by a building and is inaccessible. Once the groundwater is cleaned-up,
the contaminated soil can be remedied. UniFirst’s consultant stated that if groundwater is not
cleaned-up first, then the soil could become re-contaminated.

Grace acknowledged that soil contamination is likely present by recovery well RW-22, which is
where workers likely disposed of used solvents to the ground. EPA will further discuss with
Grace the potential for soil contamination to remain by RW-22. [Historically, Grace removed soil
contamination from their property in the mid-1980's prior to EPA’s remedy decision.
Consequently, a soil remedy at Grace was not called for in the ROD.]

NEP indicated that the source area is paved and that the AS/SVE system removed subsurface
contamination to below clean-up lewels.

RETEC stated that there is no surficial soil contamination remaining on the Wildwood property.

Regarding the Central Area (OU-2), the Beatrice-UniFirst-Grace consultant was not aware of any
surficial soil contamination in the Central Area, but noted that the Central Area RI focused on
groundwater. He noted the occurrence of a small patch of petroleum contamination ona city
parcel back when Barbara Newman (EPA) was involved. He noted that it was not considered a
concern. He recalled that it was an extremely minor issue that may have been documented in an
Ecology & Environment, Incorporated (E&E) report or later supplemental or interim RI reports.

Changes in Site Ownership

The ownership of the Source Area properties has not changed in the last 5 years. However,
occupancy of the UniFirst property has changed. A storage company now occupies the UniFirst
facility. The Grace facility is currently inactive, but the site was used as a warehouse prior to
1995. Grace is currently marketing the property and reported active interest by a restaurant. Grace
is seeking to rezone the property for commercial uses.

RETEC and NEP reported no changes in site ownership or occupancy at the Wildwood and NEP
sites, respectively.

Institutional Controls

Consultants for Grace stated that no institutional controls have been implemented on the Grace
property. Consultants for UniFirst, NEP, and Wildwood were not aware of any institutional
controls placed on the properties.
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7.0 TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

This section discusses the technical assessment of the remedy and provides answers to the three
questions posed in the EPA Guidance (EPA, 2001a).

71 Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

The remedy at OU-1 is expected to be protective of human health and the environment upon
completion, and in the interim, exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risk are being
controlled, or could be controlled with the use of institutional controls. Potential limitations have
been identified with respect to the documentation of an adequate degree of hydraulic control and
groundwater contamination capture being achieved at some of the Source Area properties (as
previously described).

7.2 Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, clean-up levels, and
remedial action objectives (RAOs) used at the time of the remedy selection still valid?

7.2.1 Review of Risk Assessments and Toxicity Factors Serving as the Basis for the
Remedy

Operable Unit 1 — Source Areas Properties

Risk Assessment Review

The Endangerment Assessment (Ebasco, 1988) evaluated potential impacts to human health and
the environment in the absence of remedial action under both current and potential future use
scenarios. The site was divided into six areas which were treated individually. The six areas
included the five Source Area properties and the Central Area , defined as the area surrounding
Wells G and H, the Aberjona River, and the wetlands (i.e., the nonsource areas). Human
exposures were considered at all six areas; ecological exposures were only evaluated for the
Central Area. Further summary information relative to the Central Area evaluation is included
under the Central Area (OU-2) and Aberjona River Study (OU-3) sections which follow.

For the human health source area evaluation, groundwater and soil exposures at the five Source
Area properties were examined. Future residential groundwater use was evaluated for each area
and included the ingestion of drinking water and inhalation of volatiles while showering. Because
groundwater was used at the time as process water at the NEP facility, groundwater was also
evaluated for the inhalation of volatiles released to indoor air during commercial groundwater use
for the NEP source area. Current soil exposures at the NEP and Olympia properties were
evaluated for adolescent trespasser and commercial worker exposures via ingestion, dermal
contact, and inhalation exposures. Current trespasser exposures only were evaluated for the
Wildwood property. Due to the presence of paving at the UniFirst property, the current soil
exposure pathway was considered incomplete. The NEP, Olympia, Wildwood, and UniFirst
properties were also evaluated for future residential soil exposures via ingestion and dermal
contact. No soil Contaminants of Potential Concern (COPCs) were identified for the Grace
property; therefore, no soil evaluation was conducted at this property.

L2004-290 7-1



The evaluation of future domestic use of groundwater at all five source areas resulted in estimated
risks above a level of concern. Significant groundwater risk contributors included arsenic,
chloroform, 1,1-dichloroethane, 1,1-dichloroethene, 1,2-dichloroethene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane,
tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and vinyl chloride. Current risks were noted at the Wildwood
property based on adolescent trespasser soil exposures. In addition, soil exposures based on
future residential assumptions resulted in risks above a level of concern for the NEP and
Wildwood properties. Significant risk contributors for the Wildwood property included
chlordane, 4,4'-DDT, PCBs, PAHSs, and lead. Phthalates and tetrachloroethene were the primary
risk contributors in soils at NEP.

In this five-year review report, the toxicity values that served as the basis for the clean-up lewvels,
as contained in the ROD, have been re-evaluated to determine whether any changes in toxicity
impact the protectiveness of the remedy. Any changes in current or potential future exposure
pathways or ex posure assumptions that may impact remedy protectiveness are also noted. In
addition, environmental data, available since the last five-year review, have been evaluated to
determine whether exposure levels existing at the Site present a risk to cumrent human receptors.

Changes in Toxicity

Table 3 presents the changes in toxicity values (oral reference doses and oral cancer slope factors)
for compounds selected as COPCs in the 1988 Endangerment Assessment. Updated toxicity
information was obtained from the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS; EPA, 2004d) and
from the National Center for Environmental Assessment (NCEA), a division of EPA. In general,
minor changes (i.e., slight increases or decreases) in toxicity values have occurred for most
COPCs. However, the safe level of exposure to manganese (i.e. manganese toxicity value) has
been reduced by a factor of 10 since 1988 rendering the compound more toxic than had previously
been believed. Manganese levels in groundwater were not above a level of concern in the 1988
Endangerment Assessment, despite the fact that manganese was present at levels that may have
been aesthetically unpleasing (exceeded the secondary MCL of 50 ug/L). Based upon a current
evaluation of manganese using the current toxicity estimates, future exposures to manganese in
groundwater may exceed safe levels at some of the Source Area OU-1 properties. Therefore,
manganese in OU-1 groundwater may require further investigation to determine if concentration
exceed risk levels based upon the current toxicity estimates.

Clean-up standards for groundwater were established as MCLs, which is consistent with the
current selection of groundwater clean-up standards in areas that may serve as a potential source
of drinking water. Therefore, changes in toxicity values for these compounds do not impact the
protectiveness of the remedy. All COCs in groundwater, based on the results of the 1988
Endangerment Assessment, were targeted for clean-up, with the exception of arsenic. At that
time, groundwater concentrations at the Source Area properties were not considered above the
arsenic MCL of 50 ug/L. However, the MCL for arsenic has been reduced to 10 ug/L since 1988.
Concentrations of arsenic in groundwater at the Source Area properties did not exceed the
historical MCL of 50 pg/L.
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Table 3: Comparison of 1988 and 2004 Oral Reference Doses and Oral
Cancer Slope Factors for Compounds of Potential Concern
Wells G&H Superfund Site
Oral Reference Dose (RfD) Oral Slope Factor (SF)
Contaminant of (mg/kg-day) (mg/kg-day)‘
Potential Concern 1988 2004 1988 2004
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.12 0.1 0.091 N/A
1,1-Dichloroethene 0.009 0.05 0.6 N/A
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.09 0.28 N/A N/A
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 0.09 0.09 N/A N/A
1,2-Dichloroethane N/A 0.02 0.091 0.091
Acetone 0.1 0.9 N/A N/A
Chloroform 0.01 0.01 0.081 N/A
Methylene Chloride 0.06 0.06 0.0075 0.0075
Tetrachloroethene 0.02 0.01 0.051 0.54
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 0.01 0.02 N/A N/A
Toluene 0.3 0.2 N/A N/A
Trichloroethene N/A 0.0003 0.011 0.4
Vinyl Chloride N/A 0.003 2.3 15
Xylenes 2 0.2 N/A N/A
bis(2-Ethylhe xyl)phthalate 0.02 0.02 0.0084 0.014
PAHs 0.41 0.02 11.5 7.3
Pentachlorophenol 0.03 0.03 N/A 0.12
Phenol 0.04 0.3 N/A N/A
4,4-DDT 0.0005 0.0005 0.34 0.34
Aldrin 0.00003 0.00003 17 17
Chlordane 0.00005 0.00005 1.3 0.35
PCBs? N/A 0.00002 7.7 2
Antimony 0.0004 0.0004 N/A N/A
Arsenic N/A 0.0003 15 15
Barium 0.05 0.07 N/A N/A
Cadmium (water) 0.0005 0.001 N/A N/A
Chromium VI 0.005 0.003 N/A N/A
Copper 0.037 0.03 N/A N/A
Iron® 1 N/A N/A N/A
Lead* 0.0006 N/A N/A N/A
Manganese (water) 0.22 0.024 N/A N/A
Manganese (other media) 0.22 0.07 N/A N/A
Mercury (inorganic) 0.0014 0.0003 N/A N/A
Mercury (organic) 0.0014 0.0001 N/A N/A
Nickel 0.02 0.02 N/A N/A
Zinc 0.21 0.3 N/A N/A

N/A = Not Applicable or Not Available

1. Naphthalene used for RfD; benzo(a)pyrene used for slope factor. The slope factor is then
adjusted for relative potency of other carcinogenic PAHs. No adjustment for relative potency
was made in 1988.

2. 1988 value for slope factor used Aroclor 1260

3. No toxicity value is currently available for iron. Region | does notconcur with the provisional
value for this compound.

4. Lead currently evaluated through the use of lead exposure models for children and adults.
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Based upon a current evaluation of arsenic using the current MCL, future exposures to arsenic in
groundwater may exceed safe levels at some of the Source Area OU-1 properties. Therefore,
arsenic in OU-1 groundwater may require further investigation to determine if concentration
exceed risk levels based upon current toxicity estimates.

Soil contaminants requiring clean-up were based on the COCs identified as presenting a direct-
contact hazard by the Endangerment Assessment. VOCs selected as groundwater COCs were also
targeted for clean-up in soil based on their potential to serve as a source of contamination to
groundwater. Only tetrachloroethene in NEP soils presented a direct contact risk to humans.
However, to assure that the clean-up levels for other volatile compounds in soil do not present a
direct contact risk using current toxicity information, a comparison of the leaching-based soil
clean-up levels to Region 9 residential soil preliminary remediation goals (PRGSs) has been
performed. PRGs are developed based on current toxicity information and correspond to a
carcinogenic risk of 1E-06 and a noncarcinogenic risk of 1. This comparison indicates that the
soil clean-up levels are adequately protective for a residential exposure scenario. The soil clean-up
level for lead was calculated by using the Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic Model (EPA,
2002c). This model continues to be used to evaluate acceptable levels in soil. Clean-up levels for
non-volatile contaminants (chlordane, 4,4'-DDT, PAHSs, and PCBs) were based on a direct contact
risk. Further evaluation of these compounds (lead and non-volatile contaminants) also indicates
that the soil clean-up levels remain protective with respect to human health.

Even though soil and groundwater clean-up levels remain largely protective at the Source Area
properties, until the clean-up is complete, exposure to levels of contamination in soil and
groundwater in excess of clean-up levels should be prevented. Subsurface soil contamination in
excess of clean-up levels may remain at the Unifirst and Olympia properties. Access controls to
source area properties (e.g. fencing, paving, foundations, etc.) are currently present to prevent
surface soil contact, even though significant residual surface soil contamination is unlikely to be
present based on remedy implementation. Institutional controls may be necessary to prevent the
use of groundwater from the Source Area properties and prevent direct contact with residual
subsurface soil contamination at the Unifirst and Olympia properties.

Changes in Exposure Pathways/Assumptions

The 1988 Endangerment Assessment did not comprehensively evaluate non-ingestion uses of
groundwater such as dermal contact exposures during industrial groundwater usage. Direct
contact exposures associated with excavation into the water table by workers were also not
evaluated. Until groundwater treatment is complete, institutional controls should be implemented
to prevent the use of source area groundwater and to limit contact with shallow (i.e., less than 15
feet below ground surface) groundwater encountered during excavation activities.

A second pathway of current potential concern for the Source Area properties is the indoor air
pathway. The UniFirst and Grace properties were the subject of indoor air sampling in April/May
1989 (ENSR, 1989). Included in the analysis of indoor air samples were trans-1,2,-
dichloroethene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, tetrachl oroethene, trichlorothene, and vinyl chloride. Vinyl
chloride was not detected in any of the historical indoor air samples. These historical indoor air
data have been evaluated to determine potential risk based on the use of current recommended
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exposure assumptions and toxicity values. Attachment 7.1 contains the indoor air risk
calculations performed for the UniFirst and Grace properties.

Maximum detected indoor air concentrations from ENSR (1989) were selected for evaluation.
Table 1 in Attachment 7.1 provides asummary of the maximum detected indoor air
concentrations. The UniFirst property is a current active commercial property, and is likely to
remain commercial in the future. The Grace property is currently unoccupied, but is likely to be
used commercially in the future, consistent with previous commercial use of the property.
Therefore, commercial workers were evaluated by assuming exposure for 8 hours per day, 250
days of the year, for an exposure duration of 25 years (Table 2 in Attachment 7.1; EPA, 1997).
These exposure assumptions represent Reasonable Maximum Exposure (RME) assumptions for a
commercial scenario presented in the Exposure Factors Handbook (EPA, 1997). Inhalation
toxicity values for noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic effects are provided in Tables 3 and 4,
respectively, in Attachment 7.1. This evaluation of the historical indoor air results indicates that
risks to commercial workers at the Grace property were within or below EPA risk management
guidelines, while risks to commercial workers at the UniFirst property may have exceeded EPA
risk management guidelines (Table 5 in Attachment 7.1).

Because the historical indoor air data may not represent current site conditions, the risk associated
with indoor air exposures based on the indoor air data is uncertain. Therefore, this pathway has
been further evaluated through use of recent source area groundwater data in the following
section.

Evaluation of Recent Sampling Data

To further address the potential indoor air exposure pathway, a risk screening has been conducted.
The risk screening uses current source area property shallow groundwater data to model indoor air
concentrations that may exist currently or in the future at each of the Source Area properties,
followed by the use of current recommended exposure assumptions and toxicity values to estimate
potential risks. Recent groundwater data was also evaluated for potential indoor air exposure
pathways at the Southwest Properties. This is discussed briefly below in the Central Area
subsection.

The UniFirst and NEP properties are current active commercial properties, and are likely to
remain commercial in the future. The Grace property is currently unoccupied, but is likely to be
used commercially in the future, consistent with previous commercial use of the property.
Because future use of these properties may change, residential use has also been included in the
screening-level evaluation. The Wildwood and Olympia properties are currently unoccupied.
Personnel involved with the investigation, cleanup activities, and maintenance of these properties
are periodically on-site. Because the Wildwood and Olympia properties are in areas of mixed
commercial/residential use, future use of these properties may include either commercial or
residential development.

Consistent with these current and future use assumptions, the Source Area properties have been
evaluated for both commercial and residential future use.
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In order to evaluate the potential for indoor air exposures at the Source Area properties, vapor
intrusion modeling was performed using current shallow groundwater contaminant
concentrations. The maximum detected contaminant concentrations identified in shallow
monitoring wells (i.e., less than 30 feet deep) during the most recent round of sampling at each
source area were selected for the screening. Table 6 in Attachment 7.1 presents the maximum
detected groundwater concentrations at each source area property and a comparison of those
concentrations to screening levels provided in the Draft Guidance for Evaluating the Vapor
Intrusion to Indoor Air Pathway from Groundwater and Soils (EPA, 2002d). These screening
values, based on acancer risk of 1E-06 and adjusted to a noncarcinogenic risk of 0.1, are used to
focus the evaluation on the most significant potential risk contributors. Based on this screening,
the following contaminants were selected for further evaluation:

UniFirst cis-1,2-dichloroethene, tetrachloroethene, and trichloroethene;

Grace 1,2-dichloroethene (total), tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and
vinyl chloride;

NEP tetrachloroethene;

Wildwood tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and vinyl chloride; and

Olympia dichlorodifluoromethane, cis-1,2-dichloroethene, Freon 113,

tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and vinyl chloride.

The Johnson and Ettinger model (EPA, 2003c) was then used to estimate potential indoor air
concentrations, based on groundwater data for these compounds, using assumptions provided in
Table 7 of Attachment 7.1. The maximum modeled indoor air concentrations (Table 8 of
Attachment 7.2) were finally compared to conservative PRGs for ambient air (EPA, 2002b; cancer
risk of 1E-06 and noncarcinogenic risk of 0.1). Because the modeled air concentration of
tetrachloroethene at the NEP property was below the risk-based PRG, this source area property
was not further evaluated. The modeled indoor air concentrations of the following compounds
exceeded the risk-based PRGs and were further evaluated:

UniFirst tetrachloroethene and trichloroethene;

Grace tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and vinyl chloride;
Wildwood tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and vinyl chloride; and
Olympia tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and vinyl chloride.

For the purposes of risk screening, commercial workers were assumed to be exposed 8 hours per
day, 250 days of the year, for 25 years. Residents (adults and young children) were assumed to be
exposed 24 hours per day, 350 days of the year, for a combined exposure duration of 30 years.
The exposure assumptions are presented in Table 9 of Attachment 7.1 and represent RME
assumptions for commercial and residential scenarios recommended by EPA (EPA, 1997).
Inhalation toxicity values for noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic effects are provided in Tables 10
and 11, respectively, in Attachment 7.1.

This evaluation indicates that current potential risks at the UniFirst, Grace, NEP, and Wildwood
properties are within or below EPA risk management guidelines, based on assumed commercial
site use. Risk associated with future residential use at the Unifirst, Grace, and NEP properties are
also within or below EPA risk management guidelines. However, estimated future risks at the

L2004-290 7-6



Olympia property (i.e. Former Drum Disposal Area), based on commercial and residential use
assumptions, and the Wildwood property, based on assumed residential use, may exceed EPA risk
management guidelines. Commercial risks are presented in Table 12 in Attachment 7.1,
residential risks are presented in Tables 13 through 18 in Attachment 7.1.

Because risk projections are based on currently incomplete pathways of exposure (e.g. no
commercial activities or exposures at the Olympia property (FDDA)), the indoor air pathways at
the Source Area properties are unlikely to present a current risk of harm to humans and the
remedy remains protective with respect to the indoor air pathway. However, should commercial
activities be proposed for the Olympia property (FDDA), land use change to residential for the
Olympia and Wildwood properties, or shallow groundwater VO Cs concentrations change
significantly from this evaluation, indoor air exposures to VOCs from groundwater may present a
hazard requiring further consideration/evaluation.

Operable Unit 2 — Central Area

The Endangerment Assessment (Ebasco, 1988) evaluated potential impacts to human health and
the environment in the absence of remedial action under both current and potential future use
scenarios for the Central Area, defined as the area surrounding Wells G and H, the Aberjona
River, and the wetlands (i.e., the nonsource areas). Information relative to soil, sediment, and
surface water exposures within the Aberjona River and wetlands is included under the Aberjona
River Study (OU-3) section which follows.

Human exposures to groundwater within the Central Area were examined. Future residential
groundwater use was evaluated and included the ingestion of drinking water and inhalation of
volatiles while showering. Because groundwater was used at the time as process water at the
Riley Tannery, Central Area groundwater was also evaluated for the inhalation of volatiles
released to indoor air during commercial groundwater use. Only the future residential use of
groundwater within the Central Area resulted in estimated risks above a level of concern.
Significant groundwater risk contributors included tetrachloroethene and trichloroethene.

EPA also completed a baseline risk assessment for the Southwest Properties portion of OU-2 in
March 2004. The risk assessment evaluated human and ecological risks at the three properties
(Aberjona, Whitney, and Murphy) and at the Murphy Wetland, situated between the Murphy and
Whitney properties. The results of the risk assessment indicated that groundwater at the site poses
a risk to human health under a future residential drinking water scenario. The significant
groundwater risk contributors were identified as 1,3-dichlorobenzene, benzene, cis-1,2-
dichloroethene, 1,1,2-trichloroethane, trichloroethene, vinyl chloride, C9-C18 aliphatic
hydrocarbons, C11-C22 aromatic hydrocarbons, arsenic, and manganese. Future indoor air
exposures at the Whitney property were also indicated to pose a significant human health risk due
to the presence of petroleum hydrocarbons in the subsurface that may migrate into a future
building. The subsurface vapor intrusion pathway did not indicate a risk above EPA risk
management criteria at the Murphy and Aberjona properties. Risks below EPA risk management
criteria were determined for direct contact with shallow groundwater (less than 15 feet below the
ground surface) for a construction worker scenario. The risks associated with direct contact and
ingestion of soil exceeded EPA risk management criteria only at the Whitney property. Primary
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risk contributors included PCBs, chlordane, and petroleum hydrocarbons. Direct contact and
ingestion of sediment within the Murphy wetland also exceeded risk management criteria due to
the presence of PCBs and chromium. The baseline ecological risk assessment suggests that PCBs
in sediments may pose current and future risks to mammals, as represented by the muskrat and/or
short-tailed shrew. PCBs may also pose current and future risks to sediment organisms inhabiting
the seasonally ponded area of the Murphy Wetland. In addition, several inorganic contaminants
(e.g., chromium and lead) in sediments may also pose risk to mammals foraging within the
seasonally ponded area as well as sediment organisms inhabiting this area. Detailed risk
information for the Southwest Properties can be found in the March 2004 Southwest Properties
Baseline Risk Assessment (see TRC, 2004).

The MADEP Groundwater Use and Value Determination for OU-2 (MADEP, 2004) indicates
that groundwater within the Central Area has a medium use and value. The determination further
describes that groundwater exposure scenarios should include, but not be limited to: (1) ingestion
and exposures from other domestic uses (e.g., showering and bathing); (2) inhalation of vapors
from seepage into buildings; (3) use of groundwater in industrial processes; (4) other potential
exposures during industrial and residential activities; (5) worker exposures during excavation into
groundwater; and (6) exposures resulting from discharge to surface water. With the exception of
the groundwater to surface water discharge pathway, evaluated under the Aberjona River Study
(OU-3), all other pathways identified should be evaluated for potential human health risk.

The evaluation of OU-2 is ongoing and will include the completion of a baseline human health
risk assessment for groundwater likely in 2005. Based on the MADEP groundwater use and value
determination, this risk assessment should include an evaluation of ingestion, inhalation, and
dermal contact exposures during household water use, but also an evaluation of other non-
ingestion groundwater uses (e.g., irrigation, filling of swimming pools, industrial process water,
and warm-water car washing) and exposures (e.g., excavation worker, impacts to indoor and
outdoor air). These exposures were partially evaluated as part of the previous risk assessments
completed for Southwest Properties portion of OU-2. A comprehensive round of groundwater
sampling was performed in support of the Phase 1A Remedial Investigation Report (RETEC,
1994). No significant further study of the Central Area has been conducted since 1994. However,
limited sampling of groundwater monitoring wells located within portions of the Central Area,
conducted primarily in support of the Southwest Properties risk assessment, indicate continued
exceedances of MCLs. Because current risk assessment guidance recommends the use of
groundwater data representative of current site conditions, collected using low flow sampling
procedures, additional data collection will likely be necessary before initiation of the Central Area
(OU-2) Aquifer baseline human health risk assessment.

One pathway of current potential concern for the Central Areais the indoor air pathway. Because
residential areas are located immediately downgradient of the UniFirst, Grace, and NEP
properties, it is possible that groundwater from the Source Area properties may be impacting
indoor air quality in these nearby residential areas. To address this potential exposure pathway, a
risk screening has been conducted to: (1) re-evaluate existing historical indoor air data using
current recommended exposure assumptions and toxicity values; and (2) model current
groundwater data to estimate indoor air concentrations in downgradient residential areas, followed
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by the use of current recommended exposure assumptions and toxicity values to estimate potential
risks.

The Dewey Avenue area, including the Puddle Duck Day Care Center, is downgradient of the
UniFirst and Grace properties. This area was the subject of indoor air sampling in July 1989 and
October 1991, followed by an evaluation of those data in 1995 (ATSDR, 1995). Contaminants
detected in indoor air samples and stated as potentially being site-related include 1,1,1-
trichloroethane, tetrachloroethene, and trichloroethene. Other detected indoor air contaminants
were identified as likely the result of usage of household chemicals (e.g., cleaning products) at the
residences and day care center. The conclusion of the 1995 ATSDR report was that “indoor air in
the site vicinity represents no apparent public health hazard.” These historical indoor air data,
along with current groundwater data collected in the vicinity of downgradient residential areas,
have been evaluated to determine whether this conclusion remains valid. Attachment 7.2 contains
the vapor intrusion modeling and indoor air risk calculations performed for the Dewey Avenue
area.

Maximum detected indoor air concentrations from ATSDR (1995) were selected for re-
evaluation. Table 1 in Attachment 7.2 provides a summary of the maximum detected air
concentrations. 1,1,1-Trichloroethane, 2-butanone, tetrachloroethene, toluene, and trichloroethene
were selected for evaluation since these contaminants were detected in both historical indoor air
samples from the downgradient residential area and recent shallow groundwater samples collected
from the upgradient Source Area properties. Vinyl chloride was not detected in historical indoor
air samples. Residents (adults and young children) were assumed to be exposed 24 hours per day,
350 days of the year, fora combined exposure duration of 30 years (Table 2 in Attachment 7.2;
EPA, 1997). Inhalation toxicity values for noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic effects are provided
in Tables 3 and 4, respectively, in Attachment 7.2. This re-evaluation of the historical indoor air
results confirms the 1995 ATSDR conclusions by indicating that risks to Dewey Avenue residents
are, based on historical indoor air data, within or below EPA risk management guidelines (Tables
5 through 7 in Attachment 7.2).

In order to evaluate the potential for current indoor air exposures at the Dewey Avenue area, vapor
intrusion modeling was performed using current groundwater contaminant concentrations. The
maximum detected contaminant concentrations in monitoring wells UC7-1, UC7-2, UC7-3, and
UC7-4, located proximate to the residential area, were selected for the screening-level evaluation.
Detected contaminants include 1,1,1-trichloroethane, cis-1,2,-dichloroethene, tetrachloroethene,
toluene, and trichloroethene. Table 8 in Attachment 7.2 presents the maximum detected
groundwater concentrations and a comparison of those concentrations to vapor intrusion screening
levels (EPA, 2002d), as previously described. Based on this screening, cis-1,2-dichloroethene,
tetrachloroethene, and trichloroethene were selected for vapor intrusion modeling. The Johnson
and Ettinger model (EPA, 2003c) was used to estimate potential indoor air concentrations based
on groundwater data for these three compounds and assumptions provided in Table 9 of
Attachment 7.2. The maximum modeled indoor air concentrations (Table 10 of Attachment 7.2)
were finally compared to risk-based ambient air PRGs (EPA, 2002b). Because the modeled air
concentrations of tetrachloroethene and trichloroethene exceeded the risk-based ambient air
concentrations, risk was estimated using RME exposure assumptions and current toxicity values
as previously described. The estimated risks (Tables 11 through 13 in Attachment 7.2) are within
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or below EPA risk management guidelines, confirming earlier results based on indoor air
sampling.

The indoor air pathway is also potentially complete downgradient of the NEP property. A
residence was identified on Rifle Range Road, downgradient of monitoring well NEP-106B. The
maximum detected contaminant concentrations in this monitoring well were used for the
screening-level evaluation. Detected contaminants include tetrachloroethene and trichloroethene.
Table 8 in Attachment 7.2 presents the maximum detected groundwater concentrations and a
comparison of those concentrations to vapor intrusion screening levels provided in EPA, 2002d.
Because the maximum detected concentrations of both contaminants exceed the screening values,
tetrachloroethene and trichloroethene were further evaluated through vapor intrusion modeling
(Table 9 of Attachment 7.2). The maximum modeled indoor air concentrations (Table 10 of
Attachment 7.2) were then compared to risk-based ambient air PRGs (EPA, 2002b). Because the
modeled air concentration of trichloroethene exceeded its risk-based ambient air PRG, risk was
estimated using RME exposure assumptions and current toxicity values. The estimated risks
(Tables 11, 12, and 14 in Attachment 7.2) are within or below EPA risk management guidelines.

Although the risk screening results suggest that the indoor air pathway may not be of concem in
downgradient residential areas, monitoring wells have not been installed in this area, and
therefore, no groundwater data are available from within the Dewey Avenue neighborhood or in
close proximity to the downgradient residence on Rifle Range Road. In addition, there are no
current indoor air data available for these residential areas. Therefore, it is recommended that, as
part of the Central Area (OU-2) investigation, monitoring wells be installed in the immediate
vicinity of the downgradient residences to characterize the nature and extent of potential
groundwater plumes in the areas. In addition, the results of this risk screening should be
confirmed using: (1) indoor air collected from the downgradient residences; (2) recent
groundwater data collected from the immediate vicinity of the downgradient residences; or (3) soil
gas data collected from beneath or adjacent to residential foundations in these areas. The use of
soil gas data for risk assessment purposes is preferred because it reduces the uncertainty
associated with modeling from groundwater to indoor air while providing a reasonable degree of
confidence that the data generated are representative of source area impact rather than the indoor
use of chemicals in residential settings. The data gathered should be used to assess the indoor air
pathway in the baseline human health risk assessment planned for OU-2, as well as any other
exposures to groundwater.

Operable Unit 3 — Aberjona River Study

The Endangerment Assessment (Ebasco, 1988) evaluated potential floodplain surface soil,
sediment, and surface water impacts to human health and the environment for the area in the
vicinity of the Aberjona River and wetland, near the Source Area properties.

For the human health evaluation, current child and adult recreational exposures were evaluated for
ingestion and dermal contact with surface soil, dermal contact with sediment, and ingestion of
surface water. Arsenic in sediment was identified as contributing to risk above a level of concern.
For ecological receptors, the evaluation indicated potential risk to aquatic life due to aluminum,
iron, lead, and phthalates in surface water. Potential risk to invertebrate species were also
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identified due to copper, arsenic, chromium, and zinc in sediments. Birds and shrew, which feed
predominantly on earthworms, may be at risk due to the presence of pesticides, PAHs, and PCBs
in sediment.

A baseline human health and ecological risk assessment is currently in progress for the Aberjona
River Study area (OU-3). A draft of the baseline risk assessment was released for public
comment in May 2003. EPA has responded to the public comments, and the revised baseline risk
assessment report is scheduled for release in Fall 2004. The objective of the Aberjona River
Study is to determine whether contaminated media (surface water, sediment, floodplain surface
soil, and biota) within the study area pose risk to human health and the environment. The draft
risk assessment report included the evaluation of environmental data collected between 1995 and
2002, and bioassays with study area sediment.

Potential human health risks were quantitatively estimated for surface water, sediment and/or
floodplain surface soil exposures at each station determined to be accessible to human receptors
currently or in the future. Risks were estimated for young child and adult recreational receptors
exposed during recreational activities (i.e., swimming or wading). The dermal contact exposure
pathway was eval uated for surface water; the ingestion and dermal contact exposure pathways
were evaluated for sediment and floodplain surface soil. In addition, risk estimation was
performed for the ingestion of fish fillet tissue from river.

Only dermal contact with and ingestion of sediments resulted in risks in excess of EPA risk
management guidelines, primarily due to arsenic. Sediments at two exposure areas (WH and CB-
03) may pose a current risk to humans. WH is situated along the east side of the Wells G&H 38-
acres wetland, near former municipal Well H. CB-03 is located in an irrigation channel along the
western side of the center of the former cranberry bog. For these two exposure areas, EPA has
installed warning signs discouraging contact with the sediments in these areas. Exposures at four
additional areas within the 38-acre wetland indicated the potential for risk above EPA risk
management criteria under a potential future scenario. The future scenario assumes that physical
access obstacles (e.g., fencing) are removed, or the area is developed by the construction of a
boardwalk or pier out into the wetland.

For the baseline ecological risk assessment, receptor species were selected for exposure evaluation
to represent various components of the food chain in the river/wetland ecosystem. Receptor
species selected for the evaluation included muskrat, green heron, mallard, and short-tailed shrew.
Additional indicator species/communities selected included fish and benthic invertebrates. The
exposure estimates for each receptor species or community were evaluated on spatial scales
representative of the home range of each receptor species. Riskswere identified for muskrat,
mallard, shrew, and the benthic invertebrate community. The highest risk to ecological receptors
was found in the Wells G&H 38-acre wetland and the former cranberry bog, associated with
arsenic in sediment. Chromium, copper, lead, and mercury in sediment also contributed to risk to
a lesser extent for one or more stations and/or receptors.

The results presented in the draft report will be updated in the revised baseline risk assessment

report, scheduled for release in Fall 2004. Revisions to the draft report will include the
incorporation of comprehensive baseflow and storm event surface water data collected from the

L2004-290 7-11



entire river, additional floodplain surface soil and sediment data collected from south of Bacon
Street in Winchester, and sediment core data collected from the entire river to partially
characterize the vertical extent of contaminants in sediment. EPA intends to expand this draft risk
assessment to include environmental data collected immediately upstream of the study area along
the Halls Brook Holding Area (HBHA). The comprehensive risk assessment will be included in a
comprehensive RI report documenting all the data collected along the Aberjona River and HBHA
from North Woburn to the Mystic Lakes. The comprehensive Rl will also be used to develop a
comprehensive remedy for the entire river that will address human health and ecological risks
along with the control of contaminant migration from identified sources, if necessary.

7.2.2 ARARs Review

This five-year review includes a review of Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARS) to check the impact on the remedy due to changes in standards that were identified as
ARARs in the ROD, newly promulgated standards for COPCs, and TBCs (to be considereds) that

may affect the protectiveness of the remedy. The tables in Attachment 8 provide the ARARs
review. The review is summarized below.

The ROD set forth the following ARARSs for the selected remedy:

Location-Specific:

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

Clean Water Act (CWA)

Wetlands Executive Order (EO 11990)

- Floodplains Executive Order (EO11888)

Protection of Archaeological Resources (32 CFR 229)

Massachusetts Wetland Protection Requirements (310 CMR 10.00)
Massachusetts Waterways Licenses (310 CMR 9.00)

- Massachusetts Certification for Dredging and Filling (314 CMR 9.00)
Massachusetts Surface Water Discharge Permit Program Requirements (314 CMR
3.00)

Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards (314 CMR 4.00)

Massachusetts Groundwater Quality Standards (314 CMR 6.00) and Groundwater
Discharge Permit Program (314 CMR 5.00)

Air Emission Limitations for Unspecified Sources of Volatile Emissions (310 CMR
7.18 (17))

Inland Wetland Orders (302 CMR 6.00)

Operation and Maintenance and Pretreatment Standards for Waste Water Treatment
Works and Indirect Discharges (314 CMR 12.0)

EPA Groundwater Protection Strategy

EPA Directive 9355.0-28; Air Stripper Control Guidance
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Chemical-Specific:

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

CWA Federal Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWQC)
EPA Reference Doses (RfDs)

EPA Carcinogen Assessment Group Potency Factors
Massachusetts Drinking Water Regulations (310 CMR 22.00)
- Massachusetts Groundwater Quality Standards

- Massachusetts Drinking Water Health Advisories

Action-Specific:

Record of Decision (September 14, 1989)

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)

Clean Water Act (CWA)

Clean Air Act (CAA)

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)

Department of Transportation

Hazardous Waste Management Requirements (310 CMR 30.00)
Hazardous Waste Incinerator Air Emission Requirements (310 CMR 7.08(4))
Ambient Air Quality Standards for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
(310 CMR 6.00)

Air Pollution Controls (310 CMR 7.00)

Employee and Community Right to Know (310 CMR 7.00)

Tables A8-1, A8-2, and A8-3 of Attachment 8 provide an evaluation of ARARSs using the
regulations and requirement synopses listed in the ROD as a basis. The evaluation includes a
determination of whether the regulation is currently ARAR or TBC and whether the requirements
have been met. Most of the listed ARARs remain applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
Site and are being complied with. As indicated in the attached tables some ARARs no longer
apply, such as the requirements that applied to the on-site incineration component of the remedy
as identified in the ROD. The on-site incineration component was eliminated by the April 1991
ESD.

Changes have been made to ARARs since the development of the ROD. Theses changes are
provided in the table in Attachment 8. No ARARSs evaluations were conducted for OU-2 or OU-3
since these OUs do not have a signed ROD.

7.3 Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the remedy?

There is no information that calls into question the current protectiveness of the Source Area (OU-
1) remedy. However, conditions were identified that could affect the future protectiveness of the
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Source Area (OU-1) remedy and require further data collection, analysis or remedial/corrective
actions. These issues include:

Lack of institutional controls at Source Area (OU-1) properties.;

Lack of groundwater treatment at NEP and presence of PCE and TCE above ROD
action levels in groundwater;

Groundwater extraction at UniFirst that is not achieving design capture objectives;
Soil remedy at UniFirst has not been implemented;

Area south of Wildwood treatment system may have groundwater in excess of ROD
action levels and is not receiving treatment;

Limited documentation of groundwater contaminant capture in bedrock at Wildwood,;

The 1988 Endangerment Assessment did not comprehensively evaluate non-ingestion
uses of groundwater and therefore may not be representative of all potential future
exposures;

Arsenic and manganese were not identified as COCs in the 1989 ROD. At some of the
source area properties, historical arsenic concentrations exceed the current arsenic
primary MCL (10 ug/L) and manganese concentrations exceed current manganese
toxicity values;

An evaluation of the groundwater to indoor air pathway indicates potential risks at
Source Area (OU-1) properties depending on future land use; and

AWQCs associated with aquatic life have decreased since the ROD. The impact of
this change must be assessed to evaluate impact on future protectiveness since
AWQCs were used, in part, to set effluent limits for remedial system effluent
discharges. (Overall impacts of AWQC changes on the Aberjona River will be
evaluated as part of the Aberjona River Study [OU-3]).

These and other issues identified as part of the Five-Year Review are summarized in Section 8.0.
7.4 Technical Assessment Summary

According to the data reviewed, the site inspections and the interviews, the Source Area (OU-1)
remedy is functioning as intended by the ROD, as modified by the current ESD. There have been
no changes in the physical conditions of the Site that would affect the current protectiveness of the
remedy. Most of the ARARs identified in the ROD remain applicable or relevant and appropriate
and either have been met or are being complied with; Tables A8-1, A8-2, and A8-3 of Attachment
8 provide an evaluation of ARARs.
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8.0 ISSUES

Issues associated with the remedy set forth in the ROD and ESD for the Source Area (OU-1)
properties are assessed for their current and future protectiveness in Table 4.

Table 4. Issues

comprehensively evaluate non-ingestion uses of groundwater
such as dermal contact during industrial groundwater usage or
direct contact during trench excavation under certain current
(commercial worker) and future (commercial worker,
residential) scenarios at Source Area properties.

Affects Affects
Current Future
Protectiveness Protectiveness
Issues (Y/N) (YN)
Institutional controls have not been implemented at the N Y
Source Areas (OU-1) properties. The ROD calls for
institutional controls.
Lack of groundwater treatment at NEP following AS/SVE N Y
shutdown. Groundwater concentrations of PCE and TCE in
some wells at NEP still exceed ROD action levels. Potential
exists for off-property migration and dowwngradient indoor
air impacts.
Insufficient groundwater extraction at UniFirst due to a N Y
recently installed replacement pump that is not achieving
design capture.
Soil remedy at UniFirst (SVE) has not been implemented. N Y
Area south of Wildwood treatment system may have N Y
groundwater contamination in excess of ROD action levels
not receiving treatment.
Insufficient information to document capture in bedrock at N Y
Wildwood.
Arsenic was not identified as a COC in OU-1 groundwater N Y
under the 1988 Endangerment Assessment when the MCL
was 50 ug/L. However, the arsenic MCL was recently
lowered to 10 ug/L, and historical arsenic groundwater
concentrations at some of the Source Areas were either above
10 ug/L, or detection limits exceeded 10 ug/L, and may
exceed safe levels.
The 1988 Endangerment Assessment did not N Y

L2004-290 8-1




Table 4. Issues

Affects Affects
Current Future
Protectiveness Protectiveness

Issues (Y/N) (Y/N)

Manganese was not identified as a COC in OU-1 groundwater N Y
under the 1988 Endangerment Assessment, but manganese
toxicity values have been reduced by a factor of 10 since the
assessment. Based upon current toxicity estimates, future
exposures to manganese in groundwater may exceed safe
levels at some of the Source Aresas.

An evaluation of the groundwater to indoor air pathway N Y
indicates that potential risks at the UniFirst, Grace, NEP, and
Wildwood properties are within or below EPA risk
management guidelines, based on assumed commercial site
use. However, estimated future risks at the Olympia property
(commercial, residential) and Wildwood property
(residential) exceed EPA risk management guidelines.

AWQCs associated with aquatic life have decreased since the N Y
ROD. AWQCswere used, in part, to establish effluent limits
for remedial system discharges.

Groundwater remedy at Olympia has not been implemented. N Y
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9.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS

In response to the issues noted in Section 8.0, it is recommended that the actions listed in Table 5
be taken:

Table 5. Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions
Affects
. Protectiveness
Recommendations
and Follow-up Party Oversight Milestone
Issue Actions Responsible Agency Date Current Future
Institutional controls Implement PRP, EPA, EPA By Next 5 N Y
have not been institutional controls State and Year
implemented at the at Source Area City Review
Source Area properties properties.
(OU-1).
Lack of groundwater Assess groundwater PRP EPA Fall 2005 N Y
treatment following conditions since
AS/SVE shutdown at AS/SVE shutdown,
NEP. Groundwater evaluate the need for
concentrations of PCE further groundwater
and TCE in some wells treatment, and where
at NEP still exceed appropriate consider
ROD action levels. other treatment
Potential exists for off- remedies.
property migration and
downgradient indoor air | Install downgradient
impacts. monitoring well(s) to
define downgradient
extent of
groundwater
contamination.
Insufficient groundwater | Replace extraction PRP EPA Fall 2004 N Y
extraction at UniFirst pump with
due to a recently appropriate
installed replacement extraction pump.
pump that is not
achieving design
capture.
Soil remedy at UniFirst Review soil PRP and EPA Spring N Y
(SVE) has not been contamination issues EPA 2005
implemented. at UniFirst to
establish data needs
for implementation
of technical
solutions.
Area south of Wildwood | Assess groundwater PRP and EPA Fall 2005 N Y
treatment system may conditions south of EPA
have groundwater Wildwood Treatment
contamination in excess System, evauate the
of ROD action lewels need for further
that is not receiving groundwater and soil
treatment. treatment, and where
appropriate consider
other treatment
remedies.
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Table 5. Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions

Affects
Recommendations Protectiveness
and Follow-up Party Oversight Milestone
Issue Actions Responsible Agency Date Current Future

Insufficient information Develop and PRP EPA Spring N Y
to document capture in implement plan 2005
bedrock at Wildwood. assess capture in

bedrock at

Wildwood.
Arsenic MCL recently Assess groundwater PRP (data) EPA Spring N Y
changed from 50 ug/L to | conditions relative to EPA (risk) 2005
10 ug/L. Arsenic was arsenic at Source
not previously targeted Avrea properties.
for cleanup based on
prior MCL. Historical Where appropriate,
arsenic groundwater EPA assess potential
concentrations were arsenic risks.
either above 10 ug/L, or
detection limits
exceeded 10 ug/L.
The 1988 Endangerment | Evaluate exposures PRP (data) EPA Spring N Y
Assessmentdid not not addressed by EPA (risk) 2005
comprehensively Endangerment
evaluate non-ingestion Assessmentusing
uses of groundwater up-to-date
such as dermal contact groundwater data.
during industrial Where appropriate
groundwater usage or consider the
direct contact during implementation of
trench excavation under institutional controls.
certain current
(commercial worker) and
future (commercial
worker, residential)
scenarios at Source Area
Properties.
Manganese was not Assess groundwater PRP (data) EPA Spring N Y
identified as a COC in conditions relative to EPA (risk) 2005
OU-1 groundwater manganese at Source
under the 1988 Area properties.
Endangerment Where appropriate,
Assessment, but EPA assess potential
manganese toxicity manganese risks.
values have been
reduced by a factor of 10
since the assessment.
Based upon current
toxicity estimates, future
exposures to manganese
in groundwater may
exceed safe levels at
some of the Source
Areas.
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Table 5. Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions
Affects
Recommendations Protectiveness
and Follow-up Party Oversight Milestone
Issue Actions Responsible Agency Date Current Future

An evaluation of the Evaluate risk from PRP (data) EPA Spring N Y
groundwater to indoor exposure to indoor EPA (risk) 2005
air pathway indicates air at the Source
that potential risksat the | Area properties
UniFirst, Grace, NEP, based on up-to-date
and Wildwood data if property is
properties are within or developed.
below EPA risk
management guidelines,
based on assumed
commercial site use.
However, estimated
future risks at the
Olympia property
(commercial, residential)
and Wildwood property
(residential) exceed EPA
risk management
guidelines.
AWQCs associated with | Revise NPDES PRP EPA Spring N Y
aquatic life have equivalent discharge 2005
decreased since the standards based upon
ROD. AWQCs were current AWQCs.
used, in part, to establish | (Note: Overall
effluent limits for impacts of AWQC
remedial system changes on Aberjona
discharges. River will be

evaluated as part of

Aberjona River

Study [OU-3]).
Groundwater remedy at Evaluate progress of EPA EPA By next N Y
Olympia has not been Olympia TCE soil Five Year
implemented. remedy under the Review

AOC removal action.

Assess need for

groundwater cleanup

at end of removal

action.
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10.0 PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT(S)

The Source Area (OU-1) remedy at the Wells G&H Superfund Site currently protects human
health and the environment. However, in order for the Source Area (OU-1) remedy to be
protective in the long term, institutional controls should be implemented at the Source Area (OU-
1) properties to prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater and unremediated soil areas until
the remedy is completed. Additional treatment and/or measures to ensure capture may be required
at some of the Source Area (OU-1) properties. The Endangerment Assessment did not cover all
potential exposures to groundwater, and the basis for identifying COCs has changed since
implementation of the ROD, which will require additional evaluation to ensure representativeness
and future protectiveness. Indoor air vapor intrusion has also emerged as an issue as EPA
technical guidance on this matter has evolved. Lastly, AWQCs associated with aquatic life have
decreased since the ROD; therefore, the impact of these changes needs to be assessed.

Also, Operable Units 2 (Central Area) and 3 (the Aberjona River Study) have been identified for

further study by the PRPs and EPA, respectively. However, a remedy has not yet been selected
for the Central Area (OU-2) and Aberjona River Study (OU-3).
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11.0 NEXT REVIEW

The next Five-Year Review for the Wells G&H Superfund Site is September 2009, five years
from the date of this review. The next Five-Year Review should include a complete review of
issues identified herein for all three operable units. The next review should also include a
complete review of data generated from groundwater, soil, and/or soil gas monitoring to confirm
that the remedial actions are protective of human health and the environment.
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Attachment 2

Groundwater Data/ROD Cleanup Criteria
Exceedance Tables
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Attachment 2.1

UniFirst Groundwater Data in Excess of ROD Cleanup
Levels

1998 to 2003
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UniFirst - Monitoring Wells Exceeding ROD Cleanup Goals for Last Five Years (ug/L)

Well Contaminant Min Max Most Recent Average ROD Cleanup Goal
UCI10-1 tetrachloroethene 55 400 55 232.5 5
UC10-1 trichloroethene 23 100 23 68.7 5
UC10-1 1,2-dichloroethene 190 720 450 466.7 70
UC10-2 tetrachloroethene 100 190 150 140 5
UC10-2 trichloroethene 41 60 56 50.3 5
UC10-2 1,2-dichloroethene 100 160 120 133.3 70
UCl10-3 tetrachloroethene 68 190 120 117 5
UCl10-3 trichloroethene 27 56 43 39.8 5
UC10-3 1,2-dichloroethene 120 510 120 236 70
UcCl10-4 tetrachloroethene 83 130 120 113.3 5
ucCl10-4 trichloroethene 26 35 28 31.3 5
UucC10-4 1,2-dichloroethene 50 170 50 89 70
UCl10-5 tetrachloroethene 28 90 28 65.8 5
UC10-5 trichloroethene 14 30 14 23.8 5
UcC10-5 1,2-dichloroethene 98 400 310 203 70
UC10-6 tetrachloroethene 12 37 12 22.7 5
UCI10-6 trichloroethene 7 18 7 10.8 5
UC10-6 1,2-dichloroethene 28 80 80 51.7 70




UniFirst - Monitoring Wells Exceeding ROD Cleanup Goals for Last Five Years (ug/L)

Well Contaminant Min Max Most Recent Average ROD Cleanup Goal
G36D trichloroethene <2 6.4 <2 2.9 5
G36DB tetrachloroethene 54 40.9 54 25.7 5
G36DB trichloroethene 11.1 31.2 11.1 22.2 5
G36DB2 tetrachloroethene <2 16.2 54 8.4 5
G36DB2 trichloroethene <2 25.7 24.6 19.3 5
ucC7-1 tetrachloroethene 1,800 3,500 2,400 2,683.3 5
UcC7-1 trichloroethene <50 71 <50 56.2 5
ucC7-2 tetrachloroethene 1,100 6,500 2,800 4,183.3 5
UC7-2 trichloroethene <100 71 <100 63.7 5
ucC7-3 tetrachloroethene 1,500 3,300 1,500 2,176.7 5
UC7-3 trichloroethene 36 130 120 71.3 5
ucC7-4 tetrachloroethene 760 2,200 1,200 1,443.3 5
UC7-4 trichloroethene <10 55 <10 335 5
UC7-5 tetrachloroethene 110 610 610 280 5
UC7-5 trichloroethene 8 32 30 233 5
UucC7-5 1,2-dichloroethene <2 130 130 69.8 70
G01DB tetrachloroethene 15 26 15 23 5
UGl1-4 trichloroethene 0.6 29 0.6 10.8 5




UniFirst - Monitoring Wells Exceeding ROD Cleanup Goals for Last Five Years (ug/L)

Well Contaminant Min Max Most Recent Average ROD Cleanup Goal
UuGl1-4 1,2-dichloroethene 2 160 83 84 70
UcCe tetrachloroethene 32 59 36 39.5 5
UCe6S tetrachloroethene 0.7 45 2 12.8 5
S81S tetrachloroethene 2 19 7 11.3 5
S81M tetrachloroethene 40 180 92 147 5
S81D tetrachloroethene 100 200 100 166.7 5
S81D trichloroethene 3 11 5 5.7 5
S71S tetrachloroethene 48 180 92 95 5
S71D tetrachloroethene 49 110 73 80.5 5
UCI1-2 tetrachloroethene 72 210 72 128.2 5
UC11-2 trichloroethene 56 100 56 81.2 5
UCl11-2 1,2-dichloroethene 2 280 250 155.2 70
S70D tetrachloroethene <1 7 2 3.3 5
Note:

Non-detects averaged at ’2 the laboratory reporting limit.

< - Non-detect at specified laboratory reporting limit
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Attachment 2.2
Grace Groundwater Data in Excess of ROD Cleanup Levels

1998 to 2003
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Grace - Monitoring Wells Exceeding ROD Cleanup Goals for Last Five Years (ug/L)

Well Contaminant Min Max Most Recent Average ROD Cleanup Goal
GI1D trichloroethene 3 10 3 6.5 5
GI12D trichloroethene <2 44.8 <2 8.9 5
G23D trichloroethene 16.7 31.4 16.7 21.7 5
G34D trichloroethene 15.3 32.6 15.3 19 5
G36D trichloroethene <2 6.4 <2 2.2 5
G36DB tetrachloroethene 54 42.7 54 279 5
G36DB trichloroethene 11.1 35.9 11.1 25.7 5
G36DB2 tetrachloroethene <2 16.2 54 7.2 5
G36DB2 trichloroethene <2 25.7 24.6 19.5 5
RWI10 tetrachloroethene 39.2 91.8 45.6 57.6 5
RW10 trichloroethene 5.5 7.8 5.5 7.8 5
RWI12 tetrachloroethene <2 22.2 22.2 5.1 5
RWI12 trichloroethene 10.3 106 10.3 49.1 5
RW13 tetrachloroethene 76.4 144 76.4 107.7 5
RWI3 trichloroethene 4.7 14 4.7 9 5
RW17 tetrachloroethene 12.5 21 14.7 16.2 5
RW17 trichloroethene 29.2 70 29.2 44.8 5
RW20 tetrachloroethene <2 18 8.1 8.3 5




Grace - Monitoring Wells Exceeding ROD Cleanup Goals for Last Five Years (ug/L)

Well Contaminant Min Max Most Recent Average ROD Cleanup Goal
RW20 trichloroethene 6.5 22 7.3 10.7 5
RW22 tetrachloroethene 5.7 15.2 5.7 9.9 5
RW22 trichloroethene 391 1080 391 639.8 5
RW22 1,2-dichloroethene 2134 1417.4 740.4 809.8 70
RW22 vinyl chloride 2.1 88.1 16.8 27.5 2
Note:

Non-detects averaged at 'z the laboratory reporting limit.

< - Non-detect at specified laboratory reporting limit
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Attachment 2.3
NEP Groundwater Data in Excess of ROD Cleanup Levels

1998 to 2003
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NEP - Monitoring Wells Exceeding ROD Cleanup Goals for Last Five Years (ug/L)

Well Contaminant Min Max Most Recent Average ROD Cleanup Goal
EPA-1 tetrachloroethene <5 26 <5 11.1 5
EW-1 tetrachloroethene 2 17 17 6 5
NEP-101 tetrachloroethene 14 36 14 22.4 5
NEP-101B tetrachloroethene <5 110 <5 15.5 5
NEP-101B trichloroethene <5 20 <5 43 5
NEP-104 tetrachloroethene <5 33 <5 8.8 5
NEP-104 trichloroethene <5 6 <5 3.1 5
NEP-104B tetrachloroethene 11 69 17 28 5
NEP-104B trichloroethene <5 12 <5 4.9 5
NEP-106B tetrachloroethene 23 51 23 38 5
NEP-106B trichloroethene 8 15 8 11.7 5
NEP-108B tetrachloroethene <5 10 <5 4.7 5

Note:

Non-detects averaged at '% the laboratory reporting limit.
< - Non-detect at specified laboratory reporting limit
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Wildwood Groundwater Data in Excess of ROD Cleanup
Levels

1998 to 2003
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Wildwood Property - Monitoring Wells Exceeding ROD Cleanup Goals for Last Five Years (ug/L)

Well Contaminant Min Max Most Recent | Average ROD Cleanup
Goal

BOW-10 trichloroethene 4 24 19 13.2 5
BSSW-15 trichloroethene <1 6 6 3.1 5
BOW-8 tetrachloroethene <1 21 <1 6.5 5
BOW-8 trichloroethene 2 190 4 17 5
BSW-1 tetrachloroethene <50 850 200 277 5
BSW-1 trichloroethene 460 13,000 890 3,700 5
BSW-1 vinyl chloride <1 620 <1 323 2
BSW-13 tetrachloroethene <1 8 <1 1 5
BSW-13 trichloroethene <1 110 49 25.1 5
BSW-14 trichloroethene <1 7.3 <1 1.9 5
BSW-14 vinyl chloride <1 15 15 34 2
BSW-6 tetrachloroethene <1 19 < 7.1 5
BSW-6 1,1,1-trichloroethane <1 340 <1 369 200
BSW-6 trichloroethene 48 9,000 48 1,375 5
BCW-13 trichloroethene 8 70 36 34.2 5
BCW-15 trichloroethene <1 190 12 41.6 5
BCW-18 trichloroethene <1 1,100 <] 221 5




BW-6R tetrachloroethene 10 24 10 47.8 5
BW-6R 1,1,1-trichloroethane 130 340 130 184 200
BW-6R trichloroethene 3,600 12,000 3,600 8,500 5
BW-10 trichloroethene 2 67 29 12.6 5
BW-13 trichloroethene 79 970 79 296 5
BW-14 1,1-dichloroethane <1 7 <1 2.9 5
Bw-14 tetrachloroethene <1 12 <1 2.3 5
BW-14 trichloroethene 2 2,300 580 631 5
BW-15RP trichloroethene 7 1,600 18 106.4 5
BW-17R trichloroethene 63 240 170 140.2 5
BW-§ tetrachloroethene <1 6 6 1.6 5
BW-8 trichloroethene 4 23 16 15.6 5
PW-1 trichloroethene 22 202 22 113.5 5
PW-2 trichloroethene 35 2,300 35 486.1 5
PW-3 1,1-dichloroethane <] 32 2 4.8 5
PW-3 trichloroethene 110 8,800 110 1,097 5
BW-19R trichloroethene 81 640 140 231.1 5
BW-6RD(LO) chloroform <1 260 6 44.1 100
BW-6RD(LO) 1,1-dichloroethane <1 240 15 45.7 5
BW-6RD(LO) 1,1-dichloroethene <1 31 <1 28.1 7




BW-6RD(LO) tetrachloroethene <1 90 57 49.1 5
BW-6RD(LO) 1,1,1-trichloroethane <1 330 5.7 46.7 200
BW-6RD(LO) trichloroethene 1,100 29,000 2,500 6,670 5
BW-6RD(LO) vinyl chloride <1 3 <1 20.2 2
BW-18RIX1.0) chloroform <1 500 <200 275.1 100
BW-18RD(LO) 1,1-dichloroethane <l 150 <200 131.1 5
BW-18RD(L.O) 1,1,1-trichloroethane <1 510 <200 285.1 200
BW-18RD(LO) 1,1-dichloroethene <1 50 <200 106.4 5
BW-18RD(LO) tetrachloroethene <1 37 <200 104.8 5
BW-18RD(LO) trichloroethene 13,000 55,000 28,000 33,250 5
BW-18RD(LO) vinyl chloride <1 30 <200 104.1 2
Note:

Non-detects averaged at '% the laboratory reporting limit.
< - Non-detect at specified laboratory reporting limit
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Attachment 2.5

Olympia Groundwater Data in Excess of ROD Cleanup
Levels from EPA’s 2002 Investigation of the
Former Drum Disposal Area
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Olympia Groundwater Data in Excess of ROD Cleanup Levels from EPA’s 2002 Investigation of
the Former Drum Disposal Area

ROD
Detected Cleanup
Well ID Contaminant Value Goal

B3A Tetrachloroethene 10

EN-001 Tetrachloroethene 27 5
EN-002 Tetrachloroethene 23 5
EN-004 Tetrachloroethene 2 5
MW-006 Tetrachloroethene 5 5
MW-011M Tetrachloroethene 7 5
MW-013 Tetrachloroethene 410 5
MW-014S Tetrachloroethene 25 5
S91D Tetrachloroethene 50 5
S93D Tetrachloroethene 8 5
TEST-01 Tetrachloroethene 14 5
MW-006 Trichloroethene 14 5
MW-011M Trichloroethene 120 5
MW-013 Trichloroethene 780 5
MW-014S Trichloroethene 180 5
OL-006 Trichloroethene 7900 5
OL-001 Trichloroethene 13 5
OL-003M Trichloroethene 5 5
S91D Trichloroethene 10 5
S92D Trichloroethene 9 5
S92M Trichloroethene 8 5
S93M Trichloroethene 6 5
S93S Trichloroethene 5 5
TEST-01 Trichloroethene 12000 5
MW-014S Vinyl Chloride 190 2
OL-001 Vinyl Chloride 16 2
TEST-01 Vinyl Chloride 2 2
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List of Documents Reviewed
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ATSDR, 1995. Public Health Assessment Addendum. Wells G&H, Woburn, Middlesex County,
Massachusetts. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Public Health Service
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry. December 1995.

CEl, 1992. Source Control, Remedial Design/Action Workplan, Wells G&H Superfund Site,
Comprehensive Environmental, Inc., August 25, 1992.

Cosgrave, 2004. Wells G&H 5-Y ear Review Interview with Timothy Cosgrave of Harvard
Project Services. August 3, 2004.

Ebasco, 1988. Endangerment Assessment for the Wells G&H Site. Woburn, Massachusetts.
Prepared for Ebasco Services, Incorporated. Prepared by Clement Associates, Inc.
December 1988.

Ebasco, 1989. Draft Final Feasibility Study Report, Wells G& H Site, Ebasco Services
Incorporated, January, 1989.

ENSR, 1989. Indoor Air Sampling Results: Wells G&H Superfund Site. Prepared by ENSR
Consulting and Engineering. July 1989.

EPA, 1989. EPA Superfund Record of Decision: Wells G&H OU1, Woburn, MA, EPA RO1-
R89-036 1989, September 14, 1989.

EPA, 1991. Consent Decree, Civil Action No. 91-11807MA, United States District Court, District
of Massachusetts

EPA, 1997. Exposure Factors Handbook. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of
Research and Development. Washington, D.C. August 1997.

EPA, 1999. 5-Year Review Report (Type 1A), Wells G&H Superfund Site, August 4, 1999, EPA.

EPA, 2001a. Comprehensive Five-Y ear Review Guidance. EPA 540-R-01-007, OSWER No.
9355.-7-03B-P. June 2001.

EPA, 2002a. EPA Fact Sheet. Aberjona River. Industri-Plex and Wells G& H Superfund sites.
Woburn, MA. EPA Merges Two Aberjona River Studies, Spring 2002.

EPA, 2002b. Preliminary Remediation Goals Table. Region 9 Technical Support Team. U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Superfund Programs. Region IX. October 1,
2002.

EPA, 2002c. User’s Guide for the Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic Model for Lead in

Children. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Emergency and Remedial
Response. Washington, D.C. EPA 9285.7-42. May 2002.
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EPA, 2002d. Draft Guidance for Evaluating the Vapor Intrusion to Indoor Air Pathway from
Groundwater and Soil (Subsurface Vapor Intrusion Guidance). U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response. Washington, D.C.
EPA530-F-02-052. November 2002.

EPA, 2003a. Aberjona River Study Ecological Risk Assessment Fact Sheet, June 2003, EPA.

EPA, 2003b. Aberjona River Study Fact Sheet. EPA Rdeases Draft Baseline Human Hedlth
Risk Assessments for Aberjona River Study Area, Spring 2003.

EPA, 2003c. User’s Guide for Evaluating the Subsurface Vapor Intrusion into Building. U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Emergency and Remedial Response.
Washington, D.C. June 19, 2003.

EPA, 2004a. Leter: Administrative Order on Consent for Removal Action. EPA to Geolnsight,
Inc., March 10, 2004.

EPA, 2004b. EPA Press Release #04-06-23, Olympia Nominee Trust to Continue the Clean-up of
Contaminated Soil at Wells G&H Superfund Site, June 21, 2004.

EPA, 2004c. EPA Pollution Report POLREP #6, Wells G& H Site — Olympia Property, June 21,
2004.

EPA, 2004d. Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS). U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency,
Environmental Criterion and Assessment Office. Washington, D.C. August 2004.

Geolnsight, 2004. Revised TCE Work Plan, Removal Action 60 Olympia Avenue, Woburn,
M assachusetts, Geolnsight, Inc., January 28, 2004.

GeoTrans, 1994. Wdls G&H Site Centrd Area Remedial Investigation Phase A Report,
GeoTrans, Inc, February 14, 1994.

GeoTrans, 2002. W.R. Grace Remedia Action, Long Term M onitoring Plan, Wells G&H
Superfund Site, Woburn, Massachusetts. Prepared for: W.R. Grace & Co. Conn.
Prepared by: GeoTrans, Inc. March 22, 2002.

GeoTrans, 2003. W.R.Grace Remedia Action, Annual Report October 1, 2002 — September 30,
2003. GeoTrans, Inc, November 13, 2003.

Greacen, 2004. Wells G&H 5-Y ear Review Interview with James Greacen of The RETEC Group.
August 18, 2004.

Hamel, 2004. Wells G&H 5-Y ear Review Interview with Jeffrey Hamel of Woodard & Curran,
Inc., Consultant to New England Plastics Corporation. August 3, 2004.
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HPS, 2003. RD/RA Year 11 Annual Report for the UniFirst Site, Groundwater Extraction,
Treatment, Monitaring & Capture System Performance, Harvard Project Services LLC,
November 14, 2003.

HPS et al, 2004. Operations & Maintenance Plan - UniFirst Treatment System. Wells G& H Site,
Woburn Massachusetts. Revision #3. Prepared for: UniFirst Corporation. Prepared by:
Harvard Project Services, LLC; Prime Engineering, Inc.; and The Johnson Company.
August 2004.

MADEP, 2004. Letter: Groundwater Use and Value Determination. Richard Chalpin, Assistant
Commissioner, Bureau of Waste Site Clean-up, MADEP to Robert Cianciarulo, Chief,
M assachusetts Superfund Section, EPA, June 21, 2004.

NUS, 1986. Wells G&H Site Remedial Investigation Report Part |, Volume I: Report, NUS
Corporation, Superfund division, October 17, 1986.

PRC, 1986. WellsG and H Remedia Investigation Part |1, Final Report, PRC Engineering,
November 1986.

RETEC, 1994. Draft Remedial Investigation Southwest Properties, Wells G&H Site, Woburn,
Massachusetts, Prepared for Beatrice Company. Prepared by Remediation Technologies,
Inc., Concord, Massachusetts, February, 1994.

RETEC, 2004. Annual Report Integrated Subsurface Treatment System, May 2002 through April
2003, Wildwood Property, RETEC Group, Inc., February 2004.

TRC, 2002. Data Trend Evaluation, WellsG&H Superfund Site, Operable Unit 1 — Olympia
Property, TRC Environmental Corporation, November 2002.

TRC, 2004. Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment, Southwest Properties,
Wells G&H Superfund Site, Operable Unit 2, Woburn, Massachusetts. Prepared by
Metcalf & Eddy, Inc. Team Subcontractor TRC Environmental Corporation, March 2004.

WRA, 2002a. Wells G&H Superfund Redevel opment Initiative, Advisory Committee Information
Package, Woburn Redevel opment Authority, June 5, 2002.

WRA, 2002b.Wells G&H Superfund Redevel opment Initiative, Advisory Committee Information
Package, Woburn Redevel opment Authority, September 4, 2002.

Woodard & Curran, 2003. Groundwater Monitoring Report, New England Plastics Corporation,
Woodard & Curran, November 25, 2003.
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Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklists
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Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist

I. SITE INFORMATION

Site name: Wildwood

Date of inspection: August 18,2004

Location and Region: Woburn USEPA Region 1

EPA ID: Wells G&H MAD980732168

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year
review: TRC / Metcalf & Eddy, Inc.

Weather/temperature: Cloudy 80 °

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)
G Landfill cover/containment
O Access controls
G Institutional controls
O Groundwater pump and treatment
G Surface water collection and treatment

G Monitored natural attenuation
G Groundwater containment
G Vertical barrier walls

O Other Air sparging/soil vapor extraction (AS/SVE)

Attachments: G Inspection team roster attached

G Site map attached

II. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

1. O&M site manager James R. Greacen, PG, LSP

Project Manager, The RETEC Group 8/18/04

Name
Interviewed G at site G at office G by phone
Problems, suggestions; G Report attached

Title Date

Phone no. 978-772-1105

2. O&M staff Brendan Maye / Peter Cox Onsite O&M / Project Geolo gist 8/18/04

Name
Interviewed O at site G at office G by phone

Title Date

Phone no.

Problems, suggestions; G Report attached See Interview Record for James R. Greacen.

Team members on attached Table




Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.c., State and Tribal offices, emergency resp onse
office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, recorder of
deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in all that apply.

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached

Other interviews (optional) G Report attached.




IIT. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

O&M Documents

G O&M manual O Readily available O Uptodate G N/A
G As-built drawings O Readily available O Up to date G N/A
G Maintenance logs O Readily available O Up to date G N/A

Remarks O&M manual dated 7/2000.

Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan O Readily available O Up to date G N/A
G Contingency plan/emergency response plan O Readily available O Up to date G N/A
Remarks

O&M and OSHA Training Records O Readily available O Up to date G N/A
Remarks

Permits and Service Agreem ents

G Air discharge permit G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
G Effluent discharge G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
G Waste disposal, POTW G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
G Other permits G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
Remarks

Gas Generation Records O Readily available O Up to date G N/A

Remarks In the annual reports - on site.

Settlement Monument Records G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
Remarks

Groundwater Monitoring Records O Readily available O Up to date G N/A
Remarks In the annualreports - on site.

Leachate Extraction Records G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
Remarks

Discharge C ompliance Records

G Air O Readily available O Up to date G N/A
G Water (e ffluent) O Readily available O Up to date G N/A
Remarks

Daily Access/Security Logs O Readily available O Uptodate G N/A

Remarks RETEC maintains access records for RETEC/Wildwood representatives. Others (EPA and
Olympia contractors) asked to keep their own when on site.




IV. O&M COSTS

1. O&M Organization

G State in-house G Contractor for State
G PRP in-house O Contractor for PRP
G Federal Facility in-house G Contractor for Federal Facility
G Other
2. O&M Cost Records
G Readily available G Up to date
G Funding mechanism/agreement in place contract with Harvard Project Services
Original O&M cost estimate not sure G Breakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period

Describe costs and reasons:

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS O Applicable G N/A

A. Fencing
1. Fencing damaged G Location shown on site map O Gates secured G N/A
Remarks

B. Other Access Restrictions

1. Signs and other security measures G Location shown on site map G N/A
Remarks Signs presentevery 100-200 feet along fence.




C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

1.

Implementation and enforcement

Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented GYes GNo G NA
Site conditions imply ICs notbeing fully enforced GYes GNo G NA
Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by)
Frequency
Responsible party/agency
Contact
Name Title Date Phone no.

Reporting is up-to-date GYes GNo G NA
Reports are verified by the lead agency GYes GNo G NA
Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met GYes GNo G NA
Violations have been reported GYes GNo G NA
Other problems or suggestions: G Report attached

2. Adequacy G ICs are adequate* G ICs are inad equate G N/A
Remarks

D. General

1. Vandalism/trespassing G Location shown on site map O No vandalism evident
Remarks

2. Land use changes on site O N/A
Remarks

3. Land use changes off site O N/A
Remarks

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS
A. Roads G Applicable G N/A
1. Roads damaged G Location shown on site map O Roads adequate G N/A

Remarks




B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks

VII. AS/SVECOVERS O Applicable G N/A

A. Landfill Surface

1.

Settlement (Low spots) G Location shown on site map

O Settlement not evident

Arealextent Depth
Remarks

2. Cracks G Location shown on site map O Cracking not evident
Lengths Widths Depths
Remarks

3. Erosion G Location shown on site map O Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4. Holes G Location shown on site map O Holes not evident
Arealextent_ Depth
Remarks

5. Vegetative Cover G Grass G Cover properly established G No signs of stress
G Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations ona diagram)
Remarks

6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.) G N/A
Remarks Gravel cover appears in good shape.

7. Bulges G Location shown on site map O Bulges not evident
Areal extent Height
Remarks

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage G Wet areas/water damage not evident

G Wet areas G Location shown on site map
G Ponding G Location shown on site map
G Seeps G Location shown on site map

G Soft subgrade
Remarks

G Location shown on site map

Areal extent

Areal extent

Areal extent

Areal extent




9. Slope Instability G Slides G Location shown on site map G No evidence of slop e instability
Arealextent
Remarks

B. Benches G Applicable O N/A
(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interruptthe slope
in order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoffto a lined
channel.)

1. Flows Bypass Bench G Location shown on site map G N/A or okay
Remarks

2. Bench Breached G Location shown on site map G N/A or okay
Remarks

3. Bench Overtopped G Location shown on site map G N/A or okay
Remarks

C. Letdown Channels G Applicable O N/A
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep side
slope of the cover and will allow the runo ff water collected by the benches to move off of the land fill
cover without creating erosion gullies.)

1. Settlement G Location shown on site map G No evidence of settlement
Arealextent Depth
Remarks

2. Material Degradation G Location shown on site map G No evidence of degradation
Material type Areal extent
Remarks

3. Erosion G Location shown on site map G No evidence of erosion
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4. Undercutting G Location shown on site map G No evidence of undercutting
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5. Obstructions Type G No obstructions
G Location shown on site map Areal extent
Size

Remarks




Excessive Vegetative Grow th Type
G No evidence of excessive growth

G Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow
G Location shown on site map Areal extent
Remarks

D. Cover Penetrations O Applicable G N/A

1.

Gas Vents G Active G Passive

O Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G Evidence ofleakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance

G N/A

Remarks

2. Gas Monitoring Probes

O Properly secured/locked O Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good
condition

G Evidence ofleakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of AS/SVE)
O Properly secured/llocked O Functioning G Routinely sampled O Good condition
G Evidence ofleakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

4. Leachate Extraction W ells
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G Evidence ofleakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance O N/A
Remarks

5. Settlement Monu ments G Located G Routinely surveyed O N/A

Remarks




E. SVE Collection and Treatment

O Applicable

G N/A

1.

Gas Treatment Facilities

G Flaring G Thermal destruction G Collection for reuse
O Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks Granular activated carbon filtration.

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
O Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks

3. Gas M onitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

F. Cover Drainage Layer G Applicable O N/A

1. Outlet Pipes Inspected G Functioning O N/A
Remarks

2. Outlet Rock Inspected G Functioning O N/A
Remarks

G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds G Applicable O N/A

1. Siltation Areal extent Depth G N/A
G Siltation not evident
Remarks

2. Erosion Areal extent Depth
G Erosion not evident
Remarks

3. Outlet Works G Functioning G N/A
Remarks

4, Dam G Functioning G N/A

Remarks




H. Retaining W alls G Applicable O N/A

1. Deformations G Location shown on site map G Deformation not evident
Horizontal displacement Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement

Remarks
2. Degradation G Location shown on site map G Degradation not evident
Remarks
I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge G Applicable O N/A
1. Siltation G Location shown on site map G Siltation not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Vegetative Grow th G Location shown on site map G N/A
G Vegetation does not impede flow
Areal extent Type
Remarks
3. Erosion G Location shown on site map G Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4, Discharge Structure G Functioning G N/A
Remarks
VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS G Applicable O N/A
1. Settlement G Location shown on site map G Settlement not evident
Arealextent Depth
Remarks
2. Performance MonitoringType of monitoring
G Performance not monitored
Frequency G Evidence of breaching

Head differential
Remarks




IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES O Applicable G N/A

1.

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines O Applicable G N/A
Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical
O Good condition O All required wells properly operating G Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
O Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment
O Readily available G Good condition G Requires upgrade G Needs to be provided
Remarks
B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines G Applicable O N/A
1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment

G Readily available G Good condition G Requires upgrade G Needs to be provided
Remarks




C. Treatment System O Applicable G N/A

1. Treatment Train (Check components that apply)
G Metals removal None G Oil/water separation None G Bioremediation None
O Air stripping None O Carbon adsorbers
Filters Sand filter (between post-air stripper equalization tank and carbon vessels).

G Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)
G Others

O Good condition G Needs Maintenance
O Sampling ports prop erly marked and functional

O Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date

O Equipment properly identified

O Quantity of groundwater treated annually In Reports
G Quantity of surface water treated annually N/A

Remarks
2. Electrical Enclosures and P anels (properly rated and functional)
G N/A O Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Tanks, V aults, Stor age Vessels
G N/A O Good condition O Proper secondary containment G Needs Maintenance
Remarks
4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
G N/A G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks
5. Treatment Building(s)
G N/A O Good condition (esp. roof and do orways) G Needs repair
G Chemicals and equipment properly stored Unused chemicals should be disposed
Remarks
6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)
O Properly secured/llocked G Functioning O Routinely sampled O Good condition
G All required wells located G Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

D. Monitoring Data

1. Monitoring Data
O Is routinely submitted on time O Is of acceptable quality
2. Monitoring data sug gests:* *As per RETEC / James Greacen

O Groundwater plume is effectively contained O Contaminant concentrations are declining




D. Monitored Natural Attenuation N/A

1. Mo nitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy)
G Properly secured/llocked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G All required wells located G Needs Maintenance O N/A
Remarks

X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing
the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil
vapor extraction. None

XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

A. Implementation of the Remedy

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant plume,
minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.).

Remedial system consists of an AS/SVE system designed to address contamination in the overburden and a
groundwater pump and treat system designed to address contaminated groundwater in bedrock. Based on a
review of the available data and discussions with RE TEC representatives, it is not clear that the bedrock system is
achieving the required degree of capture due to limited data points (i.e., appropriately screened monitoring wells).

B. Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the re medy.

O&M of the remedial system constructed at the site is being performed well. The overall condition of the site and
treatment system is very good. Access controls to the site are well maintained and they remain protective.

C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be
compromised in the future.

None noted.




D.

Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.

RETEC has recently completed an optimization study which resulted in changes in the sparge sequencing.




Table 1. UniFirst Inspection Team Rooster

5-Year Inspection Team Members Company
David M. Sullivan, LSP, CHMM TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. M&E
Michael Plumb, PE TRC

Interviewed PRP Staff

James R. Greacen, PG, LSP

The RETEC Group

Peter Cox

The RETEC Group

Brendan Maye

The RETEC Group
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Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist

I. SITE

INFORMATION

Site name: UniFirst

Date of inspection: August 3,2004

Location and Region: Woburn USEPA Region 1

EPA ID: Wells G&H MAD980732168

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year
review: TRC / Metcalf & Eddy, Inc.

Weather/temperature: Clear, warm

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)
G Landfill cover/containment
G Access controls
G Institutional controls
O Groundwater pump and treatment
G Surface water collection and treatment
G Other

G Monitored natural attenuation
O Groundwater containment
G Vertical barrier walls

Attachments: O Inspection team roster attached Table 1 O Site map attached Figure 1

II. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

1. O&M site manager Timothy M. Cosgrave

O&M Manager, Harvard Project Services 8/3/04

Name
Interviewed O at site G at office G by phone
Problems, suggestions; G Report attached

Title Date
Phone no. 978-772-1105

2. O&M staff

Name
Interviewed G at site G at office G by phone
Problems, suggestions; G Report attached

Title Date
Phone no.

Team members on attached Table




Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.c., State and Tribal offices, emergency resp onse
office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, recorder of
deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in all that apply.

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached

Other interviews (optional) G Report attached.




IIT. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

1. O&M Documents
G O&M manual G Readily available G Uptodate G N/A
G As-built drawings G Readily available G Up to date G N/A
G Maintenance logs G Readily available O Up to date G N/A
Remarks New O&M manual on personal computer only prior plan dated 2/1/93, revised 9/30/02. The

EPA approved changes in 2003 that should be done shortly. A tablet PC isused to enter
maintenanc e record.

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan G Readily available G Up to date G N/A
G Contingency plan/emergency response plan G Readily available G Up to date G N/A
Remarks Hardcopy Health and Safety Plan dated 12/24/89 (not up-to-date).

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records G Readily available G Up to date G N/A
Remarks Training re cords not available onsite

4. Permits and Service Agreem ents
G Air discharge permit None G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
G Effluent discharge None G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
G Waste disposal, POTW  None G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
G Other permits None G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
Remarks

5. Gas Generation Records G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
Remarks None

6. Settlement Monument Records G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
Remarks None

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records G Readily available G Up to date G N/A
Remarks Groundwater monitoring records are not kept on-site.

8. Leachate Extraction Records G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
Remarks None

9. Discharge C ompliance Records
G Air G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
O Water (e ffluent) G Readily available G Up to date G N/A
Remarks The discharge compliance records are not kept on-site.

10. Daily Access/Security Logs O Readily available G Up to date G N/A

Remarks Date of last visit: 8/3/04. Old records keptin office. However, no access records of carbon

supplier delivering granular activated carbon to the UniFirst facility weekly.




IV. O&M COSTS

1. O&M Organization

G State in-house G Contractor for State
G PRP in-house G Contractor for PRP
G Federal Facility in-house G Contractor for Federal Facility

G Other Harvard Project Services, contractor to UniFirst, operates the groundwater extraction and
treatment system.

2. O&M Cost Records
G Readily available G Up to date
G Funding mechanism/agreement in place contract with Harvard Project Services
Original O&M cost estimate not sure G Breakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

Costs are approximately $125,000 per year £ $20,000

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period

Describe costs and reasons: On July 14,2004 the system wentdown due to a groundwater extraction
pump failure. The new pump was installed on July 28, 2004. Historically, they have had problems with

electricity supply and big rain events tend to accelarate particulate filter clogging.

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS G Applicable G N/A

A. Fencing

1. Fencing damaged G Location shown on site map O Gates secured G N/A
Remarks Fencing OK; chain link

B. Other Access Restrictions

1. Signs and other security measures G Location shown on site map G N/A
Remarks Authorized access sign on door to treatment facility.




C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

1. Implementation and enforcement
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented G Yes GNo ON/A
Site conditions imply ICs notbeing fully enforced G Yes GNo ON/A

Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by)

Frequency
Responsible party/agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Reporting is up-to-date GYes GNo ONA
Reports are verified by the lead agency GYes GNo ONA

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met G Yes GNo ON/A

Violations have been reported GYes GNo ONA
Other problems or suggestions: G Report attached

2. Adequacy G ICs are adequate* G ICs are inad equate O N/A
Remarks

D. General

1. Vandalism/trespassing G Location shown on site map G No vandalism evident

Remarks None

2. Land use changes on site G N/A
Remarks None

3. Land use changes off site G N/A
Remarks None

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A. Roads G Applicable G N/A

1. Roads damaged G Location shown on site map G Roads adequate G N/A
Remarks Yes, potholes and cracks in pavement. Runoff could enter unsecured wells.




B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks

VII. LANDFILL COVERS G Applicable O N/A

A. Landfill Surface

1. Settlement (Low spots) G Location shown on site map G Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Cracks G Location shown on site map G Cracking not evident
Lengths Widths Depths
Remarks

3. Erosion G Location shown on site map G Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4. Holes G Location shown on site map G Holes not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5. Vegetative Cover G Grass G Cover properly established G No signs of stress
G Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations ona diagram)
Remarks

6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.) G N/A
Remarks

7. Bulges G Location shown on site map G Bulges not evident
Areal extent Height
Remarks

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage G Wet areas/water damage not evident
G Wet areas G Location shown on site map Areal extent
G Ponding G Location shown on site map Areal extent
G Seeps G Location shown on site map Areal extent
G Soft subgrade G Location shown on site map Areal extent

Remarks




9. Slope Instability G Slides G Location shown on site map G No evidence of slop e instability
Arealextent
Remarks

B. Benches G Applicable G N/A
(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interruptthe slope
in order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoffto a lined
channel.)

1. Flows Bypass Bench G Location shown on site map G N/A or okay
Remarks

2. Bench Breached G Location shown on site map G N/A or okay
Remarks

3. Bench Overtopped G Location shown on site map G N/A or okay
Remarks

C. Letdown Channels G Applicable O N/A
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep side
slope of the cover and will allow the runo ff water collected by the benches to move off of the land fill
cover without creating erosion gullies.)

1. Settlement G Location shown on site map G No evidence of settlement
Arealextent Depth
Remarks

2. Material Degradation G Location shown on site map G No evidence of degradation
Material type Areal extent
Remarks

3. Erosion G Location shown on site map G No evidence of erosion
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4. Undercutting G Location shown on site map G No evidence of undercutting
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5. Obstructions Type G No obstructions
G Location shown on site map Areal extent
Size

Remarks




Excessive Vegetative Grow th Type

G No evidence of excessive growth
G Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow

G Location shown on site map Areal extent

Remarks

D. Cover Penetrations G Applicable O N/A

1.

Gas Vents G Active G Passive

G Properly secured/llocked G Functioning G Routinely sampled
G Evidence ofleakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance
G N/A

Remarks

G Good condition

2. Gas Monitoring Probes
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G Evidence ofleakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G Evidence ofleakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

4. Leachate Extraction W ells
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G Evidence ofleakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

5. Settlement Monuments G Located G Routinely surveyed G N/A

Remarks




E. Gas Collection and TreatmentG Applicable O N/A

1. Gas Treatment Facilities
G Flaring G Thermal destruction G Collection for reuse
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

F. Cover Drainage Layer G Applicable O N/A

1. Outlet Pipes Inspected G Functioning G N/A
Remarks

2. Outlet Rock Inspected G Functioning G N/A
Remarks

G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds G Applicable O N/A

1. Siltation Areal extent Depth G N/A
G Siltation not evident
Remarks

2. Erosion Areal extent Depth
G Erosion not evident
Remarks

3. Outlet Works G Functioning G N/A
Remarks

4. Dam G Functioning G N/A

Remarks




H. Retaining W alls G Applicable O N/A

1. Deformations G Location shown on site map G Deformation not evident
Horizontal displacement Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement

Remarks
2. Degradation G Location shown on site map G Degradation not evident
Remarks
I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge G Applicable O N/A
1. Siltation G Location shown on site map G Siltation not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Vegetative Grow th G Location shown on site map G N/A
G Vegetation does not impede flow
Areal extent Type
Remarks
3. Erosion G Location shown on site map G Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4, Discharge Structure G Functioning G N/A
Remarks
VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS G Applicable O N/A
1. Settlement G Location shown on site map G Settlement not evident
Arealextent Depth
Remarks
2. Performance MonitoringType of monitoring
G Performance not monitored
Frequency G Evidence of breaching

Head differential
Remarks




IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES O Applicable G N/A

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines O Applicable G N/A
1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical
O Good condition G All required wells properly operating O Needs Maintenance G N/A

Remarks Wells damaged which might allow stormwater runoff to enter wells. Ground water flows in
buried plastic pipes from extraction well to treatment plant.

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances

G Good condition O Needs Maintenance

Remarks Extraction well pump rated too low to meet project drawdown objectives, flow gauge
damaged.

3. Spare Parts and Equipment
O Readily available G Good condition G Requires upgrade G Needs to be provided
Remarks

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines G Applicable O N/A

1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment
G Readily available G Good condition G Requires upgrade G Needs to be provided

Remarks




C. Treatment System O Applicable G N/A

1.

Treatment Train (Check components that apply)

G Metals removal None G Oil/water separation None G Bioremediation None
G Air stripping None O Carbon adsorbers

Filters Multimedia

G Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent) None

G Others

O Good condition G Needs Maintenance

G Sampling ports properly marked and functional Yes

G Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date On computer
G Equipment properly identified Yes

G Quantity of groundwater treated annually varies

G Quantity of surface water treated annually N/A

Remarks

Electrical Enclosures and P anels (properly rated and functional)
G N/A O Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks

Tanks, V aults, Stor age Vessels
G N/A O Good condition G Proper secondary containment G Needs Maintenance
Remarks

Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
G N/A G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks Cannot be assured that it discharges to the city sewer because he has not observed the tie-in.

Treatment Building(s)

G N/A O Good condition (esp. roof and do orways) G Needs re pair
G Chemicals and equipment properly stored Unused chemicals should be disposed
Remarks Some water on floor o f treatment building.

Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)

G Properly secured/llocked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G All required wells located O Needs Maintenance G N/A

Remarks Several wells damaged need locks and repair casing and flush mounted boxes to prevent
runoff from entering wells.

D. Monitoring Data

1.

Monitoring Data
O Is routinely submitted on time O Is of acceptable quality

Monitoring data suggests: *According to Harvard Project Services

O Groundwater plume is effectively contained * O Contaminant concentrations are declining




D. Monitored Natural Attenuation

1. Mo nitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy)
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G All required wells located G Needs Maintenance O N/A
Remarks

X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing
the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil
vapor ex traction. None

XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

A. Implementation of the Remedy

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant plume,
minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.).

The remedial goal is to contain the contamination in groundwater. The site inspection the team found that many
records were not available as hardcopy onsite, several wells were damaged, a flow meter was damaged, and the
extraction well was undersized for the proposed water level objectives. Also the site is not disposing of spent
carbon as RCRA hazardous waste although it may meet this classification. The site also has several pieces of
treatment equipment onsite thatare no longer used and should be dismatled.

B. Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the re medy.

O&M procedures are in a state of flux due to a change in treatment design. Generally O &M appears ad equate
except as noted. Fire extinguishers should be inspected. An “exit” light was observed to be out. More
documents should be maintained onsite to facilitate regulatory inspections.




C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness ofthe remedy may be
compromised in the future.

Current pump is unable to drop water levelin extraction well to the design standard. The pump should be
replaced. Based on a review of monitoring re ports, interce ption of groundwater in the unconso lidated sed iments

1S poor.

D. Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.

Extraction system operation could provide more containment by installing shallow wells to the south and west.
Monitoring in the residential neighborhood to the south should would provide more assuran ce that capture is

being achieved.




Table 1. UniFirst Inspection Team Rooster

5-Year Inspection Team Members Company
Joanna M. Hall TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. M&E
Andrew H. Smyth, P.G., LSP TRC

Interviewed PRP Staff

Timothy M. Cosgrave

Harvard Project Services
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Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist

I. SITE INFORMATION

Site name: New England Plastics (NEP)

Date of inspection: August 3,2004

Location and Region: Woburn USEPA Region 1

EPA ID: Wells G&H MAD980732168

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year
review: TRC / Metcalf & Eddy, Inc.

Weather/temperature: Clear, warm

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)
G Landfill cover/containment
G Access controls
G Institutional controls
G Groundwater pump and treatment
G Surface water collection and treatment

O Other Ground water monitoring only. Air sparging/soil vapor extraction (AS/SV E) system shut off in

G Monitored natural attenuation
G Groundwater containment
G Vertical barrier walls

March 2000.

Attachments: O Inspection team roster attached Table 1 O Site map attached Figure 1

II. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

1. O&M site manager _Jeffrey A. Hamel, LSP

Vice President, Woodard & Curran, Inc.

Name
Interviewed O at site G at office G by phone
Problems, suggestions; G Report attached

Title Date

Phone no. 978-557-8150

2. O&M staff See Note 1
Name
Interviewed G at site G at office G by phone

Title Date

Phone no.

Problems, suggestions; G Report attached Note 1: AS/SVE system shut off in March 2000

Team members on attached Table 1

8/3/04




Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.c., State and Tribal offices, emergency resp onse
office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, recorder of
deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in all that apply.

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached

Other interviews (optional) G Report attached.




IIT. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

Remarks No visitors other than for annual sampling. Records kept offSite.

1. O&M Documents
G O&M manual O Readily available G Uptodate O N/A
G As-built drawings O Readily available G Up to date O N/A
G Maintenance logs G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
Remarks June 1997 annual monitoring plan (groundwater sampling record report). Note: The treatment

system has been shut off after meeting cleanup goals in the soil.

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan G Readily available G Up to date G N/A
G Contingency plan/emergency response plan G Readily available G Up to date G N/A
Remarks Not available onsite - updated annually

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records G Readily available G Up to date G N/A
Remarks Not available onsite

4. Permits and Service Agreem ents
G Air discharge permit None G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
G Effluent discharge None G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
G Waste disposal, POTW  None G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
G Other permits None G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
Remarks

5. Gas Generation Records G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
Remarks

6. Settlement Monument Records G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
Remarks

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records G Readily available G Up to date G N/A
Remarks Maintained offsite

8. Leachate Extraction Records G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
Remarks

9. Discharge C ompliance Records
G Air G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
G Water (e ffluent) G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
Remarks

10. Daily Access/Security Logs G Readily available G Up to date G N/A




IV. O&M COSTS

1. O&M Organization
G State in-house G Contractor for State
G PRP in-house G Contractor for PRP
G Federal Facility in-house G Contractor for Federal Facility

G Other Woodard & Curran is a direct contractor to NEP.

2. O&M Cost Records
G Readily available No G Up to date
G Funding mechanism/agreement in place
Original O&M cost estimate G Breakdown attached

About $12.000 per year

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period

Describe costs and reasons: None

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS G Applicable G N/A

A. Fencing

1. Fencing damaged G Location shown on site map G Gates secured G N/A
Remarks Only roadways gated.

B. Other Access Restrictions

1. Signs and other security measures G Location shown on site map G N/A
Remarks Road gates are locked atnight. No signs or automatic security systems are used.




C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

1. Implementation and enforcement
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented G Yes GNo ON/A
Site conditions imply ICs notbeing fully enforced G Yes GNo ON/A
Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by)
Frequency
Responsible party/agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.

Reporting is up-to-date GYes GNo ONA
Reports are verified by the lead agency GYes GNo ONA
Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met G Yes GNo ON/A
Violations have been reported GYes GNo ONA
Other problems or suggestions: G Report attached

2. Adequacy G ICs are adequate* G ICs are inad equate O N/A
Remarks None

D. General

1. Vandalism/trespassing G Location shown on site map O No vandalism evident
Remarks None

2. Land use changes on site G N/A
Remarks No change.

3. Land use changes off site G N/A
Remarks No change.

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS
A. Roads G Applicable G N/A
1. Roads damaged G Location shown on site map O Roads adequate G N/A

Remarks Paving appears to be in good repair.




B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks

VII. LANDFILL COVERS G Applicable O N/A

A. Landfill Surface

1. Settlement (Low spots) G Location shown on site map G Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Cracks G Location shown on site map G Cracking not evident
Lengths Widths Depths
Remarks

3. Erosion G Location shown on site map G Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4. Holes G Location shown on site map G Holes not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5. Vegetative Cover G Grass G Cover properly established G No signs of stress
G Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations ona diagram)
Remarks

6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.) G N/A
Remarks

7. Bulges G Location shown on site map G Bulges not evident
Areal extent Height
Remarks

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage G Wet areas/water damage not evident
G Wet areas G Location shown on site map Areal extent
G Ponding G Location shown on site map Areal extent
G Seeps G Location shown on site map Areal extent
G Soft subgrade G Location shown on site map Areal extent

Remarks




9. Slope Instability G Slides G Location shown on site map G No evidence of slop e instability
Arealextent
Remarks

B. Benches G Applicable O N/A
(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interruptthe slope
in order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoffto a lined
channel.)

1. Flows Bypass Bench G Location shown on site map G N/A or okay
Remarks

2. Bench Breached G Location shown on site map G N/A or okay
Remarks

3. Bench Overtopped G Location shown on site map G N/A or okay
Remarks

C. Letdown Channels G Applicable O N/A
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep side
slope of the cover and will allow the runo ff water collected by the benches to move off of the land fill
cover without creating erosion gullies.)

1. Settlement G Location shown on site map G No evidence of settlement
Arealextent Depth
Remarks

2. Material Degradation G Location shown on site map G No evidence of degradation
Material type Areal extent
Remarks

3. Erosion G Location shown on site map G No evidence of erosion
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4. Undercutting G Location shown on site map G No evidence of undercutting
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5. Obstructions Type G No obstructions
G Location shown on site map Areal extent
Size

Remarks




Excessive Vegetative Grow th Type

G No evidence of excessive growth
G Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow

G Location shown on site map Areal extent

Remarks

D. Cover Penetrations G Applicable O N/A

1.

Gas Vents G Active G Passive

G Properly secured/llocked G Functioning G Routinely sampled
G Evidence ofleakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance
G N/A

Remarks

G Good condition

2. Gas Monitoring Probes
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G Evidence ofleakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G Evidence ofleakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

4. Leachate Extraction W ells
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G Evidence ofleakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

5. Settlement Monuments G Located G Routinely surveyed G N/A

Remarks




E. Gas Collection and TreatmentG Applicable O N/A

1. Gas Treatment Facilities
G Flaring G Thermal destruction G Collection for reuse
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance O N/A
Remarks

F. Cover Drainage Layer G Applicable O N/A

1. Outlet Pipes Inspected G Functioning O N/A
Remarks

2. Outlet Rock Inspected G Functioning O N/A
Remarks

G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds G Applicable O N/A

1. Siltation Areal extent Depth O N/A
G Siltation not evident
Remarks

2. Erosion Areal extent Depth
G Erosion not evident
Remarks

3. Outlet Works G Functioning O N/A
Remarks

4. Dam G Functioning O N/A

Remarks




H. Retaining W alls G Applicable O N/A

1. Deformations G Location shown on site map G Deformation not evident
Horizontal displacement Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement

Remarks
2. Degradation G Location shown on site map G Degradation not evident
Remarks
I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge G Applicable O N/A
1. Siltation G Location shown on site map G Siltation not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Vegetative Grow th G Location shown on site map O N/A
G Vegetation does not impede flow
Areal extent Type
Remarks
3. Erosion G Location shown on site map G Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4, Discharge Structure G Functioning O N/A
Remarks
VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS G Applicable O N/A
1. Settlement G Location shown on site map G Settlement not evident
Arealextent Depth
Remarks
2. Performance MonitoringType of monitoring
G Performance not monitored
Frequency G Evidence of breaching

Head differential
Remarks




IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES G Applicable O N/A

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines G Applicable O N/A

1.

Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical
G Good condition G All required wells properly operating G Needs Maintenance O N/A
Remarks Everything from old system is currently mothballed.

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment
G Readily available G Good condition G Requires upgrade G Needs to be provided
Remarks
B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines G Applicable O N/A
1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks
3. Spare Parts and Equipment

G Readily available G Good condition G Requires upgrade G Needs to be provided
Remarks




C. Treatment System G Applicable O N/A

1.

Treatment Train (Check components that apply)

G Metals removal G Oil/water separation G Bioremediation
G Air stripping G Carbon adsorbers

Filters

G Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)

G Others

G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
G Sampling ports prop erly marked and functional

G Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date

G Equipment properly identified

G Quantity of groundwater treated annually

G Quantity of surface water treated annually

Remarks

Electrical Enclosures and P anels (properly rated and functional)
O N/A G Good condition G Needs Maintenance Yes
Remarks

Tanks, V aults, Stor age Vessels

O N/A G Good condition G Proper secondary containment G Needs Maintenance

Remarks

Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
O N/A G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks

Treatment Building(s)

O N/A G Good condition (esp. roof and do orways) G Needs repair
G Chemicals and equipment properly stored

Remarks

Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)

G Properly secured/llocked O Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G All required wells located G Needs Maintenance G N/A

Remarks Wells 8A and 8B are not labeled.

D. Monitoring Data

1. Monitoring Data
O Is routinely submitted on time O Is of acceptable quality
2. Monitoring data suggests:

G Groundwater plume is effectively contained O Contaminant concentrations are declining




D. Monitored Natural Attenuation

1. Mo nitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy)
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G All required wells located G Needs Maintenance O N/A
Remarks
X. OTHER REMEDIES
If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing
the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil
vapor ex traction.
XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS
A. Implementation of the Remedy

Describe issues and ob servations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant plume,
minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.).

The original remedy was to cleanup contaminated soils, which Jeffrey Hamel reports has been accomplished.

Now the remedy is to monitor groundwater to d etermine whether further groundwater tre atment is nece ssary.

During the site visit the treatment system was mo thballed/shut d own. Currently only ground water monitoring is

conducted.

B.

Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the re medy.

Two monitoring wells were notlabeled (8A & 8B). Spent activated carbon from the now discontinued AS/SVE

remedy has not been disposed.




C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness ofthe remedy may be
compromised in the future.

None.

D. Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.

The wells that were not labeled should be labeled and the spent activated carbon from the mothballed treatment
system should be disposed of imm ediately.




Table 1. NEP Inspection Team Rooster

5-Year Inspection Team Members Company
Joanna M. Hall TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. M&E
Andrew H. Smyth, P.G., LSP TRC

Interviewed PRP Staff

Jeffrey Hamel, LSP, Vice President

Woodard & Curran, Inc.
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Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist

I. SITE INFORMATION

Site name: W. R. Grace

Date of inspection: August 3,2004

Location and Region: Woburn USEPA Region 1

EPA ID: Wells G&H MAD980732168

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year
review: TRC / Metcalf & Eddy, Inc.

Weather/temperature: Clear, warm

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)
G Landfill cover/containment
G Access controls
G Institutional controls
O Groundwater pump and treatment
G Surface water collection and treatment
G Other

G Monitored natural attenuation
O Groundwater containment
G Vertical barrier walls

Attachments:

O Inspection team roster attached Table I O Site map attached Figure 1

II. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

1. O&M site manager Maryellen C. Johns Senior Project Manager, Remedium Group, Inc 8/3/04
Name Title Date
Interviewed O at site G at office G by phone Phone no.

Problems, suggestions; G Report attached

2. O&M staff Jonathan R. Bridge

Associate, Senior Hydrogeologist, GeoTrans, Inc.  8/3/04

Name
Interviewed O at site G at office G by phone
Problems, suggestions; G Report attached

Title Date

Phone no. 518-373-1200

Team members on attached Table 1




Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.c., State and Tribal offices, emergency resp onse
office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, recorder of
deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in all that apply.

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; G Report attached

Other interviews (optional) G Report attached.




IIT. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

1. O&M Documents
G O&M manual Dated 10/4/02 O Readily available O Uptodate G N/A
G As-built drawings O Readily available O Up to date G N/A
G Maintenance logs Through 1995 O Readily available O Up to date G N/A
Remarks Many of the inspections in the O&M manual are not documented as having occurred., such as

water leaks, air le aks, noises, vibrations, etc.

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan O Readily available O Up to date G N/A
G Contingency plan/emergency response plan O Readily available O Up to date G N/A
Remarks The health and safety plan is dated 01/09/04.

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records O Readily available G Up to date G N/A
Remarks OSHA records not available onsite.

4. Permits and Service Agreem ents
G Air discharge permit None G Readily available G Up to date G N/A
G Effluent discharge None G Readily available G Up to date G N/A
G Waste disposal, POTW  None G Readily available G Up to date G N/A
G Other permits None G Readily available G Up to date G N/A
Remarks

5. Gas Generation Records G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
Remarks

6. Settlement Monument Records G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
Remarks

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records G Readily available G Up to date G N/A
Remarks Maintaine d offsite

8. Leachate Extraction Records G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
Remarks

9. Discharge C ompliance Records
G Air G Readily available G Up to date O N/A
O Water (e ffluent) G Readily available No G Up to date G N/A
Remarks Maintained offsite

10. Daily Access/Security Logs G Readily available O Up to date G N/A

Remarks Maintained offsite




IV. O&M COSTS

1. O&M Organization
G State in-house G Contractor for State
G PRP in-house G Contractor for PRP
G Federal Facility in-house G Contractor for Federal Facility

G Other At the time of the Site visit, Grace contracted with Handex for routine O&M.

2. O&M Cost Records
G Readily available No G Up to date
G Funding mechanism/agreement in place
Original O&M cost estimate G Breakdown attached

About $160,000 per year

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

From To G Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period

Describe costs and reasons: No.

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS G Applicable G N/A

A. Fencing

1. Fencing damaged G Location shown on site map O Gates secured G N/A
Remarks Part of fence never installed near wetland area.

B. Other Access Restrictions

1. Signs and other security measures G Location shown on site map G N/A
Remarks No security system alarm. Signage posted.




C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

1.

Implementation and enforcement
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented G Yes GNo ON/A
Site conditions imply ICs notbeing fully enforced G Yes GNo ON/A

Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by)

Frequency
Responsible party/agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Reporting is up-to-date GYes GNo ONA
Reports are verified by the lead agency GYes GNo ONA

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met G Yes GNo ON/A

Violations have been reported GYes GNo ONA
Other problems or suggestions: G Report attached

2. Adequacy G ICs are adequate* G ICs are inad equate O N/A
Remarks

D. General

1. Vandalism/trespassing G Location shown on site map O No vandalism evident
Remarks None

2. Land use changes on site G N/A
Remarks None, but may change in future as site is marketed for development.

3. Land use changes off site G N/A
Remarks None

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS
A. Roads G Applicable G N/A

1.

Roads damaged G Location shown on site map O Roads adequate G N/A
Remarks Workable, grass growing through cracks in some locations.




B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks

VII. LANDFILL COVERS G Applicable O N/A

A. Landfill Surface

1. Settlement (Low spots) G Location shown on site map G Settlement not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

2. Cracks G Location shown on site map G Cracking not evident
Lengths Widths Depths
Remarks

3. Erosion G Location shown on site map G Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4. Holes G Location shown on site map G Holes not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5. Vegetative Cover G Grass G Cover properly established G No signs of stress
G Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations ona diagram)
Remarks

6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.) G N/A
Remarks

7. Bulges G Location shown on site map G Bulges not evident
Areal extent Height
Remarks

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage G Wet areas/water damage not evident
G Wet areas G Location shown on site map Areal extent
G Ponding G Location shown on site map Areal extent
G Seeps G Location shown on site map Areal extent
G Soft subgrade G Location shown on site map Areal extent

Remarks




9. Slope Instability G Slides G Location shown on site map G No evidence of slop e instability
Arealextent
Remarks

B. Benches G Applicable O N/A
(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interruptthe slope
in order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoffto a lined
channel.)

1. Flows Bypass Bench G Location shown on site map G N/A or okay
Remarks

2. Bench Breached G Location shown on site map G N/A or okay
Remarks

3. Bench Overtopped G Location shown on site map G N/A or okay
Remarks

C. Letdown Channels G Applicable O N/A
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep side
slope of the cover and will allow the runo ff water collected by the benches to move off of the land fill
cover without creating erosion gullies.)

1. Settlement G Location shown on site map G No evidence of settlement
Arealextent Depth
Remarks

2. Material Degradation G Location shown on site map G No evidence of degradation
Material type Areal extent
Remarks

3. Erosion G Location shown on site map G No evidence of erosion
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4. Undercutting G Location shown on site map G No evidence of undercutting
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5. Obstructions Type G No obstructions
G Location shown on site map Areal extent
Size

Remarks




Excessive Vegetative Grow th Type

G No evidence of excessive growth
G Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow

G Location shown on site map Areal extent

Remarks

D. Cover Penetrations G Applicable O N/A

1.

Gas Vents G Active G Passive

G Properly secured/llocked G Functioning G Routinely sampled
G Evidence ofleakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance
G N/A

Remarks

G Good condition

2. Gas Monitoring Probes
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G Evidence ofleakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G Evidence ofleakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

4. Leachate Extraction W ells
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G Evidence ofleakage at penetration G Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

5. Settlement Monuments G Located G Routinely surveyed G N/A

Remarks




E. Gas Collection and TreatmentG Applicable O N/A

1. Gas Treatment Facilities
G Flaring G Thermal destruction G Collection for reuse
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

F. Cover Drainage Layer G Applicable O N/A

1. Outlet Pipes Inspected G Functioning G N/A
Remarks

2. Outlet Rock Inspected G Functioning G N/A
Remarks

G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds G Applicable O N/A

1. Siltation Areal extent Depth G N/A
G Siltation not evident
Remarks

2. Erosion Areal extent Depth
G Erosion not evident
Remarks

3. Outlet Works G Functioning G N/A
Remarks

4. Dam G Functioning G N/A

Remarks




H. Retaining W alls G Applicable O N/A

1. Deformations G Location shown on site map G Deformation not evident
Horizontal displacement Vertical displacement
Rotational displacement

Remarks
2. Degradation G Location shown on site map G Degradation not evident
Remarks
I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge G Applicable O N/A
1. Siltation G Location shown on site map G Siltation not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
2. Vegetative Grow th G Location shown on site map G N/A
G Vegetation does not impede flow
Areal extent Type
Remarks
3. Erosion G Location shown on site map G Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks
4, Discharge Structure G Functioning G N/A
Remarks
VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS G Applicable O N/A
1. Settlement G Location shown on site map G Settlement not evident
Arealextent Depth
Remarks
2. Performance MonitoringType of monitoring
G Performance not monitored
Frequency G Evidence of breaching

Head differential
Remarks




IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES O Applicable G N/A

1.

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines O Applicable G N/A
Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical
O Good condition G All required wells properly operating O Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances

G Good condition O Needs Maintenance

Remarks Noted a sheen in vault for one well (RW-21) and one well unlocked. Inlet pressure recorder
broken.
3. Spare Parts and Equipment

G Readily available O Good condition G Requires upgrade G Needs to be provided
Remarks Spare pumps for wells, spare totalizers

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines G Applicable O N/A

1.

Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks

2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
G Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks

3. Spare Parts and Equipment

G Readily available G Good condition G Requires upgrade G Needs to be provided
Remarks




C. Treatment System G Applicable G N/A

1.

Treatment Train (Check components that apply)

G Metals removal G Oil/water separation G Bioremediation
G Air stripping O Carbon adsorbers

Filters Bag

G Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent) None

G Others

G Good condition G Needs Maintenance

G Sampling ports properly marked and functional Yes

G Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date Log available.
G Equipment properly identified

G Quantity of groundwater treated annually Totalizer readings

G Quantity of surface water treated annually None

Remarks Groundwater logs and separate monthly sampling log.

2. Electrical Enclosures and P anels (properly rated and functional)
G N/A O Good condition G Needs Maintenance Yes
Remarks
3. Tanks, V aults, Stor age Vessels
G N/A O Good condition G Proper secondary containment G Needs Maintenance
Remarks
4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
G N/A O Good condition G Needs Maintenance
Remarks Discharge to wetland above water surface
5. Treatment Building(s)
G N/A O Good condition (esp. roof and do orways) G Needs repair
G Chemicals and equipment properly stored
Remarks
6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy)

G Properly secured/locked O Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G All required wells located O Needs Maintenance G N/A
Remarks One well unlocked, a sheen in the vault for one well - possibly leaking oil from pump.

D. Monitoring Data

1.

Monitoring Data
O Is routinely submitted on time O Is of acceptable quality

Monitoring data suggests: * According to GeoTrans
O Groundwater plume is effectively contained* O Contaminant concentrations are declining




D. Monitored Natural Attenuation

1. Mo nitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy)
G Properly secured/locked G Functioning G Routinely sampled G Good condition
G All required wells located G Needs Maintenance O N/A
Remarks
X. OTHER REMEDIES
If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing
the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil
vapor ex traction. None
XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS
A. Implementation of the Remedy

Describe issues and ob servations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant plume,
minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.).

The remedy is groundwater containment for the shallow aquifer with the UniFirst extraction well supplying deep

aquifer containment (the systems are designed to work in concert). From the field review, TRC noted that one

well had a sheen in the vault, one well was unlocked, a variety of documents were not available onsite, and one

meter was not working.

B.

Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the re medy.

See comments above in “A”




C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness ofthe remedy may be
compromised in the future.

There is very little monitoring data directly west of the facility in the residential neighborhood to help show
capture zones. Groundwater concentrations have not declined as much near the building where solvents may have
beendisposed directly to the aquifer. These may be contamination under the building. Many of the O&M
manual inspections are notdocumented.

D. Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.

Additional wells to the west would help ensure capture zone. Additional site characterization in the vicinity of
RW-22 would help understand the extent of contamination.




Table 1. W. R. Grace Inspection Team Rooster

5-Year Inspection Company
Team Members

Joanna M. Hall TRC

Diane Silverman, Ph.D. M&E

Andrew H. Smyth, P.G., LSP TRC

Interviewed PRP Staff

Maryellen C. Johns Remedium Group, Inc. / a Subsidiary of W. R. Grace & Co.

Jonathan R. Bridge GeoTrans, Inc.
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W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS

Grace Photo 1: Waste Filter Bags
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Grace Photo 2: Influent Piping
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W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS

Grace Photo 4: Equalization Tank

Page 2 of 9



W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS
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Grace Photo 5: Carbon Units

Grace Photo 6: Floor Sump Area, note excess water on floor
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W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS

Grace Photo 7: Emergency Shower
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W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS

Grace Photo 8: Air Receiver
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W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS

Grace Photo 9: Alarm Panel

Grace Photo 10: Air Compressors
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W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS

Grace Photo 12: Air Stream Oil/Water Separator
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W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS
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Grace Photo 14: Beaver Deceiver
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W.R. GRACE & COMPANY (GRACE) PHOTOGRAPHS

Grace Photo 16: Monitoring Well G11S Unlocked
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS
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UniFirst Photo 2: Data Logger

Page 1 of 12



UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 3: Multimedia Tank
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 4: No Longer Operational H,O, Tank
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 5: Safety Showers - Boxes
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 6: UV Peroxide Unit
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 7: Backwash Settling Tank
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS
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UniFirst Photo 8: Carbon Units
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 9: Discharge Tank
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 10: Discharge Sampling S-6
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 11: Discharge Clean Water to Storm Sewer

UniFirst Photo 12: Floor Area, note excess water on floor
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 14: UC18
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UNIFIRST CORPORATION (UNIFIRST) PHOTOGRAPHS

UniFirst Photo 15: Soil Vapor Probes
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WILDWOOD CONSERVATION CORPORATION (WILDWOOD)
PHOTOGRAPHS

Wildwood Photo 1: Riley Well Enclosure and Storage Shed

Wildwood Photo 2: Treatment Building
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WILDWOOD CONSERVATION CORPORATION (WILDWOOD)
PHOTOGRAPHS

Wildwood Photo 3: GAC Units

Wildwood Photo 4: Equalization Tank
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WILDWOOD CONSERVATION CORPORATION (WILDWOOD)
PHOTOGRAPHS

Wildwood Photo 5: Air Scrubber
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Wildwood Photo 6: Vapor Phase Carbon
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WILDWOOD CONSERVATION CORPORATION (WILDWOOD)
PHOTOGRAPHS
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Wildwood Photo 7: Catox System

Wildwood Photo 8: Site Looking North
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WILDWOOD CONSERVATION CORPORATION (WILDWOOD)
PHOTOGRAPHS

Wildwood Photo 9: Site Looking Northeast at River
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NEW ENGLAND PLASTICS (NEP) PHOTOGRAPHS

NEP Photo 2: Air Sparge System Wells 101 A&B
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NEW ENGLAND PLASTICS (NEP) PHOTOGRAPHS

NEP Photo 3: Treatment System
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INTERVIEW DOCUMENTATION FORM

The following is a list of individuals interviewed for this five-year review. See
the attached contact record(s) for a detailed summary of the interviews.

Name Title/Position Organization Date
Harvard Project Services .
Timothy Cosgrave Project Manager - UniFirst Contractor Angust 3, 2004
Associate/ GeoTrans, Inc.
Jonathan Bridge Sr. Hydrogeologist { Grace Contractor) Augast 3, 2004

Maryellen C. Johns

Sr. Project Engineer

The Remedium Group
{a Grace Subsidiary)

August 3, 2004*

Jeffrey Hamel

Vice President

Woodard & Curran, Inc.
(NEP Contractor)

August 3, 2004

Jeffrey T. Lawson

Principal

Environmental Project
Control, Inc.
(Beatrice, UniFirst, and
Grace QU-2 Contractor)

August 16, 2004

James R. Greacen

Project Manager

The RETEC Group
(Beatrice Contractor)

August 18, 2004

The RETEC Group
Peter Cox Project Geologist {Beatrice Contractor) August 18, 2004**
Treatment System The RETEC Group
Brendan Maye Operator (Beatrice Contractor) August 18, 2004**
Paul A. Medeiros President Woburn City Council August 18, 2004
Project Manager
Anna Mayor Wells G&H Site MADEP August 19, 2004
Woburn Redevelopment
Jack Marlowe Chairman Authority August 23, 2004
John Curran Mayor City of Woburn August 24, 2004
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INTERVIEW DOCUMENTATION FORM

For A Cleaner
Gretchen P. Latowsky Environmental Activist Environment (FACE} August 25, 2004
Jack Fralick Health Agent ‘Woburn Board of Health August 26, 2004
Michael Raymond Resident City of Woburn August 31, 2004 ++*
Donna Robbins Resident City of Woburn August 31, 200454+
Aberjona River Study
Linda Raymond Environmental Activist Coalition, Inc. August 31, 2004 %#*
. Aberjona River Study
Kathy Barry Environmental Activist Coalitton, Inc. August 31, 2004#+*
John Ciriello Resident City of Woburn Angust 31, 2004%**
Notes:

* . Documented in Interview Record for Jonathan Bridge.

** _ Ddocumented in Interview Record for James. R. Greacen.
*#% _ Conducted as a group interview.
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- INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MAD980732168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 8:00 am Date: 8/03/04
Type: O Telephone W Visit O Other O Incoming O Qutgoing N/A
Location of Visit: UniFirst Property, Wobum, MA
Contact Made By:
Name: Title: Organization:
Andrew H. Smyth, P.G., LSP Project Hydrogeologist TRC
Joanna M. Hall Vice President TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Metcalf & Eddy
Individual Contacted:
Name: Title: Organization:
Timothy M. Cosgrave Project Manager Harvard Project Services
(consultant to UniFirst)
Telephone No: 978-772-1105 Street Address:
Fax No: 249 Ayer Road, Suite 206
E-Mail Address: tcosgrave@harvardprojects.com Harvard, MA 01451-1132

1.A. What is your overail impression of the project? (general sentiment)

Tim Cosgrave , Harvard Project Services - Only maintains the onsite treatment system,
s0 he is not aware of other issues like pumping rates etc. Johnson Company would have
more infarmation.

System is running; monitoring is occurring; system is capturing groundwater.

2.A. Is the remedy functioning as expected? How well is the remedy
performing?

Yes, it is doing what was expected; system functioning as designed.

3.A. What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show
contaminant levels are decreasing?

No dramatic decreases are occurring now, although there were earlier in the project.
Michael Moore with Johnson Company has more of the big picture.

4.A. Is there a continuous on-site O&M presence? If so, please describe staff and
activities. If there is not a continuous on-site presence, describe staff and
frequency of site inspections and activities.

Site visit by Tim Cosgrave once a week to physically check on status.
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He dials in at |least once a week additionally to check w data | ogger.

System automatical |y pages Ti m Cosgrave when it goes down and he goes to check on
probl em

Conpl i ance sanpling on final discharge once a nonth, every other nonth collects
i nfluent and uses data to prepare nonthly reports,

April each year, sanples 26 nonitoring wells at the sane tine as Gace to prepare
annual report (submtted in Novenber).

5. A. Have there been any significant changes in the O&M requirenents,

mai nt enance schedul es, or sanpling routes since start-up or in the last five
years? If so, do they affect the protectiveness or effectiveness of the renedy?
Pl ease descri be changes and i npacts.

1n Cctober 2003, rewote OM pl an (EPA approved); nmde changes for virgin carbon
systemto replace peroxide (UV/ Ox) - concentrations of the PCE not high enough (to
justify using UW/ Ox). The carbon treatnents systemis expected to be |less costly;
systemwas originally designed for 10,000 ppb; concentrati ons never above 3, 000 ppb;
now at 500 ppb. W/ Qx system was expensive due to power demands. Carbon system

i s acceptabl e because no vinyl chloride present. Calibration of system ongoing.

6. A. Have there been unexpected &M difficulties or costs at the site since
start-up or in the last five years? If so, please give details.

None recently but, Boston Edi son power supply was up and down when using UV Ox -
many power outages and he had to reset systemoften (systemreset with difficulty).
New systemresets easily. Planning for a renote start-up of the new system

2001 or 2002 spring rains clogged the nmultinedia fitter, but not many other problens
si nce changeover to carbon.

TCA tends to pass through system

7.A. Have there been opportunities to optimze &M or sanpling efforts? Pl ease
descri be changes and resultant or desired cost savings or inproved efficiency.

Carbon is lasting as long as was cal cul ated (approxinately 3 nonths). Not sure if cost
of filter is nore or |less; would have to speak with Johnson Conpany. Al so, he is not
famliar with the punping side.

TCA has no limt in ROD. It is detected at <5ppb in the effluent. A ways use virgin
carbon, 1000 to 1200 I bs per tank with 3 tanks in series. May increase nmass of carbon

in tanks so tanks last |onger. Used carbon shipped offsite as non-hazardous.

8. A Da you have any comments, suggestions, or recomendati ons regarding
the project?

None but PRP woul d probably prefer |ess frequent sanpling of site.
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SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTI ONS

G oundwat er O eanup

1.B. Are certain wells continuing to have high detections while others are
dr oppi ng? What expl ai ns these results?

NA. Slowly decreasing trends overall; no infornmation on specific wells

2.B. Has the mix of contam nants changed in the nonitoring or treatnent
systen? Wiat accounts for these changes?

He does not think so.

3.B. Is there an indication that DNAPL or LNAPL is present? How have you
checked or verified?

He has not checked for DNAPL lately, but this site is known to be a DNAPL site

4.B. Discuss how the treatnent processes changed or have been adjusted over tine.

See above change to all carbon

5. B. Now have punping rates changed over tine and why have they changed?

He cannot answer. Speak wi th Johnson Conpany. The goal is to maintain a

groundwat er el evation of 15 feet above sea |level. Punping rates vary to neet this goal
Currently having trouble naintaining the 15 feet el evation because new punp installed

within the last 2 weeks has i nadequate punpi ng capacity.

6. B. What are your nobst recent projections for achieving cleanup overall or in
subportions of the site?

We has never cal cul ated or projected an expected cl eanup period. Speak w th Johnson
Conpany.

7.B. What changes do you anticipate will be nade in the operation of the system
as subportions of the site are cl eaned-up?

None for now, Because of the bedrock fractures it is difficult to isolate one portion of
the site. Speak wi th Johnson Conpany.

8.B. Do you expect cleanup to be achi eved bel ow regul atory prescribed |evels
or do you envision that a constant/asynptotic |evel of contam nation will renain
above nunerical cleanup criteria?

Contami nation | evel s have steadied and he was not sure if the concentrations would drop
over tine. Speak with Johnson Comnpany.
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9.B. Are you considering pul sing the punping operation in a different manner
than in the past? Has pul sing hel ped?

The systemis not pul sed. Speak with Johnson Conpany.
Potenti al Local Contam nant/Hydraulic |Inpacts/Effects

10. B. What upgradient sites are believed to be inpacting site cleanup and to
what degree? Are there any suggested steps that could be taken to deal with
i npacts?

Speak with Johnson Conpany. Noted that deep groundwater fromthe WR Gace site
shoul d be inpacting Unifirst since the Gace treatnent systemis a shallow treatnent
systemand the Unifirst systemis designed to assist in the collection of Grace's deep
pl ure.

11.B. Are you noticing the inpact of offsite entities on the aquifer in terns of
offsite punping or other hydraulic inpacts that nmay be inpacting the |ocal water
tabl e?

He indicated that there did not appear to be any offsite inpacts, Speak w th Johnson
Conpany.

12.B. How has the natural gradi ent changed and are seasonal gradients present
that vary fromthe average yearly gradi ent? Does the systemfunction best at |ow
water table or high water table or sonewhere in between?

Haven't | ooked at seasonal groundwater |evels since early nineties. Mnitor |evels once
a

year in April, The system appears to struggle when groundwater el evations are hi ghest
(e.g., Spring). Recovery has decreased over the years. During spring rain events the
groundwater is nuch nore turbid and that causes problens with the filter systens.

Nat ur e _and Ext ent

13.B. What is the integrity of the facility sewers? Is it possible that there are
continuing sources of release at the site fromburied pipelines and tanks?

He cannot answer. Speak w th Johnson Conpany. But PCE was not used on-site (no
dry cleaning performed on-site); PCE only stored in tanks to buffer the price

14.B. |Is there any known surficial soil contam nation renaining at the property?

Haven't | ooked at soil contamination. Site is nostly paved. Soil contamination is likely
deep and bel ow t he | oadi ng dock. The original contam nation was assessed as being

from PCE unloading to the storage tank in the | oading dock. The working theory is that
after the PCE was punped to the tank that the filler hose was allowed to enpty to the
ground in the dock area. The dock was drained to a dry well and that resulted in

rel eases

to soil and groundwater. The dock area is now covered by a building and is inaccessible
Once the groundwater is cleaned-up then soil can be renediated. If the groundwater is
not cleaned-up first then the soil could becone recontani nated
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Reporting

15.B. Wat site investigation and renedi ati on reports have been generated in
the past 5 years?

Only the status and nonitoring reports.

16.B. Provide a summary of the types of problens or errors that have been
nmade in the prior 5 years

No maj or problenms but did originally have problens with obtaining a steady electricity
supply and during spring rains extra tine was required to maintain the system

17.B. Have you conducted a regulatory conpliance audit (internal or external)
and is a report avail able describing any deficiencies identified?

Unifirst corporate has conducted audits. No reports other than nonthly status and
annual reports

18.B. Have there been any health and safety issues on-site?
None of which he is aware.

Land Use

19.B. Has site ownershi p changed?

No (owned by Unifirst).

20.B. Has site occupancy changed? Are there any occupancy changes in the
foreseeable future? If so, please describe.

Site has been and continues to be used for storage with mninal office space (on
average, 2 people on-site). No plans to change site use that he is aware of,

21.B. What is the zoning of the property? Are there any institutiona
control s/deed restrictions in place?

Not sure.

22.B. Are there new industrial processes occurring at the site or has there been
a change in chenicals used at the site?

Facility was used for storage not manufacture - PCE stored in a 5000 gallon tank -
transferred to other facilities for their use - likely cause of rel ease. The treatnent
plant still contains a half full tank of peroxide despite that the peroxide systemis no
| onger part of the treatnent system
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23.B. What are the current uses of the property (indoor and outdoor [l andscaping])?

Storage and office space. Most of site is paved. Small nunber of unpaved areas are
peri odical |y nmai ntai ned by weed wacki ng.

24.B. How frequently are authorized individuals present at the property (days/week)?
Daily, 5 or 6 days a week (storage facility open Monday — Saturday), one shift per day.
25.B. What are the planned future uses of the property (if different fromcurrent uses)?
Sane use.

26.B. Is groundwater currently used (e.g., as process water) on the property?

No

27.B. Are there plans to use groundwater on-site in the future?

No

Exposure | nformation

28.B. What neasures have been taken to secure the site and the contam nated areas (e.g.
fencing, l|ocks, etc.)? How successful have these neasures been?

The site is fully fenced. The gate is unlocked during normal business hours (Mnday -
Saturday). The gate is |ocked at night. However, several |ocks were mssing from

noni toring wells.

29.B. Is there evidence or sightings of trespassers on the property? If yes, how often
and what type of activities do they engage in?

Trespassers have nat been noted
30. B. Have there been any events of vandalismat the property?
No vandal i sm has occurred. The treatnent systemis housed and secured

31.B. Have there been any unusual ar unexpected activities or events at the site (e.g.
fl oodi ng) ?

None
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32.B. Has the site been the subject of any community conplaints (e.g., odor
noi se, health, etc.)?

No community conpl ai nts.
Wap- Up

33.B. Do you have any recommendati ons for reducing or increasing activities at
the site?

No.
34.B. Is there any other information that you wish to share that m ght be of use?

No.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MAD930732168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 10:30 am | Date; 8/03/04
Type: O Telephone O Other OIncoming O Outgoing N/A
Location of Visit: W R. Grace Property, Wobum, MA
Contact Made By:
Name: Title: Organization;
Andrew H. Smyth Project Hydrogelogist TRC
Joanna M. Hall Yice President TRC
Diane Silverman Risk Assessor Metcalf & Eddy
Individuals Contacted:
Name: Title: Organization:
Jonathan R. Bridge Associate/Sr. Hydrogeologist GeoTrans, Inc.
Maryellen C. Johns Senior Project Engineer Remedium Group
(A Subsidiary of Grace)
J. Bridge Street Address
Telephone No.: 508-376-1200 1532 Route 9, Suite 2
Fax No.: Clifton Park, NY 12065
E-mail Address:
M. Johns Street Address
Telephone No.: 617-498-2668 1532 Route 9, Snite 2
Fax No.: Clifton Park, NY 12065
E-mail Address:

1.A. What is your overall impression of the project? {general sentiment)

Maryellen Johns - Remedium Group (A subsidiary of Grace), Jonathan Bridge - GeoTrans
System is working fine - as anticipated.

2.A. Is the remedy functioning as expected? How well is the remedy

performing?

Remedy is functioning as expected and is working fine

3.A. What does the menitoring data show? Are there any trends that show
contaminant levels are decreasing?

Yes, in 5 years each well decreased for all COCs
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4.A. |s there a continuous on-site O8M presence? If so, please describe staff and
activities. If there is not a continuous on-site presence, describe staff and
frequency of site inspections and activities.

Monthly water |evel neasurenent; nonthly sanpling of influent/effluent and md point
bet ween carbon canisters - flowtotalizers are present for each recovery well.

Weekly - Site Visit

Annual - Water |evel neasurenent and sanpling of 12 nonitoring wel 1s and recovery
wel | s.

Al arm syst em sends nessage to Handex (the prinmary O8&M conpany); data goes to
GeoTrans and i s naintai ned by them

5. A Have there been any significant changes in the O&%M requirenents,

nmai nt enance schedul es, or sanpling routes since start-up or in the last five
years? If so, do they affect the protectiveness or effectiveness of the renedy?
Pl ease descri be changes and i npacts.

Change treatnment from UV/ peroxide to carbon only (May 02 submtted Work Plan) al so
changed frequency and nunber of wells; and use of diffusion bags instead of groundwater
sanpling — separate approvals fromEPA far these changes- no change since then

6. A Have there been unexpected &M difficulties or costs at the site since
start-up or in the last five years? If so, please give details

Reliability of pneunatic punps initially - hose connections — fixed later; W system
unreliable and costly - bulbs failed; issues with bulb getting hot; problens punping
per oxi de; system shut-down frequently.

7.A. Have there been opportunities to optimze 8 or sanpling efforts? Pl ease
descri be changes and resultant ar desired cost savings or inproved efficiency.

In 1997, Gace shut off 6 recovery wells (Recovery Well 1 thru 6) due to declining
concentration and flow, The shut off of the wells was approved by EPA;. Additiona
nonitoring was required after the shut off, then approval to stop the additiona
noni toring was received fromEPA Wlls are now filled with concrete.

Recovery Wl |l 22 (presuned |ocation of small sol vent dunping near door); groundwater
was 20 ppm First 6 years cycled punping, now constant and concentrations declining
to 300 ppb.

8. A Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recomendations regarding
the project?

No suggestions
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SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTI ONS

G oundwat er O eanup

1.B. Are certain wells continuing to have high detections while others are
dr oppi ng? What expl ai ns these results?

Down to ppb concentrations in all wells, RW¥22 has highest |evels (possibly due to
dunpi ng of spent degreaser solvent by back door?).

2.B. Has the mix of contam nants changed in the nonitoring or treatnent
systen? Wiat accounts for these changes?

Not in 12 years, prior, were pulling in PCE (fromeast of site), vinyl chloride first
few years, now ND.

3.B. Is there an indication that DNAPL or LNAPL is present? How have you
checked or verified?

Never seen DNAPL - don't check. Concentrations do not indicate the presence of
DINAPL.

4.B. Discuss how the treatnent processes changed or have been adjusted over tine.

See above. Now using a carbon only treatment systempreviously pretreated with UV Ox
and hydrogen peroxi de

5. B. How have punping rates changed over tine and why have they changed?
5 or 6 gpm fluctuate with rainfall and soil conductivity in different areas.

6. B. What are your nobst recent projections for achieving cleanup overall or in
subportions of the site?

Never made esti nates.

7.B. What changes do you anticipate will be nade in the operation of the system
as subportions of the site are cl eaned-up?

Not hi ng not ed
8.B. Do you expect cleanup te be achi eved bel ow regul atory prescribed | evels or
do you envision that a constant/asynptotic |evel of contamnation will renain

above nunerical cleanup criteria?

No expectations
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9.B. Are you considering pul sing the punping operation in a different manner
than in the past? Has pul sing hel ped?

No changes bei ng consi dered. Have shut down several wells in the past which had
resulted in changes in the anmbunt of total punping.

Potential Local Contamnant/Hydraulic Inpacts/Effects

10. B. What upgradient sites are believed to be inpacting site cleanup and to
what degree? Are there any suggested steps that could be taken to deal with
i npacts?

Grace has discussed this nany tinmes with EPA. Consider that offsite PCEis entering
the site fromthe South due to the groundwater drawdown at the Gace site

31.B. Are you noticing the inpact of offsite entities on the aquifer in terns of
offsite punping or other hydraulic inpacts that nmay be inpacting the |ocal water
tabl e?

Grace sees hydraulic effects fromthe Unifirst groundwater recovery system across the
road to the west

12.B. How has the natural gradi ent changed and are seasonal gradients
present that vary fromthe average yearly gradient? Does the system function

best at |ow water table or high water table or sonewhere in between7

Only do annual water level nonitoring. No change in systemdue to water |evels; batch
processing now. Water levels did affect the old system

Nat ur e _and Ext ent

13.B. What is the integrity of the facility sewers? Is it possible that there are
continuing sources of release at the site fromburied pipelines and tanks?

Sewers present; only snoke testing conducted of the sewers to determ ne the discharge
locations for different portions of the building. The snoke testing was conducted nany
years ago. Qurrently stormdrain are present; sanitary sewer connection to buildings;
utilities fromnain building stormwater catch basins; no underground tanks. The buil di ng
are essentially unoccupi ed except for same operations and nai ntenance staff.

14.B. |Is there any known surficial soil contam nation renaining at the property?

Soil contamination |likely present by RW22, At this location workers |ikely di sposed of
used sol vents to the ground.
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Reporting

15.B. Wat site investigation and renedi ati on reports have been generated in
the past 5 years?

No reports other than the nonthly status and annual reports

16.B. Provide a summary of the types of problens or errors that have been
nmade in the prior 5 years

H storically, had problens naintaining the U/ Ox system and beavers had caused
flooding in the wetlands near the treatnent systemdi scharge pipe

17.B. Have you conducted a regulatory conpliance audit (internal or external)
and is a report avail able describing any deficiencies identified?

No audits conducted at facility or of Handex.

18.B. Have there been any health and safety issues on-site?
No

Land Use

19.B. Has site ownershi p changed?

No

20.B. Has site occupancy changed? Are there any occupancy changes in the
foreseeable future? If so, please describe.

Not since 1995. The site was used as a warehouse prior to 1995. Currently narketing
the property and there has been active interest by a restaurant. Wrking on rezoning the

property for commercial uses.

21.B. What is the zoning of the property? Are there any institutiona
control s/deed restrictions in place?

Industrial zoning. No institutional controls/restrictions.

22.B. Are there new industrial processes occurring at the site or has there been
a change in chenicals used at the site?

Not recently. The facility is inactive except that sonme storage warehousi ng occurs at
the site. No |onger store hydrogen peroxi de onsite since shutdown of the UV Ox system

23.B. What are the current uses of the property (indoor and outdoor
[l andscapi ng] } ?

Currently warehouse and nmin buil ding storage
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24.B. How frequently are authorized individuals present at the property
(days/ week) ?

Varies, about twice a week an enpl oyee of the facilities nanagenent conpany is on-site
for mai ntenance and checki ng al arns/f enci ng.

25.B. What are the planned future uses of the property (if different fromcurrent
uses) ?

Grace is negotiating long-termlease for transition to a restaurant/park - prelimnary.
Maryel | en has tal ked to Joe LeMay about this.

26.B. Is groundwater currently used (e.g., as process water) on the property?
Not since 1995

27.B. Are there plans to use groundwater on-site in the future?

Not at this tinme.

Exposure | nformation

28. B. What neasures have been taken to secure the site and the contam nated
areas (e.g., fencing, locks, etc.)7 How successful have these neasures been?

Fence installed in Spring 1992, however the fence does not conpletely enclose the site.
Near the Qummins Property there is a 300 foot gap in the fencing. The unfenced area is

nostly wetlands. Note that institutional controls were not part of the renedy.

29.B. Is there evidence or sightings of trespassers on the property? If yes, how
often and what type of activities do they engage in?

No evi dence to their know edge
30. B. Have there been any events of vandalismat the property?
No vandal i sm

31.B. Have there been any unusual or unexpected activities or events at the
site (e.g., flooding)?

Beaver dam construction, did not get flooded. Water level in the wetland did increase

32.B. Has the site been the subject of any community conplaints (e.g., odor
noi se, health, etc.)?

No conpl aints
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W ap-

33.B. Do you have any recommendati ons for reducing or increasing activities at
the site?

None
34.B. Is there any other information that you wi sh to share that rnight be of use?

&6 well was replaced because a bailer got stuck inside.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MAD980732168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 1:30 pm Date: 8/03/04
Type: O Telephone W Visit 0O Other O Incoming O Qutgoing N/A
Location of Yisit: New England Plastics Site , Wobum, MA

Contact Made By:
Name: Title: Organization;
Andrew H. Smyth, P.G., LSP Project Hydrogeologist TRC
Joanna M. Hall Vice President TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Metcalf & Eddy

Individual Contacted:

Name: Title: Organization:

Jeftrey A. Hamel ¥Yice President Woodward & Curran (consuftant
to New England Plastics)

Telephone No.: 978-557-8150 Street Address: 35 New England Business Center,

Fax No.: 978-557-7948 Suite 180 '

E-Mail Address: jhamel@woodwardcurran.com Andover, MA 01810

1.A. What is your overall impression of the project? {general sentiment).

Jeffrey Hamel - Woodard & Curran - Successful in that 85 Ib of VOC removed (by SVE
system) between 2/98 and 3/2000; compliance source testing < 100ppb and air
sparge/SVE shut down; ROD soil cleanup criteria met; 4 wells with PCE and 1 well with
TCE now close to cleanup levels.

2.A. Is the remedy functioning as expected? How well is the remedy
performing?

Soil remedy already completed, monitoring groundwater levels to determine whether they
continue to decline

3.A. What does the monitoring data show? Are there any trends that show
contaminant levels are decreasing?

Yes, groundwater [evels are now below or just barely exceeding limits. Recently
completed another round of annual sampling should have data shorily.

4.A. lIs there a continuous on-site O&M presence? If so, please describe staff
and activities. If there is not a continuous on-site presence, describe staff and
frequency of site inspections and activities.

Nao continuous site presence, treatment system no longer required.
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5. A Have there been any significant changes in the O&%M requirenents,

nmai nt enance schedul es, or sanpling routes since start-up or in the last five
years? |f so, do they affect the protectiveness or effectiveness of the renedy?
Pl ease descri be changes and i npacts.

Now only 9 wells in plune area are sanpled annually. Sanpling of other wells
di scontinued in about 2001

6. A Wave there been unexpected &M difficulties or costs at the site since
start-up or in the last five years? If so, please give details

NA

7.A. Have there been opportunities to optimze &M or sanpling efforts?
Pl ease descri be changes and resultant or desired cost savings or inproved
efficiency.

NA

8. A Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recomendations regarding
the project?

NA
SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTI ONS

G oundwat er O eanup

1.B. Are certain wells continuing to have high detections while others are
dr oppi ng? What expl ai ns these results?

H ghest overburden concentrations at source area (well 101). H ghest shal |l ow bedrock
concentrations in downgradient well 106B

2.B. Has the mix of contam nants changed in the nonitoring or treatnent
systen? Wiat accounts for these changes?

No change in mx of contam nants. NA for treatnent

3.B. Is there an indication that DNAPL or LNAPL is present? How have you
checked or verified?

Have not checked
4.B. Discuss how the treatnent processes changed or have been adjusted over tine.

Used to have a soil vapor recovery system now no | onger operating (nothballed onsite)
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5. B. How have punping rates changed over tine and why have they changed?
No groundwat er recovery system

6. B. What are your npbst recent projections for achieving cleanup overall or in
subportions of the site?

Hard to predict, Exceedances are in shallow groundwat er

7.B. What changes do you anticipate will be nade in the operation of the
system as subportions of the site are cl eaned-up?

NA, once groundwater is belowcriteria nonitoring may no | onger be necessary
8.B. Do you expect cleanup to be achi eved bel ow regul atory prescribed |evels

or do you envision that a constant/asynptotic |evel of contam nation will renain
above nunerical cleanup criteria?

Expect that groundwater will eventually neet cleanup standard, very close now

9.B. Are you considering pul sing the punping operation in a different manner
than in the past? Has pul sing hel ped7

NA

Potential Local Contam nant/Hydraulic Inpacts/Effects

10. B. What upgradient sites are believed to be inpacting site cleanup and to
what degree? Are there any suggested steps that could be taken to deal with
i npacts?

None

11.B. Are you noticing the inpact of offsite entities on the aquifer in terns of
offsite punping or other hydraulic inpacts that nmay be inpacting the |ocal water
tabl e?

No

12.B. How has the natural gradi ent changed and are seasonal gradients present
that vary fromthe average yearly gradi ent? Does the systemfunction best at |ow

water table or high water table or sonewhere in between?

NEP only nonitors water |evels once a year
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Nat ur e _and Ext ent

13.B. What is the integrity of the facility sewers? Is it possible that there are
continuing sources of release at the site fromburied pipelines and tanks?

Not sure, will double check with NEP.
14.B. |Is there any known surficial soil contam nation renaining at the property?

No. Source area is paved and soil vapor systemrenoved contam nation to bel ow
cl eanup | evel s

Reporting

15.B. Wat site investigation and renedi ati on reports have been generated in
the past 5 years?

Only the monthly status and annual nonitoring reports

16.B. Provide a summary of the types of problens or errors that have been nade
in the prior 5 years.

None

17.B. Nave you conducted a regulatory conpliance audit (internal or external)
and is a report available describing any deficiencies identified?

No. EPA has not conducted split sanpling for two years
18.B. Have there been any health and safety issues on-site?
Not that he knows of.

Land Use

19.B. Has site ownershi p changed?

No

20.B. Has site occupancy changed? Are there any occupancy changes in the
foreseeable future? If so, please describe.

Not sure, woul d have to check with NEP

21.B. What is the zoning of the property? Are there any institutiona
control s/deed restrictions in place?

Industrial ? Not sure, wovld have to check with NEP
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22.B. Are there new industrial processes occurring at the site or has there been a
change in chenmicals used at the site?

No. Making plastic bowing ball returns. General use as storage and plastic
manuf act uri ng.

23.B. What are the current uses of the property (indoor and outdoor
[l andscapi ng]) ?

Pl asti ¢ manufacturing and nol ding, office space, storage, A residence is |ocated
i mredi at el y downgradi ent of the site (downgradi ent of well 106B)

24.B. How frequently are authorized individuals present at the property
(days/ week) ?

Wirkers are present for approxi mately 8 hours/day, 5 days/week.

25.B. What are the planned future uses of the property (if different fromcurrent
uses) ?

Sane

26.B. Is groundwater currently used (e.g., as process water) on the property?
No

27.B. Are there plans to use groundwater on-site in the future?

No

Exposure | nformation

28. B. What neasures have been taken to secure the site and the contam nated
areas (e.g., fencing, |ocks, etc.)? How successful have these neasures been?

No property line fence. Drivable areas are gated. The site is prinarily paved. Non-paved
areas are naintained.

29.B. Is there evidence or sightings of trespassers on the property? If yes, how
often and what type of activities do they engage in?

Not that he is aware of.
30. B. Have there been any events of vandalismat the property?

Not that he is aware of.
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31.B. Have there been any unusual or unexpected activities or events at the site (e.g.
fl oodi ng) ?

Not that he is aware of.

32.B. Has the site been the subject of any community conplaints (e.g., odor, noise,
health, etc.)?

Not that he is aware of.

W ap- Up

33.B. Do you have any recommendations for reducing or increasing activities at the site?
No

34.B. Is there any other information that you wish to share that m ght be of use?

No
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MAD980732168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 9:00 am Date: 8/16/04
Type: B Telephone O Visit 0 Other O Incoming M Outgoing
Location of Visit:
Contact Made By:
Name: Title: Organization;
David M. Sullivan, LSP, CHMM Project Manager TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Metcalf & Eddy
Individual Contacted:

Name: Title: Organization:
Jeffrey T. Lawson Principal Env. Project Control, Ine.

(consultant to Beatrice-UniFirst-

Grace for Central Area (OU-2))
Telephone No.: 978-692-8400 Street Address:
Fax No.: 978-692-8458 239 Littleton Road, Suite 4A
E-Mail Address: jlawson@projectcontrol.com Westford, MA 01886

Preface: In this interview, Jeffrey Lawson commented based on his role as a
representative of W.R. Grace, Unifirst, and Beatrice regarding Central Area/Operable
Unit-2 {OU-2). He also is under contract to Unifirst regarding Source Area/Operable
Unit-1 {OU-1) compliance; however, Timothy Cosgrave of Harvard Project Services was
previously interviewed regarding Unifirst and OU-1. Therefore, all questions were
answered from the perspective of OU-2, unless clearly indicated otherwise.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
1.A. What is your overall impression of the project? (general sentiment)

Mr. Lawson commented that his impression is influenced by his sense of "what's next?"
He views the project as dormant, but not done. Field work for QU-2 was completed in
1993. The Phase 1A report was submitted in 1994; they are waiting for EPA comments
on that report. Work on OU-2 was suspended in spring of 1985,

2.A. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community

Mr. Lawson noted that for the person on the street, there is no discernable effect. There
is no hint of what's going on in the Central Area per se. Certain individuals such as Paul
Medeiros [a Woburn selectmen] and members of the Woburn Redevelopment Authority
(WRA) are aware. The WRA has a grant from EPA to explore property reuse. At a local
government administration level people pay attention to the Central Area (OU-2), but
since the Aberjona River Study came out, there has been diminished curiosity in the
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Central Area (OU-2). People's focus has shifted ta the Aberjona River Study and the
concern with netals rather than OQJ2 contam nants (e.g., chlorinated VOCs). People at
the I evel of government are aware of the long-termoperations at the source areas, too,
but it's an "out of site, out of m nd" phenonenon.

3.A Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site or its
operation and adm nistration? If so, please give details.

M. Lawson comrented that he is in direct contact with certain nenbers of the

community since he sits on the WRA's Advisory Board for Land Use Study on behal f of
Beatrice, Unifirst and Grace. Consequently, he is in contact with M, Pierce and Paul
Medei ros. He indicated that people are not really concerned with the Central Area
(OUJ2). They are lately focused on the Aberjona R ver Study because it is fresh and new

4. A. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site such as
vandal i sm trespassing, or energency responses fromlocal authorities: If so,
pl ease give details.

M. Lawson is not aware of any energency responses or vandalism Anecdotally, he

noted that others have comented about the paint ball site off Salem Street, near well
G He's heard that the paint ball situation is no longer a problem Gace and Unifirst
long termnonitoring wells have not been vandali zed.

5.A. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?

Hs inpression is that the Central Area is not on the front burner for EPA. He noted
that the Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) | awers have contacted the EPA | awer
(Gretchen Muench) on Central Area (OJ2) matters and have found her forthcom ng. M.
Lawson noted that Joseph LeMay, the EPA Renedi al Project Manager (RPIJVI), is also
forthcomng with regard ta the Central Area (QOUJ2) when asked. Both the EPA RPM and
EPA | awyer are responsive and available. He is left with the inpression that there are
nore pressing things at hand at EPA,

6. A Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recomendations regarding
the site's nanagenent or operation?

M. Lawson stated that he had no suggestions. M. Lawson noted that Joseph LeMay

and G etchen Muench of EPA are communi cative and judged the comuni cation to be

good. He noted that the delay in activities on the Central Area (QUJ2) has been | ong;
but that he has been nade aware of EPA's renewed attention to the Central Area (QU2)
and appreci ated recent comuni cation fromEPA in that regard.

PERFORVANCE, CPERATI ON AND NMAI NTENANCE PROBLEMS

1.B. Is the renedy functioning at expected? How wells is the renedy
perform ng?

M. Lawson noted that since we are not at the renedy stage for the Central Area (QU-2),
there is nothing to report. The PRPs are in md-process and awaiting further
comment / directi on from EPA

Page 2 of




From the perspective of the Central Area (OJ2), he felt the Source Area (OQU 1) systens
have stopped off-site mgration at Unifirst and G ace, M, Lawson noted how the G ace
and Unifirst systenms work in concert, with the Unifirst system capturing bedrock

contam nation mgrating fromGace, and the G ace system handl i ng overburden and shal | ow
bedrock contam nation on the Grace Property. Consequently, two | arge known sources of
cont am nati on have been cutoff.

2.B. What does the nonitoring data show? Are there any trends that show contam nant
| evel s are decreasi ng?

M. Lawson stated that |ong termnonitoring has shown decreasing concentrations with
tine. For detailed informati on, M. Lawson suggested contacting M chael More of the
Johnson Conpany or Jack Quswa at GeoTrans. He noted how Unifirst's inlet concentrations
have decreased aver tinme and that the systemis behaving as expected at a Dense

Non- Aqueous Phase Liquid (DNAPL) site. He noted that Grace has shut down sone of their
extraction wells due to groundwater quality inprovenents.

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTI ONS

G oundwat er O eanup

1.C. Are certain wells continuing to have high detections while others are dropping?
What expl ains these results?

M. Lawson noted that there are wells that continue to have high concentrations, but
felt that this is not unexpected. The presence of DNAPL and multiple off-property source
areas not associated with the site confounds things.” It is not a systemdesign issue
The persistent high concentrations are attributable to other sources and DNAPL. The
systens are operating as expected

2.C. Is there an indication that DNAPL or LNAPL is present? How have you checked or
verified?

M. Lawson stated that Unifirst is clearly a DNAPL site. M. Lawson noted that he
personally pulled a bailer full of DNAPL fromwell UC-8 at the Unifirst site. He
comrented further that Grace and WI dwood have cl assic signatures of separate phase
material in groundwater. For nore in depth analysis, he would defer to the technical
experts. He noted that Unifirst is the only site where genui ne free-phase DNAPL was
obser ved.

3.C. What are your npbst recent projections for achieving cleanup overall or in
subportions of the site?

M. Lawson noted that it is fair to say that all the conpanies involved see this as a
nul ti - decade process to achieve the cleanup goals, M. Lawson added that they have one
decade's worth of data supporting this conclusion
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4. C. What changes do you anticipate will be nmade in the operation of the system
as subportions of the site are cl eaned-up?

M, Lawson stated that with regard to the Central Area (OJ2), we are not at the renedy
st age.

Wth regard to the Source Areas (QUJ 1), M. Lawson anticipates that better/nore cost

effective systens or tweaks will be inplemented in response to changes. Punping rates
m ght be varied, and perhaps reduced, if capture was still sufficient to save energy

costs and carbon usage, In general, he anticipates subtle changes. He commented that

RETEC s systemis nore conplicated, but that refinenents and tweaks nmay be

warranted over tine.

5.C. Do you expect cleanup to be achi eved bel ow regul atory prescribed |evels
or do you envision that a constant/asynptotic |evel of contam nation will renain
above nunerical cleanup criteria?

In M. Lawson’s opinion, he expects that we will see asynptotic |eveling and woul d
expect rebound if systens were shut off, due to NAPL. He noted that other sources on
other properties will affect the Central Area cleanup. He al so noted the potenti al
i npact of the Aberjona River sedinments on the Central Area in such a wdely inpacted
wat ershed and asked if it is really practical to clean up Aberjona River sedinents.

Potential Local Contam nant/Hydraulic Inpacts/Effects

6. C. What upgradient sites are believed ta be inpacting site cleanup and to
what degree? Are there any suggested steps that could be taken to deal with
i npacts?

M. Lawsan noted that upgradient per se is not an issue. He commented that the Central
Area is cross and downgradi ent of other sources, and that there are other sources
upgradient of Aynpia. The Central Area is conplicated because other sources are
inpacting it.

7.C. Are you noticing the inpact of offsite entities on the aquifer in terns of
offsite punping or other hydraulic inpacts that nmay be inpacting the |ocal water
tabl e?

M. Lawson answered, "No, nothing off-site.” He noted that New Engl and Pl astics (NEP)
had wells for process water. They coul d have induced flow in the past, but he recalled
some mid-1980s fieldwork that denonstrated that this did not occur. He does not know
of anyt hing perturbi ng groundwater.

Nat ur e _and Ext ent

8.C. What is the integrity of facility/local/nunicipal sewers? Is it possible that
there are continuing sources of release at the site fromburied pipelines and
tanks?

M. Lawson noted that the big trunk sewer by the railroad tracks traditionally
over f | owed.
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However, over the last 10 years we as not heard of any issues in this regard. He noted
that the Romicon facility in East Cunm ngs Park had corroded sewer pipes and they
were chlorinated sol vent users. They could have introduced contam nants. Romicon is

no longer located in East CQumm ngs Park and he thinks the sewers have been fixed, He
noted that Grace and Unifirst have submitted information in this regard to EPA

9.C. Is there any known surficial soil contami nation renaining at the property?

M. Lawson is not aware of any surficial soil contamnation in the Central Area, but he
noted that the Central Area Rl focused on groundwater. He noted the occurrence of a
smal | patch of petrol eumcontami nation on a city parcel back when Barbara Newran

(EPA) was involved. He noted that it was not considered a concern. He recalled that it
was an extrenely mnor issue that nmay have been docunented in an Ecol ogy &

Environnent, Inc. (E&E) report or later supplenental or interimRenedial |nvestigation
(Rl) reports.

Reporting

10.C. Provide a summary of the types of problens or errors that have been
nade in the prior 5 years.

M. Lawson answered, “none.” He is waiting for EPA's next nove. There have been no
activities to criticize.

Land Use

11.C. Wat are the planned future uses of the property (if different fromcurrent
uses) ?

Wth regard to the Central Area, M. Lawson does not see any significant changes. He
noted that the WRA Advisory Committee has entertai ned passive uses, soccer fields,
etc., on properties in the Central Area near the wetland, although recently they are
| eani ng nore towards passive uses (e.g., viewi ng stands on the natural elevation near
well H). He recomrended speaking with Don Borchelt of the WRA for further information.

12.C. |Is groundwater currently used (e.g., as process water) in the Central Area?

M. Lawson is not aware of any process water withdrawals. He is only aware of the
Source Area (QOU 1) groundwater wi thdrawals at Grace, Unifirst and WI dwood.

13.C. Are there plans to use groundwater in the future?

M. Lawson is not aware of any plans to use groundwater in the future. He noted that
individuals with the WRA, Paul Medeiros, and an individual on the Wburn Conservation
Conmmi ssion feel that groundwater fromthe Central Area (QJ2) will not be used in the
future. The public perception and stigna regarding use of the water is too big to

t ackl e.
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Exposure | nformation

14.C. Has the site been the subject of any comunity conplaints (e.g., odor,
noi se, health, etc.)?

M. Lawson is not aware of any conplaints, He noted that there is no renedy in place in
the Central Area (OUJ2) to conplain about. The Source Area (OU- 1) systens are not
visible and do not generate odors, so they do not attract the attention of the general
public. The only conplaint he is aware of is the paint ball conplaint.

W ap- Up

15.C. Do you have any recommendati ons for reducing or increasing activities at
the site?

M. Lawson answered “No, other than returning the Grace site to commercial use.” The
commercial area at UniFirst is fully utilized,

16.C. |Is there any other information that you wish to share that might be of use?
M. Lawson answered, “No.” The Central Area (OUJ2) is a conplicated site. He feels

that EPAis in a quandary and he has no other information to share. Everything appears
to be staying the sane.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MAD980732168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 10:00 am | Date: §/18/04
Type: 3 Telephone W Visit 0O Other O Incoming O Outgoing N/A
Location of Visit: Wildwood Property, Wobum, MA

Contact Made By:
Name: Title: Organization:
David M. Sullivan, LSP, CHMM Project Manager TRC
Mike Plumb, PE Remedial Engineer TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Metcalf & Eddy

Individual Contacted:

Name: Title: Organization:
James R, Greacen Project Manager The RETEC Group
Peter Cox Project Geologist (Consultant to Beatrice)
Brenden Maye Treatment System Operator

Contact Information for J. Greacen

Telephone No.: 978-371-1422 x128 Street Address:
Fax No.: 978-369-9279 300 Baker Avenue, Suite 302
E-Mail address: jgreacen@thermoretec.com Concord, MA 01742

Preface: In this interview, James R. Greacen, Project Manager and Senior
Hydrogeologist with The RETEC Group (RETEC), was the representative for the
Wildwood Conservation Corporation (Wildwood) property. Also in attendance were Peter
Cox, Geologist with RETEC, and Brenden Maye, the treatment system operator for
RETEC. Mr. Cox and Mr. Maye periodicaily supported Mr. Greacen during the interview
by providing detailed information specific to their roles and responsibilities at the
Wildwocd property.

1.A. What is your overall impression of the project? {general sentiment)
Mr. Greacen stated that he felt things are rolling along. He noted that they are getting
good contaminant recovery from the treatment system and that he is happy with how the

treatment system is running.

2.A. Is the remedy functioning as expected? How well is the remedy
performing?

Mr. Greacen stated that the remedy is functioning as expected.
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3. A What does the nonitoring data show? Are there any trends that show contam nant
| evel s are decreasing?

M. Geacen stated that the data show contam nant |evels are decreasi ng over tine.

4.A. |s there a continuous on-site O8M presence? If so, please describe staff and
activities. If there is not a continuous on-site presence, describe staff and frequency
of site inspections and activities.

Messrs. Greacen, Cox and Maye described the on-site presence at the site, On average,
M. Maye is at the site 3 full days per week, but occasionally nore frequently as

nmai nt enance and sanpling requirenents denmand. The renedi ati on systemis equipped with a
dial -out systemthat alerts the treatnent systemoperator to mal functions, thus
providing virtually continuous nonitoring,

Staff activities at the site include process waste sanpling, vapor sanpling, grounds
keepi ng, as needed repairs/mai ntenance, data collection fromsysteminstrunentati on or
via field instrumentation, groundwater nonitoring/sanpling, and coordination of site
access.

5. A Have there been any significant changes in the O&M requirenents, maintenance
schedul es, or sanpling routes since start-up or in the last five years? If so, do they
affect the protectiveness or effectiveness of the renedy? Pl ease descri be changes and
i npacts.

M. Geacen reported that they inplenented one nonitoring change with regard to the
vapor phase treatment system In April 2001, they switched fromFlane |onization
Detector (FID)/Photoionization Detector (PID) nonitoring of the vapor streamto the use
of Draeger tubes backed up by FID PID readings. The nonitoring later evolved to vapor
collection with Tedl ar bags followed by | aboratory analysis by Method TO 14 at EPA's
request. RETEC continued to screen with a PID. Over the past year, the Tedl ar bag

sanpl i ng approach has been repl aced by vapor collection with Summa canisters. PID
screeni ng continues as well.

In addition, the air spargi ng sequence and duration has changed in an attenpt ta inprove
system efficiency. RETEC perforned an optim zation study (presented in one of the annual
reports) that described targeting sanpling points with the highest detections, which are
locations that generally correlated with the hi ghest contam nant recoveries. The high
concentration areas are speculated to be associated with presuned source areas, which in
turn are associated with the highest areas of groundwater contam nation.

Al so, the catalytic oxidation (Catox) unit used ta treat vapor phase em ssions was
replaced with an activated carbon treatnent systemin June 2000.

6. A. Have there been unexpected &V difficulties or costs at the site since start-up or
inthe last five years? If so, please give details.

M. Geacen answered, "no."
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7.A. Have there been opportunities to optimze &N, or sanpling efforts? Pl ease
descri be changes and resultant or desired cost savings or inproved efficiency.

See response to Question 5 for a discussion of air sparging optimzation

M. Geacen noted RETEC s recommendation in |last year's annual report to reduce
the frequency of groundwater sanpling

M. Geacen also raised the issue of whether off-gas treatnment is still required
If allowed to elimnate off-gas treatnent, they would realize significant cost
savings. M. Geacen clainmed that the off-gas levels are protective per the
Massachusetts Departnent of Environnental Protection (MADEP) off-gas policy, which
uses "SCREEN 3" to nodel off-gas enissions.

8. A Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recomendations regarding
the project?

None ot her than what was previously stated.
SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTI ONS

G oundwat er O eanup

1.B. Are certain wells continuing to have high detections while others are
dr oppi ng? What expl ai ns these results?

M. Geacen stated that there is nothing puzzling that junps out. There is sone
variability, but there is an overall downward trend i n contam nant concentrations.
He nmentioned that they observed this variability before systemstartup, In
general, the wells that originally had the highest concentrati ons continue to have
t he hi ghest concentrations. Overall, the concentrations in the wells tend to be
simlar

2.B. Has the mix of contam nants changed in the nonitoring or treatnent
systen? Wiat accounts for these changes?

M. Geacen stated that there has been no change

3.B. Is there an indication that DNAPL or LNAPL is present? Haw have you
checked or verified?

M. Geacen stated that they have no indication of NAPL being present based on

di ssol ved phase concentrations and a |long history of well gauging. They have never
observed free-phase DNAPL. M. Cox nentioned DNAPL dye testing that was perforned
at the site that did not denonstrate a separate |iquid phase contam nant. Ur.
Greacen noted further that their najor contaminant is trichloroethene (TCE)

4.B. Discuss how the treatnment processes changed or have been adjusted over
time.

M. Geacen stated that the nmjor change to the treatnment process involves the
switch
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froma Catox to an activated carbon systemfor vapor phase treatnment. The system
was shut down in February/ March 2000 to replace the unit, and the systemwas back
on-line in June 2000.

5. B. Now have punpi ng rates changed over tirne and why have they changed?

M. Geacen stated that punping rates are generally consistent with the exception
of a blockage incident in one af the Iines during the last six nonths. Punping
rates for one well dropped from 21 gallons per mnute (gpnm) to 12 gpm However
the punping rates have been restored since rectifying the problem RETEC switched
to a spare line installed during systemconstruction and swapped punps to sol ve

t he probl em

6. B. What are your npbst recent projections for achieving cleanup overall or in
subportions of the site?

M. Geacen stated that he has not "done the math" recently to forecast the
conpl etion of cleanup. He noted that he expects to reach an asynptote at sone
poi nt. RETEC has no know edge of what vol ume/ nass of contami nant got into the
ground initially, therefore it is difficult to forecast system performance based
on a mass bal ance

He noted that the systemfootprint covers the vast majority of contam nation, and
he noted further that the systemcovers nore than the known area of soi

contami nation. He further described how any contam nated groundwater flow ng at
the site flows through the area of the sparge points and thus receives treatnment.

Non-vol atil e soil contam nants were excavated prior to systeminstallation
M. Geacen noted that there m ght be isolated | ocati ons where the Maxi mum
Contami nant Levels (MCLs) are exceeded outside of the systemfootprint to the

sout h.

He provided sone details about the system configuration

. The groundwater extraction wells are in bedrock
. One extraction well produces 90-percent of the flow.
. The air sparging points are installed on top of bedrock

Me noted that even with the fractured bedrock setting, they are confortable with
the capture being achieved. He stated that the systemis "working as advertised."
He nmentioned that they perforned nodeling to hel p docunent their capture, but
deferred on the details of the nodeling since he was not the groundwater nodeler.
He inplied that the flow rates and groundwater quality neasurenents they have
col l ected docunent capture. He stated that there are draw downs in the bedrock
well's, but conceded that there is not sufficient density of well installations to
devel op piezonetric surface contour plots.

He further described that overburden capture is acconplished through the air
spargi ng and soil vapor extraction system
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7.B. What changes do you anticipate will be made in the operation of the system
as subportions of the site are cl eaned-up?

M. G eacen suggested reducing the frequency of nmonitoring as the concentrations
decrease. He feels that the current frequency of nonitoring is providing redundant
i nformation.

8.B. Do you expect cleanup to be achi eved bel ow regul atory prescribed | evels
or do you envision that a constant/asynptotic |evel of contanmination will remain
above numerical cleanup criteria?

M. Geacen stated that it is likely the latter (i.e,a constant/asynptotic |evel of
contami nation will be achieved).

9.B. Are you considering pul sing the punping operation in a different nmanner
than in the past? Has pul sing hel ped?

M. Geacen stated that they considered and inpl emented pul se operation of the
sparge points. They believe the pul sing has hel ped, but has not made a significant
difference in contam nant renmoval rates. They have, however, realized a significant
savings in electricity. He noted that their optimzation study found that they got
di mi ni shing returns when they operated the individual sparge points for nore than 8
consecutive hours.

Potential Local Contam nant/Hydraulic |Inpacts/Effects

10. B. What upgradient sites are believed to be inpacting site cleanup and to
what degree? Are there any suggested steps that could be taken to deal with
i mpact s?

M. Geacen identified the Industriplex site north of Route 128 as an upgradi ent
site with the potential to inmpact site cleanup. He stated that he has not seen any
data to say that Industriplex is contributing to contam nation of their site in any
significant way, Nonetheless, it nakes hi mwonder what inpact Industriplex has had,
or could have, on the WIdwood property.

11.B. Are you noticing the inpact of offsite entities on the aquifer in terns of
of fsite punping or other hydraulic inpacts that may be inpacting the | ocal water
tabl e?

M. Geacen stated that beavers have had an inpact on |ocal hydrol ogy due to dam
construction. Brenden Maye noted that there are beaver darns north and south of the
W | dwood property.

12.B. How has the natural gradi ent changed and are seasonal gradients present
that vary fromthe average yearly gradi ent? Does the systemfunction best at |ow
water table or high water table or sonewhere in between?

M. Geacen stated that they have not seen any significant seasonal variability in
the natural gradient, The only change is that induced by the groundwater w thdrawal
of the renmedial system He and Peter Cox described the apparent gradi ent changes

t hey
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observed when they nonitored groundwater el evations when the sparging system was
operating. They now shut down the spargi ng systemin advance of groundwater
elevation nonitoring to obtain truer readings

Nat ure and Ext ent

13.B. Wiat is the integrity of the facility sewers? Is it possible that there are
continuing sources of release at the site fromburied pipelines and tanks?

M. Geacen stated the sewer lines serving the remedial systemare intact. Brenden
Maye noted the annual nonitoring (canera inspections) conducted by the Massachusetts
Water Resources Authority (MARA) on their sewer |ine, which crosses the WI dwood

property.

Wth regard to buried pipelines and tanks, M. Geacen renarked that he could not
i magi ne such features not being detected in the investigations leading up to the
installation of the renedy.

M. Geacen acknow edged that the MARA and City of Wburn sewer lines both run
through the treatnment area. No distinction has been nade during investigations

bet ween soil and the sewer bedding. The action of the sparging system should treat
this medi um

14.B. |Is there any known surficial soil contam nation renaining at the property?

M. G eacen answered, "no."

Reporting

15.B. Wat site investigation and renediation reports have been generated in the
past 5 years?

M. Geacen answered that the only reports generated are the nonthly, quarterly, and
annual operations and nai ntenance (O&) nonitoring reports.

16.B. Provide a summary of the types of problens or errors that have been made in
the prior 5 years.

M. Geacen answered that operations have been basically routine. Problens

encount ered, which were discussed previously, include the pipe clog, the issues
regardi ng vapor phase nonitoring, and the associated cal cul ati on of Destruction and
Renmoval Efficiency (DRE). He noted that their vapor phase |evels have dropped so | aw
that they had to adopt analytical procedures with [ower and |ower reporting linits
so that they could quantitatively cal cul ate DRE. RETEC worked with EPA and EPA' s
prior oversight contractor (Tetra Tech/Foster Weeler) to resolve this issue

17.B. Have you conducted a regulatory conpliance audit (internal or external) and is
a report avail abl e describi ng any deficiencies identified?

M. Geacen replied that no fornal auditing has been conducted
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18.B. Have there been any health and safety issues on-site?

M. Geacen replied that there are no health and safety issues on-site
Land Use

19.B. Has site ownership changed?

M. Geacen is not aware of any ownership changes in the last five years.

20.B. Has site occupancy changed? Are there any occupancy changes in the
foreseeabl e future? If so, please describe.

M. Geacen stated that occupancy has not changed and that it is not expected to
change in the foreseeable future.

21.B. What is the zoning of the property? Are there any institutiona
control s/deed restrictions in place?

M. G eacen does not know the zoni ng designation of the property. He is al so not
aware of any institutional controls/deed restrictions, He noted that the property is
fenced on three sides in accordance with an EPA order that predated the Record of
Deci si on (RCD).

22.B. Are there new industrial processes occurring at the site or has there been
a change in chenmcals used at the site?

M. Geacen replied that there are no new i ndustrial processes occurring at the
W I dwood property or changes in the chenical s used.

23.B. What are the current uses of the property (indoor and out door
[l andscapi ng]) ?

M. Geacen replied that the current use of the property is site renediation

24.B. How frequently are authorized individuals present at the property
(days/ week) ?

M. Maye, the treatnent systemoperator, replied that he visits the site, on
average, for 3 days per week for approxinately 6 to 8 hours per day. During rounds
of groundwater sanpling, he may be present at the site for a full week, but that
this is included in the overall average

25.B. What are the planned future uses of the property (if different fromcurrent
uses) ?

M. Geacen said that he is not aware of any future uses planned for the property
that are different fromthe current use
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26.B. |Is groundwater currently used (e.g., as process water) on the property?

M. G eacen answered, "no.

27.B. Are there plans to use groundwater on-site in the future?

M. G eacen answered, "no.

Exposure | nformtion

28. B. What neasures have been taken to secure the site and the contam nated
areas (e.g., fencing, lacks, etc.)? How successful have these neasures been?

M. Geacen replied that the site is fenced on three sides (the fourth side is the
river), alarns and | ocks are installed on the treatnment building, and the area of
contamnation is capped. The gates to the property are | ocked when the site is
unoccupi ed.

29.B. Is there evidence or sightings of trespassers on the property? If yes, how
often and what type of activities do they engage in?

M. Geacen and M. Maye noted that they have experienced three break-ins over the
last five years. Also, EPA's contractor's trailer, which was fornerly | ocated behind
the treatnent buil ding, was broken into on one occasion.

Al so, when the book and novie "A Cvil Action" cane out, they occasionally dealt
wi t h unannounced visitors who were curious about the site.

30.B. Have there been any events of vandalismat the property?
See question 29.B

31.B. Have there been any unusual or unexpected activities or events at the site
(e.g., flooding)?

M, Geacen stated that they experience periodic flooding of the Aberjona River

32.B. Has the site been the subject of any community conplaints (e.g., odor
noi se, health, etc.)?

M. G eacen answered, "no,

W ap- Up

33.B. Do you have any recomrendations for reducing or increasing activities at
the site?

M. Geacen referred to his prior coments about reducing the frequency of sanpling
(see Question No. 7).
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34.B. Is there any other information that you wish to share that m ght be of use?

M. Geacen replied nothing further than what has already been di scussed.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MAD980722168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 5:00 pm Date: 8/18/04
Type: O Telephone B Visit O Other OIncoming O Outgoing N/A
Location of Visit: Woburm City Hall

Contact Made By:
Name: Title: Organization:
David M. Sullivan, LSP, CHMM Project Manager TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Metealf & Eddy

Individual Contacted:

Name: Title: Organization:

Paul A. Medeiros President ‘Woburn City Council
Telephone No.: 781-938-0297 Street Address:

Fax No.: 0 Marietta Street

E-Mail Address: paulderman@prodigy.net Woburn, MA 01801

Preface: Priorto conducting the interview, TRC and M&E engaged in an informal
discussion of current status and recent progress at the Wells G&H site with Mr. Paul
Medeiros. During this discussion, Mr. Medeiros acknowledge that he periodically
accessed the EPA's Wells G&H website for information on the project.

5-YEAR REVIEW QUESTIONS FOR STATE/LOCAL OFFICIALS
1.A.  What is your overall impression of the project? (general sentiment)

Mr. Medeiros felt that the project was moving along. He expressed that he was not
happy with the Wells G&H/IndustriPlex River Study linkage, although he understands the
connections between the two projects. Nonetheless, he thought that EPA should have
kept the projects separate. He has reservations about the numbers of samples collected
at different stations {more in some locations, less in others) and wonders whether there
is really sufficient coverage and characterization of the river. He discussed that he had
suggested to EPA that the City was entitled to a peer review of the Aberjona River Study.
He was not satisfied with the TOSC review provided by University of Connecticut (Uconn)
and Tufts University faculty. He mentioned that he had notified Joseph LeMay, Remedial
Project Manager (RPM) for the Wells G&H Site, as well as Mr. LeMay's superior, that the
review performed by UConn/Tufts was not sufficient. At this point, Mr. Medeiros' desire
for a peer review of the Aberjona River Study is not satisfied.
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2. A. Have there been routine comrunication or activities (site visits,
i nspections) involving your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose
and results.

M. Medeiros stated that Joseph LeMay (the RPM has nade hinself very avail able

t hroughout the Aberjona River Study. Me noted that M. LeMay has al so been avail abl e
to the Wburn Redevel opment Authority (WRA). He has al so nade hinself available to
the Gty for various planning purposes regarding Wlls GH He noted, however, that
pl anning activities for devel opnent at the wetland ceased when the findings of the
draft Aberjana River Study were reveal ed, due to concerns over public health and
liability. M. Medeiros al so commrents that the DEP (Anna Mayor) has al so been
available to the Cty.

3. A Have there been any conplaints, violations, or other incidents related to
the site requiring a response by your office. If so, please give details of the
events and results of the response.

The only conplaint M. Medeiros recalled, which was originated by M. Medeiros, was
related to the paint balJ activity near nunicipal wells Gand H Oiginally, the
Mayor allowed the paint ball recreational activity to proceed in this |ocation.
However, because the |evels of contamination were not known at the time, M.

Medei ros di scussed the paint ball activity with the Mayor and expressed that it
shoul d be stopped due to possible public health concerns. The Mayor agreed and the
activity ceased.

He al so noted some incidental dunping of solid waste (e.g., old appliances) in the
cranberry bog.

In another matter, a local citizen requested G tizen Participation Tine at a Gty
Counci| Meeting regarding concerns with | ead shot contamnation at the Mass Rifle
facility. He arranged for a representative of Mass Rifle to be present to address
the issues raised. He found that Mass Rifle was responsive and forthcom ng with how
they manage | ead shot in the target banks, etc. (e.g., line treatnent). He

i ndi cated, based on his own due diligence, that Mass Rifle responses and | ead shot
managenent activities were consistent with what he |earned fromvarious state
officials and know edgeabl e i ndi vi dual s.

4. A. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?
M. Medeiros answered, "Yes."

5.A. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recomendati ons regarding
the site's managenent or operation?

M. Medeiros asked that EPA inprove how they notify the public when new information
is available on the Wlls G Hsite. He noted there was a | ocal cable television
station and two | ocal newspapers and suggested that use of these nmedia to provide
notification of newinformation mght get nmore people involved in Wlls &H issues,
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SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTI ONS
1. B. Wiat concerns do you have about the site?

M. Medeiros is concerned about future use of the Wells G&H site and what they will
be able to with the site safely. He is also concerned about talk of re-opening the
well's and referred anecdotally to a prior Mayor's very public denolition of the
wells G and H punp houses, and that Mayor's declaration to never use the water from
the site again.

He is al so concerned that sone of the contam nation nay not be receiving conplete
treatment, and noted the New Engl and Plastics (NEP) site's shutdown of their
treatment system as a possibl e exanpl e.

2.B. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site? Provide details.

M. Medeiros expressed comunity concerns regardi ng pockets of arsenic contam nation
and wondered if there nay be nore areas that pose risk that have noted yet been
detected. He al so expressed concern over whether the agency or other entity will be
responsive if nore contami nation posing risk is found, He further noted the
community's concern over what will becone of the Wlls 68 Hsite in the future.

3.B. Have the activities to date at the site hel ped the nei ghborhood and/ or
conmmuni ty?

M. Medeiros answered, "Yes" and commented that the studies perforned relative to
punp and treat, the Aberjava River study, etc., have "shown what is in people's back
yards." He expressed the phil osophy that nore infornmation is better than |ess.
Therefore, the activities conducted to date have hel ped by providing infornation.

He al so acknow edged the negative inpacts of the information, noting that the news
of the contanination described in the Aberjona R ver Study has stopped regul ar

vol unteer clean ups of streans, etc., by locat groups/environnmental organizations.
Nonet hel ess, the community has benefitted by being i nforned.

4.B. Are you aware of any events of vandalismor trespassing at the site?

M. Medeiros noted only the occasional dirt bike on the railroad tracks, but nothing
| eading to damage or vandalismat the site.

5.B. Are you aware of any changes in projected |and use at or near the site?

M. Medeiros noted several changes or potential changes, which are summari zed bel ow

. Resi denti al developnent (Salem Place) of the Consolidated Frei ghtways site
(as many as 80 units/townhouses) off Salem Street. Consolidated Frei ghtways
is a forner trucking termnal.

. The potential ice rink at the Aberjona Autoparts facility on Sal em Street.

. The interest of several parties in the WR Gace facility at 369 Washi ngton
Street. Potential for restaurants or a world headquarters for a conpany. M.
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Medeiros did not mention the nanes of the interested parties.

. The car deal ership north of WR Gace will be rebuilt, with a new building
erected on another portion of the property. The existing building is to be
denol i shed.

. The new Admiral Roofing storage facility on A ynpia Avenue/ 3 Weel i ng Avenue.

Admiral Roofing is relocating to Wburn from W /I m ngton.

. The Fuller Systens facility at 226-228 Washington Street had a fire. Fuller
Systens, a pesticide manufacturer, nmanufactured fum gating snokes. The Gty
has ordered the remaining facility to be tomdown since it is a nuisance.

6. B. W understand that groundwater fromthat site may be used in the distant
future. Are there plans for use of groundwater at the site in the near tern®?
M. Medeiros answered, "no." He noted that he felt that water fromthe Wlls G&H
aquifer will not be seen as potable by the public.

7.B. Are there any pending changes in laws or regulations that nay inpact the site?

M. Medeiros stated that he is not aware of any changes in |laws or regul ations that
may i npact the site.

8.B. Da you have any suggestions or recomendati ons regardi ng the project?
M. Medeiros stated that he wants a peer review of the Aberjona R ver Study.

9.B. Is there any other information that you wish to share that m ght be of use?
M. Medeiros answered, "no." However, he did note that Wburn Residents
Environmental Network (WREN) nmintains an email |ist that nay be useful to EPA far
information dissemnation. He also noted that, even though voluntary cl eanup of the
wet | and had stopped for the nost part, sone cleanup still occurred in the upland
areas and one resident near the Cranberry Bag regularly nowed the paths in the

wet| and to maintain access for enmergency vehicles. The Gty had been planning a
pilot test to use beetles to rid a portion of the wetland of purple |oosestrife.
Those pl ans were di scontinued when the draft River Study report was rel eased.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MAD980732168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 2:15 pm Date: 8/19/04
Type: O Telephone M Visit O Other O Incoming O Qutgoing N/A
Location of Visit: Metcalf & Eddy, Inc., Wakefield, MA

Contact Made By:
Name: Title: Organization:
David M. Sullivan, LSP, CHMM Project Manager TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D, Risk Assessor Metcall & Eddy

Individual Contacted:

Name: Title: Organization:
Anna Mayor Project Manager MADEP
Telephone No.: 617-556-1112 Street Address:

Fax No.: 1 Winter Street

E-mail Address: anna.mayor@state.ma.us Boston, MA 02108

Preface: The interview with Anna Mayor was conducted at the offices of Metcalf & Eddy,
Inc. in Wakefield, Massachusetts. Ms. Major's involvement with the Wells G&H Site
began with the design and installation of the remedy at the Wildwood Conservation
Corporation {Wildwood) property in the mid-1920s and subsequently evolved into a
management role for the entire Wells G&H Site, and the Industri-Plex Superfund Site to
the north, on behalf of MADEP.

1.A. What is your overall impression of the project? (general sentiment)

Ms. Mayor responded that she is fairly pleased with work that has been done on the four
Source Area (Operable Unit 1; OU-1) properties by the Potentially Responsible Parties
{PRPs). She feels that the most crucial part of the Wells G&H Site is the Source Areas
{CU-1).

She expressed disappointment that a negotiated agreement had not been reached with
the Olympia Nominee Trust {Olympia) sooner. She commented further that MADEP did
not participate in the recent Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) regarding the
Olympia property because the Commonwealth did not have costs to recover. She noted
that negotiating with the Whittens [the owners of the Olympia property] was difficult, but
nonetheless felt that Qlympia could have been addressed by EPA sooner. Her ‘
disappointment stems in part from the fact that the contamination recently delineated by
EPA [documented in the November 2002 Data Trend Evaluation repori] has continued to
leach contaminants to the aquifer over the years. She noted that MADEP deals with the
petroleum contamination issues at the Clympia trucking terminal {under the
Massachusetts Contingency Plan].
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She al so noted that the New England Plastics (NEP) site was slow in inplenenting a
remedy and felt that the remediai work coul d have been inpl enented nore quickly.
However, she conceded that the contractors hired by NEP had an inpact on

i mpl enent ati on. She comrented favorably on the pace of work at NEP when Wodard &
Curran, Inc. cane onboard as NEP' s environnmental consultant.

Ms. Mayor described the work at WI dwood as a good exanpl e anongst the Source
Areas (OU- 1) and commented favorably on RETEC as a contractor.

She stated that she started work an the Wlls &&H site with the WI dwood property.
At that tine (md-1990s), WR Gace (Gace) and Unifirst Incorporated (Unifirst)
were already underway with renedies at their respective properties. However, she is
perturbed by Unifirst's position on soil remediation at their site, and cannot see
why a soil remedy has not been inplenented at the Unifirst property. In her opinion,
Unifirst's consultants (notably John Cherry and associ ates) seened to overwhel m EPA.

Ms. Mayor has found the Central Area (OJ2) to be a source of frustration. She
stated that progress stalled on the Central Area (OU-2) shortly after the PRPs

i ssued the January 1994 Wells G&H Site Central Area Remedial Investigation Phase |A
Report (Phase |A). She felt that MADEP contributions related to informati on on the
groundwat er source were not used effectively, since progress continued to stall. She
expressed that she does not have the full picture as to why progress on the Central
Area (OQUJ2) stalled.

Wth regard to the Aberjana River (OQJ3), Ms. Mayor indicated that MADEP was not

i nvol ved very much. She indicated that the previous Renedial Project Manager (RPM
for EPA (Mary Garren) felt that the MADEP did not have invol vement in this aspect of
the project. She indicated that MADEP s invol venment with the Aberjona River was

mni mal until Joseph LeMay assuned the role of RPMfor the Wlls GH Site.

2. A. Have there been routine comrunication or activities (site visits, inspections)
i nvol ving your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose and results.

Ms. Mayor indicated that communication or activities at the site have not been
routine for MADEP. She cited the exanple of school tours of the Wlls &&H Site,
where she and Mary Garren, EPA's prior RPM woul d share the burden of |eading the
tours, as available. Periodically, |UADEP s reviews of Source Area (QU-1) nonthly
reports woul d pronpt tel ephone calls to Mary Garren for clarification/infornation,
or would lead to site visits. MADEP s greatest involvenment was with regard to

di scharges to surface water from Source Area (OU-1) renedial systens, particularly
W I dwood, where MADEP played a role in determ ning appropriate dilutions and

di scharge linits, She noted that WIdwood had problens with netals in their

di scharge and recol |l ected that WI dwood sanpled for a year prior to discharge to
eval uat e/ remedy the problem MADEP had cl ose involvenent with this issue.

3. A Have there been any cornplaints, violations, or other incidents related to the
site requiring a response by your office. If so, please give details of the events
and results of the response.

Ms. Mayor stated that the nost frequent conplaints at WIdwood concerned the beaver
dam near the Salem Street bridge. Wen the water |evel of the river reached a
certain
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elevation, it would have a deleterious effect on the well heads at the WIldwood site
She noted calls from W/I dwad seeking to extend the "beaver pernit" with the Fish
and Wldlife Departnent (F&W. The permt would allow themto "disturb" the beaver
dam (but not the | odge). Now this approval is granted through the Wburn Board of
Health (BOH). She noted that there is a limted w ndow of tinme when the dam can be
di sturbed (generally summer tinme), She does not know how the Wburn BCH is
proceeding with this responsibility. She noted that F&Wwas strict. For exanple,
traps could not be used on the beaver

She has received occasional calls regarding the Grace property from prospective
purchasers/tenants inquiring as to the soil contam nant conditions at the property,
However, MADEP did not have information on soil testing at the Grace property. She
noted t hat documents she recently received fromJoseph LeMay (EPA's RPM have

some soil data

4. A. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?

Ms. Mayor stated that at this time she feels well inforned. After the Phase | A was
rel eased, the communication from EPA dropped off, but this may have al so coi nci ded
with the period Mary Garren, EPA's prior RPM began working part-tinme. Wen Joe
LeMay assuned the role of RPM conmunication between EPA and MADEP i ncreased

Ms. Mayor noted that communi cation had been good throughout on concerning O ynpia.
MADEP got involved at dynpia concerning the potential for including the ternina
portion of the property in the Superfund site activities since site-related

wast es/ contam nants had been detected there, possibly originating fromUnifirst.

She views Unifirst as a potential continuing source, noting the Dense Non-Aqueous
Phase Liquid (DNAPL) may have m grated down-sl ope al ong bedrock. She wondered if
good qual ity bedrock nmapping existed in this area to hel p evaluate this hypothesis.

She nentioned indoor air issues and the testing conducted at the Puddl e Duck Day
Care center and at sonme nearby residences in the Dewey Avenue area. She understands
that indoor air/vapor intrusion may be a future focus at the Wlts G&H Site

5.A. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recomendati ons regarding
the site's managenent or operation?

Ms. Mayor noted that the Wlls &&H Record of Decision (ROD) mentions one sentence
on inplenmenting institutional controls on groundwater until the groundwater is

cl eaned up or the groundwater contam nation is controlled. She comrented further
that it is not clear what uses should be restricted until the Central Area (QU 2)

ri sk assessnent is conducted, She is concerned that the |ocal property owners m ght
tap into the groundwater for irrigation and suggested that a nmoratoriumor ban be
considered on water supply well installations. She feels that some sort of contro
is required prior to all the source areas achieving cleanup and that such controls
may need to be worked out through the City governnment. Restrictions nmay not be
necessary until after the QU2 risk assessment is conpleted, which should be within
one year. Following the risk assessment, the institutional control could be targeted
nore to the pathways/uses that present the greatest risk/concern
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In response to a followup question regardi ng the exi stence of a well survey, M.
Mayor referred to the Miltiple Source G oundwater Response Plan (MBGRP) work
perforned by Gordon Bullard of TetraTech NUS (TTNUS) as a potential source for this
i nformation. She thought also that the Woburn BOH or Pl unbi ng Departnment night
require boring logs to be submtted for such wells.

Ms. Mayor al so nmentioned the |ack of sufficient basis/docunentation for nonitored
natural attenuation (MNA) at NEP (where the renedi al system has been shut off) and
the southern portion of the WIdwood property outside the footprint of the existing
treatment system She is not convinced that the planning and docunentation necessary
to support MNA, consistent with EPA guidance, is in evidence. She felt that the
basis for asserting MNA at these |ocations should be further exani ned by EPA

In addition, Ms. Mayor expressed concern over plume capture at Unifirst and G ace.
She and Mary Garren challenged the PRPs at Unifirst on this issue, particularly with
a lack of capture on the west side of the property. She recalled that Mary Garren
issued letters to the PRPs noting concerns regardi ng west side capture. However, the
concern has not been addressed to her know edge, She is less famliar with the
setting and circunstances at Grace, but recalls that EPA was concerned about a | ack
of capture at this property on the west side al so.

Wth regard to the Central Area (QU-2), discussion focused on efforts undertaken by
Mary Garren to find other sources, particularly associated with Rom con and Cumm ngs
Properties. Ms. Mayor expressed that it rnay be useful to see if there are other
sources contributing to contam nation in the Central Area (OUJ2). She nentioned that
G ace clains their groundwater extraction systemis pulling in contam nants

unrel ated to past Gace operations fromoff-property sources.

At QU 3, Ms. Mayor expressed a naggi ng concern that residential use in the future
has not been sufficiently addressed for the future scenario, She is concerned
because future residential devel opnent can nat be ruled out. Wat alleviates her
concern on this matter is that the 5-year review process can re-open the renedy in a
particular area if new (unaccounted for) residential devel opment takes place. She
felt that the level of protection is probably as good as it gets right now, provided
it can be re-opened in the future through the 5-year review or other process.

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTI ONS
1. B. Wiat concerns do you have about the site?
See response to Question 5 above in the state and |local officials category.

2.B. Are you aware of any cornnunity concerns regarding the site? Provide
details.

Wth regard to OJ3 (the Aberjona River), M. Myor nentioned the Town of Wnchester
BOH concerns related to Aberjona R ver flooding and iisk posed to construction
workers inplementing a potential flood control rernedy. Ms. Mayor acknaw edged t hat
flooding is addressed in the Aberjona R ver Study (OUJ3) iisk assessrnent and thinks
the communities concern has been addressed froma technical perspective.

Nonet hel ess,
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the community concern exists

Ms. Mayor is aware of conplaints fromaffected property owners regarding the
managenent of /responsibility for contam nated sedinments. It is an issue that the EPA
cannot necessarily address, unless the EPA undertakes direct renedial actions such
as dredging. Likely, private law suits will follow directed at the PRPs.

Wth regard to OJ)2 (the Central Area), Ms. Mayor noted the comrunities feeling that
the Wlls G&H aqui fer never again be used in the future as a potable water supply.
She recogni zes that the Gty of Whburn is hedging their water resources and
under st ands why they are disinclined to deconmission the wells. However, because EPA
is requiring cleanup to drinking water standards, the community's underlying concern
will at sane future point be addressed, but it will be long time before people agree
to use the Central Area aquifer as a potable water supply. She expressed the opinion
that the Gty's awareness of the public concerns and willingness to postpone a

deci sion on the use of the aquifer to sone future time works well with EPA's goal s
for aquifer restoration

3.B. Have the activities to date at the site hel ped the nei ghborhood and/ or
conmmuni ty?

Ms. Mayor thought that the shut down of the wells was the first step to help the
community. She also felt that EPA's exam nation of vapor intrusion issues and
industrial exposures to contam nated groundwater w |l be hel pful. She acknow edged
that direct exposure routes to contam nated groundwater are currently limted and
that the Source Area (OU- 1) renedies are hel ping to prevent further degradati on, but
the Central Area (QU-2) aquifer is still not cleaned up

She felt the community would realize further benefit once the exposures attributable
to sediments and vapor intrusion are addressed However, the only help the comunity
has realized thus far is the shutdown of Wlls G&&H

The public knows the Source Areas (QU-1) area being addressed, and paid for, by the
PRPs. She suggested that sone satisfaction mght be derived by the general public
fromhaving the polluters pay for the cleanup

Regarding to the Central Area (QU-2) and the Aberjona R ver (OJ3), people are
concerned that the continued activity will perpetuate the stignma of Wburn as a

pol luted pl ace. However, the renediation of the river will be a significant hetp to
the nei ghborhood. It will have a very obvious inpact

4.B. Are you aware of any events of vandalismor trespassing at the site?

Ms. Mayor mentioned break-ins at the RETEC field trailer during the installation of
the renedial system She also nentioned that tree renoval /right of way maintenance
along the railroad | ed ta damage of the fencing at Wldwood (e.g., fallen |inbs
during the naintenance fell on the fence in places and caused damage.)

5.B. Are you aware of any changes in projected |and use at or near the site?

Ms. Mayor noted the potential redevel opment of Aberjona Autoparts property into an
ice
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rink. She is also aware of a potential new building at the Charrette property (the
proponents may denolish the existing building and construct a new facility, possibly
an office building). The Sal em Pl ace residential devel opnment at the forner
Consol i dated Freightways term nal on Sal em Street was al so di scussed during the

i nterview

6. B. W understand that groundwater fromthat site may be used in the distant
future. Are there plans for use of groundwater at the site in the near tern®?

Ms. Mayor nentioned the potential for comrercial/industrial use of Central Area
groundwat er and nentioned that the Cty of Wburn Plunbing Department will not allow
pot abl e use

7.B. Are there any pending changes in |laws or regulations that nay inpact the
site?

Ms. Mayor nentioned the change in the arseni ¢ Maxi mum Cont am nant Level (MCL)

under the Safe Drinking Water Act, but is not svre how much the change will affect
the Central Area (OQU-2) aquifer. She is not sure when the arsenic MCL will change at
the state level. She nentioned that MADEP i s going through another round of

pronul gati on

She acknow edged that the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) regul ati ons are not
ARARS, but that EPA nmight acknow edge certain aspects of the MCP as ARARs, such
as the MCP's groundwater classifications. However, Ms. Mayor is not aware of any
other law or regulatory changes that would i npact the Wlls G3,H site

She al so nentioned comrents on the Aberjona R ver Study concerning dermal exposure
assunptions, She noted that the differences observed in the assunptions in the
docunent appear to "bal ance out", but agreed to check with the MADEP Office of
Research and Standards (QRS) about another other changes in exposure assunptions
or toxicol ogical val ues.

8.B. Do you have any suggestions ar recommendati ons regardi ng the project?

Regardi ng the Aberjona R ver remedy, M. Mayor suggested that too nuch reliance on
cappi ng of the sedinments mght involve a burdensonme future institutional contro
responsi bility, depending on the responsible party.

9.B. Is there any other information that you wish to share that m ght be of use?

Ms. Mayor anticipates close comruni cation between EPA and MADEP in the future
regarding the rifle range located in the Central Area. She has attenpted to convince
the managenent of the rifle range to adopt Best Managenent Practices (BWPs) to
mtigate potential contamnation caused by rifle range activities. She comrented
that she has meet with sone resistance fromthe rifle range managenent regarding
these initiatives. Lead was noted as a potential ecol ogical concern based on the
findings of the Aberjona R ver study and that |ead contani nated sedi nents
potentially attributable to the rifle range were detected in sedinents in the
38-acre wetland of the Wlls &H site. She recalled some progress with the rifle
range, where they agreed not to shoot toward the wetland. MADEP is not interested in
shutting down the rifle range, They sinply want themto nodify their activities
(i.e., adopt BMPS).
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site

EPA ID No.: MAD980732168

Subject: Five Year Review

Date: 8/23/04

Time: 3:00 pm

Type: O Telephone W Visit O Other
Location of Visit: Gulde Insurance Agency, Inc. Burlington, MA
(Mr. Marlowe’s place of business.)

O Incoming 8 Qutgoing N/A

Contact Made By:
Name: Title: Organization:
David M. Sullivan, LSP, CHMM Project Manager TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D, Risk Assessor Metcalf & Eddy
Individual Contacted:
Name: Title: Organization:
Jack Marlowe Chairman Woburn Redevelopment Authority
{WRA)
Telephone No.: 781-935-3010 (WRA) Street Address
Fax No.: {WRA) 365 Main Street
E-Mail Address: Woburn, MA 01801

Preface: Prior to conducting the interview, TRC and M&E engaged in an informai
discussion with Mr. Marlowe concerning his overall background relative the Wells G&H
Superfund Site. Mr. Marlowe noted his involvement in the early 1980s with the grass
roots environmental advocacy group For A Cleaner Environment (FACE), which was
started by Reverend Bruce Young, a local Episcopal Minister, and Anne Anderson,
whose son contracted leukemia. He is friends with Ann Anderson and expressed that
discussing the Wells G&H site still stirs deep-seated emotions. His wife was involved
with FACE when the organization was incorporated. Mr. Marlowe later became president
of FACE for a few years. He later became involved with the Woburn Redevelopment
Authority {(WRA) and helped develop the area to the west of the railroad tracks. He was
also involved in the development of the new highway interchange and the Anderson
Transportation Center. He is 65 years of age and grew up in Woburn. As a child, he
played in the very areas that are now Superfund Sites. He was there at many of the
significant events at the Wells G&H site, like the aquifer pump test conducted by the
United States Geological Survey (USGS) and during the excavation of drums on the W.R.
Grace property. He mentioned his strong dislike for Attorney Jan Schlictmann, although
he acknowledged he was a great attorney (the reasons for his dislike were not explained
or explored).

He offered that he has a "pretty good working relationship with EPA", but characterized
his early relationship with EPA as a member of FACE as "politely adversarial.” In the
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early days of the Wlls &&H site, he recalls working closely with R chard Chal pin of
the Massachusetts Departnment of Environnental Protection (MADEP), who he credited
with detecting trichloroethene (TCE) in the Aberjona River and with helping to find
the arsenic pits in North Wburn

He has very strong feelings for the Gty of Whburn and feels all the Superfund

i ssues have "put a snudge" on the community he | oves. He has since undertaken the

m ssi on of changing the inage of Wburn. Early on, he had issues with the EPA who
apparently was reluctant to install a fence around the Industri-Plex site. Later, he
felt that EPA "softened" and enbraced the concerns of the community to a greater
degree. He felt that the testinony of Ann Anderson and Rev. Bruce Young before
congress leading up to the reauthorization of the Superfund law in the early 1980s
was the turning point for EPA relative to Whburn Superfund Sites, after which Wburn
got greater political attention and EPA becane a nore positive force

Wth M. Marlowe's involvenent both in city affairs (e.g., WRA) and his early
i nvol venent with FACE, questions appropriate for both state/local officials and
comunity groups were posed during the interview

5- YEAR REVI EW QUESTI ONS FOR STATE/ LOCAL OFFI Cl ALS
1.A Wiat is your overall inpression of the project? (general sentinent)

M. Marlowe felt that EPA was very responsi bl e when they conducted the Aberjona

Ri ver human health and ecol ogical risk studies. The Aberjona River Study did lead to
sone "flare ups" of l|ocal concern, but those "in the know' appreciated what was
done. He felt that sone "at the fringe" questioned the science, but feels that EPA
did a goad job. He also felt that the issues raised by the University of Connecti cut
as part of the TOSC revi ew were inconsequenti al

He further commented that conpared to the early days of the site, the project has
progressed in quantum | eaps and feels today that the project is being handl ed very
responsi bly by EPA

2. A. Have there been routine comrunication or activities (site visits
i nspections) involving your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose
and results.

M. Marlowe is not a direct recipient of conmmunication fromEPA but he receives
comuni cati on through the political process

M. Marl owe discussed further that he has worked with three consecutive mayors
(Rabbit, Dever, and Curran) and stated that he was a confidant of all three. He
coment ed negatively on EPA's decision to divide the site into the three Operable
Units and was not sure what purpose it served

He commented further regarding the psychol ogy of the community: No one wants to hear
about the site anynore. He noted further that no one will ever drink the water from
the Wlls G&H aqui fer and asked al oud why i s EPA pursuing cleanup of the aquifer.
Then he acknow edged that his opinion |later turned around when it becane clear that
good
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sci ence had been done and correct decisions had been made, particularly with regard
to the Aberjona River study.

He reflected on the results of the Aberjona R ver study, and noted how sone areas
are contam nated, such as in the bend in the river, and other areas are | ess

contam nated, He further discussed the EPA grant to the WRA to eval uate reuse, and
mentioned ideas for a viewing platformat Wll H He noted that the people are now
concerned about potential exposures, which has | essened interest/enthusiasmfor
reuse of the area around Wlls &H In his opinion, the Wlls G&H wetl and area coul d
be an ideal recreational area since it cannot be devel oped, but asked what happens

i f soneone goes swi mm ng? He remarked favorably about the results of the Aberjona

Ri ver Study. He appreciates the docunentati on of his suspicions and what backs it

up.

Wth regard to the work undertaken by the WRA rel ative to the EPA Superfund
Redevel opment Grant, M. Marlowe stated that his organization is still westling
with what they will say in their final report, which is due Decenber 31, 2004. He
acknow edges his own bias stenmming fromhis own involvenent in FACE, and expressed
concern if sonething is overl ooked.

3. A Have there been any conplaints, violations, or other incidents related to
the site requiring a response by your office. If so, please give details of the
events and results of the response.

As part of the WRA, his has not aware of any conplaints, violations, or other
i nci dent s.

As part of FACE, he recalls an incident near the present day |ocation of the
Anderson Transportation Center where a contractor excavating to connect to the water
supply encountered chrom umwaste, M. Marlowe renmenbered attenpting to reach EPA
and MADEP to see what they could do to rectify the situation, and expl ai ned how
finally the Building Inspector issued a Cease and Desist Order because the
contractor had not obtained a pernmt for the work, Incidents like this nake him
wonder who will be responsible for Institutional Controls in the future.

4. A. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?
M. Marl owe answered, "Yes."

5.A. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recomendati ons regarding
the site's managenent or operation?

M, Marlowe renmarked that this is a tough question. The WRA has a grant for

exam ni ng the redevel opment of the Wells G&H Superfund Site. This authority includes
areas south of the Salem Street Bridge and extends to the border of the rifle range
and al so includes the WR Gace Site, Fornal recomrendations will be provided in
the WRA's final report due Decenber 31, 2004.

M. Marlowe stated that he has consi derabl e respect for Joseph LeMay, the Renedi al
Proj ect Manager (RPU) for the Wlls G&&H site. However, he felt that it takes M.
LeMay an inordinate amount of tine to make a decision. M. Mrlowe al so acknow edged
that M. LeMay can not nake snap deci sions because of the high visibility and
profile of the site.
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SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTI ONS
1. B. Wiat concerns do you have about the site?

M. Marlowe comrented that he has nothing nore to offer than what has al ready been
stated. He commented further about the extraordinary arsenic concentrations in the
sedinents and feels that as |ong as the contam nated sedi ments are not di sturbed,
that the situation is K

M. Marlowe comrented further: Froma FACE perspective, lets get the PRPs to cl ean
up the river. Froma busi nessman's perspective, he wonders why one woul d bother to
clean up the contanination. What is the point?

In a further comrent on the Aberjona River Study, he felt that sanpling was not
perforned deep enough, regardless of the linmted nmobility characteristics of
ar seni c.

2.B. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site? Provide
details.

M. Marlowe stated that as long at the cleanup goes on and it is not conpleted,
there will be community concerns. He noted his conedy club experience, when the

com c found out that he was from Wburn and nade fun of himand the Whburn

contam nation situation, driving home the point of the deep-seated and widely known
stigna. He wants this to end and feels the site has been studied to death. He thinks
EPA' s renedi al actions should stop with the river. If EPAis going to clean it up,
then clean it up. Twenty-four years or nore is a long tine to wait.

3.B. Have the activities to date at the site hel ped the nei ghborhood and/ or
conmmuni ty?

M. Marlowe stated that the only activity that hel ped was the closing of the wells,
He rermarked that the average person does not understand the content of the Aberjona
Ri ver Study. He renarked that Mayor John Rabbit's razing of the well houses was a
good nove.

4.B. Are you aware of any events of vandalismor trespassing at the site?

M. Marlowe is not aware of any vandalism Regarding trespassing, he noted that it
is an open site with little preventing anyone's access to the site, |ike signs. He
noted that he visits the site hinmself fromtine to tine.

5.B. Are you aware of any changes in projected |and use at or near the site?

M. Marlowe referred to prior discussions concerning the WRA's $100, 000 EPA grant to
eval uate site reuse and the pending final report due Decenber 31, 2004.

6. B. W understand that groundwater fromthat site may be used in the distant
future. Are there plans far use of groundwater at the site in the near tern®?

M. Marl owe answered, "Over ny dead body." He stated enphatically that he would do
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what ever he could to stop it.

He recognizes that the Gty could abandon the water supply, but al so understands the
Cty's notivations for not doing so, No one inthe Gty will make the decision to
abandon the water supply and thus renove the potential far cleanup in the future,

M. Marl owe noted beyond the groundwater issue his concern over flooding of
nei ghboring properties and downstream Wnchester. He felt that the fl oodwaters had
to have contam nated soils on neighboring properties and in Wnchester.

7.B. Are there any pending changes in |laws or regulations that nay inpact the
site?

M. Marlowe stated that he was not aware of any pending changes in | aws or
regul ations that may inmpact the site.

8.B. Do you have any suggestions or recommendati ons regarding the project?
Refer to State/Local Oficial Question Na. 5A
9.B. Is there any other information that you wi sh to share that m ght be of use?

M. Marlowe referred to prior discussions concerning the WRA's $100, 000 EPA grant to
eval uate site reuse and the pending final report due Decenber 31, 2004.

5- YEAR REVI EW QUESTI ONS FOR COVMUNI TY
1.C. Wiat is your overall inpression of the project? (general sentinent)

M. Marlowe indicated that he is not involved in any coomunity groups involved in
environmental issues or issues related to the Wlls G&H Site. H s only current
invol venent is with the WAA

2.C. Wat effects have site operations had on the surroundi ng comunity?

M. Marlowe indicated that today, the inpact of site operations is niniscule.
H storically, however, the news coverage, book, and novie have had a trenmendous
psychol ogi cal inpact on nenbers of the community.

3.C. Are you aware of any conmmunity concerns regarding the site's operation
and adm ni stration? If so, please give details.

M. Marlowe indicated that the site's operation and adm nistrati on has never been
questioned. FACE initially questioned/challenged EPA, but today, EPA's intent is
known and under st ood.

4.C. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site (such as
emergency responses)? If so, please give details.

M. WMarl owe answered, "no.
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5.C. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?
M. Marlowe answered, "yes" and attributed it to his position on the WRA. He stated
that EPA has al ways been forthcom ng, although they only call a neeting when they
have a result. He contrasted the "new EPA" with the "old EPA', comenting that the
"new EPA" is significantly better. He defined "ol d" and "new' EPA as pre- and

post - Super f und reaut hori zation (in the early $980s), After Superfund was
reauthorized at that time, Whburn got political attention. He commented favorably on
Senat or Kennedy's hunani tariani smtowards those inpacted by contam nation in Wburn
and described it as "tremendous." He is | ess enanored of Senator Kerry's efforts
relative to Whburn contam nation

6. C. Do you have any coments, suggestions, or recomrendations regarding
the site's managenent or operation?

See prior answers
SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTI ONS FOR COVWUNI TY GROUPS
1.D. Wiat concerns do you have about the site7

M. Marlowe has no concerns as long as the river contanmination is not disturbed. He
considers the site relatively safe as long as the contam nation is not disturbed. He
wonders what is gained if you dig up the contam nated sedinents given the difficulty
of controlling what woul d nove downstream when di sturbed. Views capping as a
preferred alternative, but still is concerned about disturbing the contam nation
during cappi ng.

2.D. Are you aware of any other comunity concerns regarding the site?
Provi de details.

M. Marl owe answered, "no.
3.D. Have the activities to date at the site hel ped the nei ghborhood and/ or
conmmuni ty?

See prior comrents about closing the wells and razing the punp houses
4.D. Are you aware of any events of vandalismer trespassing at the site?
See prior comrents about vandalism trespassing and site access.

5.D. Are you aware of any other activities at the site that night be of
i mportance (e.g., flooding)?

M. Marlowe noted flooding and reflected on hurricane Carol in 1954. At the tine,
Carol caused trenendous flooding and led to the inundation of the area now occupi ed
by the Wburn Mall, etc., north of Route 328. The entire area was flooded as deep as
7 feet because the water could not get through the constriction caused by the

hi ghway. Wth the continued | oss of the natural flood plain, M. Mrlowe wonders
about the inpact of
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such a 100-year stormin the future on the contam nants in the river
6.D. Are you aware of any changes in projected | and use at or near the site?

M. Marlowe referred to prior discussions concerning the WRA's $100, 000 EPA grant to
eval uate site reuse and the pending final report due Decenber 31, 2004.

7.D. Is there any sentinment fromthe community about the future use of groundwater
fromthe site?

See prior comrents about M. Marlowe's personal objection to the future use of
groundwat er and rel ated public sentinent.

8.D. Do you have any suggestions or recommendati ons regardi ng the project?

M. Marlowe referred back to answers provided to prior questions like this, and
added that there is trenendous opportunity for comunity redevel opnent associ at ed
with the Sout hwest Properties (Aberjona Autoparts, Wiitney Barrel, and Miurphy Waste
G1l). He would be an advocate of reasonabl e devel opnent of these properties

9.D. 1s there any other information that you wish to share that m ght be of use?

M. Marlowe stated that he has offered the information he wished to share. He
enphasi zed the psychol ogi cal inpact of the contam nation on the community. The wor st
thing that coul d happen would be to bring nmore contamination issues to light. If
nore issues are found, then prove to himthat it is necessary to burden the
community further.

M. Marlowe closed by recommendi ng that Ms, G ndy Stanton Brook be interviewed. She
has her own firm but works on behal f of Mnsanto regarding Industri-Pl ex. He
indicated that she had a significant role in the redevel opment of the area,

i ncludi ng the Anderson Regional Transportation Center, and has sone

invol venent/interest in the activities at Wlls &H He was confident that her
comrents woul d be interesting

Page 7 of 7



INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MADO980732168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 5:15 pm Date: 8/24/04
Type: O Telephone B Visit O Other OIncommg O Qutgoing N/A
Location of Visit: Woburn City Hall
Contact Made By:

Name: Title: Organization:
David M. Sullivan, LSP, CHMM Project Manager TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Metcealf & Eddy

Individual Contacted:
Name: Title: Organization:
Jobn Curran Mayor City of Woburn
Telephone: 781-932-4503 Street Address:
Fax No. Woburn City Hall

E-mail Address

10 Common Street
Woburn, MA01801

Preface: Prior to conducting the interview, TRC and M&E engaged in an informal
discussion of current status and recent progress at the Wells G&H site with Mayor John

Curran. During this discussion, Mr. Curran asked, regarding the outcome of the Aberjona
River Study, what would be accomplished with excavation of the sediments, if chosen as
a remedy. He also inguired as to the status of remedial activities north of Route 128 (the
Industri-Plex Superfund Site). He described how the stigma associated with Waobumn
water is almost insurmountable. He acknowledged the role of the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and Superfund as a vehicle for remediation, but despite the
progress, it is hard for Woburn to shake the image. He viewed the warning signs recently
installed along the river and the cranbeny bog as well intended, but the signs have the
unintended effect of perpetuating the stigma. Mr. Curran noted the gap in the
conservatism of the risk assessment, and the communication to the general public the
actual danger posed by the contaminated sediments. He acknowledged that it is tough
to bridge a warning sign regarding the sediments with a practical understanding of what it
takes to truly sustain a harmful exposure. He wondered if there was a better way to
communicate this information.

His job is to make sure Woburn does not suffer unnecessarily from Superfund activity
and the perception of contamination. Despite the current good quality of the City's
drinking water, people still say, "Don't drink the water." Each step EPA takes to
advance the remedy has an impact on the state of mind of Woburn residents. The
Superfund process in Wobum has a definite public impact.
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5- YEAR REVI EW QUESTI ONS FOR STATE/ LOCAL OFFI Cl ALS
1.A Wiat is your overall inpression of the project? (general sentinent)

M. Curran felt that the project has been successful froma technical/environnenta
standpoint. H's nain concern, beside public health, was the inpact of the cleanup on
public perception. He wants the project to have as little negative inpact on public
perception as possible without interfering with the technical goals of the project.

He stated that the EPA has been good about contacting his office and keepi ng peopl e
aware as the project evolves. EPA has al ways kept himaware. Me has never felt

bl i nd-sided by information because he has been nmade aware of significant results in
advance.

2. A. Have there been routine comrunication or activities (site visits, inspections)
i nvol ving your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose and results.

M. CQurran answered, "yes." He added that his visits or inspections were generally
tied to sone mlestone in the project where he would participate in site nmeetings or
visits with Joseph LeMay, Renedial Project Manager (RPM for EPA. For exanple, he
visited the cranberry bog foll owi ng the Aberjona River Study risk assessnment to see
the contaninated areas identified as presenting risk. He added that Joseph LeMay was
very good at pointing things out and explaining the repercussions.

3. A Have there been any conplaints, violations, or other incidents related to
the site requiring a response by your office. If so, please give details of the
events and results of the response.

M. Curran that he has received no conplaints related to EPA activities, He has
recei ved conpl aints about illegal dunping in the area, bot that the conplaints are
not related to the Wells & H Superfund Site. He al so received conpl aints regarding
the paint ball activity on the Gty owned property by Wlls GH There have been no
conplaints related to the ongoing remedial activities, either

4. A. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?

M. Curran answered, "yes.
5.A. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recomendati ons regarding
the site's managenent or operation?

M. Curran stressed that he wants public awareness and public perception to be
handl ed with the utnost care. He noted the "give and take" between informng the
public, while avoiding unnecessary fear. He acknow edged that public health is the

hi ghest priority, but feels it is very inportant to protect the perceived quality of
life in Wborn, the value of Whburn as a comunity. He feels EPA can do a better jab
of it and desires less volatile ways of informng the public. He stated the recent
posting of warning signs as one exanple, No one is "breaking down the door" to voice
objections, but it is still a concern. He does not want to inply that anyone at EPA
has been derelict in his or her duty. EPA
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has been very professional and he feels the job is well managed. Nonet hel ess, he
wants greater attention paid to perception

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTI ONS
1. B. Wiat concerns do you have about the site?

M. Curran expressed that north of Route 128 [Industri-Plex] is a big concern to him
because it is an area where they have the | east know edge, He wonders about the

i npact of what nigrates out fromunder the cap in groundwater and wonders if there
is arenedial salvation for this. Hs inpression is that there is further renedi a
work required for groundwater in this area despite the cap. He is concerned about
how this contami nation will be nmanaged

Anot her concern is the din Site in Wlnington at the edge of the Aberjana

Wat ershed. He wonders how contam nation fromdin will inpact the site in Wburn. He
under st ands that sonme of the groundwater at Ain flows the other way, toward

W I m ngton, but nonethel ess woul d appreciate nore information on the din site. He
is aware that WI mngton residents have found contam nation in their groundwater and
he heard runors that the Massachusetts Departnent of Environnmental Protection
(MADEP) was trying to nove away from nanagenent responsibility for the Qin Site,
perhaps due to ongoi ng resource constraints at their agency. He wants to know what
relationship this site has to the Whburn watershed. He reflected on Wl nington's
approach to the din site, noting that they are approaching it in quiet nanner,
which he feels is intended to minimze or avoid stigna Wlmngton will need to
connect to the Massachusetts Water Resource Authority (MARA) to supplenent their
supply, as did Whburn. He understands that din is to pay for the sewer line
extension. The situation is |like that of Wburn in the early stages of the response
to the contam nation. Stigna versus Ceanup, it is sonething all nmunicipalities are
very concerned about. He feels nmany nunicipalities have | earned from Wburn's
experience, M. Curran noted that wherever he goes in the country, everyone is aware
of Woburn's plight.

M. Curran reflected on the tremendous positive inpact the Superfund renedi a
process can have, citing the recently redevel oped areas in North Wburn, such as
Presidential Way and the area near the new hi ghway interchange. He al so spoke
favorably of the role of MetroNorth in the revitalization of the area. Whburn
experienced trenendous growth even during the econonic downturn due to the recent
devel opment activity in this area, He acknow edged EPA' s | everage and stated that it
i s necessary to have EPA invol venent foster the kind of change realized at

I ndustri - Pl ex.

2.B. Are you aware of any community concerns regarding the site? Provide details.

M. Curran stated that when the Aberjona R ver Study results were rel eased, there
was some concern about property values along the river, but nore fromthe
cornmercial sector than the residential. He expl ai ned how Joseph LeMay showed how
the results should have no inpact on residential values. M. Curran felt that the
results should al so have |limted inpact on comrercial property val ues given where
nost of the contamination presenting risk is located. He attributed the relatively
smal | amount of concern expressed by the local residents to the experiences of the
comunity as whol e,
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suggesting that the experience has nmade the average resident nuch nore

awar e/ educated than residents in other comunities. He stated that he received nore
calls frorn the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) than he did fromloca
residents. There was relatively little outcry fromthe local citizens, and he stated
that the study had no inpact on the mayoral election. He felt that the PRPs, too,
were concerned about public perception, but for nuch different reasons than his own
The PRPs did not want the Aberjona River Study report to be released. He al so noted
the PRP's financial interests

3.B. Have the activities to date at the site hel ped the nei ghborhood and/ or
conmmuni ty?

M. Curran answered, "yes" and referred to prior answers provided. He restated that
the Superfund process at Industri-Plex has hel ped with econom ¢ devel opment that has
sust ai ned Wburn for the last 8 years. The planning for Presidential Wy and near by
areas really paid off, since the Gty put a lot of effort into planning this

devel opment. M. Curran added that he was a previous nenber of the Pl anning Board
and Gty Council during the planning stages and is very aware of the planning
activities regarding this area

He cited the Superfund activities in North Wburn [l ndustri-Plex] as an exanpl e,

whi ch have fostered an economic boomthat will allowthe Gty to secure $380 mllion
in debt service. This new devel opment is a trenendous econonic base for the Gty. He
refl ected on the nam ng of the Anderson Transportation Center for the Anderson child
who died fromleukenmia, noting that the site has been reused without forgetting the
price

He cited the redevel opment of the Industri-Plex area as a trenendous success and

wi shes that nore of EPA's Superfund renedial efforts could be as successful. It was
a very positive outcome, He nentioned how the state took an interest when they
needed to cite a transportation center and how they hel ped with the cap, He noted
that they would not have taken an interest in the area if they were not aware of the
i ntensive re-use undertaken in the area, He remarked about how the Industri-Plex
Site Renedial Trust was notivated to naxi m ze property value and increase their
return. He noted the efforts of forner Mayor John Rabbit, C ndy Stanton Brooks of
the trust, and the inpacts of zoning adjustnents, that made the construction of the
hi ghway i nterchange nore attractive. Wth the advent of the interchange, devel opnent
really took off. The inproved traffic fl ow between W1 m ngton and Wburn has al so
been a plus

He noted how these experiences have given Wburn a greater sensitivity to the
protection of their existing water supply [Horn Pond Aquifer] and he is pleased by
the attention paid and the technol ogy inplenented to ensure a safe water supply. He
noted the new water treatment systemw th a chem st on duty.

4.B. Are you aware of any events of vandalismor trespassing at the site?

M. Curran is not aware of vandalismor trespassing at the site. See prior responses
regarding the paint ball activity, which for a period of tine was allowed by the
City on Gty property near Wlls G and H Sone residents conpl ai ned about the paint
ball activity. See also prior comments about illegal dunping activity in the
vicinity of the site
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5.B. Are you aware of any changes in projected |and use at or near the site?

M. Curran is nat aware of any changes in projected |land use at or near the site. He
not ed t hat Wbburn Redevel opnent Authority's EPA grant to study proposed uses. He
indicated that there are no concrete proposals, but that the general sentinent is
for some form of passive recreational use.

6. B. W understand that groundwater fromthat site may be used in the distant
future. Are there plans for use of groundwater at the site in the near tern?

M. Curran stated that there are no plans to use the water. The only uses he coul d
see involve use of the water for cooling purposes, like Atlantic CGelatin. He
recalled that the Gty was approached by Tennessee Gas about a power plant proposal
bot their water needs were far greater than could be supplied by the aquifer. He
wondered that if the water were used in this way, that perhaps the user could treat
the water prior to returning it to the aquifer, thus acconplishing sone treatnent.
However, he acknow edged that it is an unlikely scenario.

7.B. Are there any pending changes in laws or regulations that nay inpact the site?
M. Curran stated that the Gty is revising their Master Plan, but that the Mster

Pl an does not contenpl ate anything inconsistent with what is already in place at the
site.

8.B. Do you have any suggestions or recommendati ons regardi ng the project?

M. Curran felt that his suggestions or recomendati ons were already covered in
previous responses. He added that he has no concerns about EPA's assessment and
remedi ati on objectives, but stressed his concern about nanagi ng public perception
and its inpact on the quality of life in Whburn.

9.B. Is there any other information that you wish to share that m ght be of use?

M. Curran felt that this area was al ready covered in previous responses.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MAD980732168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 5:15pm | Date: 8/25/04
Type: O Telephone W Visit O QOther O Incoming O Outgoing N/A
Location of Visit: Metcalf & Eddy, Inc., Wakefield, MA

Contact Made By:
Name: Title: Organization:
David M. Sullivan, LSP, CHMM Project Manager TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Metcalf & Eddy

Individual Contacted:

Name: Title: Organization:

Gretchen P. Latowsky Environmental Activist For a Cleaner Environment (FACE
Telephone No.:

Fax No.:

E-mail Address:

Preface: Ms. Gretchen P. Latowsky was interviewed due to her long-standing
involvement with local environmental groups, particularly the Wobum organization For A
Cleaner Environment (FACE). Ms. Latowsky, a resident of the Town of Reading, became
involved due to the "Woburn Odor", which was associated with a contractor's excavation
of buried hides on the Industri-Plex site in North Woburn. Prevailing winds carried strong
odors from the decaying hides to the Town of Reading.

Ms. Latowsky's direct involvement with FACE and Woburn environmental issues has
lessened in recent years, but she remains committed to environmentalism. An example
of her current involvement with environmental issues is her seat on the Massachusetts
Licensed Site Professional Board. Prior to the interview, TRC and M&E engaged in an
informal discussion of current status and recent progress at the Wells G&H site. During
this discussion, Ms. Latowsky commented that she has not been involved in recent
developments at the Wells G&H site, but added that she reviewed some materials on the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Wells G&H web site to help prepare for the
interview.

The discussion lead to the status of the Southwest Properties Sites and historic asrial
photographs, referred to as 'EPIC’, that shows overlays of successive changes in land
use. She also noted her past involvement in a court case involving the PRPs for the
Olympia Site, who sought relief from Superfund kability. She commented on some of the
changes in land use, recollecting from the EPIC photos that a tannery faciiity may have
been located near the current Patriot flooring facility. She noted that the EPIC photos
might be available from Massachusetts Depariment of Environmental Protection
(MADEPY) personnel (Anna Mayor or Jay Naparstek). She also noted a series of 150
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phot ogr aphs taken al ong the Aberjona River in the 1920s by the Mssachusetts
Department of Fisheries and Wldlife that depict outfalls and | agoons. She offered
to provide the photographs for our use

5- YEAR REVI EW QUESTI ONS FOR COVMUNI TY

1.A Wiat is your overall inpression of the project? (general sentinent)

Ms. Latowsky stated that it is nice to see the project progressing, although she
finds that fact that the project has taken 25 years to get this far to be shocking.
She appreci ates, however, the | evel of technical attention the project is now
receiving and feels that conpares favorably to the work conducted by Ecol ogy &
Environment, Inc. (E&E) in the 1980s, She feels that the |evel of renediation
acconpl i shed has been nminimal and feels that is good that no one has used the water
in the nean tine.

2. A What effects have site operations had on the surroundi ng comunity?

Ms. Latowsky felt that this was a difficult question for her to answer. She has not
been closely involved with the project lately and is not a Wburn resident. It has

had little or no effect on the Town of Readi ng where she |ives.

3.A Are you aware of any conmmunity concerns regarding the site's operation and
adm ni stration? If so, please give details.

Ms. Latowsky felt this question, too, was difficult far her to answer since she has
not been closely involved with the project lately and is not a Wburn resident. She

does not get the Whburn paper and has not been deeply involved lately,

4. A Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site (such as
emergency responses)? If so, please give details.

See replies to Questions 2. A and 3. A

5.A Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?

Ms. Lat owsky appreciated being updated during the preface to the interview It
ref ocused her interest in what is going on. She finds the site interesting and

comented that you cannot help but be interested init.

6. A Do you have any coments, suggestions, or recomrendations regarding the site's
nmanagenent or operation?

Ms. Latowsky felt that she cannot comment, positively or negatively, since she has
not be very involved recently,

SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTI ONS FOR COVWUNI TY GROUPS
1. B. Wiat concerns do you have about the site?

Ms. Latowsky's primary concern is the amount of time it is taking to reach a remedy.
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She recogni zes that some of the 'legalistic' aspects of Superfund have contri buted
to the pace of the work. She is concerned about what is nigrating down river and the
i mpact of the nmigrating contam nation on the Mystic Lakes. She wonders if there will
ever be a cleanup. She is also concerned about the cover at Industri-Plex and how it
has had no affect on oxidation-reduction conditions in groundwater and the

associ ated migration of arsenic and chromumin groundwater. She is interested in
under st andi ng what has been done to address arsenic and chrom umin groundwater at

I ndustri-Plex because the renedy that was inplenented has no inpact on this

m gration. She commented that the nechani sns causing the migration were reveal ed
after the Record of Decision (ROD) and noted that EPA did not go back go re-open the
ROD, She feels the legalistic aspect of the Superfund process and the difficulties
with negotiating with 29 PRPs contributed to the failure to revisit this issue at
the time. She recalls efforts to try to get EPA to address the issue, but they did
not work. She was disappointed with this outcone at |ndustri-Plex.

2.B. Are you aware of any other comunity concerns regarding the site?
Provi de details.

Ms. Lat owsky answered, "no,
3.B. Have the activities to date at the site hel ped the nei ghborhood and/ or
conmmuni ty?

Ms. Latowsky noted that when she used to give tal ks, she would say that the only
actions that hel ped was the fencing of Industri-Plex and the closing of Wlls GM

al t hough she was not inpressed with the denolition of the punp houses. Wth regard
to Industri-Plex, she conmented that the purpose of the cap (approximately $300, 000)
was to prevent contact, and for that purpose they did not need a $50 million dollar
remedy. After all that noney, there still is not a renedy in place for groundwater
at Industri-Plex. She also wonders if there are any other sources out there

4.B. Are you aware of any events of vandalismor trespassing at the site?

Ms. Latowsky answered, "no." She recalls sonme illegal dunping. She also recalled a
wal k at the Industri-Plex property about 10 years after the discovery of the
I ndustri-Plex contam nation where they encountered illegal dunped drums, which she

reported to MADEP.

5.B. Are you aware of any other activities at the site that night be of
i mportance (e.g., flooding)?

Ms. Lat owsky answered, "na." She comented again that her involvenent with the site
has been less in recent years. She is concerned about talk of a newice rink at the
Aberjona Autoparts property and wondered if it would be protective and whether the
aut obody shop woul d renain, She recalled strong chenical odors fromthe autobody
shop in the past.

6.B. Are you aware of any changes in projected | and use at or near the site?

MB. Latowsky is only famliar with the talk of the newice rink at Aberjana
Aut oparts.
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7.B. Is there any sentinment fromthe community about the future use of groundwater
fromthe site?

Ms. Latowsky felt certain that the people in Wburn would not want to use that water
as long as anyone is around that remenbers the events and the 29 cases of |eukem a.
She recall ed a presentati on conducted by MADEP regarding wel | head treatnent that was
not well received. They received a very negative reaction fromthe residents,

8.B. Do you have any suggestions or recommendations regardi ng the project?

Ms. Latowsky is concerned about the on-going effects of contam nation and the

m gration of arsenic and chromumin the Abejona R ver. She wants to see the
mechani sm responsi bl e for the continued mgration of arsenic and chromumto be
addressed, She nentioned that Harold Henond of the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology (MT) inforned her that the mechani smof rel ease could go on for a
century. She al so asked whether soil sanples were co]lected along the river as part
of the Aberjona River Study. [Dr. Silverman of kl&E, who worked on the river study,
infornmed Ms. Latowsky that soil sanples had been collected in the Aberjona River

f1 oodpl ai n] .

9.B. Is there any other information that you wi sh to share that m ght be of use?

Ms. Latowsky stated that she offered that information during the course of the
interview

However, she asked about the din site in WIlnmngton and would like to be nore
i nforned about that site.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Wells G&IT Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MAD980732168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 9:30 am | Date: 8/26/04
Type: H Telephone O Visit O Other O Incoming M Outgoing
Location of Visit:

Contact Made By:
Name: Title: Organization:
Diane Silverman, Ph.D. Risk Assessor Metcalf & Eddy

Individual Contacted:

Name: Title: Health Agent Organization:
John (Jack) Fralick Jr. ' Board of Health, City of Woburn
Telephone No.: 781-932-4407 Street Address:
Fax No.: Woburn City Hall
E-Mail Address: 10 Common Street
Woburn, MA 01801

5-YEAR REVIEW QUESTIONS FOR STATE/LOCAL OFFICIALS
1.  What is your overall impression of the project? (general sentiment)

Mr. Fralick stated that overall, the project has moved too slowly. He noted that he fully
understands that data need to be gathered and analyzed, and that reports need to be
written. But he cannot imagine why the process has taken so long. He realizes that
progress has been made at the site; the treatment plants are operating and thousands of
pounds of waste have been removed from groundwater. Mr. Fralick referred to the site as
a "black eye that won't go away". Wobum has been in the media forefront for 25 years,
He is hoping that the community will be provided with the closure it needs. The studies

o date have not provided the closure.

Mr. Fralick noted that activities at the site continue to set off alarms to the community.
He used the recent installation of the warning signs at the cranberry bog as an example.
He would have preferred that a fence, rather than signs, be installed since a fence would
have been a less obvious indication of potential harm. What he would really prefer is a
solufion rather than a sign. The City wants a concrete cleanup outcome that clearly
indicates that a level of no significant risk has been reached.

Mr. Fralick stated that he uses the Aberjona River Study report as a reference to answer
community questions. He receives numerous phone calls expressing three basic types
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of concerns regarding the site: (1) individuals who want to nove into the comunity
but have concerns about the site; (2) residents of Wburn who have children with
heal t h probl enms seeki ng answers to those problens; and (3) past residents of Wburn
who have been di agnosed with cancer or have children di agnosed with cancer | ooking
for a possible answer to why the cancer happened. He stated that he what he needs is
concrete results and information to answer these questions and report to the

conmmuni ty.

Because he feels that not enough had been done at the site over the |ast 25 years,
he would Ii ke ta see the site fast tracked. However, he is pleased that progress is
bei ng nade and that cleanup is being actively addressed

2. Have there been routine conmunication or activities (site visits, inspections)
i nvol ving your office regarding the site? If so, please give purpose and results.
M. Fralick indicated "no" in response to this question. He commented that he reads
reports, but rarely receives other communication regarding the site. He noted that
he is aware of the EPA grant to the Whburn Redevel opment Authority (WRA) but has had
limted involverent with that process. During his limted invol venent, he advised
the WRA that doing nothing with the Wlls G&H wetl and nay be the best option

Pl aci ng wal kways in contam nated areas does not make sense froma public health
position, especially near the hot spot at Well H

In further response to the question, M. Fralick stated that he has visited the site
for a variety of reasons, He participated in a cleanup of asbestos-concrete piping
on Rifle Range Road, he checks for illegal dunping, and has visited the Sout hnest
Properties to performdunpster checks. He is aware that a skating rink is being
considered at the Aberjona junkyard and hopes that EPA is participating in those

di scussi ons

3. Have there been any conplaints, violations, or other incidents related to the
site requiring a response dy your office. If so, please give details of the events
and results of the response

M. Fralick again noted conplaints relative to the Cty's storage of

concret e-asbestos pi ping and the renmoval of the piping, which had been stored there
for a prolonged period of tinme. He has al so received conpl aints of mdnight dunping
in the wetland area, and | ead concerns at the rifle range, He hopes that EPA and
MADEP wi ||l deal with the concerns relative to lead at the rifle range. Qher

conpl aints received concerned a | ocal hydroseeder w thdrawing water froma tributary
to the river and a fum gant nanufacturer operating near the cranberry bog. He felt
that the fum gant nmanufacturing process was not a problemsince the insecticides
were being used in a controlled and contai ned manner

4. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?

M. Fralick stated that he does not feel well informed about the site. He has only
recei ved the hunman health portion of the R ver Study report and the response to
coments on that report, He has not received the ecol ogical portion of the R ver
Study report and does not appear to be on the distribution list to receive

conmuni cati on about the site. He does not feel that he needs to know everyt hi ng
about the site, but stated that he would tike to see progress reports an the source
area properties and ot her
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aspects of the site so that he could be better informed. He could put the
information to good use as he nakes recommendati ons and answers questions regarding
the site. He would be better able to provide an explanation of the current status of
the site and address community concerns if he had nore infornation

5. Do you have any coments, suggestions, or recomendations regarding
the site's managenent or operation?

M. Fralick reiterated that getting himinfornation is the nmost inportant suggestion
he can nake. This site is very conplex, so he could use additional infornation. M.
Fralick further commented that he hopes the right steps are being taken at the site
and that the process can be accel erated. He understands that there may be financi al
constraints or legal ranmfications that may be inpeding the process, He questioned
whet her the installation of an additional treatnent system nm ght speed up the
groundwat er renedy.

M. Fralick lastly commented that he believes that EPA is doing a decent job
overall. By supplying the Board of Health with additional site information, the
community will be better served and minds will be nore at ease. He would very nuch
like to communi cate the positives aspects of the process to the comunity.
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INTERVIEW RECORD

Site Name: Wells G&H Superfund Site EPA ID No.: MAD920732168
Subject: Five Year Review Time: 5:00 pm | Date: 8/31/04
Type: O Telephone W Visit O Other O Incoming D Outgoing
Location of Visit: Metcalf & Eddy, Inc., Wakefield, Massachusetts
Contact Made By:

Name: ) Title: Organization:
David M. Sullivan, LSP, CHMM Project Manager TRC
Diane Silverman, Ph.D Risk Assessor Metcalf & Eddy

Individual Contacted:
Name: Title: Organization:
Michael Raymond Resident City of Woburn
Donna Robbins Resident City of Waoburn
Linda Raymond Eavironmental Activist Aberjona River Study Coalition, Inc.
Kathy Barry Environmental Activist Aberjona River Study Coalition, Inc.
John Ciriello Resident City of Woeburn
Telephone No.: Various Street Address: Various
Fax No.:
E-Mail Address:

Preface: A group interview was conducted with three members of the local community
and two members of the Aberjona Study Coalition (ASC). The ASC represents six
communities (Wobum, Wilmington, Reading, Winchester, Medford, and Ardington) with

an approximate population of 225,000,

The three local community members included Michael Raymond, Donna Robbins, and
John Ciriello. John Ciriello is also a Ward 6 Councilor, but participated in the interview as
a resident of Woburn, not as an elected official. Donna Robbins is a past member and
co-founder of the environmental group FACE (For A Cleaner Environment). Linda
Raymond and Kathy Barry are members of ASC. Linda Raymond, wife of Michael

Raymond, is a resident of Woburn. Kathy Barry is a resident of the Town of Wilmington.

Prior to the interview, TRC and M&E engaged in an informal discussion of current status
and recent progress at the Wells G&H site. During this discussion, the interviewees
commented on a variety of site-related topics. Michael Raymond and others commented
about the plans for constructing an ice rink at the Aberjona Autoparts facility on Salem
Street. The interviewees were curious about a letter issued by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) to the current owner of the Aberjona Autoparts property (Bob
Holland). Apparently, an attomey for the property owner represented before a local
Special Permit Meeting that he had a letier "with EPA’s blessing” to proceed with the ice
rink project. John Ciriello asked for a copy of the letter and indicated that the attorney
was reluctant to reveal the conditions in the letter and indicated that he was not sure i
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the letter was open to the public. The group indicated that they are interested in
obtaining the letter so that the property owner's adherence to the conditions can be
nmoni tored (perhaps as part of local pernitting conditions). One interviewee
indicated that they have attenpted to get the letter fromEPA None of the
interviewees had obtained the letter as of the tinme of the interview

The discussion | ead to comments provided by ASC courtesy of their consultants
(Canbridge Environnental, Inc.) on the Aberjona R ver Study. Stephen Zenba and Anne
Mari e Desmariais were nmentioned as hunman health risk assessor, and Bonni e Potocki as
the ecol ogical risk assessors. The interviewes noted that for the nost part, they
are focused on the Aberjona R ver Study, but they are interested in the work

conduct ed, and acconplished, at the other Cperable Units (QOUs).

5- YEAR REVI EW QUESTI ONS FOR COWMUNI TY
1.A Wiat is your overall inpression of the project? (general sentinent)

Donna Robbi ns comented that the whole idea of the project is good and she hopes
that there is a good outconme. She hopes that everything is out in the open.

Kathy Barry of ASC noted that this is a form dable project. It affords EPA the
opportunity to see what is in the aquifer. As lang as EPA is objective, EPA can cone
up with reasonabl e renmedi al options. Gven the know edge fromthe Aberjona R ver
Study and ot her study efforts, EPA should be able to gwe everyone a sense of confort
that everything is being taken care of, such as flooding issues, etc. Ms. Barry

woul d al so like to have the studies conducted by EPA north of Route 128 include the
sites in WInmngton, specifically the south Wlmington area. Not just the Qin site,
but Raffi & Swanson, Ritter Trucking, Witney Barrel. Ms. Barry noted that

N ni trosodi et hyl am ne (NDMA) was inplicated in the WImngton drinking water supply
well closures. She noted that the NDVA is formng in-situ. She al so nentioned sone
anal yses that were performed that indicated contamnation with a variety of organic
cheni cal conpounds.

M chael Raynond wants EPA to focus nmore on people than on the business community.
The 3500 page report [the Aberjona River Study] and the report findings seened to
himto "side with business interests" because the renediati on standards were not as
stringent as he felt they could have been. They hear they can go into the cranberry
bog or the wetland, but just wear boots and gl oves. But what about the pets who run
into the bog avd wetl and? Wat about what they track home? He noted that these
concerns were also articulated io the ASC comments on the Aberjava R ver Study,

Li nda Rayrmond thought that EPA shoul d consider all aspects of the river study area.
EPA needs to involve the whole river. EPA needs to go all the way to the end of the
river. She noted the 225,000 residents that the ASC represents and stressed her
desire for EPA to do everything they can to renmedy the river.

John Criello echoed Kathy Barry and Linda Raynond's renarks. Know ng the boundaries
of the river, they want the river study to go far enough north and include the
landfills, Ain Chenical, etc.
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2. A What effects have site operations had on the surroundi ng comunity?

Donna Robbins initially offered no response. However, as the group conversation
proceeded, she called for the Whburn and WI m ngton governnents to work together and
get nore involved with the contam nation situations. She expressed di sappoi nt nent
that people do not want to hear about the contami nation unless their lives have been
touched by it. She referred to it as a "head in the sand attitude."

M chael Raynond felt that the site has not gotten enough publicity. He expressed how
he and other he knows found out nore about the Source Areas and other aspects of the
site from Scott Bair of Chio State University than they have fromEPA He felt that
peopl e m ght want to know nore about the successful aspects of the site or even the
noder at el y successful things

Kathy Barry thought it would be inpressive to see what has been done. She felt that
others would be interested, too. She felt that some additional Public Relations
efforts would be great. She acknow edged the city government's concern with stigna,
but feels it would be good to bring out the story of what has been acconpli shed
Focus on the good things that have been achi eved. She personally wants an objective
assessnment of what has been acconpli shed.

Kathy Barry added that EPA should get the information on the achi evenents out to the
public to inprove people's skepticism She comrented that people think that ASCis
trying to "bring things down", but she feels that ASCis trying to dissemnate the
avail abl e informati on. She feels that the attitude of the general public can be
turned around by providing nore information and nmaking it nore accessible.

John Criello felt that if you can explain that sonme things have gotten better
(e.g., the cleanup achieved to date at the Source Areas), then the outl ook of people
coul d change

The group acknow edged that when neetings are conducted, people do not attend. No
public officials for exanple were present at Scott Bair's presentation of the

ani mat ed nodeling results, which they found extrenely interesting. Subsequent
conversation centered on how to inprove this situation and get nore peopl e
interested. Eater responses to questions return to this tapic

3.A Are you aware of any conmmunity concerns regarding the site's operation
and admnistration? If so, please give details.

Each intervi emee answered, "no.
4. A Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities at the site (such as
emergency responses)? If so, please give details.

Donna Robbi ns was not aware of any energency incidents. However, she expressed

di sappoi ntrent with the dunping evident on Gty of Wburn property by Wlls GH
She's seen a | at of dunping over the years that she has visited the site and feels
the Gty should be nore responsi bl e about preventing it and shoul d nake the area
nore secure so as to prevent dunping. She noted the presence of tree stunps and
debris and stated that you cannot get near Wll G due to the build up of material
There is al so dunping
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Near Wll H. She feels the continued dunping in the area reflects how much the city
really cares

Donna Robbins further comrented that she doesn't see much progress at the site and
feels the ice rink proposed for the Aberjona property should be put in a safer
location. She commented that if Senator Kennedy and others had to visit the site in
white suits, then what about the kids? Her fear is that they will push the rink
through w thout much cl eanup and she doesn't think it is right. She also fears that
they will use water fromthe Aberjona for the ice.

M chael Raynond noted that not one person stood up to conplain about building the
rink on a contaninated site

Donna Robbins told the story of an indifferent response by the Gty to a haznat
incident at the 3Mfacility that she felt was indicative of the Gty's overal
attitude towards contanination issues

Kathy Barry is afraid of a band-aid approach fromthe Gty to the site and
contam nati on issues

Donna Robbins felt that people are still going to be at risk. She does not fee
anything is going to get cleaned up enough to be safe. She feels that there is not
enough policing of North Wburn and WI m ngton industries and their hazardous
materials practices. She noted that M shawm Lake has been re-routed, etc., wthout
much concern for contam nation. The Gty keeps letting things happen. They don't
seriously care about protecting natural resources. They are not concerned. She feels
that they are conplacent. She feels the site has been "studied to death" and then
not hi ng vi si bl e happens. Wat good does it do? She does not see good results

5.A Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?

Each intervi ewee answered, "na." (See prior remarks for comments related to this

i ssue.) Menber of the ASC felt that due to their involvenent with the site that they
are nore inforned than the general public, which they feel is not well inforned.
They feel that the ASCis trying to educate the public and that they are a conduit
for information. The want nore information from EPA and others so they can address
the perceived need for infornation. They feel that they are between the "officials"
and the public in this role. The feel they are not perpetuating the negative
aspects. They want to bring out the positive infornation about the site, but at the
sane time not ignore the "l apses." They do not have the funds to get to where they
want to go with their organi zation. They feel the Potentially Responsible Parties
(PRPs) should "step up to the plate" to help provide information

They feel the studies use a |lot of tax dollars that could be applied toward cl eanup
They nentioned their own out-of -pocket expenses to support their activities

TRC/ M&E noted to the interviewees that EPA does engage in cost recovery fromthe
PRPs that defray sone of EPA's costs. They were pleased that this is the case
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6. A Do you have any coments, suggestions, or recomrendations regarding the site's
nanagenent or operation?

The interviewees felt that this topic had been covered in prior responses.
SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTI ONS FOR COVWUNI TY GROUPS
1. B. Wiat concerns do you have about the site?

John Criello expressed concern with not knowi ng what contanination is there and how
it interacts with other contam nation that has been released (i.e., synergistic
effects). He expressed fear of the unknown and fear that the site will never be
cleaned, He stated that he would rather know that it couldn't be cleaned than to be
provi ded an unrealistic expectation for success.

2.B. Are you aware of any other comunity concerns regardi ng the site? Provide
details.

Li nda Raynond noted that ASC represents six comunity groups in Reading, Medford,
W nchester, Wburn, WImngton, and Arlington (approxi mately 225,000 residents),

M chael Raynond added that Wnchester and Medford are concerned that the floodplain
delineation is poorly witten and the river contam nation could still affect them
through flooding. He's heard stories of people wondering what M T people are doing
in their nei ghborhood and being told that they are investigating Industri-Pfex
contam nati on, when they thought they were outside the floodplain.

Kathy Barry has al so heard concerns that stormand flood flows coul d cause
contam nation to i npact peopl e downstream

Li nda Rayrmond noted concern with the unlined Woburn landfill and the effects of this
source of contamination on the aquifer and watershed. She has heard of beryllium
contamnation attributed to the landfill. She indicated that the construction
manager for the landfill said the contanination would still cone out despite the
actions taken to address the landfill. She also mentioned that the Phase Il report
for the Ain site indicates that contanination is flowing into the East Ditch, which
flows into the Halls Brook Hol ding Area (HBHA).

3.B. Have the activities to date at the site hel ped the nei ghborhood and/ or
conmmuni ty?

The intervi ewees answered "no." Sone comented that what you see when you drive
around the site is "the same old barbed wire." You see vo real change. People do not
know what is really happening at the site in terms of treatment, etc. The group al
expressed interest in greater comunication on progress. They suggested putting the
information in the media rather than conducting nmeetings. The |ocal residents do not
tend to attend infornational meetings
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M chael Raynond noted the awareness of runors of the devel opnent of the G ace
property. People are very interested in this devel opment. Sone question whether the
site is clean enough to be occupi ed again.

Li nda Rayrmond nentioned ASC s website as facilitating the dissenination of
information regarding the site

Donna Robbi ns thought that snall anounts of information on site progress, eta.,
provi ded t hrough the newspaper or |ocal cable station might help informthe public
better. She thought the interviews on the cable television station nmight be another
means of getting people interested.

One of the interviewees thought that "tickler” messages on the local cable station
woul d help (e.g., "See update on cleanup progress at Wells G&H Website.")

4.B. Are you aware of any events of vandalismor trespassing at the site?
The interviewees noted the frequent instances of unauthorized dunping near the site

Donna Robbins noted a picture taken sone years back of a tanker truck abandoned in
the area of the site with a sign that read, "Do not drink the water.'

5.B. Are you aware of any other activities at the site that m ght be of inportance
(e.g., flooding)?

Ms. Robbi ns commented about her concerns regarding how future building and
i ncrenental encroachnment will change the flow of water and inpact/exacerbate
flooding |l eading to greater potential to spread contam nation

Sonme in the group discussed the discovery of arsenic contam nation at the Wnchester
hi gh school ball field that was attributed to recent flooding and deposition of
arseni c contanmination fromthe Aberjona River. They felt that the Aberjona R ver
Study shoul d address this type of contami nation all the way down the river

6.B. Are you aware of any changes in projected | and use at or near the site?

The interviewees noted their awareness of changes in projected | and use at or near
the site and felt the content of prior responses covered this topic

7.B. Is there any sentinment fromthe community about the future use of groundwater
fromthe site?

The intervi enees expressed strong feelings about the potential for re-opening the
wells. Some felt that if the wells were re-opened, it would "add insult to injury."
Sonme expressed that it is insulting to have it as a consideration

As the discussion unfol ded, sonme wondered what really is preventing the cleanup of
the water. QGthers raised the connections between destroyed lives and the wei 1s. The
connection to the tragedy was mentioned as the crux of the aquifer re-use question
One interviewee alluded to an emergi ng cancer situation that may be evolving in the
Town of
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W I m ngt on.

John Griello thought that the use of the Wlls &&H water supply will have to be
consi dered down the road as water supplies run scarce. He thought that they should
not have to wait for feelings to die down and wondered what it would take to fix the
contam nati on probl em

Donna Robbins felt that the Wlls G&H area is not a good place to start as a water
supply given the contanination and industrial |land use in the area.

G hers noted that Wells G&H, when operating, could pull in contam nation froma wide
area. The area woul d have to be "clean" first before considering re-use of the
aqui fer. Sources of contam nation need to be identified and cl eaned.

Kathy Barry noted that she doesn't feel confident that the water supply could be
used at this tine, and that any future use will require lots of public relations and
confidence building. She noted that WI m ngton was forced to shut down their wells,
but that there is willingness to bring themback on line with a treatnment system

W I m ngton does not want to abandon the wells.

Li nda Raynond wondered who sets the standard for clean.
8. B. Do you have any suggestions or recommendati ons regardi ng the project?

The interviewees felt that sonmeone needs to closely police the industrial activities
all through Wburn, WImngton, etc. Sone suggested annual inspections, but did not
express confidence in |local officials to do this work. They felt a greater authority
was needed.

They expressed that EPA needs to use its governing authority nore strongly to

establ i sh good practices. They are |ooking for nore "stick” than "carrot." They felt
that local officials do not have sufficient incentive to acconplish this task.
Contrary opinions were expressed that felt that EPA would not performa task |ike
this anytine soon.

Al agreed that EPA should expand their efforts to all who are accountable for
contam nation in the area,

Sonme felt that conpanies in the area are not conplying with the rules that are
already out there. If rel eases happen, they feel that they are not likely to be
reported.

9.B. Is there any other information that you wi sh to share that m ght be of use?

The interviewees noted a petition letter citing objections to the proposed New

Engl and Transrail, LLC project in WInmngton and Woburn. They are concerned about
spills that could happen at this proposed transfer station that could affect the
Aberjona watershed. They cited environnental justice as a basis for objecting to the
project, noting the disproportionate amount of Superfund Sites and other rel ease
sites in the area.

They asked, "Wy clean the Wlls G&H aquifer if you are going to invite this
operation in?" They felt that the Federal report prepared for the Transrail project
has a "tough | uck"
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t one.

The Transrail facility opens the door to bring in all kinds of waste to the area.
They are concerned that residential areas are nearby. They understand that the
proj ect proponents would entertain handling radi oacti ve waste

The interviewees felt that if the New Engl and Transrail project goes through, that
it could catal yze other such devel opnents. In their opinion, the region has "had
enough." They felt that allowing this type of operation to proceed is contrary to
what EPA is trying to acconplish with cleanup in the area.

G hers mentioned the acceptance of fly ash at the Wburn landfill.

The interviewees noted in closing that because of noney, greed, etc., industry is

invited in at the detrinment of what EPA in trying to acconplish in terms of cleanup
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Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium: Soil

Exposure Medium: Indoor Air

TABLE 1

EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATION SUMMARY

REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE

Maximum
Exposure Point Chemical of Units | Arithmetic 95% UCL | Concentration Exposure Point Concentration
Potential Concern Mean (Distribution) (Qualifier) Value Units Statistic Rationale
(1) (2) (3) (4)
WR Grace Building
1,1,1-Trichloroethane N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.1E+01 ug/m3
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.3E+00 ug/m3
Tetrachloroethene N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.8E+01 ugm®
Trichloroethene N/A N/A N/A N/A 5.0E+00 ugim®
Unifirst Building
1,1,1-Trichloroethane N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.4E+02 ug/m®
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene N/A N/A N/A N/A 9.5E+00 ug/m3
Tetrachloroethene N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.6E+03 ugim®
Trichloroethene N/A N/A N/A N/A 4.1E+01 ugim®

(1) Refer to text for sample groupings for each exposure point.

(2) T - Transformed; N - Normal; NP - Non-parametric; <4 - sample size too small to calculate 95% UCL

(3) Statistics: Maximum Detected Value (Max); 95% UCL of Transformed Data (95% UCL - T); 95% UCL of Normal Data (95% UCL - N); 95% UCL of Non-parametric Data (95% UCL - NP);

Arithmetic Mean (Mean)
(4) Rationale:

(a) Due to small sample size (<4), the maximum detected concentration is used.

(b) When the maximum detected concentration is selected as the RME EPC, the arithmetic mean concentration is selected as the CT EPC.
(c) If the arithmetic mean concentration equals or exceeds the maximum detected concentration, the maximum detected concentration is used as the CT EPC.

(d) Shapiro-Wilk W Test or Liliefors Test indicates data are normally distributed.
(e) Shapiro-Wilk W Test or Lilliefors Test indicates data are log-normally distributed.

(f) Shapiro-Wilk W Test or Liliefors Test indicates data are neither normally nor log-normally distributed.

(9) 95% UCL exceeds maximum detected concentration. Therefore, maximum concentration used for EPC
EPC = Exposure Point Concentration
RME = Reasonable Maximum Exposure
CT = Central Tendency

J = Estimated Concentration

Max = Maximum Detected Concentration
N/A = Not Applicable

UCL = Upper Confidence Limit
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Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium: Air

Exposure Medium: Indoor Air

TABLE 2

VALUES USED FOR DAILY INTAKE CALCULATIONS

REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE

Exposure Route | Receptor Population Receptor Age Exposure Point Parameter Parameter Definition Value Units Rationale/ Intake Equation/
Code Reference Model Name
Inhalation Commercial Worker Adult Commercial Buildings CA Modeled Concentration in Air see Table 1 ug/m3 see Table 1 Chronic Daily Intake (CDI) (uglm3) -

ET Exposure Time 8 hrs/day USEPA, 1997a CAXETxEF XED
EF Exposure Frequency 250 days/year USEPA, 2004 CF xAT
ED Exposure Duration 25 years USEPA, 2004

AT-C Averaging Time (Cancer) 25550 days USEPA, 1989

AT-N Averaging Time (Non-Cancer) 9125 days USEPA, 1989

CF Conversion Factor 24 hrs/day --

9/28/2004

Page 1 of 1

air.xls [Table 4RME-Air-Future]



9/28/2004

TABLE 3
NON-CANCER TOXICITY DATA -- INHALATION
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE

Chemical Chronic/ Inhalation RfC Extrapolated RfD® Primary Combined RfC : Target Organ(s)
of Potential Subchronic Target Uncertainty/Modifying
Concern Value Units Value Units Organ(s) Factors Source(s) Date(s)
(MM/DD/YYYY)

trans-1,2-Dichloroethene Chronic 6.00E+01 ug/m® N/A N/A Liver/Lung 3000 NCEA 9/1/2004
Tetrachloroethene Chronic 2.70E+02 ug/m® N/A N/A CNS 100 ATSDR 9/1/2004
Trichloroethene Chronic 4.00E+01 ug/m® N/A N/A CNS/Liver 3000 NCEA 9/1/2004
1,1,1-Trichloroethane Chronic 2.20E+03 ug/m® N/A N/A Respiratory 3000 IRIS 9/1/2004

IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System

NCEA = National Center for Environmental Assessment

ATSDR = Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry

N/A = Not Applicable
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TABLE 4

CANCER TOXICITY DATA -- INHALATION

WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE

Chemical Unit Risk Inhalation Cancer Slope Factor | Weight of Evidence/ Unit Risk : Inhalation CSF
of Potential Cancer Guideline
Concern Value Units Value Units Description Source(s) Date(s)

o) (MM/DD/YYYY)
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene N/A N/A N/A N/A D IRIS 9/1/2004
Tetrachloroethene 5.90E-06 (ug/m®) 1 N/A N/A B2 CalEPA 9/1/2004
Trichloroethene 1.10E-04 (ug/m®) 1 N/A N/A C-B2 NCEA 9/1/2004
1,1,1-Trichloroethane N/A N/A N/A N/A C IRIS 9/1/2004
IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System EPA Group:

NCEA = National Center for Environmental Assessment

CalEPA = California Environmental Protection Agency

N/A = Not Applicable

(1) An alternative inhalation toxicity value from CalEPA

[2E-06 ug/m®™] has been used to provide a range of

possible risks associated with exposure to

trichloroethene.

A - Human carcinogen

B1 - Probable human carcinogen - indicates that limited human data are available

B2 - Probable human carcinogen - indicates sufficient evidence in animals and

inadequate or no evidence in humans

C - Possible human carcinogen

D - Not classifiable as a human carcinogen (by the oral route)

E - Evidence of noncarcinogenicity
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Receptor Age: Adult

[Scenario Timeframe: Future

Receptor Population: Commercial Worker

TABLE 5

CALCULATION OF CHEMICAL CANCER RISKS AND NON-CANCER HAZARDS
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE

WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Exposure Route Chemical of EPC Cancer Risk Calculations Non-Cancer Hazard Calculations
Potential Concern Value Units || Intake/Exposure Concentration CSF/Unit Risk Cancer Risk || Intake/Exposure Concentration RfD/RfC Hazard Quotient
Value Units Value Units Value Units Value Units
Air Indoor Air WR Grace Building Inhalation

1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1E+01 ug/m® 9.3E-01 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 2.6E+00 ug/m3 2.2E+03 ug/m3 1.2E-03
trans-1,2-Dichloroetheng¢ 1E+00 ug/m® 1.1E-01 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 3.0E-01 ug/m3 6.0E+01 ug/m3 5.0E-03
Tetrachloroethene 2E+01 ug/m® 1.5E+00 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 8.7E-06 4.1E+00 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 1.5E-02
Trichloroethene 5E+00 ug/m® 4.1E-01 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 4.5E-05 1.1E+00 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 2.9E-02

Exp. Route Total 5E-05 5E-02

Exposure Point Total 5E-05 5E-02

Unifirst Building Inhalation
1,1,1-Trichloroethane | 1E+02 ug/m® 1.1E+01 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 3.1E+01 ug/m3 2.2E+03 ug/m3 1.4E-02
trans-1,2-Dichloroetheng¢ 1E+01 ug/m® 7.8E-01 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 2.2E+00 ug/m3 6.0E+01 ug/m3 3.6E-02
Tetrachloroethene 2E+03 ug/m® 1.3E+02 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) 7.5E-04 3.6E+02 ug/m3 2.7TE+02 ug/m3 1.3E+00
Trichloroethene 4E+01 ug/m® 3.3E+00 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 3.7E-04 9.4E+00 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 2.3E-01
Exp. Route Total 1E-03 | 2E+00
Exposure Point Total 1E-03 | 2E+00
|Exposure Medium Total N/A | N/A "
Medium Total A N/A |
Total of Receptor Risks Across All Media N/A Total of Receptor Hazards Across All Media N/A
WR Grace Building Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE| 9E-06
Unifirst Building Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE| 8E-04
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TABLE 6. EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATION SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-1

Unifirst

Detected Maximum Indoor Air Evaluate via
Analyte Detection (ug/L) |  Screening Value (ug/L)" Modeling?
1,1-Dichloroethane 2 220 No
2-Butanone 94 44000 No
Acetone 55 22000 No
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 450 21 Yes
Methylene chloride 5 58 No
Tetrachloroethene 150 5 Yes
Toluene 33 150 No
Trichloroethene 56 5 Yes
W.R. Grace

Detected Maximum Indoor Air Evaluate via
Analyte Detection (ug/L) |  Screening Value (ug/L)" Modeling?
1,1-Dichloroethene 2.2 19 No
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 740 21 Yes
Tetrachloroethene 391 5 Yes
Trichloroethene 391 5 Yes
Vinyl chloride 16.8 2 Yes
NEP

Detected Maximum Indoor Air Evaluate via
Analyte Detection (ug/L) |  Screening Value (ug/L)" Modeling?
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 6 21 No
Tetrachloroethene 17 5 Yes
Wildwood

Detected Maximum Indoor Air Evaluate via
Analyte Detection (ug/L) |  Screening Value (ug/L)" Modeling?
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 130 310 No
1,1-Dichloroethane 3 220 No
Chloroform 6 80 No
Tetrachloroethene 200 5 Yes
Trichloroethene 3600 5 Yes
Vinyl chloride 15 2 Yes
Olympia

Detected Maximum Indoor Air Evaluate via
Analyte Detection (ug/L) |  Screening Value (ug/L)* Modeling?
Dichlorodifluoromethane 6 1.4 Yes
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 6 260 No
4-Methyl-2-pentanone 1 1400 No
Acetone 4 22000 No
Carbon disulfide 2 56 No
Chloroform 64 80 No
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 1500 21 Yes
Ethylbenzene 25 700 No
Freon 113 410 150 Yes
Methyl tert-butyl ether 1 12000 No
Methylene chloride 2 58 No
Tetrachloroethene 410 5 Yes
Toluene 1 150 No
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 9 18 No
Trichloroethene 12000 5 Yes
Vinyl chloride 190 2 Yes
Xylenes (total) 160 2200 No
Notes

1. Non-carcinogenic analyte screening values adjusted to a hazard index of 0.1
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TABLE 7
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR
SHALLOW GROUNDWATER

Henry'sLaw Henry'sLaw  Normal Enthalpy of Enthalpy of Henry's Law
GW GwW Constant Reference Boiling vaporization Critical vaporization  Gas Constant Gas Henry's Law
GW EPC Temp. Temp.  atref. temp. Temp. Point aTg Temp. constant aTs Constant aTs Constant Constant
Cu Ts Ts Hr Tr Ts DHy.8 Tc n DHy,1s Re Hrs R H'rs
Units.  ng/L °c K atm-m*/mol K K cal/mol K unitless  cal/mol  cal/mol-K am-m¥mol m*-atm/mol-K  unitless
Formula®  Input  (10for screening) (Ts+273.15)  lookup (lookup+273.15)  lookup Jookup lookup  (Note7)  (Note8) (Note 9) His/ (R* T

Analyte
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 4.5E+02 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 4.07E-03 2.98E+02 334E+02  7.19E+03 5.44E+02 3.38E-01 7.73E+03  1.99E+00  4.07E-03 8.21E-05 1.75E-01
Tetrachloroethene 1.5E+02 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 1.84E-02 2.98E+02 3.94E+02 8.29E+03 6.20E+02 3.55E-01 9.55E+03  1.99E+00 1.84E-02 8.21E-05 7.92E-01
[ Trichloroethene 5.6E+01 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 1.03E-02 2.98E+02 3.60E+02 7.51E+03 544E+02 3.74E-01 856E+03  1.99E+00 1.03E-02 8.21E-05 4.43E-01
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 7.4E+02 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 4.07E-03 2.98E+02 3.34E+02  7.19E+03 544E+02 3.38E-01 7.73E+03  1.99E+00  4.07E-03 8.21E-05 1.75E-01
Tetrachloroethene 3.9E+02 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 1.84E-02 2.98E+02 3.94E+02 829E+03  6.20E+02 3.55E-01  9.55E+03  1.99E+00 1.84E-02 8.21E-05 7.92E-01
[ Trichloroethene 3.9E+02 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 1.03E-02 2.98E+02 3.60E+02 7.51E+03 544E+02 3.74E-01 856E+03  1.99E+00 1.03E-02 8.21E-05 4.43E-01
Vinyl chloride 1.7E+01 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 2.71E-02 2.98E+02 259E+02  525E+03  4.32E+02 3.28E-01  5.00E+03  1.99E+00 2.71E-02 8.21E-05 1.17E+00
Tetrachloroethene 1.7E+01 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 1.84E-02 2.98E+02 3.94E+02 829E+03  6.20E+02 3.55E-01  9.55E+03  1.99E+00 1.84E-02 8.21E-05 7.92E-01
Tetrachloroethene 2.0E+02 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 1.84E-02 2.98E+02 3.94E+02 829E+03  6.20E+02 3.55E-01  9.55E+03  1.99E+00 1.84E-02 8.21E-05 7.92E-01
Trichloroethene 3.6E+03 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 1.03E-02 2.98E+02 3.60E+02 7.51E+03 544E+02 3.74E-01 856E+03  1.99E+00 1.03E-02 8.21E-05 4.43E-01
Vinyl chloride 1.5E+01 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 2.71E-02 2.98E+02 259E+02 525E+03 4.32E+02 3.28E-01  5.00E+03  1.99E+00 2.71E-02 8.21E-05 1.17E+00
Dichlorodifluoromethane 6.0E+00 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 3.90E-01 2.98E+02 NA NA NA NA NA 1.99E+00 3.90E-01 8.21E-05 1.68E+01
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 1.5E+03 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 4.07E-03 2.98E+02 3.34E+02  7.19E+03 544E+02 3.38E-01 7.73E+03  1.99E+00  4.07E-03 8.21E-05 1.75E-01
Freon 113 4.1E+02 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 3.17E-01 2.98E+02 NA NA NA NA NA 1.99E+00 3.17E-01 8.21E-05 1.36E+01
Tetrachloroethene 4.1E+02 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 1.84E-02 2.98E+02 394E+02 8.29E+03  6.20E+02 3.55E-01  9.55E+03  1.99E+00 1.84E-02 8.21E-05 7.92E-01
[ Trichloroethene 1.2E+04 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 1.03E-02 2.98E+02 3.60E+02 7.51E+03 544E+02 3.74E-01 856E+03  1.99E+00 1.03E-02 8.21E-05 4.43E-01
Vinyl chloride 1.9+02 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 2.71E-02 2.98E+02 259E+02 525E+03 4.32E+02 3.28E-01  5.00E+03  1.99E+00 2.71E-02 8.21E-05 1.17E+00
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TABLE 7 (continued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR
SHALLOW GROUNDWATER

Conversion Depth below Depth below  Source  SCS soil type SCS soil type Capillary zone Thickness Vadose zone
Factor Source grade to bottom grade to Trench directly above in mean particle of capillary Diffusivity Diffusivity soil total
m’toL Vapor Conc. of enclosed space water table Separation water table  vadose zone diameter zone inar in water porosity
Conv01 Coource Le Lwr Ly STwr ST, D, Le, D, Dy n,
Units.  L/m® nym® cm cm cm unitless unitless cm cm cm?/s cm?/s cm¥em®
Formula: Cy*H'rg*Conv0l (15 or 200 for screening) (Note 3) Lwr-Le (Note 10) (Note 11) lookup (Note 12) lookup lookup  (0.43 for screening)

IAnalyte
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 1.00E+03 7.88E+04 2.00E+02 4.00E+02 2.00E+02 SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01 7.36E-02 1.13E-05 4.30E-01
ITetrachloroethene 1.00E+03 1.19E+05 2.00E+02 4.00E+02  2.00E+02 sC SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01  7.20E-02  8.20E-06 4.30E-01
ITrichloroethene 1.00E+03 2.48E+04 2.00E+02 4.00E+02  2.00E+02 sc SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01  7.90E-02  9.10E-06 4.30E-01
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 1.00E+03 1.30E+05 2.00E+02 4.00E+02 2.00E+02 SC SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01 7.36E-02 1.13E-05 4.30E-01
I Tetrachloroethene 1.00E+03 3.10E+05 2.00E+02 4.00E+02 2.00E+02 SC SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01 7.20E-02 8.20E-06 4.30E-01
ITrichloroethene 1.00E+03 1.73E+05 2.00E+02 4.00E+02  2.00E+02 sc SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01  7.90E-02  9.10E-06 4.30E-01
inyl chloride 1.00E+03 1.96E+04 2.00E+02 4.00E+02 2.00E+02 SC SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01 1.06E-01 1.23E-06 4.30E-01
I Tetrachloroethene 1.00E+03 1.35E+04 2.00E+02 4.00E+02 2.00E+02 SC SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01 7.20E-02 8.20E-06 4.30E-01
I Tetrachloroethene 1.00E+03 1.58E+05 2.00E+02 4.00E+02 2.00E+02 SC SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01 7.20E-02 8.20E-06 4.30E-01
ITrichloroethene 1.00E+03 1.60E+06 2.00E+02 4.00E+02 2.00E+02 SC SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01 7.90E-02 9.10E-06 4.30E-01
inyl chloride 1.00E+03 1.75E+04 2.00E+02 4.00E+02 2.00E+02 SC SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01 1.06E-01 1.23E-06 4.30E-01
Dichlorodifluoromethane 1.00E+03 1.01E+05 2.00E+02 4.00E+02 2.00E+02 SC SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01 6.65E-02 9.92E-06 4.30E-01
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 1.00E+03 2.63E+05 2.00E+02 4.00E+02 2.00E+02 SC SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01 7.36E-02 1.13E-05 4.30E-01
Freon 113 1.00E+03 5.59E+06 2.00E+02 4.00E+02  2.00E+02 sc SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01  7.80E-02  8.20E-06 4.30E-01
ITetrachloroethene 1.00E+03 3.25E+05 2.00E+02 4.00E+02 2.00E+02 SC SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01 7.20E-02 8.20E-06 4.30E-01
ITrichloroethene 1.00E+03 5.32E+06 2.00E+02 4.00E+02  2.00E+02 sc SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01  7.90E-02  9.10E-06 4.30E-01
inyl chloride 1.00E+03 2.22E+05 2.00E+02 4.00E+02 2.00E+02 SC SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01 1.06E-01 1.23E-06 4.30E-01
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TABLE 7 (continued)

GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR
SHALLOW GROUNDWATER

Vadosezone Vadosezone Vadosezone Capillary zone  Capillary zone Capillary zone Capillary zone Capillary zone Capillary zone Capillary zone  Total Overall
soil water-filled  soil air-filled Effective soil total residual soil  saturated soil  van Genuchten soil water-filled soil air-filled Effective Effective
porosity porosity  Diffusion Coeff. porosity water content  water content shape parameter porosity porosity  Diffusion Coeff. Diffusion Coeff,
of off off
qW!V anV DV nCZ q{.CZ QSCZ M cz qw:CZ anCZ DCZ DT
Units: cmem? cm/em?® cm?s cm/em?® cm’lem® cmem? unitless cmem? cmem? cm?s cm?/s
Formula: (0.3 for screening) Ny - Qv (Note 13) (0.43 for screening) lookup lookup lookup (Note 15) Nez = Qwiez (Note 14) (Note 4)

IAnalyte
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.52E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 8.30E-05 2.71E-04
I Tetrachloroethene 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.37E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 7.21E-05 2.49E-04
ITrichloroethene 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.81E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 8.07E-05 2.76E-04
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.52E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 8.30E-05 2.71E-04
I Tetrachloroethene 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.37E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 7.21E-05 2.49E-04
ITrichloroethene 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.81E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 8.07E-05 2.76E-04
inyl chloride 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 6.42E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 1.04E-04 3.61E-04
I Tetrachloroethene 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.37E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 7.21E-05 2.49E-04
I Tetrachloroethene 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.37E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 7.21E-05 2.49E-04
[ Trichloroethene 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.81E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 8.07E-05 2.76E-04
inyl chloride 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 6.42E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 1.04E-04 3.61E-04
Dichlorodifluoromethane 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.03E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 6.51E-05 2.27E-04
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.52E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 8.30E-05 2.71E-04
Freon 113 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.73E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 7.63E-05 2.66E-04
ITetrachloroethene 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.37E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 7.21E-05 2.49E-04
[Trichloroethene 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.81E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 8.07E-05 2.76E-04
inyl chloride 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 6.42E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 1.04E-04 3.61E-04
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TABLE 7 (continued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR
SHALLOW GROUNDWATER

Areaof Building Pressure Diff.  Vadose zone soil  Conversion Viscosity of Viscosity of Acceleration Vadose zone soil Vadosezone Vadose zone
Enclosed Space Ventilation between soil & saturated hydraulic ~ Factor water at water at Density dueto intrinsic residual soil  effective total
Below Grade Rate enclosed space conductivity hrtos 10°C system temp. of water gravity permeability  water content fluid saturation
AB Qbuildi ng cP st Conv02 My-10 my, Mw g I(i,v qr,v S(e

Units: cm? cm’/s glem-s* cm/hr ghr glem-s glem-s glem® cm/s? cm? cm®/em® unitless
Formula: (Note 2) (56335 for screening) (40 for screening) lookup (Note 16) (0.999 for screening) (Note 17) lookup (Note 18)

IAnalyte
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
ITetrachloroethene 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
ITrichloroethene 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
ITetrachloroethene 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
ITrichloroethene 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
inyl chloride 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
ITetrachloroethene 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
ITetrachloroethene 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
ITrichloroethene 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
inyl chloride 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
Dichlorodifluoromethane 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
Freon 113 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
ITetrachloroethene 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
ITrichloroethene 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
inyl chloride 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
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TABLE 7 (continued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR
SHALLOW GROUNDWATER

Vadose zone Vadose zone soil VVadose zone soil Foor-wall Vapor Avg. Vapor  Foundation  Crack Effective

van Genuchten relative air effective vapor seam viscosity at Crack depth Total area Crack-to-total  Equivalent Fow Rate or Slab Diffusion

shape parameter  permeability permeability perimeter avg. soil temp. below grade of cracks arearatio crack radius Into Bldg. Thickness Coeff.

crack

M v krg kv X crack Mg Zcrack Acfa:k h Forack Qsoil L crack D
Units  unitless unitless om? cm glem-s cm om? unitless cm om®/s cm om?ls
Formula Jookup (Note 19) (Note 20) (3844 for screening)  0.00018*(T'/298.15)"0.5 (= L for screening) (384 for screening) AcadAs  h(Ag/Xgaa)  (Note5) (15 for screening) (Note 1)
IAnalyte

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.52E-04
Tetrachloroethene 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.37E-04
Trichloroethene 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.81E-04
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.52E-04
ITetrachloroethene 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.37E-04
Trichloroethene 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.81E-04
inyl chloride 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 6.42E-04
ITetrachloroethene 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.37E-04
I Tetrachloroethene 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.37E-04
Trichloroethene 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.81E-04
inyl chloride 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 6.42E-04
Dichlorodifluoromethane 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.03E-04
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.52E-04
Freon 113 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.73E-04
ITetrachloroethene 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.37E-04
Trichloroethene 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.81E-04
inyl chloride 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 6.42E-04
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TABLE 7 (continued)

GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR
SHALLOW GROUNDWATER

Infinite Source Infinite
Indoor Source
Attenuation Coeff. Bldg. Conc,

a Chuitding
Units: unitless mym®
Formula: (Note 6) Coource * @

Analyte
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 9.87E-06 7.8E-01
Tetrachloroethene 9.65E-06 1.1E+00
[ Trichloroethene 9.91E-06 2.5E-01
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 9.87E-06 1.3E+00
Tetrachloroethene 9.65E-06 3.0E+00
[ Trichloroethene 9.91E-06 1.7E+00
\Vinyl chloride 1.05E-05 2.1E-01
Tetrachloroethene 9.65E-06 1.3E-01
Tetrachloroethene 9.65E-06 1.5E+00
Trichloroethene 9.91E-06 1.6E+01
\Vinyl chloride 1.05E-05 1.8E-01
Dichlorodifluoromethane 9.42E-06 9.5E-01
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 9.87E-06 2.6E+00
Freon 113 9.82E-06 5.5E+01
Tetrachloroethene 9.65E-06 3.1E+00
[ Trichloroethene 9.91E-06 5.3E+01
\Vinyl chloride 1.05E-05 2.3E+00

9/28/2004

Notes:
Reference: User's Guide for the Johnson and Ettinger (1991) Model for Subsurface Vapor Intrusion into Buildings, USEPA, September 1997.

(1) Assumed equivalent to D" of soil layer i in contact with the floor

(2) For screening, assume atrench 4 ft deep, 3 ft wide, and 30 ft long.

(3) Depth to water table minus depth to bottom of floor must be > thickness of capillary fringe, which is based on the soil type (typ. around 30 cm). Use 400 cm for screening purposes.
@ D = Lr /((bwr - Lee - L) D) + (L &™)
(5) Quit = DP*k,*L ) / My ; not from above reference

(6) a = [Dr™* Ag/(Quencr* L1))[(D1%™* Ag/(Qusi* L1))+1] ; assumes no resistance (Peclet number isinfinite)
(7) A function of theratio Tg/Tc:

(8) DHy,7s = DH,,g* [(A-TST(A-Te/T)]"
(9) Hrs = EXP[-DH,,1d/R* (UTsUTR)]*Hg

(10) Refer to 12 SCS soil types - use SC for screening.
(11) Refer to 12 SCS soil types - use SCL for screening.

(12) L =015/ (0.2* D)

(13) D,*" = D* (Gan” X/ HDu/H'19) G 1)

(14) D™ = D (e /e ) HDuH'19) (Guice” I

(15) Gurez = q,va+((qscz-q,v(7_)/(2"”a)), where the value 2 in the formulais used for screening, but may be refined based on soil parameters (see USEPA, 1999).
(16) M, =M1 * (T's/ 283.15)°°

(17) kiy = Kgy* UConv02* m, / (r * @)

(18) Se= (G - Ur) / (Vv - )

(19) kig= (1- 59 * (-85

(20) ky = ki, * kg note that the model is very sensitive to this parameter and if site-specific values are available, they should be used.

Page 6 of 6

TalTc
<0.57
0.57-0.71
>0.71

n

0.30
0.74(Tg/Tc)-0.116

0.41

air.xls [GW-IA-Overburden]



OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

TABLE 8

WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-1

Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future
Medium: Groundwater
Exposure Medium: Indoor Air
Exposure CAS Chemical Minimum Maximum Units Location Detection Range of Concentration | Background Screening Potential Potential || COPC Rationale for
Point Number Concentration | Concentration of Maximum Frequency Detection Used for Value Toxicity Value | ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TBC || Flag Selection or
(Qualifier) (Qualifier) Concentration Limits Screening (N/C) Value Source (YIN) Deletion
(1) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Unifirst 156-59-2 |cis-1,2-Dichloroethene N/A 7.8E-01 ug/m® N/A N/A N/A 7.8E-01 N/A 37 N N/A N/A N BSL
(a) 127-18-4 |Tetrachloroethene N/A 1.1E+00 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 1.1E+00 N/A 0.67 C N/A N/A Y ASL
79-01-6 Trichloroethene N/A 2.5E-01 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 2.5E-01 N/A 0.017 C N/A N/A Y ASL
W.R. Grace 540-59-0 [1,2-Dichloroethene (total) N/A 1.3E+00 Ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 1.3E+00 N/A 37 N N/A N/A N BSL
(a) 127-18-4 |Tetrachloroethene N/A 3.0E+00 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 3.0E+00 N/A 0.67 C N/A N/A Y ASL
79-01-6 Trichloroethene N/A 1.7E+00 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 1.7E+00 N/A 0.017 C N/A N/A Y ASL
75-01-4 Vinyl chloride N/A 2.1E-01 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 2.1E-01 N/A 011 C N/A N/A Y ASL
NEP 127-18-4 |Tetrachloroethene N/A 1.3E-01 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 1.3E-01 N/A 0.67 C N/A N/A N BSL
()
Wildwood 127-18-4  [Tetrachloroethene N/A 1.5E+00 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 1.5E+00 N/A 0.67 C N/A N/A Y ASL
(a) 79-01-6 Trichloroethene N/A 1.6E+01 ug/mz N/A N/A N/A 1.6E+01 N/A 0.017 N/A N/A ASL
75-01-4 Vinyl chloride N/A 1.8E-01 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 1.8E-01 N/A 011 C N/A N/A Y ASL
Olympia 75-71-8  |Dichlorodifluioromethane N/A 9.5E-01 ug/m® N/A N/A N/A 9.5E-01 N/A 21 N N/A N/A N BSL
(a) 156-59-2 [cis-1,2-Dichloroethene N/A 2.6E+00 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 2.6E+00 N/A 37 N N/A N/A N BSL
76-13-1 Freon 113 N/A 5.5E+01 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 5.5E+01 N/A 3100 N N/A N/A N BSL
127-18-4 [Tetrachloroethene N/A 3.1E+00 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 3.1E+00 N/A 0.67 C N/A N/A Y ASL
79-01-6 Trichloroethene N/A 5.3E+01 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 5.3E+01 N/A 0.017 C N/A N/A Y ASL
75-01-4 Vinyl chloride N/A 2.3E+00 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 2.3E+00 N/A 011 C N/A N/A Y ASL

(a) Refer to text for sample groupings.

All contaminants detected in groundwater exposure points with Henry's Law constants >1E-05 atm-m*mol and molecular weights <200 g/mol have been included.

@

Refer to Table 2 for model results.

(2) Maximum concentration used for screening.

(3) Refer to supporting information for background discussion.

(4) USEPA Region 9 PRGs for ambient air (adjusted to an hazard quotient = 0.1 for noncarcinogens), October 1, 2002.
PRG for cis-1,2-dichloroethene has been used for 1,2-dichloroethene (total).

Selection Reason: Above Screening Levels (ASL)

Rationale Codes:

g

9/28/2004

No Screening Level (NSL)

Deletion Reason: No Toxicity Information (NTX)

Below Screening Level (BSL)

The modeled groundwater contributions to indoor air have been presented in the Maximum Concentration field.

Page 1 of 1

Definitions:

COPC = Chemical of Potential Concern
ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement/To Be Considered
PRG = Preliminary Remedial Goal
N/A = Not Applicable or Not Available
J = Estimated Value

C = Carcinogenic

N = Non-Carcinogenic

air.xls [Table 2.x



TABLE 9
VALUES USED FOR DAILY INTAKE CALCULATIONS
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-1

Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future
Medium: Air
Exposure Medium: Indoor Air
Exposure Route | Receptor Population Receptor Age Exposure Point Parameter Parameter Definition Value Units Rationale/ Intake Equation/
Code Reference Model Name
Inhalation Commercial Worker Adult Commercial Buildings CA Modeled Concentration in Air see Table 3s ug/m3 see Table 3s Chronic Daily Intake (CDI) (uglm3) -
ET Exposure Time 8 hrs/day USEPA, 1997a CAXETxXEF XED
EF Exposure Frequency 250 days/year USEPA, 2004 CFxAT
ED Exposure Duration 25 years USEPA, 2004
AT-C Averaging Time (Cancer) 25550 days USEPA, 1989
AT-N Averaging Time (Non-Cancer) 9125 days USEPA, 1989
CF Conversion Factor 24 hrs/day --
Resident Adult Residence CA Modeled Concentration in Air see Table 3s ug/m3 see Table 3s Chronic Daily Intake (CDI) (uglm3) -
ET Exposure Time 24 hrs/day USEPA, 2004 CAXETxEF XED
EF Exposure Frequency 350 days/year USEPA, 2004 CF xAT
ED Exposure Duration 24 years USEPA, 2004
AT-C Averaging Time (Cancer) 25550 days USEPA, 1989
AT-N Averaging Time (Non-Cancer) 8760 days USEPA, 1989
CF Conversion Factor 24 hrs/day --
Child Residence CA Modeled Concentration in Air see Table 3s ug/m3 see Table 3s Chronic Daily Intake (CDI) (uglm3) -
ET Exposure Time 24 hrs/day USEPA, 2004 CAXETxEF XED
EF Exposure Frequency 350 days/year USEPA, 2004 CF xAT
ED Exposure Duration 6 years USEPA, 2004
AT-C Averaging Time (Cancer) 25550 days USEPA, 1989
AT-N Averaging Time (Non-Cancer) 2190 days USEPA, 1989
CF Conversion Factor 24 hrs/day --

9/28/2004 Page 1 of 1 air.xls [Table 4RME-Air-Future]



9/28/2004

TABLE 10

NON-CANCER TOXICITY DATA -- INHALATION

WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-1

Chemical Chronic/ Inhalation RfC Extrapolated RfD® Primary Combined RfC : Target Organ(s)
of Potential Subchronic Target Uncertainty/Modifying
Concern Value Units Value Units Organ(s) Factors Source(s) Date(s)
(MM/DD/YYYY)
Tetrachloroethene Chronic 2.70E+02 ug/m3 N/A N/A CNS 100 ATSDR 9/1/2004
Trichloroethene Chronic 4.00E+01 ug/m3 N/A N/A CNS/Liver 3000 NCEA 9/1/2004
Vinyl chloride Chronic 1.00E+02 ug/m® N/A N/A Liver 30 IRIS 9/1/2004

IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System

NCEA = National Center for Environmental Assessment
ATSDR = Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
N/A = Not Applicable

Page 1 of 1
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9/28/2004

CANCER TOXICITY DATA -- INHALATION
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-1

TABLE 11

Chemical Unit Risk Inhalation Cancer Slope Factor | Weight of Evidence/ Unit Risk : Inhalation CSF
of Potential Cancer Guideline
Concern Value Units Value Units Description Source(s) Date(s)
(MM/DD/YYYY)
Tetrachloroethene 5.90E-06 (ugim® 1 N/A N/A B2 CalEPA 9/1/2004
Trichloroethene 1.10E-04 (ugim® 1 N/A N/A C-B2 NCEA 9/1/2004
Vinyl chloride (Comm. Worker) 4.40E-06 (ugim® 1 N/A N/A A IRIS 9/1/2004
Vinyl chloride (Resident) 8.80E-06 (ugim® 1 N/A N/A A IRIS 9/1/2004
IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System EPA Group:

NCEA = National Center for Environmental Assessment

CalEPA = California Environmental Protection Agency

(1) An alternative inhalation toxicity value from CalEPA
[2E-06 ug/m®™] has been used to provide a range of
possible risks associated with exposure to

trichloroethene.

A - Human carcinogen

B1 - Probable human carcinogen - indicates that limited human data are available

B2 - Probable human carcinogen - indicates sufficient evidence in animals and

inadequate or no evidence in humans

C - Possible human carcinogen

D - Not classifiable as a human carcinogen (by the oral route)

E - Evidence of noncarcinogenicity

Page 1 of 1
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Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future

Receptor Population: Commercial Worker

Receptor Age: Adult

TABLE 12

CALCULATION OF CHEMICAL CANCER RISKS AND NON-CANCER HAZARDS
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE

WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-1

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Exposure Route Chemical of EPC Cancer Risk Calculations Non-Cancer Hazard Calculations
Potential Concern Value Units || Intake/Exposure Concentration CSF/Unit Risk Cancer Risk || Intake/Exposure Concentration RfD/RfC Hazard Quotient
Value Units Value Units Value Units Value Units
Air Indoor Air Unifirst - 21 Olympia Ave. Inhalation
Tetrachloroethene 1E+00 ug/m® 9.4E-02 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 5.5E-07 2.6E-01 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 9.7E-04
Trichloroethene 2E-01 ug/m® 2.0E-02 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 2.2E-06 5.6E-02 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 1.4E-03
Exp. Route Total 3E-06 2E-03
Exposure Point Total 3E-06 2E-03
W.R. Grace Inhalation
Tetrachloroethene 3E+00 ug/m® 2.4E-01 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 1.4E-06 6.8E-01 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 2.5E-03
Trichloroethene 2E+00 ug/m® 1.4E-01 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 1.5E-05 3.9E-01 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 9.8E-03
Vinyl Chloride 2E-01 ug/m? 1.7E-02 ug/m3 4.4E-06 (ug/m3) * 7.4E-08 4.7E-02 ug/m3 1.0E+02 ug/m3 4.7E-04
Exp. Route Total 2E-05 1E-02
Exposure Point Total 2E-05 1E-02
Wildwood Inhalation
Tetrachloroethene 2E+00 ug/m® 1.2E-01 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 7.4E-07 3.5E-01 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 1.3E-03
Trichloroethene 2E+01 ug/m® 1.3E+00 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 1.4E-04 3.6E+00 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 9.0E-02
Vinyl Chloride 2E-01 ug/m? 1.5E-02 ug/m3 4.4E-06 (ug/m3) * 6.6E-08 4.2E-02 ug/m3 1.0E+02 ug/m3 4.2E-04
Exp. Route Total 1E-04 9E-02
Exposure Point Total 1E-04 9E-02
Olympia - FDDA Inhalation
Tetrachloroethene 3E+00 ug/m® 2.6E-01 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 1.5E-06 7.2E-01 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 2.7E-03
Trichloroethene 5E+01 ug/m® 4.3E+00 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 4.7E-04 1.2E+01 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 3.0E-01
Vinyl Chloride 2E+00 ug/m? 1.9E-01 ug/m3 4.4E-06 (ugim3) ! 8.3E-07 5.3E-01 ug/m3 1.0E+02 ug/m3 5.3E-03
Exp. Route Total 5E-04 3E-01
Exposure Point Total 5E-04 3E-01
[Exposure Medium Total N/A N/A
Medium Total N/A N/A
Total of Receptor Risks Across All Media N/A Total of Receptor Hazards Across All Media N/A
Unifirst Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE 6E-07
WR Grace Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE 2E-06
Wildwood Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE 3E-06
Olympia Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE 1E-05
9/28/2004 Page 1 of 1 tables.xls [Table 7.x.RME-fAComW]




[Scenario Timeframe: Future

Receptor Population: Resident

Receptor Age: Adult

TABLE 13
CALCULATION OF CHEMICAL CANCER RISKS AND NON-CANCER HAZARDS
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-1

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Exposure Route Chemical of EPC Cancer Risk Calculations Non-Cancer Hazard Calculations
Potential Concern Value Units || Intake/Exposure Concentration CSF/Unit Risk Cancer Risk || Intake/Exposure Concentration RfD/RfC Hazard Quotient
Value Units Value Units Value Units Value Units
Air Indoor Air Unifirst - 21 Olympia Ave. Inhalation
Tetrachloroethene 1E+00 ug/m® 3.8E-01 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 2.2E-06 1.1E+00 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 4.1E-03
Trichloroethene 2E-01 ug/m® 8.1E-02 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 8.9E-06 2.4E-01 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 5.9E-03
Exp. Route Total 1E-05 1E-02
Exposure Point Total 1E-05 1E-02
W.R. Grace Inhalation
Tetrachloroethene 3E+00 ug/m® 9.8E-01 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 5.8E-06 2.9E+00 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 1.1E-02
Trichloroethene 2E+00 ug/m® 5.6E-01 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 6.2E-05 1.6E+00 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 4.1E-02
Vinyl chloride 2E-01 ug/m? 6.8E-02 ug/m3 8.8E-06 (ug/m3) * 6.0E-07 2.0E-01 ug/m3 1.0E+02 ug/m3 2.0E-03
Exp. Route Total 7E-05 5E-02
Exposure Point Total 7E-05 5E-02
Wildwood Inhalation
Tetrachloroethene 2E+00 ug/m® 5.0E-01 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 3.0E-06 1.5E+00 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 5.4E-03
Trichloroethene 2E+01 ug/m® 5.2E+00 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 5.7E-04 1.5E+01 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 3.8E-01
Vinyl chloride 2E+01 ug/m® 5.2E+00 ug/m3 8.8E-06 (ug/m3) * 4.6E-05 1.5E+01 ug/m3 1.0E+02 ug/m3 1.5E-01
Exp. Route Total 6E-04 5E-01
Exposure Point Total 6E-04 5E-01
Olympia - FDDA Inhalation
Tetrachloroethene 3E+00 ug/m® 1.0E+00 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 6.1E-06 3.0E+00 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 1.1E-02
Trichloroethene 5E+01 ug/m® 1.7E+01 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) 1.9E-03 5.1E+01 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 1.3E+00
Vinyl chloride 2E+00 ug/m® 7.7E-01 ug/m3 8.8E-06 (ug/m3) * 6.7E-06 2.2E+00 ug/m3 1.0E+02 ug/m3 2.2E-02
Exp. Route Total 2E-03 1E+00
Exposure Point Total 2E-03 1E+00
[Exposure Medium Total N/A N/A
Medium Total N/A N/A
Total of Receptor Risks Across All Media N/A Total of Receptor Hazards Across All Media N/A
Unifirst Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE 2E-06
W.R. Grace Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE 8E-06
Wildwood Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE 6E-05
Olympia Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE 5E-05
9/29/2004 Page 1 of 1 tables.xls [Table 7.x.RME-fARes]



[Scenario Timeframe: Future

Receptor Population: Resident

Receptor Age: Young Child

TABLE 14

CALCULATION OF CHEMICAL CANCER RISKS AND NON-CANCER HAZARDS
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE

WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-1

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Exposure Route Chemical of EPC Cancer Risk Calculations Non-Cancer Hazard Calculations
Potential Concern Value Units || Intake/Exposure Concentration CSF/Unit Risk Cancer Risk || Intake/Exposure Concentration RfD/RfC Hazard Quotient
Value Units Value Units Value Units Value Units
Air Indoor Air Unifirst - 21 Olympia Ave. Inhalation
Tetrachloroethene 1E+00 ug/m® 9.4E-02 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 5.6E-07 1.1E+00 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 4.1E-03
Trichloroethene 2E-01 ug/m® 2.0E-02 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 2.2E-06 2.4E-01 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 5.9E-03
Exp. Route Total 3E-06 1E-02
Exposure Point Total 3E-06 1E-02
W.R. Grace Inhalation
Tetrachloroethene 3E+00 ug/m® 2.5E-01 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 1.4E-06 2.9E+00 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 1.1E-02
Trichloroethene 2E+00 ug/m® 1.4E-01 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 1.6E-05 1.6E+00 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 4.1E-02
Vinyl chloride 2E-01 ug/m? 1.7E-02 ug/m3 8.8E-06 (ug/m3) * 1.5E-07 2.0E-01 ug/m3 1.0E+02 ug/m3 2.0E-03
Exp. Route Total 2E-05 5E-02
Exposure Point Total 2E-05 5E-02
Wildwood Inhalation
Tetrachloroethene 2E+00 ug/m® 1.3E-01 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 7.4E-07 1.5E+00 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 5.4E-03
Trichloroethene 2E+01 ug/m® 1.3E+00 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 1.4E-04 1.5E+01 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 3.8E-01
Vinyl chloride 2E+01 ug/m® 1.3E+00 ug/m3 8.8E-06 (ug/m3) * 1.1E-05 1.5E+01 ug/m3 1.0E+02 ug/m3 1.5E-01
Exp. Route Total 2E-04 5E-01
Exposure Point Total 2E-04 5E-01
Olympia - FDDA Inhalation
Tetrachloroethene 3E+00 ug/m® 2.6E-01 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 1.5E-06 3.0E+00 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 1.1E-02
Trichloroethene 5E+01 ug/m® 4.3E+00 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) 4.8E-04 5.1E+01 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 1.3E+00
Vinyl chloride 2E+00 ug/m® 1.9E-01 ug/m3 8.8E-06 (ug/m3) * 1.7E-06 2.2E+00 ug/m3 1.0E+02 ug/m3 2.2E-02
Exp. Route Total 5E-04 1E+00
Exposure Point Total 5E-04 1E+00
[Exposure Medium Total N/A N/A
Medium Total N/A N/A
Total of Receptor Risks Across All Media N/A Total of Receptor Hazards Across All Media N/A
Unifirst Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE 6E-07
W.R. Grace Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE 2E-06
Wildwood Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE 1E-05
Olympia Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE 1E-05
9/29/2004 Page 1 of 1 tables.xls [Table 7.x.RME-fCRes]




Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Young Child/Adult

TABLE 15
SUMMARY OF RECEPTOR RISKS AND HAZARDS FOR COPCs
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-1

Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical Carcinogenic Risk Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point of Potential Young Child + Adult Young Child
Concern Ingestion Inhalation Dermal External Exposure Primary Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
(Radiation) | Routes Total Target Organ Routes Total
Air Indoor Air Unifirst - 21 Olympia Ave.

Tetrachloroethene -- 3E-06 -- -- 3E-06 CNS -- 4E-03 -- 4E-03
Trichloroethene -- 1E-05 -- -- 1E-05 CNS/Liver -- 6E-03 -- 6E-03
Chemical Total -- 1E-05 -- -- 1E-05 -- 1E-02 -- 1E-02

Radionuclide Total
Exposure Point Total 1E-05 1E-02
Exposure Medium Total 1E-05 1E-02
Medium Total 1E-05 1E-02
Receptor Total 1E-05 1E-02

- - = Not Evaluated

N/A = Not Applicable

9/29/2004

Total Risk Across All Media

Unifirst Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE

Page 1 of 1

Total Hazard Across All Media

Total Blood HI =

Total Cardiovascular HI =
Total Developmental HI =
Total General Toxicity HI =
Total Gl System HI =

Total Immune System HI =
Total Kidney HI =

Total Liver HI =

Total Nervous System HI =
Total Skin HI =

Total Respiratory HI =

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

6E-03

1E-02

N/A

N/A

tables.xls [TORME-fAC-Onsite Res (1)]



TABLE 16
SUMMARY OF RECEPTOR RISKS AND HAZARDS FOR COPCs
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-1

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Young Child/Adult

Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical Carcinogenic Risk Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point of Potential Young Child + Adult Young Child
Concern Ingestion Inhalation Dermal External Exposure Primary Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
(Radiation) | Routes Total Target Organ Routes Total
Air Indoor Air W.R. Grace

Tetrachloroethene -- 7E-06 -- -- 7E-06 CNS -- 1E-02 -- 1E-02
Trichloroethene -- 8E-05 -- -- 8E-05 CNS/Liver -- 4E-02 -- 4E-02
Vinyl chloride -- 7E-07 -- -- 7E-07 Liver -- 2E-03 -- 2E-03
Chemical Total -- 9E-05 -- -- 9E-05 -- 5E-02 -- 5E-02

Radionuclide Total
Exposure Point Total 9E-05 5E-02
Exposure Medium Total 9E-05 5E-02
Medium Total 9E-05 5E-02
Receptor Total 9E-05 5E-02

- - = Not Evaluated Total Risk Across All Media Total Hazard Across All Media

N/A = Not Applicable

W.R. Grace Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE Total Blood HI = N/A
Total Cardiovascular HI = N/A
Total Developmental HI = N/A

Total General Toxicity HI = N/A
Total Gl System HI = N/A
Total Immune System HI = N/A
Total Kidney HI = N/A
Total Liver HI = 4E-02
Total Nervous System HI = 5E-02
Total Skin HI = N/A
Total Respiratory HI = N/A
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TABLE 17
SUMMARY OF RECEPTOR RISKS AND HAZARDS FOR COPCs
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-1

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Young Child/Adult

Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical Carcinogenic Risk Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point of Potential Young Child + Adult Young Child
Concern Ingestion Inhalation Dermal External Exposure Primary Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
(Radiation) | Routes Total Target Organ Routes Total
Air Indoor Air Wildwood

Tetrachloroethene -- 4E-06 -- -- 4E-06 CNS -- 5E-03 -- 5E-03
Trichloroethene -- TE-04 -- -- TE-04 CNS/Liver -- 4E-01 -- 4E-01
Vinyl chloride -- 6E-05 -- -- 6E-05 Liver -- 2E-01 -- 2E-01
Chemical Total -- 8E-04 -- -- 8E-04 -- 5E-01 -- 5E-01

Radionuclide Total
Exposure Point Total 8E-04 5E-01
Exposure Medium Total 8E-04 5E-01
Medium Total 8E-04 5E-01
Receptor Total 8E-04 5E-01

- - = Not Evaluated Total Risk Across All Media
N/A = Not Applicable

Total Hazard Across All Media

Wildwood Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE Total Blood HI = N/A
Total Cardiovascular HI = N/A
Total Developmental HI = N/A

Total General Toxicity HI = N/A
Total GI System HI = N/A

Total Immune System HI = N/A
Total Kidney HI = N/A
Total Liver HI = 5E-01
Total Nervous System HI = 4E-01
Total Skin HI = N/A

Total Respiratory HI = N/A
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TABLE 18
SUMMARY OF RECEPTOR RISKS AND HAZARDS FOR COPCs
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-1

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Young Child/Adult

Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical Carcinogenic Risk Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point of Potential Young Child + Adult Young Child
Concern Ingestion Inhalation Dermal External Exposure Primary Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
(Radiation) | Routes Total Target Organ Routes Total
Air Indoor Air Olympia - FDDA

Tetrachloroethene -- 8E-06 -- -- 8E-06 CNS -- 1E-02 -- 1E-02
Trichloroethene -- 2E-03 -- -- 2E-03 CNS/Liver -- 1E+00 -- 1E+00
Vinyl chloride -- 8E-06 -- -- 8E-06 Liver -- 2E-02 -- 2E-02
Chemical Total -- 2E-03 -- -- 2E-03 -- 1E+00 -- 1E+00

Radionuclide Total
Exposure Point Total 2E-03 1E+00
Exposure Medium Total 2E-03 1E+00
Medium Total 2E-03 1E+00
Receptor Total 2E-03 1E+00

- - = Not Evaluated Total Risk Across All Media Total Hazard Across All Media

N/A = Not Applicable

Olympia Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE Total Blood HI = N/A
Total Cardiovascular HI = N/A
Total Developmental HI = N/A

Total General Toxicity HI = N/A
Total Gl System HI = N/A
Total Immune System HI = N/A
Total Kidney HI = N/A

Total Liver HI = 1E+00

Total Nervous System HI = 1E+00
Total Skin HI = N/A
Total Respiratory HI = N/A
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TABLE 1
EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATION SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-2

Scenario Timeframe: Current
Medium: Air
Exposure Medium: Indoor Air
Maximum
Exposure Point Chemical of Units | Arithmetic 95% UCL | Concentration Exposure Point Concentration
Potential Concern Mean (Distribution) (Qualifier) Value Units Statistic Rationale
(1)
Dewey Avenue Area
1,1,1-Trichloroethane N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.4E+02 ug/m3 Max
2-Butanone N/A N/A N/A N/A 5.6E+01 ug/m3 Max
Tetrachloroethene N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.3E+01 ug/m® Max
Toluene N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.2E+02 ug/m3 Max
Trichloroethene N/A N/A N/A N/A 9.1E-01 ug/m® Max

(1) Rationale: The maximum detected concentration from all samples collected in 1989 and 1991 have been used for screening.

J = Estimated Concentration EPC = Exposure Point Concentration
Max = Maximum Detected Concentration RME = Reasonable Maximum Exposure
N/A = Not Applicable CT = Central Tendency

UCL = Upper Confidence Limit
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Scenario Timeframe: Current
Medium: Air

Exposure Medium: Indoor Air

TABLE 2

VALUES USED FOR DAILY INTAKE CALCULATIONS
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE

WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-2

Exposure Route | Receptor Population Receptor Age Exposure Point Parameter Parameter Definition Value Units Rationale/ Intake Equation/
Code Reference Model Name
Inhalation Resident Adult Residence CA Modeled Concentration in Air see Table 1 ug/m3 see Table 1 Chronic Daily Intake (CDI) (uglm3) -
ET Exposure Time 24 hrs/day USEPA, 2004 CAXETxEF XED
EF Exposure Frequency 350 days/year USEPA, 2004 CFxAT
ED Exposure Duration 24 years USEPA, 2004
AT-C Averaging Time (Cancer) 25550 days USEPA, 1989
AT-N Averaging Time (Non-Cancer) 8760 days USEPA, 1989
CF Conversion Factor 24 hrs/day --
Child Residence CA Modeled Concentration in Air see Table 1 ug/m3 see Table 1 Chronic Daily Intake (CDI) (ug/m3) -
ET Exposure Time 24 hrs/day USEPA, 2004 CAXETxEF XED
EF Exposure Frequency 350 days/year USEPA, 2004 CFxAT
ED Exposure Duration 6 years USEPA, 2004
AT-C Averaging Time (Cancer) 25550 days USEPA, 1989
AT-N Averaging Time (Non-Cancer) 2190 days USEPA, 1989
CF Conversion Factor 24 hrs/day --

9/28/2004
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TABLE 3

NON-CANCER TOXICITY DATA -- INHALATION

WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE

Chemical Chronic/ Inhalation RfC Extrapolated RfD® Primary Combined RfC : Target Organ(s)
of Potential Subchronic Target Uncertainty/Modifying
Concern Value Units Value Units Organ(s) Factors Source(s) Date(s)
(MM/DD/YYYY)

1,1,1-Trichloroethane Chronic 2.20E+03 ug/im® N/A N/A Respiratory 3000 IRIS 9/1/2004
2-Butanone Chronic 5.00E+03 ug/m® N/A N/A Developmental 300 IRIS 9/1/2004
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene Chronic 2.00E+02 ug/m3 N/A N/A Liver 30 IRIS 9/1/2004
Tetrachloroethene Chronic 2.70E+02 ug/m3 N/A N/A CNS 100 ATSDR 9/1/2004
Toluene Chronic 4.00E+02 ug/m3 N/A N/A CNS 300 IRIS 9/1/2004
Trichloroethene Chronic 4.00E+01 ug/m3 N/A N/A CNS/Liver 3000 NCEA 9/1/2004

IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System

NCEA = National Center for Environmental Assessment

ATSDR = Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry

N/A = Not Applicable

(1) RfC for 1,1-dichloroethene used for cis-1,2-dichloroethene

Page 1 of 1
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TABLE 4
CANCER TOXICITY DATA -- INHALATION
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE

Chemical Unit Risk Inhalation Cancer Slope Factor | Weight of Evidence/ Unit Risk : Inhalation CSF
of Potential Cancer Guideline
Concern Value Units Value Units Description Source(s) Date(s)
(MM/DD/YYYY)

1,1,1-Trichloroethane N/A N/A N/A N/A C IRIS 9/1/2004
2-Butanone N/A N/A N/A N/A D IRIS 9/1/2004
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene N/A N/A N/A N/A D IRIS 9/1/2004
Tetrachloroethene 5.90E-06 (ugim® 1 N/A N/A B2 CalEPA 9/1/2004
Toluene N/A N/A N/A N/A D IRIS 9/1/2004
Trichloroethene 1.10E-04 (ugim® 1 N/A N/A C-B2 NCEA 9/1/2004
IRIS = Integrated Risk Information System EPA Group:
NCEA = National Center for Environmental Assessment A - Human carcinogen
CalEPA = California Environmental Protection Agency B1 - Probable human carcinogen - indicates that limited human data are available

N/A = Not Applicable

B2 - Probable human carcinogen - indicates sufficient evidence in animals and

(1) An alternative inhalation toxicity value from CalEPA inadequate or no evidence in humans
[2E-06 ug/m®™] has been used to provide a range of C - Possible human carcinogen
possible risks associated with exposure to D - Not classifiable as a human carcinogen (by the oral route)

trichloroethene.

E - Evidence of noncarcinogenicity
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Receptor Age: Adult

Scenario Timeframe: Current

Receptor Population: Resident

TABLE 5

CALCULATION OF CHEMICAL CANCER RISKS AND NON-CANCER HAZARDS
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE

9/28/2004

Dewey Avenue Area Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE| 3E-05

Page 1 of 1

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Exposure Route Chemical of EPC Cancer Risk Calculations Non-Cancer Hazard Calculations
Potential Concern Value Units || Intake/Exposure Concentration CSF/Unit Risk Cancer Risk || Intake/Exposure Concentration RfD/RfC Hazard Quotient
Value Units Value Units Value Units Value Units
Air Indoor Air Dewey Avenue Area Inhalation
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1E+02 ug/m® 4.5E+01 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 1.3E+02 ug/m3 2.2E+03 ug/m3 5.9E-02
2-Butanone 6E+01 ug/m® 1.8E+01 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 5.4E+01 ug/m3 5.0E+03 ug/m3 1.1E-02
Tetrachloroethene 1E+01 ug/m® 4.2E+00 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 2.5E-05 1.2E+01 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 4.6E-02
Toluene 1E+02 ug/m® 4.0E+01 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 1.2E+02 ug/m3 4.0E+02 ug/m3 2.9E-01
Trichloroethene 9E-01 ug/m® 3.0E-01 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 3.3E-05 8.8E-01 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 2.2E-02
Exp. Route Total 6E-05 | 4E-01
Exposure Point Total 6E-05 | 4E-01
|Exposure Medium Total N/A | N/A "
Medium Total NnA N/A |
Total of Receptor Risks Across All Media N/A Total of Receptor Hazards Across All Media N/A

tables.xls [Table 7.14.RME-fARes]



Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Young Child

TABLE 6

CALCULATION OF CHEMICAL CANCER RISKS AND NON-CANCER HAZARDS
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE

WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE

Non-Cancer Hazard Calculations

9/28/2004

Dewey Avenue Area Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE| 6E-06

Page 1 of 1

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Exposure Route Chemical of EPC Cancer Risk Calculations
Potential Concern Value Units || Intake/Exposure Concentration CSF/Unit Risk Cancer Risk || Intake/Exposure Concentration RfD/RfC Hazard Quotient
Value Units Value Units Value Units Value Units
Air Indoor Air Dewey Avenue Area Inhalation
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1E+02 ug/m® 1.1E+01 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 1.3E+02 ug/m3 2.2E+03 ug/m3 5.9E-02
2-Butanone 6E+01 ug/m® 4.6E+00 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 5.4E+01 ug/m3 5.0E+03 ug/m3 1.1E-02
Tetrachloroethene 1E+01 ug/m® 1.1E+00 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 6.2E-06 1.2E+01 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 4.6E-02
Toluene 1E+02 ug/m® 9.9E+00 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 1.2E+02 ug/m3 4.0E+02 ug/m3 2.9E-01
Trichloroethene 9E-01 ug/m® 7.5E-02 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 8.3E-06 8.8E-01 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 2.2E-02
Exp. Route Total 1E-05 | 4E-01
Exposure Point Total 1E-05 | 4E-01
|Exposure Medium Total N/A | N/A "
Medium Total NnA N/A |
Total of Receptor Risks Across All Media N/A Total of Receptor Hazards Across All Media N/A

tables.xls [Table 7.14.RME-fCRes]



TABLE 7
SUMMARY OF RECEPTOR RISKS AND HAZARDS FOR COPCs
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE

Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Young Child/Adult

Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical Carcinogenic Risk Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point of Potential Young Child + Adult Young Child
Concern Ingestion Inhalation Dermal External Exposure Primary Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
(Radiation) | Routes Total Target Organ Routes Total
Air Indoor Air Dewey Avenue Area

1,1,1-Trichloroethane -- N/A -- -- N/A Respiratory -- 6E-02 -- 6E-02
2-Butanone -- N/A -- -- N/A Developmental -- 1E-02 -- 1E-02
Tetrachloroethene -- 3E-05 -- -- 3E-05 CNS -- 5E-02 -- 5E-02
Toluene -- N/A -- -- N/A CNS -- 3E-01 -- 3E-01
Trichloroethene -- 4E-05 -- -- 4E-05 CNS/Liver -- 2E-02 -- 2E-02
Chemical Total -- 7E-05 -- -- 7E-05 -- 4E-01 -- 4E-01

Radionuclide Total
Exposure Point Total 7E-05 4E-01
Exposure Medium Total 7E-05 4E-01
Medium Total 7E-05 4E-01
Receptor Total 7E-05 4E-01

- - = Not Evaluated Total Risk Across All Media Total Hazard Across All Media

N/A = Not Applicable

Dewey Avenue Area Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE Total Blood HI = N/A
Total Cardiovascular HI = N/A
Total Developmental HI = 1E-02

Total General Toxicity HI = N/A
Total Gl System HI = N/A
Total Immune System HI = N/A
Total Kidney HI = N/A
Total Liver HI = 2E-02
Total Nervous System HI = 4E-01
Total Skin HI = N/A
Total Respiratory HI = 6E-02
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TABLE 8. EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATION SUMMARY

REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE

WELLSG&H SUPERFUND SITE

Dewey Avenue Area
Detected Maximum Indoor Air Evaluate via
||Ana|yte Detection (ug/L)| Screening Value (ug/L)" Modeling?
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 16 310 No
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 55 21 Yes
Tetrachloroethene 2800 5 Yes
||T0 uene 36 150 No
Trichloroethene 120 5 Yes
Rifle Range Road Area
Detected Maximum Indoor Air Evaluate via
Analyte Detection (ug/L)| Screening Value (ug/L)" Modeling?
Tetrachloroethene 23 5 Yes
Trichloroethene 8 5 Yes

Notes

1. Non-carcinogenic analyte screening values adjusted to a hazard index of 0.1

Page 1 of 1
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TABLE9
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR
SHALLOW GROUNDWATER

Henry'sLaw Henry'sLaw  Normal Enthalpy of Enthalpy of Henry's Law
GW GwW Constant Reference Boiling vaporization Critical vaporization  Gas Constant Gas Henry's Law
GW EPC Temp. Temp.  atref. temp. Temp. Point aTg Temp. constant aTs Constant aTs Constant Constant
Cu Ts Ts Hr Tr Ts DHy.8 Tc n DHy,1s Re Hrs R H'rs
Units.  ng/L °c K atm-m*/mol K K cal/mol K unitless  cal/mol  cal/mol-K am-m¥mol m*-atm/mol-K  unitless
Formula®  Input  (10for screening) (Ts+273.15)  lookup (lookup+273.15)  lookup Jookup lookup  (Note7)  (Note8) (Note 9) His/ (R* T
Analyte
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 5.5E+01 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 4.07E-03 2.98E+02 3.34E+02  7.19E+03 544E+02 3.38E-01 7.73E+03  1.99E+00  4.07E-03 8.21E-05 1.75E-01
Tetrachloroethene 2.8E+03 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 1.84E-02 2.98E+02 3.94E+02 8.29E+03 6.20E+02 3.55E-01 9.55E+03  1.99E+00 1.84E-02 8.21E-05 7.92E-01
[ Trichloroethene 1.2E+02 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 1.03E-02 2.98E+02 3.60E+02 7.51E+03 544E+02 3.74E-01 856E+03  1.99E+00 1.03E-02 8.21E-05 4.43E-01
Tetrachloroethene 2.3E+01 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 1.84E-02 2.98E+02 3.94E+02 829E+03  6.20E+02 3.55E-01  9.55E+03  1.99E+00 1.84E-02 8.21E-05 7.92E-01
Trichloroethene 8.0E+00 1.00E+01 2.83E+02 1.03E-02 2.98E+02 3.60E+02 7.51E+03 544E+02 3.74E-01 856E+03  1.99E+00 1.03E-02 8.21E-05 4.43E-01
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TABLE 9 (continued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR
SHALLOW GROUNDWATER

Conversion Depth below Depth below  Source  SCS soil type SCS soil type Capillary zone Thickness Vadose zone

Factor Source grade to bottom grade to Trench directly above in mean particle of capillary Diffusivity Diffusivity soil total
m’toL Vapor Conc. of enclosed space water table Separation water table  vadose zone diameter zone inar in water porosity

Conv01 Coource Le Lwr Ly STwr ST, D, Le, D, Dy n,
Units.  L/m® nym® cm cm cm unitless unitless cm cm cm?/s cm?/s cm¥em®

Formula: Cy*H'rg*Conv0l (15 or 200 for screening) (Note 3) Lwr-Le (Note 10) (Note 11) lookup (Note 12) lookup lookup  (0.43 for screening)
IAnalyte

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 1.00E+03 9.63E+03 2.00E+02 4.00E+02 2.00E+02 SC SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01 7.36E-02 1.13E-05 4.30E-01
ITetrachloroethene 1.00E+03 2.22E+06 2.00E+02 4.00E+02  2.00E+02 sC SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01  7.20E-02  8.20E-06 4.30E-01
ITrichloroethene 1.00E+03 5.32E+04 2.00E+02 4.00E+02  2.00E+02 sc SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01  7.90E-02  9.10E-06 4.30E-01
I Tetrachloroethene 1.00E+03 1.82E+04 2.00E+02 4.00E+02 2.00E+02 SC SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01 7.20E-02 8.20E-06 4.30E-01
Trichloroethene 1.00E+03 3.55E+03 2.00E+02 4.00E+02 2.00E+02 SC SCL 2.50E-02 3.00E+01 7.90E-02 9.10E-06 4.30E-01
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TABLE 9 (continued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR
SHALLOW GROUNDWATER

Vadosezone Vadosezone Vadosezone Capillary zone  Capillary zone Capillary zone Capillary zone Capillary zone Capillary zone Capillary zone  Total Overall
soil water-filled  soil air-filled Effective soil total residual soil  saturated soil  van Genuchten soil water-filled soil air-filled Effective Effective
porosity porosity  Diffusion Coeff. porosity water content  water content shape parameter porosity porosity  Diffusion Coeff. Diffusion Coeff,
of off off
qW!V anV DV nCZ qf.CZ qSCZ M cz qw:CZ anCZ DCZ DT
Units: cmem? cm/em?® cm?s cm/em?® cm’lem® cmem? unitless cmem? cmem? cm?s cm?/s
Formula: (0.3 for screening) Ny - Qv (Note 13) (0.43 for screening) lookup lookup lookup (Note 15) Nez = Qwiez (Note 14) (Note 4)
IAnalyte
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.52E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 8.30E-05 2.71E-04
I Tetrachloroethene 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.37E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 7.21E-05 2.49E-04
ITrichloroethene 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.81E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 8.07E-05 2.76E-04
I Tetrachloroethene 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.37E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 7.21E-05 2.49E-04
I Trichloroethene 3.00E-01 1.30E-01 4.81E-04 4.30E-01 1.17E-01 3.85E-01 1.72E-01 3.55E-01 7.52E-02 8.07E-05 2.76E-04
Page 3 of 6
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TABLE 9 (continued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER

Areaof Building Pressure Diff.  Vadose zone soil  Conversion Viscosity of Viscosity of Acceleration Vadose zone soil Vadosezone Vadose zone
Enclosed Space Ventilation between soil & saturated hydraulic ~ Factor water at water at Density dueto intrinsic residual soil  effective total
Below Grade Rate enclosed space conductivity hrtos 10°C system temp. of water gravity permeability  water content fluid saturation
AB Qbuildi ng cP st Conv02 My-10 my, Mw g I(i,v qr,v S(e
Units: cm? cm’/s glem-s* cm/hr ghr glem-s glem-s glem® cm/s? cm? cm®/em® unitless
Formula: (Note 2) (56335 for screening) (40 for screening) lookup (Note 16) (0.999 for screening) (Note 17) lookup (Note 18)
IAnalyte

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
ITetrachloroethene 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
ITrichloroethene 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
ITetrachloroethene 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01
ITrichloroethene 1.69E+06 5.63E+04 4.00E+01 5.50E-01 3.60E+03 1.31E-02 1.31E-02 9.99E-01 9.81E+02 2.04E-09 6.30E-02 6.46E-01

9/28/2004

Page 4 of 6

air.xls [GW-IA-Overburden]



TABLE 9 (continued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER

Vadose zone Vadose zone soil VVadose zone soil Foor-wall Vapor Avg. Vapor  Foundation  Crack Effective

van Genuchten relative air effective vapor seam viscosity at Crack depth Total area Crack-to-total  Equivalent Fow Rate or Slab Diffusion

shape parameter  permeability permeability perimeter avg. soil temp. below grade of cracks arearatio crack radius Into Bldg. Thickness Coeff.

crack

M v krg kv X crack Mg Zcrack Acfa:k h Forack Qsoil L crack D
Units  unitless unitless om? cm glem-s cm om? unitless cm om®/s cm om?ls
Formula Jookup (Note 19) (Note 20) (3844 for screening)  0.00018*(T'/298.15)"0.5 (= L for screening) (384 for screening) AcadAs  h(Ag/Xgaa)  (Note5) (15 for screening) (Note 1)
IAnalyte

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.52E-04
Tetrachloroethene 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.37E-04
Trichloroethene 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.81E-04
I Tetrachloroethene 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.37E-04
[Trichloroethene 2.48E-01 5.42E-01 1.10E-09 3.84E+03 1.75E-04 2.00E+02 3.84E+02 2.27E-04 9.99E-02 7.34E-01 1.50E+01 4.81E-04

9/28/2004
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TABLE 9 (continued)
GROUNDWATER TO INDOOR AIR

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER

Infinite Source Infinite
Indoor Source
Attenuation Coeff. Bldg. Conc,

a Chuitding
Units: unitless mym®

Formula: (Note 6) Coource * @

Analyte

cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 9.87E-06 9.5E-02
Tetrachloroethene 9.65E-06 2.1E+01
[ Trichloroethene 9.91E-06 5.3E-01
Tetrachloroethene 9.65E-06 1.8E-01
Trichloroethene 9.91E-06 3.5E-02

9/28/2004

Notes:
Reference: User's Guide for the Johnson and Ettinger (1991) Model for Subsurface Vapor Intrusion into Buildings, USEPA, September 1997.
(1) Assumed equivalent to D" of soil layer i in contact with the floor

(2) For screening, assume atrench 4 ft deep, 3 ft wide, and 30 ft long.

(3) Depth to water table minus depth to bottom of floor must be > thickness of capillary fringe, which is based on the soil type (typ. around 30 cm). Use 400 cm for screening purposes.

@ D' =Lt/ (Lwr - L - L) / D) + (Ler/ D)
(5) Quit = DP*k,*L) / mys ; not from above reference
(6) a = [Dr™* Ag/(Quencr* L1)J[(D1¥™* Ag/(Qus* L1))+1] ; assmes no resistance (Peclet number isinfinite)

(7) A function of theratio Tg/Tc: TelTc n
<0.57 0.30
057-0.71 0.74(Tg/Tc)-0.116
>0.71 041

(8) DHy,7s = DH,,g* [(A-TST(A-Te/T)]"
(9) Hrs = EXP[-DH,,1d/R* (UTsUTR)]*Hg
(10) Refer to 12 SCS soil types - use SC for screening.
(11) Refer to 12 SCS soil types - use SCL for screening.
(12) L;=0.15/(0.2* D)
(13) D = D (Gan* ¥ +HDulH're) (G ZI))
(14) D™ = D3 (Garee” XINe) HDu/H'79) (O™ INer’)
(15) Gurez = q,va+((qscz-q,v(7_)/(2"”a)), where the value 2 in the formulais used for screening, but may be refined based on soil parameters (see USEPA, 1999).
(16) M, = My10* (T's/ 283.15)°°
(17) kiy = Kgy* UConv02* m, / (r, * @)
(18) Se= (G - Ur) / (Vv - )
(19) Ky = (1-59°°* (18"
(20) ky = ki, * kg note that the model is very sensitive to this parameter and if site-specific values are available, they should be used.

Page 6 of 6
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Medium: Groundwater

Scenario Timeframe: Current

Exposure Medium: Indoor Air

OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE - OU-2

TABLE 10

Exposure CAS Chemical Minimum Maximum Units Location Detection Range of Concentration | Background Screening Potential Potential | COPC Rationale for
Point Number Concentration | Concentration of Maximum Frequency Detection Used for Value Toxicity Value | ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TBC || Flag Selection or
(Qualifier) (Qualifier) Concentration Limits Screening (N/C) Value Source (YIN) Deletion
(1) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Dewey Avenue Area 156-59-2 |cis-1,2-Dichloroethene N/A 9.5E-02 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 9.5E-02 N/A 37 N N/A N/A N BSL
(a) 127-18-4 |Tetrachloroethene N/A 2.1E+01 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 2.1E+01 N/A 0.67 C N/A N/A Y ASL
79-01-6 Trichloroethene N/A 5.3E-01 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 5.3E-01 N/A 0.017 C N/A N/A Y ASL
Rifle Range Road Area| 127-18-4 |Tetrachloroethene N/A 1.8E-01 ug/m® N/A N/A N/A 1.8E-01 N/A 067 C N/A N/A N BSL
(a) 79-01-6 Trichloroethene N/A 3.5E-02 ug/m3 N/A N/A N/A 3.5E-02 N/A 0.017 C N/A N/A Y ASL

(a) Refer to text for sample groupings.

All contaminants detected in groundwater exposure points with Henry's Law constants >1E-05 atm-m*mol and molecular weights <200 g/mol have been included.

(1) The modeled groundwater contributions to indoor air have been presented in the Maximum Concentration field.

Refer to Table 9 for model results.

(2) Maximum concentration used for screening.
(3) Refer to supporting information for background discussion.

(4) USEPA Region 9 PRGs for ambient air (adjusted to an hazard quotient = 0.1 for noncarcinogens), October 1, 2002.
PRG for cis-1,2-dichloroethene has been used for 1,2-dichloroethene (total).

(5) Rationale Codes:

9/28/2004

Selection Reason: Above Screening Levels (ASL)

No Screening Level (NSL)

Deletion Reason: No Toxicity Information (NTX)

Below Screening Level (BSL)

Page 1 of 1

Definitions:

COPC = Chemical of Potential Concern

ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement/To Be Considered

PRG = Preliminary Remedial Goal
N/A = Not Applicable or Not Available
J = Estimated Value

C = Carcinogenic

N = Non-Carcinogenic

air.xls [Table 2.x



Scenario Timeframe: Current

Receptor Population: Resident

Receptor Age: Adult

TABLE 11

CALCULATION OF CHEMICAL CANCER RISKS AND NON-CANCER HAZARDS
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE

WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Exposure Route Chemical of EPC Cancer Risk Calculations Non-Cancer Hazard Calculations
Potential Concern Value Units || Intake/Exposure Concentration CSF/Unit Risk Cancer Risk || Intake/Exposure Concentration RfD/RfC Hazard Quotient
Value Units Value Units Value Units Value Units
Air Indoor Air Dewey Avenue Area Inhalation
Tetrachloroethene 2E+01 ug/m® 7.0E+00 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 4.2E-05 2.1E+01 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 7.6E-02
Trichloroethene 5E-01 ug/m® 1.7E-01 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 1.9E-05 5.1E-01 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 1.3E-02
Exp. Route Total 6E-05 9E-02
Exposure Point Total 6E-05 9E-02
Rifle Range Road Area Inhalation
Trichloroethene 4E-02 ug/m® 1.2E-02 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 1.3E-06 3.4E-02 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 8.4E-04
Exp. Route Total 1E-06 8E-04
Exposure Point Total 1E-06 8E-04
Exposure Medium Total N/A N/A
Medium Total N/A N/A
Total of Receptor Risks Across All Media N/A Total of Receptor Hazards Across All Media N/A
Dewey Avenue Area Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE| 4E-05
Rifle Range Road Area Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE| 2E-08
9/28/2004 Page 1 of 1 tables.xls [Table 7.RME-cARes]




Scenario Timeframe: Current

Receptor Population: Resident

TABLE 12

CALCULATION OF CHEMICAL CANCER RISKS AND NON-CANCER HAZARDS

REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE

WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE

Receptor Age: Young Child
Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Exposure Route Chemical of EPC Cancer Risk Calculations Non-Cancer Hazard Calculations
Potential Concern Value Units || Intake/Exposure Concentration CSF/Unit Risk Cancer Risk || Intake/Exposure Concentration RfD/RfC Hazard Quotient
Value Units Value Units Value Units Value Units
Air Indoor Air Dewey Avenue Area Inhalation
Tetrachloroethene 2E+01 ug/m® 1.8E+00 ug/m3 5.9E-06 (ug/m3) * 1.0E-05 2.1E+01 ug/m3 2.7E+02 ug/m3 7.6E-02
Trichloroethene 5E-01 ug/m® 4.3E-02 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 4.8E-06 5.1E-01 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 1.3E-02
Exp. Route Total 2E-05 9E-02
Exposure Point Total 2E-05 9E-02
Rifle Range Road Area Inhalation
Trichloroethene 4E-02 ug/m® 2.9E-03 ug/m3 1.1E-04 (ug/m3) * 3.2E-07 3.4E-02 ug/m3 4.0E+01 ug/m3 8.4E-04
Exp. Route Total 3E-07 8E-04
Exposure Point Total 3E-07 8E-04
Exposure Medium Total N/A N/A
Medium Total N/A N/A
Total of Receptor Risks Across All Media N/A Total of Receptor Hazards Across All Media N/A

9/28/2004

Dewey Avenue Area Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE| 1E-05
Rifle Range Road Area Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE| 6E-09

Page 1 of 1
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Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Young Child/Adult

TABLE 13

SUMMARY OF RECEPTOR RISKS AND HAZARDS FOR COPCs

REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
WELLS G&H SUPERFUND SITE

Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical Carcinogenic Risk Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point of Potential Young Child + Adult Young Child
Concern Ingestion Inhalation Dermal External Exposure Primary Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
(Radiation) | Routes Total Target Organ Routes Total
Air Indoor Air Dewey Avenue Area

Tetrachloroethene -- 5E-05 -- -- 5E-05 CNS -- 8E-02 -- 8E-02
Trichloroethene -- 2E-05 -- -- 2E-05 CNS/Liver -- 1E-02 -- 1E-02
Chemical Total -- 8E-05 -- -- 8E-05 -- 9E-02 -- 9E-02

Radionuclide Total
Exposure Point Total 8E-05 9E-02
Exposure Medium Total 8E-05 9E-02
Medium Total 8E-05 9E-02
Receptor Total 8E-05 9E-02

- - = Not Evaluated

N/A = Not Applicable

9/28/2004

Total Risk Across All Media

Dewey Avenue Area Cancer Risk with CalEPA unit risk for TCE

Page 1 of 1

Total Hazard Across All Media

Total Blood HI =

Total Cardiovascular HI =
Total Developmental HI =
Total General Toxicity HI =
Total GI System HI =

Total Immune System HI =
Total Kidney HI =

Total Liver HI =

Total Nervous System HI =
Total Skin HI =

Total Respiratory HI =

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

1E-02

9E-02

N/A

N/A

tables.xls [TORME-cAC-Onsite Res]
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TABLE A8-1. LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
Federal Regulatory RCRA - Location Standards (40 CFR Applicable This regulation outlines the requirements These re quirements remain
Requirem ents 264.18). Alternatives SC-10 and MOM -2 for constructing a RCRA facility on a applicable. The ROD assumed
100-year floodplain. that remediation facilities would
be located outside the floodplain
A facility located on a 100-year floodplain | or designed to allow quick
must be designed, constructed, operated, mobilization out of the area and
and maintained to prevent washout of any to prevent damage by initial
hazardous waste by a 100-year flood, floodwaters. The management
unless waste may be remo ved safely of RCRA regulated wastes takes
before floodwater canreach the facility, or | place outside the floodplain.
no adverse effects on human health and
the environment would result if washout
occurred.
Federal Regulatory CWA  Section 404 Dred ge and Fill Applicable For activitiesunder Section 404 Activities at the Source Areas
Requirem ents Requirements (Guidelines at 40 CFR 230). jurisdiction, the governing regulations governed by this requirement
Alternatives SC-10 and MOM -2 favor practicable alternatives that have are comp lete. No PRP facility is
less impact on wetlands. If no mitigated proposing to conduct dredge and
practicable alternative exists, impacts must | fill operations.
be mitigated.
Federal Regulatory Wetlands Executive Order (EO 11990). Applicable Under this Executive Order, federal Activities at the Source Areas
Requirem ents Alternatives SC-10 and MOM -2 agencies are required to select alternatives | governed by this requirement
that minimize the destruction, loss or are comp lete. No PRP facility is
degradation of wetlands, and preserve and | proposing work in a wetland.
enhance natural and beneficial values of
wetlands. If no practicable alternative
exists impacts must be mitigated
Attachment 8 1




TABLE A8-1. LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
Federal Regulatory Floodplains Executive Order (EO 11888). Applicable Federal agencies are required to reduce the | Activities at the Source Areas
Requirem ents Alternatives SC-10 and MOM -2 risk of flood loss, to minimize impact of governed by this requirement
floods, and to restore and preserve the are comp leted. No P RP facility
natural and beneficial value of floodplains. | is proposing further work in the
In addition, practicable alternatives must floodplain.
be selected that have lessimpact on
wetlands.
Federal Regulatory Protection of Archaeological Resources (32 | Statusnot These regulations develop procedures for Archeological resources were

Requirem ents

CFR 229). Alternative SC-10

provided in

the protection of archaeological resources.

not discovered during response

ROD actions and are not exp ected to
be in the future.
State Regulatory Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Applicable These requirements control regulated Activities at the Source Areas
Requirem ents Requirements (310 CMR 10.00). activities in freshwater wetlands, 100 year governed by this requirement
Alternatives SC-10 and MOM -2 floodplains, and 100 foot buffer zones are comp lete. No PRP facility is
beyond these areas. Regulated activities proposing work in a wetland.
include virtually any construction or
excavation activity. Performance
standards are provided for evaluation of
the acceptability of various activities.
State Regulatory Massachusetts Waterways Licenses (310 Applicable Controls dredging, filling, and other work The centralized treatment

Requirem ents

CMR 9.00). Alternative M OM-2

in water of the Commonwealth.

facility for the Wells G&H
Source Areas is no longer a
compo nent of the remedy;
therefore, these requirements are
not applicable to OU-1.

State Regulatory

Inland Wetland Orders (302 CMR 6.00).

Relevant and

Defines wetland areas, establishes

The centralized treatment

Requirem ents Alternative M OM-2 Appro priate encroachmentlines along waterways or facility is no longer a
floodplain areas, and re gulates activities in | component of the remedy;
these areas. therefore, these requirements are
not relevant and appropriate.
Attachment 8 2




TABLE A8-1. LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

SITE FEATURES

REQUIREMENTS

ORIGINAL
STATUS

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND
APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS

SECOND
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

State Regulatory
Requirem ents

Operation and Maintenance and
Pretreatment Standards for Waste Water
Treatment Works and Indirect Discharges
(314 CMR 12.0). Alternative MO M-2

Relevant and
Appropriate

Insures the proper operation and
maintenance of waste water treatment
facilities including operation and
maintenance, sampling, and discharges.

These re quirements remain
relevant and appropriate. Proper
operation, maintenance,
sampling and discharge
procedures are being complied
with at the UniFirst, Grace and
Wildwood facilities.

Attachment 8




TABLE A8-2. CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
Federal Regulatory SDW A - Maximum Contaminant Le vels Relevant and MCLs have been promulgated for a The MCL for arsenic in drinking
Requirem ents (MCLs) Appro priate number o f common organic and inorganic water has decreased since the
(40 CFR 141.11 - 141.16) contaminants. These levels regulate the 1988 Endangerment
concentration of contaminants in pub lic Assessment. Manganese was
drinking water supplies, but may also be not originally identified as a
considered relevant and appropriate for COC in groundwater, but
groundwater aquifers potentially used for concentrations have historically
drinking water. exceeded the secondary MCL.
Arsenic and manganese
concentrations in OU -1 should
be further evaluated to
determine if currently associated
with a risk above regulatory
guidelines. Groundwater is not
being used at OU-1;
nonetheless, these require ments
remain relevant and ap propriate.
Attachment 8 1




TABLE A8-2. CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

SITE FEATURES

REQUIREMENTS

ORIGINAL
STATUS

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND
APPLICATION FOR THE RIFS

SECOND
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

Federal Regulatory
Requirem ents

RCRA - Maximum Concentration Limits
(MCLs) (40 CFR 264.94)

Relevant and
Appro priate

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

The MCL for arsenic in drinking
water has decreased since the
1988 Endangerment
Assessment. Manganese was
not originally identified as a
COC in groundwater, but
concentrations have historically
exceeded the secondary MCL.
Arsenic and manganese
concentrations in OU -1 should
be further evaluated to
determine if currently associated
with a risk above regulatory
guidelines. Groundwater is not
being used at OU-1;
nonetheless, these require ments
remain relevant and appropriate.

Federal Regulatory
Requirem ents

CWA - Ambient W ater Quality Criteria
(AWQC) - Protection of Freshwater
Aquatic Life, Human Health - Fish
Consumption

Relevant and
Appropriate

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.

Ambient Water Quality Criteria
have been updated since the
1989 ROD (EPA-822-R-02-047,
November 2002 and EPA-822-
F-03-012, December 2003).
These criteria remain relevant
and appropriate.
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TABLE A8-2. CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

SITE FEATURES

REQUIREMENTS

ORIGINAL
STATUS

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND
APPLICATION FOR THE RIFS

SECOND
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

State Regulatory
Requirem ents

Massachusetts Drinking Water Regulations
Maximum Contaminant Levels (M CLs)
(310 CMR 22.00)

Relevant and
Appro priate

Massachusetts MCLs establish levels of
contaminants allowable in public water

supplies. They are essentially equivalent to
SDW A MCLs.

The MCL for arsenic in drinking
water has decreased since the
1988 Endangerment
Assessment. Manganese was
not originally identified as a
COC in groundwater, but
concentrations have historically
exceeded the secondary MCL.
Arsenic and manganese
concentrations in OU -1 should
be further evaluated to
determine if currently associated
with a risk above regulatory
guidelines. Groundwater is not
being used at OU-1;
nonetheless, these require ments
remain relevant and appropriate.

State Regulatory
Requirem ents

Massac husetts Groundwater Q uality
Standards (314 CMR 6.00)

Relevant and
Appro priate

These standards consist of groundwater
classifications which designate and assign
the uses of Commo nwealth groundwaters,
and water quality criteria necessary to
substain these uses. There is a
presumption that all groundwaters are
Class I.

These standards remain relevant
and appropriate.
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TABLE A8-2. CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
Federal Criteria, Guidance, | EPA Risk Reference Doses (R fDs) TBC RfDs are dose levels developed by the The toxicity values for
Advisories to be EPA for noncarcinogenic effects. manganese and arsenic in
Considered drinking water have decreased
Other toxicity values have changed also. since the 1988 Endangerment
See text. Assessment. Manganese and
arsenic concentrations in O U-1
should be further evaluated to
determine if associated with a
risk above regulatory guidelines.
While groundwater is not being
used at OU-1, these
requirements remain TBCs .
EPA Carcinogen Assessment Group TBC Potency Factorsare developed by the EPA | These requirements remain
Potency Factors from Health Assessments or evaluation by TBCs.
the Carcinogen Efforts Assessment Group.
Note that potency factors have changed
since the Endangemment Assessment. See
text for additional information.
Massac husetts Drinking Water Health TBC MADEP Health Advisories are guidance These guidelines remain TBCs.
Advisories criteria for drinking water.
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TABLE A8-3. ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

SITE FEATURES

REQUIREMENTS

ORIGINAL
STATUS

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND
APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS

SECOND
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

Federal Regulatory
Requirem ents

RCRA - General Facility Requirements (40
CFR 264.10 264.18). Alternatives SC-10
and MOM-2.

Relevant and
Appropriate

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

These re quirements remain
relevant and appropriate and
have been complied with.

Federal Regulatory
Requirem ents

RCRA - Incineration Requirements (40
CFR 264 Subpart 0). Alternative SC-10.

Relevant and
Appro priate

Principal O rganic Hazardous C onstituents
(POHC) are to be destroyed to 99.99
percent destruction and removal
efficiency, stringent particulate and HCL
limits are imposed.

The Explanation of Significant
Differences (ESD) eliminated
on-site incineration component
required by the ROD in favor of
off-site incineration and disposal
of soil from Wildwood, NEP
and Olympia. In-situ
volatilization of soil would be
used on the UniFirst property.
Therefore, these requirements
are no longer relevant and
appropriate.

Federal Regulatory
Requirem ents

RCRA - Land Disposal Restrictions (40
CFR 268). Alternatives SC-10 and M OM-2

Relevant and
Appro priate

Provides treatment standards and
schedules governing land disposal of
RCRA wastes and o f materials
contaminated with orderived from RCRA
wastes.

The ESD eliminated on-site
incineration component required
by the ROD in favor of off-site
incineration and disposal of soil
from Wildwood, NEP and
Olympia. In-situ volatilization
of soil would be used on the
UniFirst property. Therefore,
these requirements are no longer
relevant and appropriate.

Attachment 8




TABLE A8-3. ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
Federal Regulatory TSCA  PCB Incineration R equirements Applicable Contaminated soil in excess of 50 ppm The ESD eliminated on-site

Requirem ents

(40 CFR 761.70(a)(2) (b). Alternative
SC-10.

PCB concentration must be incinerated to
a 99.9999 percent destruction efficiency.

incineration component required
by the ROD in favor o f off-site
incineration and disposal of soil
from Wildwood, NEP and
Olympia. Therefore, these
requirements are no longer
applicable.

Federal Regulatory
Requirem ents

RCRA - Generator and Transporter
Responsibilities (40 CFR 262 and 263).
Alternatives SC-10 and MOM-2.

Relevant and
Appro priate

Provides standards for packing and
accumulating hazardo us waste prior to off
site disposal.

These re quirements remain
relevant and appropriate.

Federal Regulatory
Requirem ents

RCRA - Land Disposal Restrictions (40
CFR 268). Alternative SC-10.

Relevant and
Appropriate

Provides treatment standards and
schedules governing land disposal of
RCRA wastes and o f materials
contaminated with orderived from RCRA
wastes.

The ES D eliminated on-site
incineration component required
by the ROD in favor of off-site
incineration and disposal of soil
from Wildwood, NEP and
Olympia. In-situ volatilization
of soil would be used on the
UniFirst property. Therefore,
these requirements are no longer
applicable.

Federal Regulatory
Requirem ents

RCRA - Container Requirements (40 CFR
264 Subpart I). Alternatives SC-10 and
MOM-2.

Relevant and
Appro priate

This regulation sets forth RCRA
requirements foruse and management of
containers at RCRA facilities.

These re quirements remain
relevant and appropriate and
have been complied with. On-
site treatment systems continue
to generate RCRA regulated
waste materials and must
comply with container
requirements. .
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TABLE A8-3. ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

SITE FEATURES

REQUIREMENTS

ORIGINAL
STATUS

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND
APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS

SECOND
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

Federal Regulatory
Requirem ents

DOT - Transportation of Hazardous W aste
Requirements (49 CFR 171 179).
Alternatives SC-10 and MOM-2.

Relevant and
Appropriate

Thoseregulations set forth DOT
requirements for transportation of
hazardous waste. These are generally
identical to RCRA requirements at 40
CFR 263.

These re quirements are off-site
requirements and are not
ARARSs per se. All applicable
requireme nts will be met.

Federal Regulatory
Requirem ents

RCRA - Tank Requirements (40 CFR 264
Subpart J). Alternative SC-10.

Relevant and
Appropriate

Provides design and operating
requirements for RCRA waste treatment
facilities utilizing tanks.

These re quirements remain
relevant and appropriate. Note
that none of the PRP sites
maintain hazardous waste tanks
at this time.

Federal Regulatory
Requirem ents

RCRA - Preparedness and Prevention (40
CFR 264.30 264.31). Alternatives SC-10
and MOM-2.

Relevant and
Appropriate

This regulation outlines requirements for
safety equipment and spill control.

These re quirements remain
relevant and appropriate and
have been complied with.

Federal Regulatory
Requirem ents

RCRA - Contingency Plan and Emergency
Procedures (40 CFR 264.50 264.56).
Alternatives SC-10 and MOM-2.

Relevant and
Appropriate

This regulation outlines the requirements
for emergency procedures to be used
following explosions, fires, etc.

These re quirements remain
relevant and appropriate and
have been complied with.

Federal Regulatory
Requirem ents

RCRA - Manifesting, Recordkeeping, and
Reporting (40 CFR 264.70 264.77).
Alternatives SC-10 and MOM-2.

Relevant and
Appropriate

This regulation specifies the
recordk eeping and reporting re quiremen ts
for RCRA facilities.

These re quirements remain
relevant and appropriate and
have been complied with.

Federal Regulatory

RCRA - Closure and Post Closure (40

Relevant and

This regulation details the sp ecific

Closure requirements may be

Requirem ents CFR 264 Subpart G). Alternative SC-10. Appropriate requirements for closure and post-closure relevant and appropriate to soil
care of hazardous waste facilities. clean ups.
Federal Regulatory OSHA - General Industry Standards (29 Applicable This regulation specifies the 8 hour, time These requirements are not

Requirem ents

CFR 1910). Alternatives SC-10 and
MOM-2.

weighted average concentration for
various organic compounds and 2 PCB
compounds; site control procedures;
training; and protective clothing
requirements for worker protection at site
remediations.

environmental standards and
therefore, are not ARARs.
However, they are health and
safety requirements that are
required to be met.
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TABLE A8-3. ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
Federal Regulatory OSHA - Safetyand Health Standards (29 Applicable This regulation specifies the type of safety These requirements are not
Requirem ents CFR 1926). Alternatives SC-10 and equipment and procedures to be followed environmental standards and
MOM-2. during construction and excavation therefore are not ARARs.
activities. However, they are health and
safety requirements thatare
required to be met.
Federal Regulatory OSHA - Recordkeeping, Reporting and Applicable The regulation outlines the recordkeeping These requirements are not
Requirem ents Related Regulations (29 CFR 1904). and reporting requirements for an environmental standards and
Alternatives SC-10 and MOM-2. employer under OSHA. therefore are not ARARs.
However, they are health and
safety requirements that are
required to be met.
Federal Regulatory TSCA - Marking of PCBs and PCB Items Applicable 50 ppm P CB storage areas, storage items, These requirements have been
Requirem ents (40 CFR 761.40 761.79). Alternative and transport equipment must be marked complied with.
SC-10. with the HL mark.
Federal Regulatory TSCA - Storage and Disposal (40 CFR Applicable This requirement specifies the The storage requirements were
Requirem ents 761.60 761.79). Alternative SC-10. requirements for storage and complied with during soil
disposal/destruction of PCBs in excess of excavation. Disposal
50 ppm. These P CB-contaminated soils requirements were not
would have to be disposed of or treated in applicable since soil was
a facility permitted for PCBs, in shipped o ff-site.
compliance with TSCA regulations.
Treatment must be performed using
incineration or some other method with
equivalent destruction efficiencies.
Federal Regulatory TSCA - Records and Reports (40 CFR Applicable This regulation outlines the requirements These requirements were

Requirem ents

761.18 761.185). Alternative SC-10.

for recordkeeping for storage and disposal
of >50 ppm PCBs.

complied with.
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TABLE A8-3. ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

SITE FEATURES

REQUIREMENTS

ORIGINAL
STATUS

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND
APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS

SECOND
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

Federal Regulatory
Requirem ents

CAA - National Air Quality Standards for
Total Suspended Particulates (40 CFR
129.105, 750). Alternatives SC-10 and
MOM-2.

Applicable

This regulation specifies maximum
primary and secondary 24 hour
concentrations for particulate matter.

These requirements are not
ARARSs, but rather the
regulations promulgated by
states as part of their state
implemen tation pursuant to
standards, and would be
applicable.

Federal Criteria Guidance
Advisories to be
Considered

RCRA - Proposed Air Emission Standards
for Treatment Facilities (52 FR 3748,
February 5, 1987). Alternatives SC-10 and
MOM-2.

TBC

This proposal would set performance
standards for RCRA treatment facility air
emissions.

These requirements are TBC for
the Wildwood vapor collection
system and are being complied
with.

Federal Criteria Guidance
Advisories to be
Considered

EPA Groundwater Protection Strategy.
Alternative MOM-2.

TBC

EPA Classifies groundwater into three
categories depending on current, past or
potential use. This serves as a guide for
protection of the resource.

Wells G&H aquifer is a Class 11
B aquifer - p otentially useable
aquifer. At the end of
remediation, the MOM
alternative will attain standards
for Class II B aquifers.

Federal Criteria Guidance
Advisories to be
Considered

USEPA office of Solid Waste and
Emergency Response, Directive 9355.0-28;
Air Stripper Control Guidance. Alternative
MOM-2.

TBC

Establishes guidance on the control of air
emissions from air strippers used at

Superfund sites for ground water treatme nt.

These requirements are TBC for
the Wildwood vapor collection
system and are being complied
with.

State Regulatory
Requirem ents

Massachusetts Certification for Dredging
and Filling (314 CMR 9.00). Alternative
MOM-2.

Applicable

Establishes water quality-based standards
for filling activities (CWA Section 401).

The Central Area treatment
facility is no longer a

compo nent of the remedy;
therefore these requirements are
not applicable.

State Regulatory
Requirem ents

Surface Water Discharge Permit Program
Requirements (314 CMR 3.00). Alternative
MOM-2.

Applicable

Provides permitting process for surface
water body point discharges. This
requirement is generally identicalto CWA
NPDES.

These re quirements remain
applicable and have been
complied with.
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TABLE A8-3. ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
State Regulatory Surface Water Quality Standards (314 Applicable This regulation consists of surface water These re quirements remain
Requirem ents CMR 4.00) Alternative MOM-2. classifications which designate and assign applicable and have been
uses, and water quality criteria necessary complied with.
to sustain the designated uses.
State Regulatory Groundwater Quality Standards (314 CMR Applicable This regulation consists of groundwater This requirement remains

Requirem ents

6.00) and Ground water Discharge Perm it
Program (314 CMR 5.00). Alternative
MOM-2.

classifications which designate and assign
uses, and water quality criteria necessary
to sustain the designated uses.

applicable. Class I groundwater
quality criteria will be achieved
at the end of the remediation
process.

State Regulatory
Requirem ents

Air Emission Limitations for Unspecified
Sources of Volatile Organic Compounds
(310 CMR 7.18(17)) Alternative MOM-2.

Relevant and
Appropriate

Unspecified source with the potential to
emit 100 tons/year of VOCs must install
"Reasonably Available Control
Technology" (RACT).

These requirements are relevant
and appropriate for the
Wildwood vapor collection
system and are being complied
with.

State Regulatory
Requirem ents

Hazardous Waste Management
Requirements (310 CMR 30.00).
Alternatives SC-10 and MOM-2.

Relevant and
Appropriate

These regulations provide comprehensive
monitoring, storing, recordkeeping, etc.
programs at hazard ous waste sites.

The requirements remain
relevant and appropriate. Since
the Source Area (OU-1)
treatment system continues to
generate RCRA regulated
wastes.

State Regulatory
Requirem ents

Hazardous Waste Incinerator Air Emission
Requirements 310 CMR 7.08(4).
Alternative SC-10.

Relevant and
Appro priate

Provides air emission requirements for
hazardous waste incinerators. Principal
Organic Hazardous Constituents (POHCS)
destroyed to 99.99 percent, P CBs to
99.9999 percent. Particulate, HCL and CO
emissions also controlled.

The ESD eliminated on-site
incineration component required
by the ROD in favor of off-site
incineration and disposal of soil
from Wildwood, NEP and
Olympia. There fore, these
requirements are no longer
relevant.
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TABLE A8-3. ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS
WELLS G&H SITE - OU-1

ORIGINAL REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS AND SECOND
SITE FEATURES REQUIREMENTS STATUS APPLICATION FOR THE RI/FS FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
State Regulatory Ambient Air Quality Standards for the Applicable This regulation specifies dust, odor, and These re quirements remain
Requirem ents Commonwealth of Massachusetts (310 noise emissions from construction applicable and have been
CMR 6.00). Alternatives SC-10 and activities. complied with. Contaminated
MOM-2. soils at UniFirst may still require
removal.
State Regulatory Air Pollution Controls (310 CMR 7.00). Applicable Regulates new sources of air pollution to These requirements are
Requirements Alternatives SC-10 and MOM-2. prevent air quality degradation. Requires applicable for the Wildwood
the use of "Best Available Control vapor collection system and are
Technology" (BACT) on all new sources. being complied with.
State Regulatory Employee and Community Right-to-Know Applicable Establishes rules for the dissemination of These re quirements remain
Requirem ents Requirements (310 CMR 33). Alternatives information related to toxic and hazardous | applicable and have been
SC-10 and MOM-2. substances to the public. complied with.
Federal Regulatory CWA National Pollutant Discharge Applicable Provides permitting process for surface Treated water is discharged to a

Requirem ents

Elimination System (NPDES) (40 CFR 122
125). Alternatives MOM-2.

water body point source discharges.

storm sewer at UniFirst.

Comp liance monitoring is
conducted monthly. At Grace,
treated water is discharged to
Snyder Creek. Compliance
monitoring is conducted
monthly. Treated water at
Wildwood is discharged to the
Aberjona River. Compliance
monitoring is conducted
monthly. These requirements
remain applicable and are being
complied with.
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APPENDIX

Comments Received from Support Agencies
and/or the Community
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NO COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED
ON THE DOCUMENT.
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