FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REPORT FOR
MCKIN COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE
CUMBERLAND COUNTY, MAINE

AED ST4
S s

&

% <
"1 proT¢

Wl
'b‘l‘“o ANy
F/

o
¥ agenct

Prepared by

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 1
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS

T 7/ >0/ 7

es T. Owens, III, Director Date
ce of Site Remediation and Restoration

AT 0
SDMS Doc ID 547728



2013 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
MCKIN COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE

TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I. INTRODUCTION

II. PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST REVIEW

III. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

IV.  TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

V. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS

VI. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENTS

VII. NEXT REVIEW

APPENDICES

APPENDIX A. EXISTING SITE INFORMATION

APPENDIX B. PRESS RELEASE ANNOUNCING FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
APPENDIX C. SITE FIGURES

APPENDIX D. DECLARATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL COVENANT

il

10

14

14

15



LIST OF ACRONYMS

ARAR Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
CFR Code of Federal Regulations

DNAPL Dense, Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids

EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
FYR Five-Year Review

GETS Groundwater extraction and treatment system
ICs Institutional Controls

ICz Institutional Control Zone

LTMP Long-Term Monitoring Plan

MCL Maximum Contaminant Level

MEDEP Maine Department of Environmental Protection
MEG Maine Maximum Exposure Guideline

Mg/kg Milligrams per Kilogram

MW Monitoring well

NCP National Contingency Plan

NPL National Priorities List

Oou Operable Unit

PPB Parts Per Billion

PPM Parts Per Million

PCE Tetrachloroethylene

RAO Remedial Action Objective

RI/FS Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study

ROD Record of Decision

SWQC State Water Quality Criteria

TCA 1,1,1-trichloroethane

TCE Trichloroethylene

vVOC Volatile Organic Compound

ng/L Micrograms per Liter
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is the fifth Five-Year Review (FYR) for the McKin Company Superfund Site (Site) located
in the Town of Gray, Cumberland County, Maine (the “Town”). The purpose of this FYR is to
review information to determine if the remedy is and will continue to be protective of human
health and the environment. The triggering action for this statutory FYR was the signing of the
previous FYR on September 30, 2008.

The Site was operated as a collection and transfer station and disposal facility for waste oil and
industrial process waste from 1965-1977. In 1978, sixteen private wells were capped due to
volatile organic compound contamination, and the Gray Water District water system was
extended to the East Gray area where the Site is located. Between 1979 and 1983, Maine
Department of Environmental Protection (MEDEP) conducted a removal of liquid wastes,
drums, solid materials and soil. The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
signed a Record of Decision (ROD) in 1985 that selected a remedy for the contaminated soil on
the McKin property and for the contaminated groundwater. The remedy included thermal
treatment of soils, drum disposal, construction of a groundwater extraction, treatment and surface
water discharge system (GETS), groundwater monitoring, and Site closure activities. The Site
has two Operable Units or “OUs”: OU1 comprised of the McKin property, and OU2 comprised
of the properties beyond the McKin property where groundwater contamination came to be
located.

In the late 1980s, a group of responsible parties (the “Settling Parties”) conducted remedial
activities related to soil on the McKin property. In 1987, the Settling Parties submitted a Site
remediation and closure report to EPA and MEDEP. The soil remediation component of the
remedial action was completed with the submittal of this report.

The Settling Parties constructed the GETS in 1990 and operated the system until October 1995
when EPA and MEDEP agreed to a shutdown of the system while an evaluation was performed
to determine whether it was technically practicable to restore groundwater. The agencies and the
Settling Parties were unable to reach a consensus regarding groundwater restoration, so in 1997,
the parties entered into a mediation process. This process was expanded to include the Town,
Gray Water District, a community group funded by EPA, and other interested parties. The result
was an Amended ROD that EPA issued in 2001 that modified the groundwater remedy to waive
groundwater cleanup standards, require institutional controls on properties within a defined area
impacted by the groundwater contamination (the “Institutional Control Zone”), increase long-
term monitoring with a contingency response for surface water, and to include actions to address
contamination as it reaches surface water in the Boiling Springs area. This amendment was
made with the understanding of all the parties that the timeframe to meet drinking water
standards in groundwater through natural processes was estimated to be up to fifty years.

The institutional controls selected in the Amended ROD included a Town ordinance to prevent
use of the groundwater within the Institutional Control Zone, restrictive covenants for nineteen
sub-dividable properties, conservation easements for two properties to protect against future
development along reaches of Collyer Brook and the Royal River, and a restrictive covenant on
the McKin property.

The long-term monitoring selected in the Amended ROD included additional groundwater and
surface water monitoring with increased surface water monitoring locations in 2009 and 2013,
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installation of wells along the interpreted perimeter of the plume, data evaluation to confirm
decreasing contaminant concentrations, and a refinement of the estimated timeframe to meet
federal and state standards. The modified remedy also included an engineered cover for the
Boiling Springs area, an area within the Royal River floodplain where contaminated groundwater
discharged to the ground surface as springs. The engineered cover was completed in September
2000.

As noted in previous five-year reviews, the Town adopted a Groundwater Ordinance on January
22, 2002; nineteen property owners signed restrictive covenants for their properties; and two
property owners signed conservation easements for their properties along Collyer Brook and the
Royal River. The McKin property owner signed an environmental covenant that was recorded
on September 27, 2013. Surface water and groundwater monitoring is being conducted by the
Settling Parties in accordance with the long-term monitoring plan.

According to data reviewed, observations from the inspection of the Site, and interviews, the
remedies have generally been implemented in accordance with the requirements of the 1985
ROD and 2001 Amended ROD. The source control portion of the remedy is complete.
Implementation of institutional controls has thus far ensured the integrity of the remedial
measures conducted at the Site, and prevented exposure to contaminants contained in
groundwater. All homes within the Institutional Control Zone are supplied with water from the
Gray Water District. Groundwater and surface water monitoring continue in accordance with
the long-term monitoring plan as specified in the Amended ROD. In 2009 and 2013 additional
surface water monitoring was conducted at locations in the Royal River that demonstrated the
surface water standard had been attained. Therefore the contingency cleanup, as detailed in an
insurance policy purchased by the Settling Parties, was not exercised. Regression analysis of
groundwater data through Spring 2013 indicates the contaminant concentrations are continuing
to decrease and drinking water standards may be attained more quickly in some locations than
was originally calculated during the mediation process.

Additionally, since the 2001 Amended ROD, EPA issued a draft national guidance concerning
the vapor intrusion pathway. EPA has conducted investigations of this pathway since 2006
through 2013. The data do not indicate an unacceptable risk from this pathway.

Two components of the 2001 remedy have yet to be implemented: a new series of wells (900-
series wells) originally required to provide assurance regarding the lateral extent of the
groundwater contamination have not been installed; and residential wells have not been
permanently abandoned. As discussed below in Table 1 and Section II, however, EPA and
MEDEP have concluded that the new series of wells would not provide the necessary assurance
that the bedrock groundwater has been restored and the process for abandoning the residential
wells has begun.

Five-Year Review Summary Form

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site Name: McKin Company Superfund Site

EPA ID: MED980524078

Region: 1 State: ME City/County: Gray, Cumberland
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NPL Status: Final

Multiple OUs? Has the site achieved construction completion?

Yes Yes

Lead agency: EPA and MEDEP (Consent Decree indicates this is a joint lead site)

Author name (Federal or State Project Manager): Terrence Connelly

Author affiliation: EPA

Review period: 7/11/2013 — 9/30/2013

Date of site inspection: August 20 and 21, 2013

Type of review: Statutory

Review number: 5

Triggering action date: 9/30/2008

Due date (five years after triggering action date): 9/30/2013

Issues and Recommendations Identified in the Five-Year Review:

OU(s): 0U2 Issue Category: Monitoring

Issue: vapor intrusion pathway

Recommendation: Set up periodic review of toxicity data and guidance and
monitoring if necessary

Affect Current Affect Future Party Oversight Party Milestone Date
Protectiveness Protectiveness Responsible
No Yes EPA/State EPA/State 2/28/2018
OU(s): OU2 Issue Category: Institutional Controls

Issue: No formal compliance monitoring program

Recommendation: Determine appropriate schedule and responsibilities

Affect Current Affect Future Party Oversight Party | Milestone Date
Protectiveness Protectiveness Responsible
No Yes EPA/State/Settling | EPA/State 2/28/2018
Parties
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OU(s): 0U2 Issue Category: Operations and Maintenance

Issue: Residential wells have not been permanently abandoned

Recommendation: Complete process outlined in 2001 Remedial Action Work

Plan

Affect Current Affect Future Party Oversight Party | Milestone Date

Protectiveness Protectiveness Responsible
No Yes EPA/Settling EPA/State 2/28/2016

Parties
Protectiveness Statement(s)

Operable Unit: Protectiveness Determination:
oul1 Protective

Protectiveness Statement:

The remedy at OU1 is protective of human health and the environment because source remediation
was completed and because OUI is located within the Town of Gray groundwater ordinance zone that
prohibits any use of groundwater and an environmental covenant for the McKin property has been
recorded.

Protectiveness Statement(s)

Operable Unit: Protectiveness Determination:
ou2 Short-term Protective

Protectiveness Statement:

The remedy at OU?2 is protective of human health and the environment because OU?2 is located within
the Town of Gray groundwater ordinance zone that prohibits any use of groundwater. In addition, the
water rights of sub-dividable properties within OU2 have been purchased by the Settling Parties
adding another layer of institutional controls. Periodic monitoring of the vapor intrusion pathway has
found sub-slab concentrations are decreasing, and TCE concentrations detected in indoor air are within
both EPA’s acceptable risk range and Maine risk levels for residential exposure. However, in order for
the remedy to be protective in the long-term, abandonment of residential wells within the IC Zone
needs to be completed to ensure protectiveness.

Sitewide Protectiveness Statement

Protectiveness Determination:
Short-term Protective

Protectiveness Statement:

Short-term protectiveness has been achieved through overlapping institutional controls. However, in
order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term, the permanent abandonment of residential wells
within the IC Zone needs to be completed to ensure protectiveness.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of a Five-Year Review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a
remedy in order to determine if the remedy will continue to be protective of human health and the
environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are documented in five-year review
reports. In addition, FYR reports identify issues found during the review, if any, and document
recommendations to address them.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) prepares FYRs pursuant to the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121 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.”

EPA interpreted this requirement further in the NCP; 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section
300.430(f)(4)(i1), which 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 actions no less often than every
five years after the initiation of the selected remedial action.”

EPA conducted a FYR on the remedy implemented at the McKin Company Superfund Site in Gray,
Cumberland County, Maine. EPA and MEDEP are joint-lead agencies for overseeing the development
and implementation of the remedy for the Site by the Settling Parties. MEDEP has reviewed all
supporting documentation and provided input to EPA during the FYR process.

This is the fifth FYR for the Site. The triggering action for this statutory review is the completion date
of the previous FYR. The FYR 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. The
Site consists of two Operable Units, both of which are addressed in this FYR.

II. PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST REVIEW

The fourth Five-Year Review Report was signed on September 30, 2008. The 2008 review found that
the OUI remedy was currently protective because the soil remediation had been completed and the
Town of Gray ordinance prohibited the use of groundwater. However, in order for the remedy to be
protective in the long-term, the 2008 review found that institutional controls were needed for the McKin
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property to limit redevelopment and the approved site closure activities needed to be implemented to
prevent accidental pathways to the groundwater. Tables 1 and 2 below present the protectiveness

determinations and recommendations from the 2008 FYR.

Table 1: Protectiveness Determinations/Statements from the 2008 FYR

OuU #

Protectiveness
Determination

Protectiveness Statement

1

Short-term Protective

The on-site remedy (OU1) at the McKin Company Superfund Site
currently protects human health and the environment because the soil
remediation is complete and the Town of Gray ordinance and other
institutional controls prohibit the use of groundwater. However, in
order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term, institutional
controls are needed on the McKin property. In addition, the
approved site closure activities (decommissioning of monitoring
wells, infiltration galleries, decontamination pad and removal of all
equipment) to prevent accidental exposure to the groundwater need
to be implemented.

Protectiveness Deferred

The off-site groundwater remedy (OU2) at the McKin Company
Superfund Site currently protects human health and the environment
because the Town of Gray ordinance prohibits the use of
groundwater and other institutional controls are in place. The
remedy will remain protective as long as the institutional controls are
monitored, maintained, and if necessary, enforced. Without the
installation of the 900-series wells that would provide bedrock data,
it is expected that the institutional controls will need to remain in
place beyond the predicted attainment of federal and state drinking
water standards for the overburden groundwater by 2036. No remedy
has been selected to address the vapor intrusion pathway, and thus, a
protectiveness determination for this pathway cannot be made until
further information is obtained.

Sitewide

Protectiveness Deferred

The remedial actions at OU1 are protective; however, because a
protectiveness determination cannot be made at this time for OU2,
the protectiveness of human health for the entire site is deferred.
The following actions need to be taken to ensure protectiveness:
complete the second phase of the vapor intrusion investigation;
determine whether further investigation is necessary, and then
perform a final risk assessment of the vapor intrusion data. It is
expected that the second phase activities will be completed by the
end of 2008, and any further investigation and risk assessment by
summer 2009.

Table 2: Status of Recommendations from the 2008 FYR

. . Original Current | Completion
OU # Issue llf‘iifolgvﬂengittli?)ﬁss/ Resl;)?)l:syible O‘i,e:::ght Milestone Status Date (if
P ¥ Date applicable)
1 McKin Investigate other EPA/MEDEP EPA/MEDEP Summer Under
property options 2009 Discussion
restrictive
covenant
2 Vapor Determine EPA/MEDEP EPA/MEDEP Summer Completed | 5/10/2013
Intrusion appropriate 2009
response action
2 900 series | Reexamine need EPA/MEDEP/SP | EPA/MEDEP Summer Under
wells and, if appropriate, 2009 Discussion
new strategy for




access

2 IC Determine EPA/MEDEP/SP | EPA/MEDEP Summer Under

compliance | appropriate 2009 Discussion

monitoring | schedule and
responsibilities

Status of Recommendations from the 2008 FYR.

Recommendation 1

e The McKin property owner signed an environmental covenant on September 17, 2013.
Following signings by MEDEP and EPA, the Settling Parties submitted the document to the
Cumberland County Registry of Deeds where it was recorded on September 27, 2013 (Book
31052, Pages 201-210). A copy of the environmental covenant is attached in Appendix D.

Recommendation 2

e In 2009 EPA issued an addendum to the 2008 FYR following further sampling for the vapor
intrusion pathway. At that time, EPA stated that there was no unacceptable risk from this
pathway. With the recent change in the TCE toxicity value, EPA re-sampled indoor air in one
home in January 2013 and again concluded that there was no unacceptable risk relating to vapor
intrusion. EPA and MEDEP will set up a periodic review of toxicity data and guidance and will
conduct further monitoring, if necessary.

Recommendation 3

e EPA, MEDEP, and Settling Parties representatives met in Spring 2009 to discuss the 900-series
wells. Following review of the existing data, the scale of OU2 being well over 600 acres, and
the lack of bedrock data, the parties concurred that data from the 900-series wells would not
provide the high level of confidence necessary to remove restrictive covenants from individual
properties or to recommend to the Town to adjust the Institutional Control Zone (ICZ).
Therefore the parties agreed that this component of the 2001 Amended ROD would be removed
through an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD). It was further agreed that the ESD
would be completed following resolution of the McKin property institutional control.

Recommendation 4

e EPA, MEDEP, and Settling Parties representatives have met several times since the 2008 FYR
and this recommendation has been noted as something to be developed following the resolution
of the IC on the McKin property.

Remedy Implementation Activities

Additional sampling for the vapor intrusion pathway was performed in 2009 and 2013. As discussed
below, no unacceptable risk was found following these two sampling events. The 2009 sampling is
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further described in the 2009 FYR Addendum.
System Operation/Operation and Maintenance Activities

Long-term monitoring of groundwater and surface water has continued during the period covered by this
review (Fall 2008 to Summer 2013). The Settling Parties submitted an inventory of residential wells in
accordance with the 2001 Remedial Action Work Plan.

Operation and maintenance activities have included various decommissioning activities. Since the last
five-year review, the treatment building, underground piping, and decontamination pad and tank have
been removed or filled. Fifty-four wells, including the four extraction wells, have been decommissioned
following MEDEP well abandonment procedures.

III. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS

Administrative Components

The Settling Parties were notified of the initiation of the five-year review on April 1, 2013. The McKin
Company Superfund Site Five-Year Review was led by Terrence Connelly, the EPA Remedial Project
Manager. Rebecca Hewett assisted in the review as the MEDEP representative.

The review, which began on March 11, 2013, consisted of the following components:

e Community Involvement;

e Document Review;

e Data Review;

e Site Inspection; and

e Five-Year Review Report Development and Review.

Community Notification and Involvement

Activities to involve the community in the five-year review process were initiated with a discussion in
March 2013 between the Remedial Project Manager and Community Involvement Coordinator for the
Site. Per Region 1 policy, a region-wide press release announcing all upcoming five-year reviews in
New England was sent to all regional newspapers including the Portland Press Herald. The press release
was sent on May 9, 2013 and is attached in Appendix B. The results of the review and the report will be
made available at the Site information repository located at

Gray Public Library
5 Hancock Street
Gray, Maine 04039

and at

US Environmental Protection Agency
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100
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Boston, MA 02109-3912

Document Review

This five-year review consisted of a review of relevant documents including monitoring data.
Applicable groundwater and surface water cleanup standards, as listed in the March 2001 Amended

Record of Decision were also reviewed.

Data Review

Groundwater and Surface Water

The Settling Parties conduct routine groundwater and surface water monitoring in accordance with the
Long-Term Monitoring Plan (LTMP). The LTMP, approved by the agencies in 2001, is attached to the
revised Remedial Action Work Plan, Appendix A to the 2001 Consent Decree Amendment. Monitoring
under the LTMP commenced in January 2002.

As detailed in the LTMP, monitoring points were initially placed in one of three categories: active,
intermittent, and inactive. The active category included wells that would be sampled quarterly, semi-
annually, or annually. When TCE concentrations decreased to less than 50 ppb (ten times the MCL and
MEQG) in an active well, it was shifted to the intermittent category and sampled once every three years.
Once TCE concentrations were below 5 ppb for three consecutive sampling events, the well would be
shifted to the inactive category. Between 1998 (three years after GETS shutdown) and 2002, sampling
was discontinued at 18 monitoring wells and three seeps/springs. Between 2002 and 2008 and after the
LTMP was approved, nine additional monitoring wells and one spring/seep were shifted to the inactive
category. At the time of the fourth FYR, 18 monitoring wells and four surface water points were
monitored for site-related contaminants. As of June 2013, nine monitoring wells and one surface water
point are now being monitored. Springs and seeps have achieved drinking water standards and are no
longer monitored. Figures showing the groundwater plume and monitoring locations are attached in
Appendix C.

At the time of the 2008 FYR, six VOCs were consistently detected in the groundwater: TCE, 1,1,1-
TCA, cis-1,2-dichloroethene, 1,1-dichloroethene, 1,1-dicloroethane, and PCE. Of these six, TCE and
1,1-DCE exceeded Maine MEGs and Federal MCLs with TCE overwhelmingly being the most
widespread and having the highest concentrations. Since the 2008 FYR, PCE has not been detected and
only TCE has exceeded its MEG and MCL.

Over the last five years, contamination concentrations throughout the eastern plume (discharging in the
Royal River) continue to show an overall decreasing trend though not at the rate observed during the
2003-2008 period. Concentrations in the northern plume also continued to decrease and as documented
in the 2002 FYR, attenuate to non-detect in the overburden prior to Collyer Brook.

Table 3: TCE Concentrations Since the 2008 Five-Year Review

TCE Concentrations 2008 -2013
(in pg/L)
Monitoring Sampling 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Location Frequency’ Sept June Dec Apr Sept | Apr Sept | Apr Sept Apr
Eastern Plume
B-1A Semi-annual | 7 61> [27 [56 |40 |68
68




MW-206A Semi-annual | 500/ [ 300 |[410 [450/ [210 |340 [330 [240 [310 [210
390° 360

B-4A Every 3 yrs 31/

41
MW-801B Every3 yrs |2 1 9.7 1.6 | 1U
MW-802B Every3 yrs | 11 1 3 56 |41 [43
MW-803C Semi-annual | 94 58 87/8 | 52 54/ |38 |23/ |31/ |33/ [22

2 50 22 |29 |32
B-102 Semi-annual | 9/1 16/54 | 05U | 10/ |0.5U |43/ |08 |[1U |1U |1UR29
0.7 38 |3

B-103 Semi-annual 81 |54 [120 [110 |58
Northern Plume
MW-202A Semi-annual | | | | | | | [37 [4 [32
Surface Water
SW-201 Semi-annual [ 0.8/1 [0.5U |[NA* [o05U[2 [035 [04) [1U [1U |1U

Note: Monitoring locations are ordered by distance from the McKin Site

! Sampling Frequency according to the approved LTMP, but modified based on results

* This sample was collected in January 2011
* Duplicate sample represented by /

* Sampling location not accessible (ice on river)

In September 2013 the Settling Parties submitted updated regression analyses on monitoring well TCE
concentrations used to project the likely year when drinking water standards will be reached. The

analysis added sampling results from 2008-2013 to the regression analysis first conducted in 1999. The

R? values for the regression analysis are statistical measurements of the “goodness-of-fit” of the

regression to the actual data points. As noted in the 2008 FYR, the R* values for the 2007 analysis were

higher than the 1999 analysis indicating greater confidence in the projected estimates for attaining
drinking water standards. Similarly, the 2013 analysis indicates the R” values continue to improve and
further refine the projected timeframe for attaining the drinking water standards. Graphs presenting the
R? values and the three regression projections are presented below.

Comparison of R? Values for TCE Regressions
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Surface Water

Surface water in the Royal River, a State of Maine Class B surface water body, has met the TCE
standard since the 2008 FYR. TCE has never been detected in Collyer Brook, a State of Maine Class A
surface water body. The Maine.GOV webpage states that Maine has four classes for freshwater rivers.
Additionally, the webpage states “The classification system should be viewed as a hierarchy of risk,
more than one of use or quality, the risk being the possibility of a breakdown of the ecosystem and loss
of use due to either natural or human-caused events. Ecosystems that are more natural in their structure
and function can be expected to be more resilient to a new stress and to show more rapid recovery. Class
AA involves little risk since activities such as waste discharge and impoundment are prohibited. The
expectation to achieve natural conditions is high and degradation is unlikely. Class A waters allow
impoundments and very restricted discharges, so the risk of degradation while quite small, does increase
since there is some small human intervention in the maintenance of the ecosystem. Class B has fewer
restrictions on activities but still maintain high water quality criteria. Finally, Class C has the least
restrictions on use and the lowest (but not low) water quality criteria”.

Indoor Air


http:Maine.GOV

EPA collected soil gas and groundwater samples from well points installed along the roadways around
the Site in 2006 (see figure of sample locations in Appendix C). From these data points, six homes on
Depot Road were selected for sub-slab soil gas and indoor air sampling in June 2008. Compared to
draft screening levels, one home had a slightly elevated carcinogenic risk (1.2x10™). The other homes
were within the acceptable carcinogenic risk range, and all homes had a non-cancer Hazard Quotient
(HQ) of less than one, indicating no unacceptable non-cancer risks.

Since no remedy had been selected to address the vapor intrusion pathway, the 2008 FYR did not make
a protectiveness determination for this pathway. The 2008 FYR recommended that the vapor intrusion
investigation be completed and a final risk assessment be performed.

An EPA management briefing was held in February 2009 to determine further steps to take. It was
decided to re-sample two homes: 42 Depot Road, which had the slightly elevated carcinogenic risk, and
45 Depot Road where the sub-slab concentrations were elevated. The two homes were re-sampled in
April 2009. The data from these two homes were compared to the then current EPA screening levels
and used to calculate cancer risks and non-cancer hazards for a residential scenario. The TCE
carcinogenic risks were 5.5x107 or less, and HQs were well below one based on these sampling results.
Accordingly, the June 2009 risk assessment recommended that no further VI activities be taken.

The September 2009 FYR Addendum noted that there was no unacceptable vapor intrusion risk from the
2009 indoor air data. Although the indoor air data resulted in risks within the EPA’s and Maine’s
acceptable range, the risks were greater than 1x10°® and data were close to MEDEP’s incremental
lifetime cancer risk values. Therefore, the Addendum recommended that the vapor exposure pathway be
evaluated during the next five-year review. The Protectiveness Statement stated that the vapor intrusion
pathway should be periodically assessed to ensure long-term protectiveness.

With the upcoming 2013 FYR, the 2008 and 2009 data were compared to current (2012) screening
levels. The data and screening levels are presented in the table below.

PCE Compared to the 2012 screening levels, the 2008 and 2009 PCE data represent a 10 carcinogenic
risk. The Regional Screening Level (RSL) indicates that the non-cancer PCE screening level is less
than ten times the carcinogenic screening level, and, therefore, the 2008 and 2009 data would result in
approximately a 10 non-carcinogenic risk.

TCE Compared to the April 2012 screening levels, the 2009 indoor air data from 42 Depot Road would
resultina 1.1 x 10” carcinogenic risk and a HQ of up to 2.3. It is noted that the greater risks are
associated with samples from a basement that was reported to be a non-living space. Calculated risks
from the first floor results are 5.4x10° and a HQ of 1.1.

VC Vinyl chloride was not detected in the indoor air sampling with detection limits ranging from 0.23 to
0.26 ug/m3. The April 2012 vinyl chloride screening level is 0.16 ug/m3 based on a cancer risk of 1 x
10°. Compared to this screening level, assuming the detection limits represent the vinyl chloride
concentrations, they result ina 1.6 x 10 risk, which remains within EPA’s acceptable risk range.

There have been no changes in Site conditions that would result in increased groundwater contaminant
concentrations since the last FYR. Groundwater concentrations both upgradient and downgradient of
the homes where indoor air samples have been collected have decreased since the last FYR, consistent

8



with the conceptual site model. There is no expectation that indoor air concentrations would have
increased since the 2009 sampling. However, given the change in the TCE toxicity value, a follow-up
sample was collected from 42 Depot Road in February 2013. Consistent with the decrease in
contaminant concentrations in groundwater, the indoor air concentrations were also less (in fact, TCE
and PCE were not detected). Because of the dilution necessary to re-pressurize the sampling device, the
achievable detection limit was above the RSL and therefore, conservatively assuming the detection limit
also represents the actual concentration, the resulting 2013 carcinogenic risk is 1.1x10°® and the HQ is
less than one (0.23).

Table 4: Indoor Air Data Since the 2008 Five-Year Review

June 2008 Data® April 2009 Data® and risks 2009 Data compared to April | 2013 Data compared to
2012 RSLs and risks April 2012 RSLs and
risks
RSLs TCE PCE TCE PCE TCE (10 PCE (10°®) TCE PCE
0.022 g/m® | 0.41 pg/m® | 1.22 pg/m*® | 0.41 pg/m’ 0.43 pg/m’ 9.4 pg/m® | 0.43 pg/m’ 9.4
(HI=0.1) (HI=0.1) pg/m’
0.21 pg/m’ 0.21 pg/m’
Street Number
Depot Road
and Sampling
Location
38 0.54 ND (0.68) Not sampled Not sampled Not sampled
basement'©
42 basement | 2.6/2.3 0.61 LD 4.8/4.6 0.61 L 1.1x10° 6.5x10° ND (0.48) | ND (0.61)
(duplicate) (duplicate) 1.5x10°° HQ=23 1.1x10°° 6.5x10°®
4x10° HQ not HQ=0.23
HQ=0.2 calculated
42 first floor Not sampled 2.3 041L 5.4x10°° ND (0.48) | ND (0.61)
HQ=1.1 same same
44 basement ND (0.65) 1.6 Not sampled Not sampled Not sampled
45 basement 0.54 ND (0.61) 0.86 048 L 2x10° Not sampled
7x107 2.3x10°¢ HQ=0.4
HQ=0.082 | HQ not
calculated
45 first floor Not sampled 0.70 0.95 1.6x10° 1x10° Not sampled
HQ=0.3
49 basement 0.65 ND (0.75) Not sampled Not sampled Not sampled
50 basement ND (0.54) ND (0.68) Not sampled Not sampled Not sampled

Notes:

™ The TCE concentrations were compared to the screening level presented in the 2002 draft guidance (Table 2¢ where the

screening level met both 10®and HI =1). The PCE concentrations were compared to the updated level based on the
California EPA unit risk factor value (the 2002 SL was 0.81 pg/m’)

#2009 screening levels based on CalEPA unit risk factor

©2008 indoor air samples were only collected in the basements; the report does not provide the thought process concerning
this. The October 2008 Phase II Report states that the basement at 42 Depot is not a living space whereas half the basement
of 45 Depot is a living space

(D1, = estimated value, below calibration range

Site Inspection

The inspection of the McKin property was conducted on August 13, 2013. In attendance were Terrence
Connelly, EPA project manager, Peter Mailey, Sevee & Maher Engineers, Inc (SME) representing the
Settling Parties, the owner of the McKin property, and her brother. On August 14, Connelly and Mailey
inspected the other parts of the McKin Site (the 1985 ROD designated the McKin property as the Site
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and the areas where contamination had migrated as “off-site””). The purpose of the inspection was to
assess the protectiveness of the remedy.

The two days of inspections did not identify any issues with the Site. The fence around the McKin
property remains in excellent shape other than in one place damaged by the weight of a fallen tree. The
parties on the Site walk documented the condition of the fence and SME will arrange for the repair and
removal of other trees that are leaning on the fence. The gate remains locked. All monitoring wells
were observed to be locked. Locations on private properties where wells had been decommissioned
have been restored such that there were no indications of the wells. The concrete vault installed as a
sampling point in the Boiling Springs area by EPA’s contractor in 2000 could not be located after thirty
minutes of searching because of dense vegetative growth. The wetlands in the Royal River floodplain
disturbed by the installation of wells and 1999 pump test appear to have completely recovered.

Interviews

During the FYR process, interviews were conducted with parties impacted by the Site, including the
current McKin landowner, and regulatory agencies involved in Site activities or aware of the Site. The
purpose of the interviews was to document any perceived problems or successes with the remedy that
has been implemented to date. Interviews were conducted during the months of August and September
2013.

IV. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

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

Yes.

Remedial Action Performance

e The source control component was completed in 1988. The operation of the GETS was
suspended in 1995 and terminated in 2001 following preparation of a Technical Impracticability
Evaluation and a mediation process that culminated with an Amended ROD in March 2001.

e The remedy selected in the Amended ROD continues to function as designed. All ICs have been
implemented, long-term monitoring of groundwater and surface water continues, and this is the
third five-year review following the 2001 Amended ROD. The regulatory agencies and the
Settling Parties reached agreement that the monitoring wells to be installed as part of the 2001
remedy would not provide sufficient value to alter the ICs and therefore agreed not to pursue
obtaining access for the wells.

e Groundwater cleanup levels were waived in the 2001 Amended ROD. Regression analysis
indicates that groundwater cleanup levels in the geologic units monitored (overburden and
shallow bedrock) may be reached within the next forty years. Surface water cleanup levels have
been attained.

e Analysis of water quality and piezometric data indicate that containment of the plume is effective
with the eastern plume discharging to the Royal River (which meets surface water standards).

10



System Operations/O&M

e The groundwater extraction system was permanently terminated following the 2001 Amended
ROD. Since then, the extraction wells and treatment facility have been decommissioned as have
several monitoring wells. SME has compiled and submitted an inventory of residential wells as
the first step in that component of Site operation and maintenance. No other operation and
maintenance activities have been performed during this review period.

Opportunities for Optimization

e EPA and MEDEP continue to evaluate and adjust the Long-Term Monitoring Plan with the
Settling Parties. As a result of data review and the need to strengthen IC compliance monitoring,
it is anticipated that the Long-Term Monitoring Plan will be further adjusted following the
current review.

Early Indicators of Potential Issues

e There have not been any indicators of potential issues (such as IC non-compliance) since the last
FYR.

Implementation of Institutional Controls and Other Measures

e The 2001 Amended ROD included four ICs: a Town ordinance, restrictive covenants on nineteen
properties, conservation easements on two properties, and a restrictive covenant on the McKin
property. The Town ordinance established an ICZ where use of groundwater was prohibited.
There were 124 properties within the ICZ at the time it was established. There are now 130
properties within the zone following the division of three properties.

Restrictive covenants were obtained on nineteen properties within the ICZ by June 2003.
Conservation easements were placed on two properties bordering the north side of Collyer Brook
between Merrill Road and the Royal River in January 2002. The McKin property owner recently
signed an environmental covenant that was recorded at the Cumberland County Registry of
Deeds on September 27, 2013. The McKin property is surrounded by a gated fence.

e Based on the data review, site inspection, and interviews, no immediate threats have been
identified and thus no other actions (e.g., removals) are necessary.

Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and remedial action
objectives (RAOs) used at the time of the remedy section still valid?

No, as detailed in the 2008 FYR, the exposure assumptions have changed (the vapor intrusion pathway).
11



In addition, the toxicity data for TCE has been changed.

Changes in Standards and TBCs

As detailed in the 2008 FYR, the cleanup standards identified in the 1985 ROD were revised in
the 2001 Amended ROD. These revisions, however, do not call into question the protectiveness
of the remedy.

There have not been any newly promulgated standards applicable to McKin that call into
question the protectiveness of the remedy.

The 1985 ROD set risk-based cleanup levels for 1,1,1-TCA and TCE as there were no primary
drinking water standards for those contaminants at that time. The 2001 Amended ROD changed
the cleanup levels to the respective MCLs that had been established in the intervening time. No
TBCs were used in selecting either the 1985 or 2001 cleanup levels at the Site and thus do not
affect the protectiveness of the remedy.

Changes in Exposure Pathways

The area in the ICZ remains zoned rural residential and agricultural and it is anticipated that that
zoning will remain in effect for the foreseeable future. The Site conditions, both on the facility
property and surrounding properties, have not changed in a way that could affect the
protectiveness of the remedy.

The 2003 FYR identified vapor intrusion as a possible exposure pathway and this was
investigated in 2006, 2008, 2009, and 2013 with the latter three investigations collecting indoor
air samples. Based on the results, the pathway exists but the low contaminant concentrations
detected have not created an unacceptable risk.

Release of contaminants ended with the closing of the McKin facility in the late 1970s. There
have been no changes in the Site use nor on surrounding properties that would create a new
contaminant source

The 2001 Amended ROD waived all groundwater standards including degradation products of
the primary contaminant TCE. The ICs prevent exposure to all of the contaminants in the
groundwater. Periodic indoor air monitoring has found TCE levels to be within EPA’s
acceptable risk range and MEDEP’s risk levels. In addition, the air monitoring has not detected
degradation products of TCE.

Changes in Toxicity and Other Contaminant Characteristics
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On September 28, 2011, EPA finalized the December 2009 revised toxicity values for TCE. The
new values indicate that TCE is more toxic from both cancer and non-cancer health effects.
Whereas the ICs prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater, the changes in the toxicity
values relative to vapor intrusion could have affected the protectiveness of the remedy.
Consequently, in February 2013, EPA re-sampled indoor air in the residence that had the highest



concentrations in 2009. The low levels detected remained within EPA’s acceptable risk range
and Maine risk levels, and, therefore, the changes in TCE toxicity have not resulted in a change
in protectiveness.

e InJanuary 2010, EPA revised the non-cancer toxicity value for cis-1,2-DCE and determined that
there are currently no available cancer value and no inhalation values. On February 10, 2012,
EPA also finalized the cancer and non-cancer toxicity values for PCE. These new values indicate
that PCE is now more toxic from cancer risk but less toxic from non-cancer hazard effects.
Although cancer risks and non-cancer hazards from these contaminants may change due to the
changes in toxicity values, the low detected levels in groundwater still result in acceptable EPA’s
risk range and therefore do not result in a change in protectiveness.

e No other contaminant characteristics have changed in a way that could affect the protectiveness
of the remedy.

Changes in Risk Assessment Methods

e There have not been any changes in the standardized risk assessment methodologies since the
previous FYR in a way that could affect the protectiveness of the remedy.

Expected Progress Towards Meeting RAOs

e The remedy is progressing as expected. The soil remedy at the McKin property was completed
and met the specified remedial action goals. Overall, groundwater concentrations in the
overburden and shallow bedrock are decreasing and as long as they continue to do so, the
selected remedy is functioning within the limits of the Amended ROD. The 2001 Amended
ROD estimated it would take 50 years to attain federal and state drinking water standards. Based
on the updated regression analysis through the 2012 monitoring data, the drinking water
standards may be attained in about 2035. However, because there is no water quality data from
the deep bedrock, EPA and MEDEP will conservatively assess the monitoring data and its
impact on the institutional controls prior to recommending removal of any of the controls.

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

No other information has come to light which could affect the protectiveness of the remedy.

Technical Assessment Summary

The components of the remedy included in the 1985 ROD and 2001 Amended ROD are performing as
expected. The soil remedy is complete. All ICs have been implemented. Groundwater monitoring of
the overburden and shallow bedrock indicates a downward trend toward federal and state drinking water
standards. Surface water performance standards have been attained. While neither the 1985 ROD nor
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2001 Amended ROD included a remedy component to address the vapor intrusion pathway, periodic
monitoring of indoor air has shown the low levels of TCE detected are within EPA’s acceptable risk
range and Maine’s risk levels even as the TCE toxicity values were changed to be more conservative.

V. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS

Table 5: Issues and Recommendations/Follow-up Actions

Affects
Recommendations/ Party Oversight | Milestone Protectiveness?
Oou # Issue . . (Y/N)
Follow-up Actions Responsible Agency Date
Current | Future
ou2 Vapor intrusion | Set up periodic review EPA EPA 2/28/2018 No Yes
of toxicity data and
guidance and
monitoring if necessary
Oou2 fyc Compliance | Determine appropriate MEDEP, MEDEP, 2/28/2018 No Yes
Monitoring schedule and EPA, EPA
responsibilities for IC Settling
compliance monitoring | Parties
OU2 |lo&Mm Complete permanent EPA, MEDEP, 2/28/2016 No Yes
abandonment of Settling EPA
residential wells Parties

VI. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENTS

Protectiveness Statement(s)

Operable Unit: Protectiveness Determination: Addendum Due Date
oul Protective (if applicable):
Click here to enter a date.

Protectiveness Statement:

The remedy at OU1 is protective of human health and the environment because source remediation
was completed and because OUI1 is located within the Town of Gray groundwater ordinance zone that
prohibits any use of groundwater and an environmental covenant for the McKin property has been
recorded.

Protectiveness Statement(s)

Addendum Due Date
(if applicable):

Click here to enter a date.

Protectiveness Determination:
Short-term Protective

Operable Unit:
ou2
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Protectiveness Statement:

The remedy at OU2 is currently protective of human health and the environment because OU2 is
located within the Town of Gray groundwater ordinance zone that prohibits any use of groundwater.
In addition, the water rights of sub-dividable properties within OU2 have been purchased by the
Settling Parties adding another layer of institutional controls. Periodic monitoring of the vapor
intrusion pathway has found sub-slab concentrations are decreasing, and TCE concentrations detected
in indoor air are within both EPA’s acceptable risk range and Maine risk levels for residential
exposure. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term, abandonment of
residential wells within the IC Zone needs to be completed to ensure protectiveness.

Sitewide Protectiveness Statement

Protectiveness Determination: Addendum Due Date (if applicable):
Short-term Protective Click here to enter a date.

Protectiveness Statement:

Short-term protectiveness has been achieved through overlapping institutional controls. However, in

order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term, the permanent abandonment of residential wells
within the IC Zone needs to be completed to ensure protectiveness.

VII. NEXT REVIEW

The next five-year review report for the McKin Company Superfund Site is required five years from the
completion date of this review.
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APPENDIX A — EXISTING SITE INFORMATION

SITE CHRONOLOGY
Site Chronology

Event

Date

Initial discovery of problem or contamination

1973-1974

Pre-NPL responses

1979-80, 1983

Final NPL listing

September 1, 1983

Cooperative Agreement signed between EPA and MEDEP

1983

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study complete

July 1985

ROD signature

July 22, 1985

ESD signature

September 1990

Amended ROD signature

March 30, 2001

Administrative Order by Consent

July 1985

Consent Decree

November 21, 1988

Consent Decree Amendment

December 7, 2001

Remedial design complete June 1990
On-site remedial action construction start July 8, 1986
RA Construction completion June 23, 1987
OU1 Construction completion date July 1987
OU2 Construction completion date Sept 1990

Previous five-year reviews

September 22, 1992

September 30, 1998
September 22, 2003
September 30, 2008

Long-Term Monitoring Events ongoing

Site Decommissioning Activities ongoing

BACKGROUND

Physical Characteristics

The McKin Superfund Site is located in Gray, Maine, approximately 15 miles north of Portland,
Maine. The McKin property comprises an area of approximately seven acres located on the west
side of Mayall Road. The Site is composed of areas both presently and potentially impacted by
contamination that was released on the McKin property. Based on observed contaminant
distribution, the Site also extends north of Collyer Brook at its confluence with Royal River, and
east just beyond the Royal River at the river bend due east of the McKin property. In total, it is
estimated that the Site consists of approximately 660 acres of residential, farm and wooded
properties

The topography of the McKin property has been modified by past excavations; the fenced
enclosure was formerly a gravel pit with steep slopes on the west, south, and north sides. At-
grade access to the property is from Mayall Road. The topography at the Site ranges from 300
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feet above mean sea level (MSL) at the McKin property to approximately 90 feet MSL at the
floodplain of the Royal River, a horizontal distance of about 3,700 feet. The topography west of
the McKin property, in the Depot Road vicinity is relatively flat. East of Mayall Road, the land
slopes downward to the floodplain of the Royal River. Flooding of this area occurs in winter,
early spring, and summer months following periods of heavy rainfall. Wetland areas are
interspersed in the floodplain in eroded channels and depressions. The land surface is dissected
by a number of small unnamed streams, and associated gullies. The resulting topography is
frequently very steep, and access can be difficult.

The property is located in the eastern, rural part of Gray. Properties contiguous to the McKin
property include residential areas, wooded areas, and farmland. The nearest residences are
immediately north and west of the McKin property; the closest home is approximately 200 feet
from the McKin property. The site vicinity remains generally rural.

Groundwater that moves beneath the McKin property flows toward the Royal River and Collyer
Brook. The Royal River is a Class B surface water from its confluence with Collyer Brook to
tidewater; Collyer Brook is a Class A surface water from Route 202 to its confluence with Royal
River.

Hydrology

The geology of the Site reflects both the topography of the bedrock and the deposition of marine
and glacial materials. The former McKin facility is situated on a relative bedrock high point,
with bedrock sloping downward both to the north (toward Collyer Brook) and to the east (toward
Royal River). Bedrock at the Site is identified as granite of the Sebago Pluton. The bedrock is
encountered at a depth of 50 to 100 feet below the ground surface at the eastern edge of the
glaciomarine delta and almost 200 feet below the ground surface near the Royal River. A single
bedrock outcrop has been identified approximately 800 feet southeast of the former McKin
facility, in the bed of an unnamed tributary to the Royal River. Core samples indicate that
bedrock is generally fractured, but competent (unweathered). A bedrock trough runs from the
junction of Mayall and Depot Roads southeasterly toward the Royal River. A second trough, a
former river bed, is located just west of the Royal River, trends in a southerly direction. TCE
concentrations in certain monitoring wells suggest groundwater from the McKin property is
transported via bedrock fractures in the east-northeast direction.

The surficial material overlying the bedrock include glacial till, fine-grain sand, silt, and clay
(Presumpscot Formation), and sand and gravel units. These glaciomarine materials thicken from
the McKin property toward the Royal River and Collyer Brook. Beneath the McKin property,
the sand and gravel directly overlie the bedrock and is approximately 60-100 feet thick. East of
Mayall Road, there is a relatively thin layer of glacial till between the bedrock and the sand and
gravel and the Presumpscot overlies the sand and gravel. Alluvial deposits (water-borne) occur
farther east, along the floodplain of the Royal River, Collyer Brook, and the unnamed tributary
that enters the Royal River upstream of the railroad trestle. The alluvial deposits consist of silt,
sand, gravel, and widely disseminated organic matter.

Contaminated groundwater discharges to the Royal River along a 500-700 feet reach of the
floodplain between Boiling Springs and the railroad trestle in a fairly level area extending 50-70
feet back from the banks of the river. Water level data show a drop in groundwater elevation of
about 200 feet from the McKin facility to the Royal River floodplain. Groundwater is recharged
by infiltration of precipitation above an elevation of 240 feet and by leakage from the
Presumpscot Formation. The direction of groundwater flow is generally from west to east toward
the Royal River. Vertical upward gradients along the Royal River, and the presence of
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contaminants in the river that are the same as those in the groundwater plume, indicate
groundwater from the Site discharges to the Royal River.

Land and Resource Use

The McKin Company property encompasses approximately seven acres; approximately 4.5 acres
are cleared, and the remainder is wooded. Prior to the operation of the McKin facility, some
sand and gravel extraction had occurred. The rest of the property was undeveloped. Since the
Town of Gray shut down the facility in 1977, no other land use of the property has occurred
other than the remedial activities. Future land uses will need to comply with Town of Gray
zoning as well as institutional controls that MEDEP is working to place on the property deed.
The current land uses for the area surrounding the Site are residential and agricultural. These
land uses are anticipated to continue into the foreseeable future.

Use of groundwater is prohibited for the Site as well as surrounding properties as defined by the
Town of Gray 2002 groundwater ordinance.

At the time of the facility’s operation, the groundwater served as a drinking water source for the
residents in the area. With the discovery of contamination in drinking water wells, emergency
water was brought into the area and the public water system was extended so that now all
residents within the IC Zone are served with public water.

History of Contamination

The McKin facility operated from 1965 to 1977 as a collection and transfer station and disposal
facility for waste oil and industrial process waste. In 1972, the facility was expanded with the
addition of an asphalt-lined lagoon and incinerator to process a large volume of oily waste from
an oil spill in Hussey Sound (a shipping channel leading into Portland harbor). The incinerator
operated under a permit from MEDEP until operations ceased about 1973. Most of the oily
wastes were stored in the on-site lagoon. This lagoon reportedly leaked and discharged portions
of its contents to the subsurface. The facility reportedly handled an estimated 100,000 to
200,000 gallons of waste annually between 1972 and 1977.

During 1973 and 1974, local residents reported chemical odors in their well water and
discoloration of their laundry. Investigations subsequently found solvents in site soils and
groundwater. Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from the facility contaminated local
residential wells through migrating groundwater. In 1977, the solvents were identified as
trichloroethene (TCE) and 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA), and the Town of Gray ordered the
McKin Company to cease operations.

Initial Response

In December 1977, 16 private water supply wells were capped and water was trucked in on an
emergency basis. In 1978, residents were connected to the public water system which had by
then been extended to the eastern part of Gray.

During the summer of 1979, MEDEP removed 33,500 gallons of liquid waste from the McKin
property. MEDEP entered into a cooperative agreement with EPA in June 1983 to implement
initial remedial measures and conduct an RI/FS. During 1983, MEDEP removed 69 drums of
solidified sludge, 18 cubic yards of solid materials, and 10,500 cubic yards of soil from the
property. These activities were undertaken to remove potential sources of contamination from
the Site.
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Basis for Taking Action

Soil contaminants identified on the McKin property included VOCs and heavy metals. The
heavy metal concentrations were within the range typically found in soils. Three areas contained
soil contaminants typical of oil disposal operations (e.g., constituents of petroleum). Three other
areas were heavily contaminated with VOCs including: TCE at 1,500 milligrams per kilogram
(mg/kg, also commonly expressed as parts per million or ppm); methylene chloride at 49 mg/kg;
xylenes at 21 mg/kg; 1,1,1-TCA at 4.5 mg/kg; dichlorobenzene at 9.2 mg/kg, and other
contaminants.

Contaminants were released to the subsurface at the McKin property. As a result of
precipitation-driven groundwater flow, and influenced by the pumping of the residential bedrock
wells, contaminated groundwater migrated to the regional aquifer discharge area at the Royal
River. The major VOCs found in the surficial aquifer groundwater were TCE and 1,1,1-TCA at
concentrations of 16,000 micrograms per liter (ug/L, also commonly expressed as parts per
billion or ppb) and 170 ppb, respectively. Concentrations of the two contaminants were 29,000
ppb and 500 ppb, respectively, in the bedrock aquifer. Concentrations of TCE and 1,1,1-TCA
were below a 1 ppb detection limit in Collyer Brook and the Royal River. Both VOCs were
detected at Boiling Springs at maximum concentrations of 44 ppb TCE and 30 ppb 1,1,1-TCA.
The risk assessment completed as part of the RI concluded that there was no significant health
risk from surface water or direct contact with soils on the McKin property. Air monitoring on
the property indicated no exceedances of state guidelines for ambient air. However, the
contaminated soils on the property were considered a source of contaminants that impacted the
overburden and bedrock aquifers, which are potential drinking water sources. The public heath
risk was considered “potential” because there were no known users of the groundwater as a
drinking water supply at the time of the RI due to the availability of municipal water, and
because it was assumed the contamination could restrict future use of the aquifer. The TCE
concentrations exceeded the guideline lifetime risk of cancer, or 28 ppb, at most of the
monitoring wells sampled. The risk assessment concluded that at the concentrations found, there
was a public health risk associated with long term consumption of groundwater. EPA’s risk
assessment concluded that surface water did not present an unacceptable human health or
ecological risk, either currently or under a future potential drinking water source scenario. Based
on these findings, action to protect human health and the environment was required.

During the 1997-1999 mediation process, EPA reviewed human health and environmental risk
assessments to evaluate exposure pathways and new risk data. The assessment concluded that an
unacceptable risk was associated with drinking water use of groundwater and surface water from
Boiling Springs, a depression adjacent to the Royal River where groundwater flows to the
surface. Concentrations of TCE in both waters exceeded the newly established federal MCL of 5
ppb. Although the risk from groundwater was confirmed by EPA, EPA also determined that
groundwater drinking standards were technically impractical to meet. As a result, the amended
ROD focused on institutional controls and long-term monitoring as a way to address this risk. In
addition, the amended ROD focused on measures to address the source of contamination into
surface water at Boiling Springs.

REMEDIAL ACTIONS

Remedy Selection



Remedial Action Objectives were developed in the 1985 ROD and in the 2001 Amended ROD. The
1985 ROD and 2001 Amended ROD selected remedies to address these RAOs. The RAOs and the
components of the remedies were previously detailed in the 2008 Five-Year Review and the information
is repeated below.
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“The following RAOs were used to evaluate alternatives in the 1984 FS:

* Maintain adequate safe drinking water for the public potentially impacted by groundwater
contamination;

* Prevent exposure of the public to harmful airborne contaminants;

* Prevent contact by the public with contaminated soils by dermal or ingestion routes;

* Prevent subsurface discharge of contaminated groundwater from the McKin property to off-site
aquifers;

* Restore, within a reasonable time and practical limits, the off-site aquifer contaminated by McKin
operations to levels acceptable for drinking water supply and protective of the environment; and

* Protect Royal River state-designated uses and aquatic life.

The 1985 ROD included an on-site component for treatment of contaminated soil and an off-site
groundwater treatment component. The remedy presented in the ROD included:

* On-site soil aeration of soils from identified areas on the property;

* Off-site disposal of approximately 16 drums;

* Soil testing in the petroleum contaminated areas;

* Construction of the GETS and operation of this system for a period of five years to achieve groundwater
performance standards of 92 ppb 1,1,1-TCA and 28 ppb TCE;

* Re-evaluation of the groundwater performance standards if the standards were not met within five years;
* Initiation of an off-site groundwater and surface water monitoring program; and

* Building demolition, clearing debris, removing drums and other materials, and other site closure
activities.

Source area soil aeration was selected to actively and significantly reduce the amount of contamination
that remained in soil on the McKin property. The performance standard for the remedy was a soil
concentration of 0.1 mg/kg TCE, averaged over the volume of treated soils, so contamination in soil was
no longer adversely affecting groundwater that could be used as drinking water. The ROD specified that
areas of the property contaminated with petroleum derivatives would be tested further during the remedial
design to determine an appropriate remedial action.

The remedial action objective for off-site groundwater as stated in the 1985 ROD was to restore the off-
site aquifer to levels protective of human health and the environment within practical limits and a
reasonable amount of time. The ROD required surface water discharge for treated groundwater.
Performance standards were established with the expectation that they could be achieved within the
planned five-year period of operation of the off-site groundwater remedy. The performance standards of
92 ppb 1,1,1-TCA and 28 ppb TCE were applicable throughout the impacted area, and were established
based on the protection of human health and the environment with consideration given to potential
exposures and possible synergistic and additive effects. As a suspected carcinogen, the TCE standard was
based on a 107 lifetime cancer risk value. The 1,1,1-TCA performance standard was based on a
recommended maximum concentration level of 200 ppb, adjusted to 92 ppb based on possible synergistic
and additive effects with TCE.

The off-site groundwater remedy change in the 2001 Amended ROD replaced the two groundwater RAOs
in the 1985 ROD with the following four activities:



1. Develop institutional controls to prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater;

2. Monitor groundwater to show that the contaminant plume does not expand and that contaminant
concentrations continue to decline due to natural processes;
3. Monitor surface water to show decreases in TCE concentrations in the Royal River resulting from

decreases in groundwater concentrations. A contingency response approach would be implemented if
TCE exceeds the state performance standard at a specified location and date; and

4. Evaluate the remedy to assess that it is protective of human health and the environment at least
every five years and report findings in Five-Year Review reports”.

Remedy Implementation

The source control remedy was completed in 1987. Prior to the startup of the GETS, EPA issued an
Explanation of Significant Differences in 1990 that changed the discharge of treated groundwater from
surface water discharge to a groundwater reinjection system. The GETS operated from 1990 until 1995
when its operation was suspended to focus on the technical impracticability evaluation. Three of the
four ICs identified in the 2001 Amended ROD have been implemented and MEDERP is actively working
to obtain the fourth IC. Long-term monitoring of surface water and groundwater continues. The 2008
FYR detailed the remedy implementation and the information is repeated below.
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“During 1986, a group of PRPs excavated and treated VOC-impacted soil to minimize continued
migration of VOCs to groundwater. Approximately 9,500 cubic yards of soils that contained solvents
were excavated and treated by soil aeration between July 1986 and February 1987. These VOC-
contaminated soils were excavated outward from the identified source areas until TCE concentrations
were below 1 mg/kg, the soil excavation performance standard. Between November 1986 and April
1987, approximately 2,500 cubic yards of petroleum-contaminated soils were excavated to a 1 mg/kg
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon and total extractable hydrocarbons performance standard and treated in
the same manner. The treated soil was then stabilized using cement and replaced in the excavations. The
entire property was sloped, graded, loamed, and hydroseeded.

The 1985 ROD stated that the three RAOs for the off-site groundwater remedy would be achieved by the
design, construction and operation of the GETS to remove VOCs from the overburden aquifer and restore
overburden groundwater to the established performance standards. The ROD assumed the off-site
groundwater remedy would consist of 25 extraction wells into the surficial aquifer and upper bedrock
aquifer and anticipated a five-year restoration time frame.

In 1990, EPA and MEDEP agreed to a phased approach to groundwater remediation beginning with four
extraction wells and a central treatment system to address the contamination in these two plumes. Two
extraction wells were located approximately 1,000 feet north of the McKin property on the western side
of Mayall Road (prior to the intersection with Depot Road), one west of Depot Road and the fourth off of
Mayall Road approximately 500 feet west of the Depot Road intersection. (Figure 4) Two infiltration
galleries were located in the central and northern areas of the McKin property to reinject treated
groundwater. Following an evaluation of the effectiveness of the first phase, a decision to expand the
system (e.g., the next phase) to the east side of Mayall Road would be made.

One of the four extraction wells, placed in the eastern plume, (EW-503), was designed with a projected
flow of 20 gallons per minute (gpm). The well was installed in soils with a limited saturated overburden
thickness that yielded only 1-2 gpm. As a result, the system was not effective in extracting VOCs
migrating in the eastern plume from the McKin property to the Royal River. In addition, the expected
flushing of VOCs through the use of infiltration galleries did not appear to affect the monitoring wells
placed in the northern TCE plume thereby limiting the effectiveness of this action. This observation
suggested that pumping the residential wells in the 1970s, historic lagoon operations, and TCE transport



through bedrock fractures, may have contributed to the northern plume.

The Amended ROD identified four layered institutional controls that were to be used in conjunction with
long-term monitoring to assure protectiveness of the remedy.

The Town of Gray established a groundwater ordinance for the Site on January 22, 2002. The objective
of this ordinance is to prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater until federal and state drinking
water standards are reached. The ordinance prohibits the extraction and use of groundwater for any
purpose, with the exception of monitoring the contamination. This ordinance delineates an area known as
the ICZ which these restrictions will apply. This zone was established based on the horizontal area of the
proposed Technical Impracticability Zone, extending vertically to deep bedrock. The ICZ boundaries
include areas where groundwater is known or suspected to exceed federal maximum contaminant levels
(MCLs) and state maximum exposure guidelines (MEGs) and areas where contaminated groundwater
could migrate in the future. This zone will remain in place as long as contamination above drinking water
standards remains in the groundwater. The ordinance includes provisions for Town enforcement and
stipulates penalties for any breaches of the ordinance. (See Figure 2 which outlines the ICZ)

The second set of institutional controls included restrictive covenants for nineteen sub-dividable
properties. The restrictive covenants were included to prevent the use of groundwater on these properties
and alleviate the concern that future development and installation of wells could possibly alter the
boundaries of the contaminant plume.

The third set of institutional controls included the establishment of two conservation easements to protect
areas of open space with frontage along Collyer Brook and the Royal River.

Finally, the SP were also required to make a good faith effort to procure a restrictive covenant for the
McKin property.

In addition to these institutional controls, two separate agreements were reached between the Settling
Parties and the Town of Gray and the Gray Water District. The SP agreed to provide funds to the Gray
Water District for development of a new water supply well and for water mains to connect the new well
to the existing distribution system. Per a Memorandum of Understanding signed by the Settling Parties,
EPA, Maine DEP, Gray Water District, and the Town of Gray, payment by the Settling Parties for these
controls and agreements were made on or around January 1, 2002”.

System Operation/Operation and Maintenance

As noted above, the GETS was suspended in 1995 and permanently shut down following the 2001
Amendment to the Consent Decree. Since the 2008 FYR, O&M activities have been those performed
under the approved Site Closure Plan. These activities have included the dismantling of the treatment
building and system, and abandonment of the four extraction wells, associated piping, and multiple
monitoring wells.
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APPENDIX B

PRESS RELEASE ANNOUNCING THE FIVE-YEAR REVIEW

EPA New England News Release

Protecting Human Health and the Environment www.epa.gov/ tegionl/news

News Release

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
New England Regional Office

May 9, 2013

Contact: David Deegan, (617) 918-1017

EPA Conducts “Five-Year Review” for 16 New England Superfund
Sites

(Boston, Mass. — May 9, 2013) — EPA is beginning the process of routine Five-Year Reviews of 16
Superfund sites across New England.

EPA conducts evaluations every five years on previously-completed clean up and remediation work
performed at sites listed on the “National Priorities List” (aka Superfund sites) to determine whether the
implemented remedies at the sites continue to be protective of human health and the environment. Further,
five year review evaluations identify any deficiencies to the previous work and, if called for, recommend
action(s) necessary to address them.

In addition to a careful evaluation of technical work at the sites, during the Five Year Review process EPA
also provides the public with an opportunity to evaluate preliminary findings and to provide input on potential
follow up activity that may be required following the review process.

The Superfund sites at which EPA is performing Five Year Reviews over the following several months
include the following sites. Please note, the Web link provided after each site provides detailed information
on site status and past assessment and cleanup activity.

Massachusetts
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http://www.epa.gov/region1/images2/2012newspressheadersmaller.jpg

Iron Horse Park, North Billerica http://www.epa.gov/regionl/superfund/sites/ironhorse

Nyanza Chemical Waste Dump, Ashland http://www.epa.gov/regionl/superfund/sites/nyanza

Re-Solve, Inc., North Dartmouth http://www.epa.gov/regionl/superfund/sites/resolve

Sullivan’s Ledge, New Bedford http://www.epa.gov/regionl/superfund/sites/sullivansledge

Maine

McKin Co., Gray http://www.epa.gov/regionl/superfund/sites/mckin

Saco Tannery Waste Pits, Saco http://www.epa.gov/regionl/superfund/sites/sacotannery

West Site/Howe’s Corner, Plymouth http://www.epa.gov/regionl/superfund/sites/hows

New Hampshire

Kearsarge Metallurgical Corp., Conway http://www.epa.gov/regionl/superfund/sites/kearsarge

Ottati & Goss, Kingston http://www.epa.gov/regionl/superfund/sites/o&g

South Municipal Water Supply Well, Peterborough http://www.epa.gov/regionl/superfund/sites/southmuni

Tinkham Garage, Londonderry http://www.epa.gov/regionl/superfund/sites/tinkham

Town Garage/Radio Beacon, Londonderry http://www.epa.gov/regionl1/superfund/sites/towngarage

Rhode Island

Central Landfill, Johnston http://www.epa.gov/regionl/superfund/sites/central

Picillo Farm, Coventry http://www.epa.gov/regionl/superfund/sites/picillo

Vermont

Elizabeth Mine, Strafford http://www.epa.gov/regionl/superfund/sites/elizmine

Old Springfield Landfill, Springfield http://www.epa.gov/regionl/superfund/sites/oldspringfield

#HH#

Learn More about the Latest EPA News & Events in New England
(http://www.epa.gov/regionl/newsevents/index.html)

Follow EPA New England on Twitter (http://twitter.com/epanewengland)

More info on EPA's Environmental Results in New England (http://www.epa.gov/regionl/results/index.html)

If you would rather not receive future communications from U.S. EPA, Region 1, let us know by clicking here.
U.S. EPA, Region 1, 5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, Boston, MA 02109-3912 United States
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APPENDIX D

DECLARATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL COVENANT

DucEs A0GLE BREZIUSD Par  T00

DECLARATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL COVENANT

This ENVIRDNMENTAL COVENANT is haralry daslared and grantsd as of this _&ﬁi
tay of Ty btem ke~ | 2013, by AUBINE W. DINGWELL & reshder of 975 Burns Streat,
Orfairdo, éimnga GCounty, Flaridz ("Grantor” or "Declaant’, to the MAINE DEPARTMENT COF
ENVIRONWMENTAL PROTECTION Holdar” or “DEP) on propety loesied (- Gray, Maine,
whlch is more fully describet below.

WHEREAS, Grantar s the auwnat in fes simpls of a cartsin property approginately tevan
aares in size located ot 25 Mayall Road in Gray, Cumberland Gounty. Maing, and desaribed in
a deed rocorded It 1khs Curnbedand Counfy Registry of Deeds at Book 9415, Page 0003 and
gensally depleted n Town of Gray tex records a3 Lot 38-20 on G135 Giid Map 45, Fommly
idertified as Lot 20 on Tax Map 38, and ganorally deplisd in igure sllached a5 Figure A,

CPraperty’)

WHEREAS, Aukine W. Dingwsll abtzlnad Il 13 th Prapery fram the Estate of Richard
A Dingwedl by a ceed dated Desernber 3, 1990, and recordad i1 the Cumberland Counky
Registry of Deadz at Book 9415, Pags G003,

WHEREAS, Richard A Dingwell d'bés the MekKin Company operated a tank clesning
and waste remowval buskness latatad at the Proparty from approsimately 1965 to 1978:

WHEREAZ, lhe Progety, which was contaminatad by e WMcKin Company opamtior, is
now the Iocation of the Mckin Company Superfund Sike (“Site"™. which the L3, Environmental
Protactlas Ageney ('EPA™, purguant to Section 108 of the Compreharnsiva Enviranmental -
Resionsa, Campansatlon and Liabilty Act ["CERCLA"), 42 LS .C. § 0605, placed oh the
Matignal Pricrities List, set forth at 40 G.F.R. Pad 200, Appendiz B, by publication in the
Fedsral Register o Septembar §, 15233 (48 Fed, FBeg. 40658

WHEREAE, the Site iz an Uncontrofled Hazardous Substancs Sits designated by the
Camimlzsionar of DEF on Movember 8, 1955 pursuan’ to 38 M.R.S5.4. 85 15681 and 1385,

WHEREAS, between 1870 and 1983 CEP conducfed ramewval actians BHat noluded,
among oihar things, rarmeovel of liquid il and ciamical wastes from fanks and drume: rinzing,
crushing and dizposal of barrals and contalnets; mgtalling monitoring weallz, sampling and
aralyzing graundwater, 3ol and tank residuals; and funding a hydioosalagic study;

WHEREAS, EPA preparcd a Romedlal Actian Mester Plan in Aprl 1385 and
imglementsd certain Iniial Renwedial Meazures fo remedy potentlal hazards;

WHEREAS, In a Raror] of Decision daled July 22, 1985 and amandad March 30, 2001,
Lhes EPA Region 1, wifh concurrence of the DEP, salectad the rameadial aeden;

WHEREAS, EPA Issued a Daterminations and Administrative Order on Auguet 22, 1085,
with two (Z) potentislly responsible saries o conduct retnadlal actisne and 3 pilot soil aerction
sludy;

Medtln Cormpary Superfond Sile, 25 Mayall Road, Gray
: Cedaration af Envitonmental Covenanl
X Pegu 1 of 10
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WHEREAS, EFA and DEF issued 8 Deteminstions and Administratlye Order i Juy
1086, with faurteen (14! potentially respanslbis parties to undartaka the comphstion of on-sita
aaration of contaminabad sois portion of the remadial action;

WHEREAS, on Movember 21, 1958, a Consent Decee was enieréd by the UL S, District
Court for tne District of Maine {(Civil Actien No, 00-0101 B} amang EP&, DEF and appraximataly
130 sattlicg partiss MMckin Settling Partias™), wherein selected emedial act ons at the Sie
wiere required;

WHEREAS, an - Abstaat of Congent Decras Eacemant and Rastrictive Sovanan: datad
Fabruary 1, 1881, was recordsd at tha Cumbedzand Coorty Registy of Deeds in Book 2467
Page 344, that desoribes certain easements. restictions, and okdlgatons that attach to ard run
with the Prapery that the owner of the Prapsry agrasd o imasse pursieant to fa Consort
Dmcres rafarancad immadiately above;

WHEREAS, an December 7. 2001, an Amended Consal Decres was ertend [y Lha
LS. Fistrlet Sourt for the Clstelat of Malne (Chll Action Mo 30-0101 B) whemsin ameandinants
wara rada to tha selactad ratradial ackione at the Site;

WHEREAS, the removal actions and remedial actizns Zaken at this Site shall collectively
be refarred 1o as the "srviranmantal rosponse project” for this Site;

YWHEREAS, the perties have agread that ih & appropriata and necassary (1) (o inposs
2 the Property Use rasirictlons as covanants that run with tha land for the purposes of
rraintaining ar enhianzing the soil, air, and water ouality of the Property, protecting human health
and tha ervirenment. and prolecting the envirenmental resporse project atthe St and (2) o
grant @ permansnt rabt of ascess owar the Property ta tha Holdar, to ERA and & tha MeKin
Sattling Parties for pLreocees of inrplamrenting 3-1d man tering the emoval and remedial acticrs
and for manitaring and enforcing shat Envicenmental Covanant;

WHCRECAS, tha CPA Fas determinad and aperoved the enviroomenkat response propect
and is therefore an agency pursuant to the VECA, and DEP also is an ageiey vroer the UECA:

WHEREAS, EFPA has the rght of the agency fa enfosca this envincnmental covenant
purzuan: to the WECA, but this right iz no: an interest in resl property:

WHEREAS, DEP is tha anfy holdar of thie Ersdronmental Covenant, a5 that term is
defined in tha UECH, and DEF is entitled to exercise the rigats of & holder including enforcing
thig envircnmentat covenant, pursuant to the UECA;

WHEREAS, a title search of the 25 Mayall Road property was performed by Dougiaa
Title Company inAugust 2011 and 8 subsequent epal revees of Ihat Ut search was performsd
by Sam Kiboern Law Cifloe, which teoether show that Aubing W Dingwsall has unanzumbeared
right and Etle tothe property;

WHEREAS, Granter wishes ta soazerate fully with the DEF and tha EPA in the
implementéton and mantaring of the amvirenmental resconze project; and

WHEREAS, Grantor intends to create and grant an Envirenmental Sovznant pursuant to
the Uniform Enyironmental Sovenants Ack (LUECA), 38 NE.SA. 55 5001 & sey,;

Wckidn Sarroany SupsTund Site, 25 Mayall Roag, Gray
Deglasazian af Environmanizl Savenant
Pags 2 of id
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NOW, TH=ZREFORE, Granmar, AUBINE W. THMNGYWELL, for and 'n consideration of the

facts above racited 31d the cowanants herein contained, and intending to create and be legally
hound by & perpetual covenant running with the land, subject to the tarms hersof, Feraby
declarss covenants and agrees 39 follows:

1.

Declaration of Covenant. Fhig instrument is an Environmental Govenant executed
saruant o the UECA,

Praperhy. This Erviranmantal Covenant coacarns a proparty of approximataly sevan
acras ir size, owned in fee simade by Granta-, and located at 25 Mayal! Road, it Gray,
Cumbeiand. Maine and descrized in 2 deed recarded in the Camberiand Counky
Ragisty of Deads [n Buak 8418, Pags 0003 "Propary”™) and generally depictad in Taywn
af Sray tax rscands 82 Lot 38-20 an G1S Grid Map 45, formery identified as Lat 20 on
Tax Map 38 and generally depicted in the Agure attashed a3 Figurs A

Activity #nd Use Limitations. The following covenants, conditions, and restrictions apply
toihie wse of the Prapsrty, shl wun ath the laod, and shalt ba binding on the Grantar, ils
succassors and asslgns, during thei- respective periods of ownership, in perpetuity:

a. ‘=roundwater undar the Property shali not be extracted or vead for any purposs
exdept for menitaring related to the ervitanmental responze project.

b. There shall b2 ne digging or disturbing of scil on the Froperty without prior writfen
permission fror the GER, whic permission shall not ke unresssnebly withbeld, aitar
EPS has had at least 14 days t2 comment Upah such pamissicr.

€. Any dreinene systeT, including but nat imited to 2 commensial or domestic septs
ayatern, by be Imstalizd on the Propsdy of any othar relagse of surface or groundwater
shall ba dasigned to discharge downgradient of the infilration systems shown on Figure
A,

d. Any building constrictad aq t1a Property shail ke 2guipped with a sub slab vapor
system or its equivalent designed tz prevent migradion of soil vepors into the interior of
the buikfing. '

2. Monpitaring wellz wilhiin the Propeny shall not ke destraved, sbetructed, tampersd with
a7 othemwise disturbed (ncluding welts aurrsnthy lnstalled atthe Propsry and depictsd on
Figuee A and amy future welbs deemad nacassary for the arvirohmental response

[ ajacsy.

f. The Buied componants fram 1k snviranmental response project shall not bo
digturbed without writtan permissioa fom DER, which permission shall not be
unrsasonably withleld, after EFA has had at lzast 14 days {a commeni upan such
permission (ounsd companants are depislad on Figue ).

Agaacy and Heldey, DEP ig an snwirenmental agency with enforcement s thoricy
pursuart to e UEGA and is the only Holokr of L1 Ervirehmental Loveratt granted in
this Declaraticn. ERFA is also an srmarenmantal agancy with anforeamant autherity
purauert to e UECA,

Mekin Coempany Supzrund Site, 25 Mavall Road, Gray
Caclarztan of Znviranmeral Cowanant
Fane 310
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Perpetuity of Cowenant. This Environmenisi Covenant and each and eveny covenat
hzrezin shell b 5 coverand iUnning with the land In perpetuity and shall bind the
Propetty. Grantor, ali perasas ar anbtias having any right, titla, or intarast in and io tha
Propsarty or any portion theraof, and thair respective heirs, personal representatives,
successors @t assigns, during their respective periods of awnershig, ard abl these
acting by and through, or under any of thenr forgvsr. Any aanar of tha Property or any
interas! tharain, by tha acceptance of a desd of comrveyance of all or any part of the
Prapery ar ary inkerest therein, whether or not the d=ed shall so exprass. shall be
deemer to have accepted b2 Property subject b Bhe reslrickions containad hareln and
ghall be deemed baund by, obligated ta comply wth, 314 othewise subject to tha
ragtrictiong harain and this Evironmental Covenant.

Fepresentation of Crwnerghip and Encurnkbranzes. By its execution hereof, Srantor
hershy represents that it is the sols ewner of the Propsny and that thers ar ne
miargass:, Sasamants o othar ancumbrances an the Property that swould maksrially
adverzely affect the effectiveness or enforceability of this Envirenmental Covenant.

Access. Inaddition te &ny ights already possessed by DEF and EPA, this
Envirermerital Covenant grants w DEP and EPA, including thair authaorized smployedas,
agenls, raprezantatlves ans independant conractars and sebconcactars, a right aof
access tothe Property, without cost and upan presentatlon of aredent ala, for the
purposes of implementing. facilitating and nehitadig the removal and remadial actisns
and far monitering and anforcing thiz Environmental Covenant.  This Snvinonmental
Covonant 3 sc grants to the MeKin Settling Parties and their authorized employees,
agents, repregentatives anc indspendent contrastars ane subsontractars, g rght of
ageass to the Preparty. without cost and upan presentation of credentials, for the
pposes of implemeanting, facilitadng and moenizong the removal and remedial actions
and for mericring this Environmeantal Covenant.

CHozies to Tengnts and Others, The cuerent owrar of the Propearty {cluding Grartor if

Srantor is the current cwner of tha property) shall provide notice of this Envirenmental
Covenant to any tenants or lessees a1d to any sther persan sendusting any astivity on
the Property that would be prahibitad by this Emdiranmantal Cavarsrt.

Mattea ypan Conveyanes. Each instrumant hereafter conveying aiy interest in ihe
Property or any portion of the Property, including but ot imited to deeds, leases and
martgages, shali contain & notice that is in substantially the follening farm:

MOTICE: THEINTEREST CONVEYED HEREBY 15 SLBIECT TO A
DECLARATICON OF ENVIRONMEM AL COVEMNANT, RECORDED IM
THE___ CCLUNTY RFGETRY OF DEFDS OM

V2l N BOOK , PAisE .M FaWOR OF
AND EMFORCEABLE BY THE STATE {F MAINE AND THE UMITED
STATES OF AMERICA.

Wiithin thirty (303 days of the date any such instrument o comveyance iz executed, such
Ingtrumert shal” ba recorded in the Cumberland County Registry of Deeds. and Grantor
or current owner of the Property shail notefy DEP and EPA of the book and page at
wihtich it is reccrded. anc submil to NFEF and EPA a copy of the recordad Instrim ent
date-starnped by the Register of Deeds.

fdekan Company Saperfund Site, 25 Mayall Read Gray
Mec gredion of Envi-ormenla Cavenant
Pag= 4 of 10



34

10

11.

12,

13

B3] L0Z14 BREILO0GZ vui J0S

Maotice of Nansormplance, The corrent eowner of tha Propery (including Grantor iF
Grantor i the currant owner of tha propary) shafl provide writen notize to DEZ and EPA,
within Een (104 work ng days of discovery of any noncom pliance with the terms of s
Environmental Covenant.

Notice Pursuent ta Covenanmt, Any netice ar sther eemirndveation regulrsd pursdact o
Lhlg lnstrurment shall b inwrifing abd zhall be sent by certfied mail, refurn reseipt
sauasted, or by any commercial carter that provides proof of detvery, addressec az
followss. or o such other addrass as eack ertly may deslgnats frorm time ta tirme by
writteh nanies (o the otner entitizs

To Grantor:!

Aabing W Dingweell
975 Buing Strest
Drlands, FL 22605

To DEF:

Bugsstfurd Pragram Marager

Dapanmeant of Ervironmental Protaction

Bureau of Femediation and Waste Management
17 Btate House Skation

Alepasta, Maina 04333

ToEPA:

Fermedial Proac Managar

heckin Buparfund Sita

U.& Emvironmental Frotection Agancy, Begion T
& Past tffice Souare, Suite ~00 (OSRRIY-1)
Boston, Ma 02108-3542

To the Mokin Ssttling Parties.
Juhn Seves, P, C.G5.

Preject Coordinator

Saves & Maher Snginesrs, Inc.
4 Blarchard Raoad, P.O. Box 854
Cumbariand Centar, ME 04021

Inapecticon and Raparting. Tha cur-ant awna - of tha Property {inclading Srancaor if
Grantor is the corrent owner of the property) shall conduwct inspections of :he Property
annually for complianes with the terms of thiz Env renmantal Coverert and shall report
ihs results to DEF and EPA In writing by Juse 30 of sach yaar If tha prapety has baon
vacant Tor the past year and the property secured, then the anwal inspection shal be
waived a1 the cumenl owner shall report that the property has been vacant and
gecured since the previous yesr's sepacting.

Entergemant, ‘1Hes Emarenmanta: Cowenant shall e anforoeable az sutharized by the
LECA. Any forbearance as to enforce nent of any of the tarms herecf shall not ke
deermed 8 waiver of the rght ta seek and ohtain enforcement ak any time thereafter as to
the 2ame violation or &3 to eny other viclaticns.,

KMzkon Campany Superf.nd Site, 25 Mayell Road, Gray
Deciarazion of Envirenmanial Savanant
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Amendment or Termination by Cangent. Tha tenms and conditiats harsin may not bs
amended or terminated except by a written instrument duly executed by Grantae, he
curant swnar of the Property at the time of the améndment or terminatian, and DEF and
EPA or their successors in legal function, which retrumeant iz duby récorded in the
Cumbernand Gounty Registry of Deeds. Tha Gantor walves its right to consent in the
=vant the Grantor ne [ungar swns the property.

Palitla Lo [Modify  Grantar or curent ownzr of the Propadty may petitor the DCP and
EP2 to modify or remawe some or all of the coyananls, restriciions, agreements anc
obligations herein, The burdew |s upon the party seeking DEF and EFA approval of the
maodifisatian or ramaval of 2 resticion to show tad the restrictlen |5 o kbnger necassany
t& protact the puslic health and safety and the envranment. The DEP and EPA may
agree to remave or modify restictione that in the axarcise of their sole discration, the
CEF ard E24 determig 1o ba Ao longer necessany to pratest the publie health and
safety and the mnvircnment Any such amendment or tarminatior of tha Ervirenmeantal
Covenant must comply with the WECA and the pravisong of this Ersirermental
Covenant.

Adrministretive Regord. Tha snvircnmental respense project 3zscribed in this
Declaration of Envircnmenta: Covenants i based on tha kekin Company SuperfLre
Site Administrative Recard, whach bas hasn devalkopad in accordance with Sector
113(K) of CERLCLA, and which & availabla for review at the Gray Public Library, Sray,
Malhe, and a2t the United States Erviror me 1zal Protaciion Agancy, Ragion 1, OSRR
Recards Genter, 5 Post Office Square. Bastan, Mazsachusctts. The Siate
administrative record for the enviresmenial response project is Inceted at e mein afice
af DEFR, whose mailing addresz is 17 Stabe Houze Station, Auwgusta ME J42235-001 7,
with g strast address of Ray Building, 28 Tysun Drive, Augusta, htaine.

Gowerning Law. This Ervirghimental Covanant shall be govemed and interprated n
aoooreancs with the laws of the State of Maine.

Liberal Construction. It is intznded that this Enveranme ntal Coivenant ba corst-uad
tiberally to protect the heatth ane walfare of i1a public and the quality of the environmert
froen the risk of pdvarss affects of cuposure to hazardous substances.

[valiclity, If amy part of thiz Environmentsl Sovenart shall be dazresd ta ba invalid by
any court af competeat_Lrisciction. all of the athar previsions herecf shall not be affecied
thersby and saell remain in Tull loice and effect.

Resarding. The MeKin Settling Parties or their agentsfepresentatives $1ull sauss this
Declaration to ba duly recordad in tte Cumberland County Reg stry of Deads within
thitty (221 days of the executon of this Daclaratien by e tast sionatery, and shal, within
thirty (200 days of the recording of the Declaration, notify DEF and EPA ot the book and
paga 2t which it is rocordsd, and submit to DEP and EP4 & copy of the signsd
Declaration date-stamped by the Register of Decds.

MzEIn Company Superfund Sita, 25 Mavall Road, Goay
Declaratizn of Enviranmentel Cowanani
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- Meme: .":"uubII'IEW Dlng'l.l.'r.-zll

fazes: 40714 BKIIL0SZ Ps: 07

I WTHNESS WHEREOE, Grantor has caused this inzzrument to be executed by iz duly
authonzed representative as of the day and year fitst abowe written.

AUB[ME W DIMGiﬁELL .

B e R 0 : 2287

Titha:  Cwynar

STATE OF MAINE
CUMBERLAMD COUNTY, £6.

o I The al:u:nre nemed Aubine W, Dingwel| parsanally appearac bafora ma this H_ day o°
A |1 2 2003 i e capav:rt}f gné &t and acknowledges the foregeing te be her irze
act 39d daed. [

) I——
QMM ﬁjhtﬁhﬁeu

Privtec Mame an e 1 Y
My Commission E:-q%‘fnstsﬂI 1

Mckin Compaty Supetfurd Site, 23 Maval Rogd, Gray
Deciaration of Environmantal Covensn:
Fags 7 cf 10



37

licezz: AU31E Bk:ZI105Z a2 A

ACFNOWWLEDGEED AND AGREED TO BY:
MAIME DEFPARTMENT OF ENVIRQNMENTAL PROTECTICN

Wame: Weleins Loyz e danie Loyzin

Title:  Diractor, Bursau of Remediation and Westa Managament

STATE 3F MAINE
KEMMEBED GOLIMTY, oo

The shove-named kalanis Lovzim peesonally appearsd before me th agb_)]é%ff of
_S%'@ED:LLﬂ.’ZD‘iE in her sapasity e Dirastor of the Buraau of Remediation and WWaste
Management and acknowlodgod the foregoeing to be her Tee act and deed in her said capadity
and the free act and deed of the Mairs ar}ms ¥ FEnv(_immjnental Frotection.

!
1f L
Putﬂc s
,wv;:{h rey Py st
Frimtad Mara

My Commission Expines: Eg b, S Anis

Rl

-
- '--..._"_I_.n.‘
’:?.f@ Pal “h“d-:\\\\
‘r A

IR

Mekin Compa -~y Supenivnd Site, 259 Mayell Road, Cray
Dedaraticn of Enviranman gl Cevarast
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Docis SO3E4 A ANNISE Paz o Sul

ACKMOWEECGELD AND AGREED TO BY:
UMITED STATES ENVIROMMERTAL PROTSCTEON AGEMNCY

2 o !
oy st matipnad i |
Mars: Jares T Mwers. [l L A v 8:‘?‘.-{;‘3‘!# A
TiHa: Diractar, @ffice of Bie Remediation and Resioration, 115, E3A, Reulan 1

.CDI".'ITI.-;KJ MivEAL IH OF MAESACHUSETTS
BUFFOLK COUNTY, &5

in thia Eé:% tay ar.ﬁ'ﬂ WEF, 2013, before me, the undersigned notary publis,
perssnally appszrad James T. Owens, 1. prover to me threugh satisfactary cvidones of
iclentification, wick wa5,."ﬂn‘€mﬁ‘@|ﬂ' 2 ta be the peraeh whose wame s signed on the this
deeurmneant, and ackiswladged to re that he signed it veluntarily for its stated purpose,

i’?@ﬂﬁf_ /ﬁ:n{' ‘f‘?'r? o

Matary Public - £

; Pt
LT Py

F ' oty tommatii By

A '%ﬂ_n";

AL

Yokin Campary Supefurd Site, 29 Mayall Raad, Gray
Dezlaraticn o° Exvirarmaontz] Savensnt
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FIGURE A

Plan of Property, 25 Mayall Road. Gray, Maine
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	II. PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST REVIEW
	III. Five-Year Review ProcesS
	IV. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT
	V. Issues/Recommendations and follow-up actions
	VI. Protectiveness statements
	VII. Next review
	APPENDIX A – EXISTING SITE INFORMATION
	A. SITE CHRONOLOGY
	c. BACKGROUND
	The off-site groundwater remedy change in the 2001 Amended ROD replaced the two groundwater RAOs in the 1985 ROD with the following four activities:
	1. Develop institutional controls to prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater;
	2. Monitor groundwater to show that the contaminant plume does not expand and that contaminant concentrations continue to decline due to natural processes;
	3. Monitor surface water to show decreases in TCE concentrations in the Royal River resulting from decreases in groundwater concentrations. A contingency response approach would be implemented if TCE exceeds the state performance standard at a specifi...
	4. Evaluate the remedy to assess that it is protective of human health and the environment at least every five years and report findings in Five-Year Review reports”.
	“During 1986, a group of PRPs excavated and treated VOC-impacted soil to minimize continued migration of VOCs to groundwater.  Approximately 9,500 cubic yards of soils that contained solvents were excavated and treated by soil aeration between July 19...
	The 1985 ROD stated that the three RAOs for the off-site groundwater remedy would be achieved by the design, construction and operation of the GETS to remove VOCs from the overburden aquifer and restore overburden groundwater to the established perfor...
	In 1990, EPA and MEDEP agreed to a phased approach to groundwater remediation beginning with four extraction wells and a central treatment system to address the contamination in these two plumes.  Two extraction wells were located approximately 1,000 ...
	One of the four extraction wells, placed in the eastern plume, (EW-503), was designed with a projected flow of 20 gallons per minute (gpm).  The well was installed in soils with a limited saturated overburden thickness that yielded only 1-2 gpm.  As a...
	Finally, the SP were also required to make a good faith effort to procure a restrictive covenant for the McKin property.
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