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possible options and underwent detailed analysis. For the Downgradient Groundwater Area , of
the 5 management of migration alternatives screened , 4 alternatives were retained as possible
options for the cleanup of this area and underwent detailed analysis.

J. DESCRITION

OF ALTERNATIVES

This Section provides a narative summary of the alternatives evaluated for each of these areas of
the Site:
Landfil Lobes

Former Drum Disposal Area
Garage and Storage Area
Downgradient Groundwater
1. Landfill

LobeAlternatives Analyzed

Each of the 5 Landfil Lobe alternatives is summarzed below. A more complete , detailed

presentation of each alternative is found in Section 8 of the FS (Detailed analysis of Landfil
Lobe alternatives is found in attached Tables LF- l through LF- 4).

The Landfil Lobe alternatives analyzed for the Site include:
Alternative LF-

No Action

Alternative LF- 2aContainment of Waste
Landfil Lobes wil be capped with a low

permeability RCRA Subtitle C waste cover

system.
Restoration of Wetlands and Brook

Wetlands restoration wil be required due to construction impacts
of approximately 750 cubic yards of contamnated sediments).

(including excavation

Partial Containment of Groundwater with a Vertical Barrier
Groundwater wil be contained via a vertical barer along a portion of the Southern Lobe
to limit the direction of groundwater migration and to eliminate future impacts to Sutton
Brook via groundwater discharge. The barer is estimated to be 1 700 linear feet to a
depth of approximately 30 feet below CUITent grade.
Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) of Groundwater

Groundwater contamination wil be addressed through natural attenuation processes. If
necessary, active groundwater remediation (extraction and treatment or an enhanced in-
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situ technology) would be implemented. Discussion of criteria to be used in determning
whether active groundwater remediation is necessary is located in Section L (The
Selected Remedy).

Institutional Controls
This alternative wil also include institutional controls to prohibit landfil excavation
restrict the future use/access to the landfil , and restrict the future use of groundwater
until remedial goals are met.
Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative wil monitor groundwater , surface water , landfil gas and leachate , and
conduct operation and maintenance activities for each component of the remedy (cap
repairs , mowing, groundwater treatment plant operation , etc.
Alternative LF- 2b

-

Containment of Waste
Landfil Lobes wil be capped with a low

permeability RCRA Subtitle C waste cover

system.

Restoration of Wetlands and Brook

Wetlands restoration wil be required due to construction impacts (including excavation
of approximately 750 cubic yards of contaminated sediments).

Partial Containment of Groundwater with a Vertical Barrier
Groundwater wil be contained via a vertical barer along a portion of the Southern Lobe
to limit the direction of groundwater migration and to eliminate future impacts to Sutton
Brook via groundwater discharge. The barrer is estimated to be 1 700 linear feet to a
depth of approximately 30 feet below current grade.
Active Groundwater Remediation
At the Southern Lobe , groundwater wil be extracted and treated at the western edge of
the lobe (at the end of the containment barer). Due to the wide range of contamnants in
groundwater , further pre- design studies wil be required to develop the precise
combination of treatment processes. The treatment processes wil likely include metals
precipitation , UV -oxidation , carbon adsorption and/or air stripping. Pre- design studies
may also demonstrate that an enhanced in-situ technology may be appropriate. Treated
groundwater wil be discharged to the local publicly owned treatment works or to surface
water on-site. Because of lower contaminant concentrations , natural attenuation
processes would be utilized to address groundwater at the Northern Lobe.
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Institutional Controls
This alternative wil also include institutional controls to prohibit landfil excavation
restrict the future use/access to the landfil, and restrict the future use of groundwater
until remedial goals are met.
Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative wil monitor groundwater , surface water , landfil gas and leachate , and
conduct operation and maintenance activities for each component of the remedy (cap
repairs , mowing, groundwater treatment plant operation , etc.
Alternative LF- 3

-

Containment of Waste
Landfil Lobes wil be capped with a low

permeability RCRA Subtitle C waste cover

system.
Restoration of Wetlands and Brook
Wetlands restoration wil be required due to construction impacts (including excavation

of approximately 750 cubic yards of contamnated sediments).
Contaminated Groundwater Collection and Treatment
Groundwater extraction and treatment wil be performed at the downgradient edges of
both the Southern and Northern Lobes. Treated groundwater wil be discharged to the
local publicly owned treatment works or to surface water on-site.

Institutional Controls

This alternative wil also include institutional controls to prohibit landfil excavation
restrict the future use/access to the landfil , and restrict the future use of groundwater
until remedial goals are met.
Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative wil monitor groundwater, surface water , landfil gas and leachate , and
conduct operation and maintenance activities for each component of the remedy (cap
repairs , mowing, groundwater treatment plant operation , etc.
Alternative LFContainment of Waste
Landfil Lobes wil be capped with a low

permeability RCRA Subtitle C waste cover

system.
Re-routing of the Brook

Sutton Brook wil be re-routed along the southern edge of the Southern Lobe.
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site , Tewksbury, Massachusetts
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Excavation of Impacted Sediment Hot Spots

Contamnated sediments from the original brook bed wil

be excavated (approximately

750 cubic yards).

Partial Containment of Groundwater (Vertical Barrier)
Groundwater wil be contained via a vertical barer between the Southern Lobe and the
re-routed brook. The barer is intended to prevent recontamination of the brook from
migration of contamnated groundwater.
Groundwater Remediation

At the Southern Lobe , groundwater wil be extracted and treated at the western edge of
the lobe (at the end of the containment barer). Due to the wide range of contamnants
groundwater , further pre- design studies wil be required to develop the precise
combination of treatment processes. The treatment processes wil likely include metals
precipitation , UV -oxidation , carbon adsorption and/or air stripping. Pre- design studies
may also demonstrate that an enhanced in-situ technology may be appropriate. Treated
:)Undwater wil be discharged to the local publicly owned treatment works or to surface
water on-site. Because of lower contamnant concentrations , natural attenuation
processes would be utilized to address groundwater at the Northern Lobe.

Institutional Controls
This alternative wil also include institutional controls to prohibit landfil excavation
restrict the future use/access to the landfil , and restrict the future use of groundwater
until remedial goals are met.

Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance
This alternative wil monitor groundwater , surface water , landfil gas and leachate , and
conduct operation and maintenance activities for each component of the remedy (cap
repairs , mowing, groundwater treatment plant operation , etc.
2. Former

Drum Disposal Area Alternatives Analyzed

5).

Each of the 5 Former Drum Disposal Area alternatives is summarzed below. A more complete

detailed presentation of each alternative is found in Section 8 of the FS. (Detailed analysis
Former Drum Disposal Area alternatives is found in attached
Tables FDDA- l through FDDAThe Former Drum Disposal Area alternatives analyzed for the Site include:

NoAction

Alternative FDDA-

Alternative FDDA- 2

-
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Containment of Soils (with Cap)

Contaminated soils wil be capped in place with a low permeability RCRA Subtitle C
waste cover system.

Containment of Groundwater (through Extraction and Ex- Situ Treatment)

Groundwater wil be extracted and treated to provide containment of the contamnated
plume utilizing an estimated 4 extraction wells to act as a hydraulic barrer. Treated
groundwater wil be discharged to the local publicly owned treatment works or to surface
water on-site.

Institutional Controls

This alternative wil also include institutional controls to prohibit landfil excavation
restrict the future use/access to the landfil and to restrict the future use of groundwater
until remedial goals are met.
Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative wil monitor groundwater, and conduct operation and maintenance
activities (if necessary).
Alternative FDDA

3 -

Excavation, Treatment and/or Disposal of Soils

900 cubic yards of soils contaminated in excess of site-specific cleanup
levels wil be excavated for consolidation in the Landfil Lobes prior to lobe capping.
it is determned to be more cost-effective , these soils may also be disposed of at an
appropriate off-site facility.
Approximately 8

Hydraulic Containment of Groundwater (through Extraction and Ex- Situ Treatment)

Groundwater wil be extracted and treated to provide containment of the contaminated
Treated
owned
treatment
works
or to surface
groundwater wil be discharged to the local publicly
water on-site.
plume utilizing an estimated 4 extraction wells to act as a hydraulic barrer.

Institutional Controls
This alternative wil also include institutional controls to restrict the future use of
groundwater until remedial goals are met.
Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative wil monitor groundwater , and conduct operation and maintenance
activities (if necessary).
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Alternative FDDA- 4

-

Excavation, Treatment and/or Disposal of Soils
Approximately 8, 900 cubic yards of soils contaminated in excess of site-specific cleanup
levels will be excavated for consolidation in the landfil lobes prior to lobe capping. If it
is determned to be more cost-effective , these soils may also be disposed of at an
appropriate off-site facility.

Groundwater Remediation (Focused Mass Reduction)

Groundwater contamination wil be addressed through natural attenuation processes.
necessary, active groundwater remediation (extraction and treatment or an enhanced insitu technology) would be implemented. Discussion of criteria to be used in determning
whether active groundwater remediation is necessary is located in Section L (The
Selected Remedy).
Institutional Controls

This alternative wil also include institutional controls to restrict the future use of
groundwater until remedial goals are met.
Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative wil monitor groundwater , and conduct operation and maintenance
activities (if necessary).
Alternative FDDA- 5

-

Excavation, Treatment and/or Disposal of Soils

900 cubic yards of soils , contaminated in excess of site-specific cleanup
levels , wil be excavated for consolidation in the landfil lobes prior to lobe capping. If it
is determned to be more cost -effecti ve , these soils may also be disposed of at an
appropriate off-site facility.
Approximately 8

Groundwater Extraction and Ex- Situ Treatment for Area- Wide Contaminant Reduction
Groundwater extraction and treatment wil be implemented over the impacted area
utilizing and estimated 5 extraction wells for an aggressive approach to meet groundwater
cleanup levels in this area in an accelerated timeframe. Treated groundwater wil be
discharged to the local publicly owned treatment works or to surface water on-site.

Institutional Controls
institutional controls to restrict the future use of
groundwater until remedial goals are met.

This alternative wil also include
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Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative wil monitor groundwater, and conduct operation and maintenance
activities (if necessary).
3. Garage and Storage Area

Alternatives Analyzed

Both of the Garage and Storage Area alternatives are summarzed below. A more complete
detailed presentation of each alternative is found in Section 8 of the FS.

Note: As described in Section G. , this area was evaluated in the risk assessment as the Former
Residence , Garage and Storage Area. The Former Residence portion of the property did not
present a potential risk under the exposure pathways evaluated in the risk assessment by EP
Because of this , alternatives were not developed for the Former Residence portion of the
property, and the Former Residence is not refeITed to in the alternatives or Selected Remedy
discussions.
(Detailed analysis of Garage and Storage Area alternatives is found in attached Tables GSAand GSA- 2).

The Garage and Storage Area alternatives analyzed for the Site include:
Alternative GSA-

No Action

Alternative GSASoil Excavation and Disposal

Soils contamnated in excess of site-specific cleanup levels , wil be excavated for
consolidation in the landfil lobes prior to lobe capping. If it is determned to be more
cost-effective , these soils may also be disposed of at an appropriate off-site facility.
4. Downgradient Groundwater

Alternatives Analyzed

Each of the 4 Downgradient Groundwater alternatives is summarzed below. A more complete

detailed presentation of each alternative is found in Section 8 of the FS. (Detailed analysis of
Downgradient Groundwater alternatives is found in attached Tables DGGW- l through
DGGW- 4).
The Downgradient Groundwater alternatives analyzed for the Site include:
Alternative DGGW-

No Action
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Alternative DGGW- 2

-

In- Situ Remediation

Groundwater contamnation wil be addressed through natural attenuation processes with
a contingency for active groundwater treatment if necessary. Discussion of criteria to be

used in determning whether active groundwater remediation is necessary is located in
Section L (The Selected Remedy).

Institutional Controls
This alternative wil also include institutional controls to restrict the future use of
groundwater until remedial goals are met.
Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative wil monitor groundwater, and conduct operation and maintenance
activities (if necessary).
Alternative DGGW- 3

-

Groundwater Containment and Treatment
Groundwater containment wil be accomplished through extraction and treatment
utilizing an estimated 3 extraction wells to minimize downgradient migration of
contaminated groundwater. Treated groundwater wil be discharged to the local publicly
owned treatment works or to surface water on-site.

Institutional Controls
This alternative wil also include institutional controls to restrict the future use of
groundwater until remedial goals are met.

Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative wil monitor groundwater , and conduct operation and maintenance
activities (if necessary).
Alternative DGGW- 4

-

Groundwater Extraction and Ex- Situ Treatment for Area- Wide Contaminant Reduction

This alternative is an aggressive approach , utilizing an estimated 10 extraction wells , that
seeks contamnant mass reduction through groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment
of extensive volume of groundwater from throughout the downgradient groundwater
area. Treated groundwater wil be discharged to the local publicly owned treatment
works or to surface water on-site.

Institutional Controls

This alternative wil also include institutional controls to restrict the future use of
groundwater until remedial goals are met.
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Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative wil monitor groundwater, and conduct operation and maintenance
activities (if necessary).

SUMARY OF THE COMP ARA TIVE ANALYSIS OF AL TERNA TIVES
Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA presents several factors that at a minimum EPA is required to
consider in its assessment of alternatives. Building upon these specific statutory mandates , the
NCP ariculates nine evaluation criteria to be used in assessing the individual remedial
alternati ves.

A detailed analysis was performed on the alternatives using the nine-evaluation criteria in order
to select a site remedy. The following is a summar ofthe comparson of each alternative
strength and weakess with respect to the nine evaluation criteria. These criteria are summarzed
as follows:

Threshold Criteria
The two threshold criteria described below

must be met in order for the alternatives to be eligible

for selection in accordance with the NCP:

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not a
remedy provides adequate protection and describes how risks posed through each
pathway are eliminated , reduced or controlled through treatment , engineering controls , or
institutional controls.
Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs)
addresses whether or not a remedy wil meet all Federal environmental and more
stringent State environmental and facility siting standards , requirements , criteria or
limitations , unless a waiver is invoked.

Primary Balancim! Criteria
The following five criteria are utilized to compare and evaluate the elements of one alternative to
another that meet the threshold criteria:

Long- term effectiveness and permanence addresses the criteria that are utilized to
assess alternatives for the long-term effectiveness and permanence they afford , along
with the degree of certainty that they wil prove successful.

Reduction of toxicity, mobilty, or volume through treatment addresses the degree to
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which alternatives employ recycling or treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or
volume , including how treatment is used to address the principal threats posed by the
Site.

Short term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protection and
any adverse impacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during the
construction and implementation period , until cleanup goals are achieved.

Implementabilty addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy,
including the availability of materials and services needed to implement a paricular
option.

Cost includes estimated capital and Operation Maintenance (O&M) costs , as well as
present-worth costs.

Modifvin2 Criteria
The modifying criteria are used as the final evaluation of remedial alternatives, generally after
comment on the RIfS and Proposed Plan:

EP A has received public

the State s position and key concerns related to the prefeITed
alternative and other alternatives , and the State s comments on ARARs or the proposed
use of waivers.
State acceptance addresses

Community acceptance addresses the public s general response to the alternatives

described in the Proposed Plan and RIfS report.

Following the detailed analysis of each individual alternative , a comparative analysis, focusing
on the relative performance of each alternative against the nine criteria , was conducted. This
comparative analysis can be found in Section 8 of the FS , as well as in Tables 9- , 9- , 9- 3 and
4 of the FS , and attached to this ROD as Tables K- l, K- 2 K- 3 and K-

The section below presents the nine criteria and a brief narative summary of the alternatives
and the strengths and weaknesses according to the detailed and comparative analysis for each of
the areas evaluated in the FS. Only those alternatives which satisfied the first two threshold
criteria were balanced and modified using the remaining seven criteria.
1. Landfill

Lobes

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether each alternative
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provides adequate protection of human health and the environment and describes how risks

posed through each exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced, or controlled, through treatment
engineering controls, and/or institutional controls.
All of the alternatives evaluated , with the exception of LF- 1 (the No Action Alternative), wil be
protective of human health and the environment by eliminating, reducing, and controlling current
and future risks through treatment , containment and/or institutional controls.
Alternatives , LF- , LF- , LF- 3 and LF- 4 address CUITent and potential future exposure risks
through institutional controls , containment and treatment (LF-2a with a contingency for an active
groundwater treatment technology, if needed), restricting exposure to the landfil waste (through
containment and institutional controls), and preventing the use of groundwater in this area until
RAOs are attained.

Groundwater RAOs wil be attained and exposure risks wil be controlled with alternative LFand LF- 4 using containment (vertical barer) and either in-situ natural attenuation processes
(LF- 2a with a contingency for an active groundwater treatment technology, if needed) or focused
active treatment at the Southern Lobe and natural attenuation at the Northern Lobe (LF- 2b); or
with alternative LF- 3 through groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment at both lobes.

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
Section 121 (d) of CERCLA requires that remedial actions at CERCLA sites at least attain legally

applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and State requirements, standards, criteria, and
limitations which are collectively referred to as "ARs, " unless such ARs are waived under
CERCLA section 121(d)(4).

Applicable requirements are those substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria
or limitations promulgated under Federal or State law that specifcally address hazardous
substances, the remedial action to be implemented at the site, the location of the site , or other
circumstances present at the site. Relevant and appropriate requirements are those substantive
environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated
under Federal or State law which, while not applicable to the hazardous materials found at the
site, the remedial action itself the site location or other circumstances at the site, nevertheless
address problems or situations suffciently similar to those encountered at the site that their use
is well-suited to the site.
Compliance with ARs addresses whether a remedy wil meet all of the applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements of other Federal and State environmental statutes or provides a
basis for invoking a waiver.
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Alternative LF- 1 wil not meet chemical specific ARARs as no remedial actions wil be
performed to reduce concentrations in sediments , surface water and groundwater. Alternatives
LF- , LF- 2b and LF- 3 can be designed to comply with chemical , location and action specific
ARARs. Attainment of chemical specific ARARs with regard to groundwater wil not occur
immediately, but rather , over a period of time once source control measures are implemented and
in-situ or ex-situ remedial processes break down contamnants. The estimated timeframe to
achieve the chemical specific ARARs for these alternatives (LF- , LF- 2b and LF- 4) are within
the same order of magnitude , estimated to be in the 65 to 200 year range. Alternative LFwhich incorporates groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment , was estimated to meet cleanup
goals in a slightly quicker timeframe (50 to 165 years). Alternative LF- 4 can be designed and
implemented to comply with applicable chemical and action specific ARARs; however the brook
re-routing component of this alternative wil most likely not meet location specific ARARs.
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection
inter alia
Under
Act , it must be demonstrated that there is no practicable alternative to LF-4 that would be less
damaging, in terms of magnitude , to the resource areas. Because alternatives LF- , LF- 2b and
LF- 3 present viable options that are less damaging to the existing on-site resource areas , the
impacts to resource areas under LF- 4 would not unavoidable.
As a result , alternatives LF- , LF- 2b and LF- 3 are the only alternatives that appear to be able to
be designed and implemented to comply with all ARARs.
Long- Term Effectiveness and Permanence
Long- term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once
clean-up levels have been met. This criterion includes the consideration of residual risk and the
adequacy and reliability of controls.

With the exception of the No- Action alternative , all alternatives provide a comparable level of
long term effectiveness and permanence in regards to the landfil waste. The effectiveness and
permanence are dependent on the adequacy of maintenance.
Alternatives LF- , LF- 2b and LF- 3 which incorporate sediment excavation provide the highest
level of long- term effectiveness for the brook sediments since the material is removed from the
area , preventing current and potential future exposure. Alternative LF- 4 is effective in reducing
risks associated with the impacted sediments; however , since some of the contamnated
sediments remain in place (and covered), the long-term effectiveness is reduced compared to LF, LF- 2b and LF-

For groundwater , each alternative (with the exception of the No- Action alternative) prevents
future potential risks via institutional controls and/or groundwater remediation. Alternatives LF, LF- 2b and LF- 4 use a combination of a permanent vertical barer for containment and a
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focused groundwater remedial action at the down gradient end of the barer. Alternative LF-

incorporates a phased approach to the groundwater remedy, starting with monitored natural
attenuation (MNA) with a contingency for active groundwater treatment based on the monitoring
results. Alternatives LF- , LF- 3 and LF- 4 incorporate active treatment of groundwater (either
in-situ technologies or extraction and ex-situ treatment).
Overall , LF- , LF- 2b and LF- 4 provide a higher level of reliability in groundwater containment
over LF- 3 since the vertical barer is a permanent physical barer; whereas , under alternative
LF- , containment is dependent upon groundwater extraction. LF- , LF- 2b, LF- 3 and LFeach have a good expectation of permanence. However , for each of these alternatives , some risk
of contaminant rebound (after cleanup levels have been achieved) does exist , due to uncertainties
of contaminant flow in groundwater. Permanence of the groundwater remedial actions must be
evaluated over time (even following achievement of clean-up goals) to assess the ability to
sustain the cleanup goals once the remedial action is complete

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment
Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the anticipated
performance of the treatment technologies that may be included as part of a remedy.

Treatment of the landfil waste or excavated brook sediments is not proposed or anticipated for
any of the LF alternatives. While mobility of contaminants is expected to be greatly reduced due
to the landfil cover system , this wil not be accomplished through treatment.
Alternative LF-2a does not provide for active groundwater remediation unless the contingency
for active groundwater remediation is triggered. Active groundwater treatment (either extraction
and ex-situ or enhanced in-situ) is a component of alternatives LF- , LF- 3 and LF- , with LFexpected to provide the greatest reduction of toxicity and volume through treatment , due to
larger number of extraction wells , and volume of water to be extracted and treated. LFprovides for active groundwater treatment at the Southern Lobe and monitored natural
attenuation at the Northern Lobe.
Short-Term Effectiveness
Short- term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy and any
adverse impacts that may be posed to workers and the community during construction and
operation of the remedy until cleanup goals are achieved.

No short-term impacts to the local community, on-site remedial workers or the environment wil
occur under alternative LF- 1. At the present time , South Street in Tewksbury is the only road
with access to the Site. Impacts from alternatives LF- , LF- , LF- 3 and LF- 4 to the local
community are expected to be significant due to the increased truck traffic during construction
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activities. Concerns about the potentially significant additional truck traffic on South Street have
been vocalized by the community.
For the groundwater component of the alternative , the short-term impacts to the local

community, on-site remedial workers and the environment are anticipated to be slightly higher
for LF- 3 due to the lengthier construction time and the larger impacts to the wetlands (during
extraction well and piping installation). Alternatives LF- 2b and LF-4 are comparable for the
groundwater component of the remedy with LF- 2a being lower assuming fewer
construction/installation components.
For the sediment/ brook component of the alternative , however , alternative LF-4

wil provide the

highest short term impacts to the local community, on-site remedial works and the environment
compared to LF- , LF- 2b and LF- 3 due to the increased construction time and the increased
amount of resource area impacted during the brook filing and re-routing.

Implementabilitv

Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy from design
through construction and operation. Factors such as availability of services and materials
administrative feasibility, and coordination with other governmental entities are also considered.

For the landfil final cover system , all of the alternatives are readily implementable , as they
require no construction (LF-l) or common construction activities (landfil final cover system)
that are straightforward to implement (LF- 2 through LF-4). The presence of the wetland
resource areas and Sutton Brook surrounding the landfil lobes wil present some challenges with
the design and construction; however , they are comparable for LF- 2 through LFThe groundwater component for alternative LF- 1 is easily implementable since no construction
activities are requireded to be implemented. Installation of the vertical barer for LF- 2 and LFis a common construction activity, readily implementable; however , there may be some design
and construction challenges that wil require coordination in conjunction with the final landfil
cover system design and construction due to the proximity of the brook and the edge of waste
(Southern Lobe). Installation of the groundwater extraction and treatment system for LF- 3 is
straightforward; however , LF- 3 has similar design and construction issues as LF- 2 and LF- 4 due
to the proximity of the edge of waste to the wetlands and brook. Detailed pre- design, pilot
and/or bench scale studies wil be required for LF- , LF- , and LF- 4 (and potentially LF- 2a) to
allow effective design and implementation of the remedial action.

The brook sediment component of the landfil alternatives is straightforward and readily
implementable for LF- 2 and LF- 3; sediment removal and brook restoration with LF-2 and LFwil present significantly fewer challenges to implement than re-routing the brook with LFboth in design and construction.
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All materials and services required for implementation are readily available either commercially
or via specialized vendors for all alternatives.
Cost
LF- 1 $
LF- 2a $ 20. 52 millon
LF- 2b $ 25. 22 millon
$ 40. 93- 51.13 millon
LFLF$ 31.42 millon

Note: The cost estimate for Alternative LF- 2a assumes that MNA wil be sufficient. The
estimated additional cost to implement the active groundwater contingency for Alternative LFis $4. 7 million
Back-up information supporting the costs for these alternatives can be found in Appendix D of
the FS.
State Acceptance

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has indicated its support for the selected remedy by
providing its concurrence in the attached letter (see Appendix A).
Community Acceptance
From June 28 , 2007 through July 28 2007 , EPA held a public comment period to seek input
from the community regarding remedial cleanup alternatives evaluated for the Site. In addition
to written comments provided to EPA , comments were received during a Public Hearng held on
July 18 2007.

Concern was expressed by many commenters regarding potential negative impacts from trucking
activities associated with all Landfil Lobes alternatives. The development and/or use of an
alternate route to access the site was urged. A summary ofthe comments received and EPA'
response to comments is included in the Responsiveness Summary portion of this ROD (Par 3).
2. Former

Drum Disposal Area

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether each alternative
provides adequate protection of human health and the environment and describes how risks
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posed through each exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced, or controlled, through treatment
engineering controls, and/or institutional controls.
with the exception of FDDA- , wil be protective of human health and the
environment by eliminating, reducing, or controlling CUITent and future risks through treatment
containment and/or institutional controls.
All of the alternatives ,

Alternatives FDDA- 2 through FDDA- 5 all address CUITent exposure risks through institutional
controls , restricting potable use of groundwater , soil removal or containment , and groundwater
remediation , until RAOs are attained. Groundwater RAOs wil be attained with alternative
FDDA- 4 using in-situ natural attenuation processes with a contingency for active groundwater
treatment and with alternatives FDDA- , FDDA- 3 and FDDA- 5 through groundwater extraction
and ex-situ treatment.

For the impacted soils, alternative FDDA- 2 utilzes a containment barer (e. g. low permeability
cap) and institutional controls to control exposure. Alternatives FDDA- 3 through FDDA- 5 all
incorporate soil excavation to eliminate exposure risks associated with the impacted soils (as
well as eliminating the need for cap maintenance).
Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
Section 121(d) ofCERCLA requires that remedial actions at CERCLA sites at least attain legally

applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and State requirements, standards, criteria, and

ARs " unless such ARs are waived under

limitations which are collectively referred to as "
CERCLA section 121(d)(4).

Applicable requirements are those substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria
or limitations promulgated under Federal or State law that specifcally address hazardous
substances, the remedial action to be implemented at the site, the location of the site, or other
circumstances present at the site. Relevant and appropriate requirements are those substantive
environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated
under Federal or State law which, while not applicable to the hazardous materials found at the

site , the remedial action itself the site location or other circumstances at the site, nevertheless
address problems or situations suffciently similar to those encountered at the site that their use
is well-suited to the site.
Compliance with

ARs addresses whether a remedy will meet all of the applicable or relevant

and appropriate requirements of other Federal and State environmental statutes or provides a
basis for invoking a waiver.
Alternative FDDA- 1 wil not meet chemical specific ARARs as no remedial actions wil
performed to reduce concentrations in soils and groundwater. The remaining alternatives can be
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designed to comply with chemical , location and action specific ARARs (summarzed in
Appendix D and in Section 3 of the Feasibility Study). Attainment of chemical specific ARARs
with regard to groundwater wil not occur immediately, but rather , over a period of time once
source control measures are implemented and in-situ or ex-situ treatment processes break down
contaminants. The estimated timeframe to achieve groundwater chemical specific ARARs for
alternatives FDDA- , FDDA- , and FDDA- 5 are within the same order of magnitude (24 to 89
years for FDDA- , 36 to 103 years for FDDA- , and 23 to 85 years for FDDA- 5) since the
source material is removed , with a differential of approximately 10 to 15 years between the
slowest and quickest alternatives primarly due to whether the groundwater component has active
treatment or MNA. Alternative FDDA- 2 has a wider range in the estimated timeframe (30 to
134 years) to meet groundwater ARARs due to the uncertainty of timeframes for soil
contamnants to leach into groundwater. The alternatives that incorporate groundwater
extraction and ex-situ treatment with soil excavation (FDDA- 3 and FDDA- 5) were estimated to
meet cleanup goals in the quickest timeframe of approximately 23 to 89 years , but not
significantly quicker than FDDA- 4 (36 to 103 years), which utilizes MNA.
Long- Term Effectiveness and Permanence
Long- term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once

clean-up levels have been met. This criterion includes the consideration of residual risk and the
adequacy and reliability of controls.
The three alternatives that incorporate soil excavation (FDDA- , FDDA- , and FDDAprovide the highest level of long- term effectiveness and permanence , since the material is
removed from the area , preventing the potential for direct contact , as well as future leaching of
contaminants from soils to groundwater. Alternative FDDA- 2 is effective in reducing risks
associated with the impacted soils; however , since the material remains in place , the long- term
effectiveness is reduced compared to FDDA- , FDDA- , and FDDA- 5. Even with an
impermeable barer , the potential exists for future leaching into groundwater since residuals
remam.
Alternatives FDDA- 2 through FDDA- 5 each prevent future potential risks via institutional
controls and varous forms of remedial actions. Alternative FDDA- 5 is the more aggressive
option as it extracts groundwater over the entire FDDA plume potentially resulting in a reduced
timeframe to achieve RAOs compared to the other FDDA alternatives (although modeling does
not demonstrate the potential advantage - FDDA- 3 and FDDA- 5 are both estimated to meet
cleanup goals in approximately 23- 89 years). Alternatives FDDA- 2 and FDDA- 3 are similar to
FDDA- 5 in that they involve groundwater extraction and treatment; however , the goal is
hydraulic containmenUcontaminant reduction. Because of this , in Alternatives FDDA- 2 and
FDDA- , groundwater is extracted only along the downgradient edge of the FDDA. Alternative
FDDA- 4 capitalizes on existing natural attenuation processes occurrng in this area with a
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site , Tewksbury, Massachusetts
Record of Decision

September 2007
Page 61 of 110

!"#$%&'()*+,*&-&.)*/01%%%23+45$67%-*8%%%9:;$<%&-=--=()%%%>"?$%&@%3A%8B

Record of Decision
Part 2: The Decision Sumary

contingency for active groundwater treatment to provide long-term effectiveness and
permanence.
Alternatives FDDA- 2 through FDDA- 5 all have a good expectation of permanence. However
some risk of contaminant rebound (after cleanup levels have been achieved) does exist , due to
uncertainties of contamnant flow in groundwater. Permanence of the groundwater remedial
actions must be evaluated over time (even following achievement of clean-up goals) to assess the
abilty to sustain the cleanup goals once the remedial action is complete.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment
Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the anticipated
performance of the treatment technologies that may be included as part of a remedy.

Treatment of impacted soils is not proposed for any of the FDDA alternatives. Therefore
although mobility is expected to be greatly reduced by cover systems in all alternatives , this
reduction wil not be achieved through treatment.

The toxicity and volume of contaminants in groundwater wil be reduced for alternatives FDDA, FDDA- 3 and FDDA- 5 through ex-situ treatment technologies , and the migration of
contaminants wil be reduced via the groundwater extraction component of the treatment system.
FDDA- 4 does not provide for active groundwater remediation unless the contingency for active
groundwater remediation is triggered. The contaminant mass destroyed in groundwater through
treatment wil be comparable for alternatives FDDA- 3 and FDDA- 5. If the contingency for
active groundwater remediation is triggered , the contamnant mass destroyed in groundwater
through treatment in alternative FDDA- 4 wil be comparable to alternatives FDDA- 3 and
FDDA- 5. Since a larger contaminant mass wil be present within the FDDA with alternative
FDDA- 2 because no soil excavation would occur , this groundwater component wil likely treat a
higher amount of mass during its operation when compared to FDDA- , FDDA- 3 and FDDAShort-Term Effectiveness

Short- term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy and any
adverse impacts that may be posed to workers and the community during construction and
operation of the remedy until cleanup goals are achieved.

The three alternatives that incorporate soil excavation (FDDA- , FDDA- , and FDDAprovide the highest level of short- term effectiveness since the material is removed from the area.
The short- term implementation impacts are anticipated to be slightly higher for FDDAFDDA- 3 and FDDA- 5. Due to the location of extraction wells and the need for access roads to

each well (access for O&M and for installation of extraction piping and electrical conduit),
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slightly higher impacts to the adjacent wetland resource area are anticipated. FDDA- 5 wil
require the most disruption/destruction , with FDDA- 2 and FDDA- 3 reduced , yet comparable to
one another.

The estimated timeframe to achieve RAOs for alternatives FDDA- , FDDA- , and FDDA- 5 are
within the same order of magnitude since the source material is removed , with the quickest
timeframe estimated for FDDA- , followed by FDDA- 3. Alternative FDDA- 2 has the potential
to be the lengthiest timeframe since infiltration is reduced (but not eliminated) through the cap.

Implementabilitv

Implementability addresses the technical and administrativejeasibility of a remedy from design
through construction and operation. Factors such as availability of services and materials
administrative feasibility, and coordination with other governmental entities are also considered.
For the soil component , all alternatives are easily implementable , requiring common construction
activities.
For the groundwater component , while FDDA- 4 requires little construction when compared with
FDDA- , FDDA- 3 and FDDA- , all alternatives can be implemented readily.
All materials and services required for implementation are readily available either commercially
. or via specialized vendors for all alternatives.

Cost

FDDA- 1 $ 0
FDDA- 2 $ 7. 53- 33 millon
FDDA- 3 $ 7. 62- 22 millon
FDDA-4 $ 2. 81 million
FDDA- 5 $ 9. 93- 12. 33 milion

Note: The cost estimate for Alternative FDDA- 4 assume that MNA wil be sufficient. The
estimated additional cost to implement the active groundwater contingency for Alternative
FDDA- 4 is $4. 5 millon
Back-up information supporting the costs for these alternatives can be found in Appendix D of
the FS.
State Acceptance
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has indicated its support for the selected remedy by
providing its concurrence in the attached letter (see Appendix A).
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Community Acceptance
From June 28 2007 through July 28 2007 , EPA held a public comment period to seek input
from the community regarding remedial cleanup alternatives evaluated for the Site. In addition
to written comments provided to EPA , comments were received during a Public Hearng held on
July 18 2007.
Comments were received in support of Alternative FDDA- , as well as in support of FDDAwhich has active groundwater treatment as a component. A summary of the comments received
and EP A' s response to comments is included in the Responsiveness Summar portion of this
ROD (Par 3).
3. Garage

and

Storage Area

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether each alternative
provides adequate protection of human health and the environment and describes how risks
posed through each exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced, or controlled, through treatment
engineering controls, and/or institutional controls.
Alternative GSA- 1 (No Action) is the least protective ofthe two options as no action would be
taken to eliminate or control exposure risks. Potential future risks would remain and RAOs wil
not be achieved. Alternative GSA- 2 wil effectively eliminate current and/or potential future
exposure risks as the material wil be excavated and removed from the GSA.

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
Section 121(d) ofCERCLA requires that remedial actions at CERCLA sites at least attain legally

applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and State requirements, standards, criteria, and
limitations which are collectively referred to as "ARs " unless such ARs are waived under
CERCLA section 121(d)(4).

Applicable requirements are those substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria
or limitations promulgated under Federal or State law that specifcally address hazardous
substances, the remedial action to be implemented at the site , the location of the site, or other
circumstances present at the site. Relevant and appropriate requirements are those substantive
environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated
under Federal or State law which, while not applicable to the hazardous materials found at the
site , the remedial action itself the site location or other circumstances at the site , nevertheless

address problems or situations suffciently similar to those encountered at the site that their use
is well-suited to the site.
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ARs

addresses whether a remedy wil meet all of the applicable or relevant
Compliance with
and appropriate requirements of other Federal and State environmental statutes or provides a

basis for invoking a waiver.
Alternative GSA- 1 wil not meet chemical specific ARARs as no remedial actions wil be

performed to reduce contamnant concentrations in soils. Alternative GSA- 2 can be designed to
comply with chemical , location and action specific ARARs.
Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence
Long- term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once
clean-up levels have been met. This criterion includes the consideration of residual risk and the
adequacy and reliability of controls.

Through excavation and disposal beneath the landfil final cover system , alternative GSA- 2 wil
provide long term effectiveness and permanence as residual risks wil be eliminated within the
GSA area.
Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment
Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the anticipated
performance of the treatment technologies that may be included as part of a remedy.

Treatment of the impacted soils is not proposed or anticipated for GSAShort- Term Effectiveness
Short- term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy and any
adverse impacts that may be posed to workers and the community during construction and
operation of the remedy until cleanup goals are achieved.
The short-term impacts from Alternative GSA- 2are anticipated to be minimal and controllable

due to the relatively small volume of soils requiring removal , the short duration of construction
activity and the proximity to on-site disposal areas.

RAOs wil be met for GSA- 2 upon removal of the impacted soils , anticipated after 1 to 2 years
(includes timing for design, implementation , and confirmatory analysis).
Implementability

Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy from design
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through construction and operation. Factors such as availability of services and materials
administrative feasibility, and coordination with other governmental entities are also considered.
GSA- 2 is readily implementable. Soil excavation is a common technique , straight forward and
reliable to implement.

Cost
GSA- 1
GSA- 2

$ 0

$ 200

000

Back-up information supporting the costs for these alternatives can be found in Appendix D of
the FS.
State Acceptance
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has indicated its support for the selected remedy by
providing its concurrence in the attached letter (see Appendix A).

Community Acceptance
From June 28 2007 through July 28 2007 , EPA held a public comment period to seek input
from the community regarding remedial cleanup alternatives evaluated for the Site. In addition
to written comments provided to EPA , comments were received during a Public Hearng held on
July 18 ,

2007.

A summary of the comments received and EP A' s response to comments is included in the

Responsiveness Summar portion of this ROD (Par 3).
4. Downgradient

Groundwater Area

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether each alternative
provides adequate protection of human health and the environment and describes how risks
posed through each exp9sure pathway are eliminated, reduced, or controlled, through treatment,
engineering controls, and/or institutional controls.
All of the alternatives ,

with the exception of DGGW - , wil be protective of human health and

the environment under this scenaro by eliminating, reducing, or controllng
risks through remedial actions and/or institutional controls.

CUITent and future

Alternative DGGW - 1 is the least protective of the four options as no action would be taken to
reduce concentrations in groundwater or to control exposure risks. Under this alternative , there
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would be no restrictions on groundwater use. The three remaining alternatives , DGGW DGGW - , and DGGW - , all address CUITent exposure risks through institutional controls
restricting potable use of grQundwater in this area until RAOs are attained. Groundwater RAOs
wil be attained with alternative DGGW - 2 using in-situ natural attenuation processes (with a
contingency for an active treatment component based on the monitoring results) and with
alternatives DGGW- 3 and DGGW- 4 through groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment.
Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
Section 121(d) ofCERCLA requires that remedial actions at CERCLA sites at least attain legally
applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and State requirements, standards, criteria, and
" unless such
are waived under
limitations which are collectively referred to as "
CERCLA section 121(d)(4).

ARs

ARs

Applicable requirements are those substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria
or limitations promulgated under Federal or State law that specifcally address hazardous
substances, the remedial action to be implemented at the site, the location of the site, or other
circumstances present at the site. Relevant and appropriate requirements are those substantive
environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated
under Federal or State law which, while not applicable to the hazardous materials found at the
site, the remedial action itself the site location or other circumstances at the site, nevertheless

address problems or situations suffciently similar to those encountered at the site that their use
is well-suited to the site.
Compliance with ARAs addresses whether a remedy wil meet all of the applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements of other Federal and State environmental statutes or provides a
basis for invoking a waiver.
Alternative DGGW - 1 wil not meet chemical specific ARARs as no remedial actions wil be

performed to reduce contaminant concentrations in groundwater. The remaining alternatives,can
be designed to meet chemical , location , and action specific ARARs. Attainment of chemical
specific ARARs wil not occur in the immediate short- term , but rather , over a period of time
once source control measures are implemented and in-situ or ex-situ treatment processes break
down contaminants. The estimated timeframe to achieve chemical specific ARARs for
alternatives DGGW- 2 (67- 79 years), DGGW- 3 (57- 68 years), and DGGW-4 (53- 66 years) are
within the same order of magnitude.
Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence
Long- term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once

clean-up levels have been met. This criterion includes the consideration of residual risk and the
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adequacy and reliability of controls.
Alternatives DGGW- , DGGW- , and DGGW- 4 prevent future potential risks via institutional
controls and varous forms of remedial actions.

Alternative DGGW -4 is the most aggressive option as it extracts groundwater over the entire
DGGW plume , potentially resulting in a reduced time to achieve RAOs compared to the other
DGGWalternatives. Alternative DGGW- 3 is similar to DGGW- 4 in that it involves
groundwater extraction and treatment , but with fewer extraction wells and lower extraction rate.
Alternative DGGW-2 capitalizes on existing natural attenuation processes occurrng in this area
and , with a contingency for active groundwater treatment based on the monitoring results
provides long- term effectiveness and permanence.

As with the previous groundwater remedies , some risk of contaminant rebound (after cleanup
levels have been achieved), does exist , due to uncertainties of contaminant flow in groundwater.
Permanence of the groundwater remedial actions must be evaluated over time (even following
achievement of clean-up goals) to assess the abilty to sustain the cleanup goals once the
remedial action is complete.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobilty or Volume Through Treatment
Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the anticipated

performance of the treatment technologies that may be included as part

of a remedy.

DGGW - 2 utilizes natural attenuation processes to address groundwater contamnation apd

therefore does not meet the treatment requirements for this criteria (unless the contingency for
active treatment is triggered). However , the processes wil be permanent , with no treatment
residuals to handle. The toxicity and volume of contaminants in groundwater wil be reduced for
alternatives DGGW- 3 and DGGW- 4 through ex-situ treatment technologies; the migration of
contaminants wil be reduced via the groundwater extraction component of the treatment system.
The mass destroyed through treatment wil be comparable for alternatives DGGW - 3 and
DGGW - , however , the timeframe to destroy the mass has been assumed to be expedited with
DGGW - 4. It is anticipated that alternatives DGGW - 3 and DGGW -4 wil produce residuals
requiring off-site disposal (e. g. sludge from metals treatment) or treatment (e. g. carbon).
Short- Term Effectiveness

Short- term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy and any
adverse impacts that may be posed to workers and the community during construction and
operation of the remedy until cleanup goals are achieved.
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The short-term impacts to the local community and on-site remedial workers are anticipated to

be minimal for all alternatives. However , the impacts to the environment , specifically the
wetland resource area , from alternatives DGGW - 3 and DGGW -4 are anticipated to be high.
With the installation of groundwater extraction wells throughout the DGGW area , destruction of
wetlands wil be required to access , install , and maintain the groundwater extraction wells. In
addition , a gravel roadway (accessible by vehicle) wil be required to each extraction point to
access the well and for installation of the extraction piping and utility conduits. With fewer
extraction wells , DGGW - 3 wil require significantly less destruction of the wetland resource area
(anticipated 5 050 sq ft) compared to DGGW- 4 (anticipated 35 740 sq ft).
Impacts under DGGW-2 are anticipated to be minimal during installation of additional
monitoring wells and during monitoring activities. Access to wells during long-term monitoring
events can be on foot , not requiring access roads through the wetlands.

As discussed above , the estimated timeframe to achieve RAOs for alternatives DGGW - 2 through
DGGW - 4 are within the same order of magnitude. Through modeling, alternative DGGW - 4 (53

66 years) is anticipated to achieve RAOsquickest , followed by DGGW- 3
DGGW- 2 (67- 79 years).

(57- 68

years) and then

Implementability
Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy from design
through construction and operation. Factors such as availability of services and materials
administrative feasibility, and coordination with other governmental entities are also considered.
DGGW - 2 is easily implementable since limited construction activities are required to be

implemented. As discussed above , installation of the groundwater extraction and treatment
systems for DGGW - 3 and DGGW - 4 wil present potential construction issues , with access
concerns, destruction of wetlands , etc. Potential issues with discharging the treated groundwater
(due to excessive volume) may arse if one of these alternatives (DGGW- 3 or DGGW- 4) is
coupled with other high volume extraction rate alternatives (e. g. LF- 3). The POTW or surface
water can handle the discharge from an individual alternative; however in the event that more
than one alternative requiring discharge is implemented , an evaluation wil be required to
determne if one discharge method wil be sufficient , or if a combination of discharge methods
wil be required. Despite these issues , DGGW- 3 and DGGW- 4 are implementable.
All materials and services required for implementation are readily available either commercially
or via specialized vendors for all alternatives. None of the proposed alternatives should
significantly limit potential further remedial actions , if required.
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Cost
DGGW- 1 $ 0
DGGW- 2 $ 1.75 millon
DGGW- 3 $ 9. 83- 12. 83 millon
DGGW- 4 $ 11.13- 16. 83 millon

Note: The cost estimate for Alternative DGGW- 2 assumes that MNA wil be sufficient. The
estimated additional cost to implement the active groundwater contingency for Alternative
DGGW - 2 is $2. 5 millon
Back-up information supporting the costs for these alternatives can be found in Appendix D of
the FS.
State Acceptance
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has indicated its support for the selected remedy by
providing its conCUITence in the attached letter (see Appendix A).

Community Acceptance
From June 28 , 2007 through July 28 , 2007, EP A held a public comment period to seek input
from the community regarding remedial cleanup alternatives evaluated for the Site. In addition
to written comments provided to EPA , comments were received during a Public Hearng held on
July 18 ,

2007.

A summar of the comments received and EP A' s response to comments is included in the
Responsiveness Summar porton of this ROD (Par 3).
L. THE SELECTED REMEDY

1. Summary of the Rationale for the Selected Remedy
The selected remedy is a comprehensive remedy which utilizes source control and management
of migration components to address the principal site risks.
The major components of the remedy include the following:

Excavation of contamnated soils exceeding site-specific cleanup levels from the
Former Drum Disposal Area (FDDA) and the former Garage and Storage Area
(GSA);
Excavation of contaminated soils and sediments exceeding site-specific cleanup
levels from a portion of Sutton Brook between the two landfil lobes;
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Consolidation of excavated soils and sediments along with other debris adjacent to
the landfils into the landfils;
Construction of a low permeability cap over both landfil lobes , including systems to
collect and manage gases and storm water from the landfils;
Construction of a vertical barer to intercept groundwater from the southern landfil
lobe to prevent it from entering Sutton Brook;
Collection and treatment of contamnated groundwater from an area west of the
southern landfil lobe;

Monitored natural attenuation of areas of groundwater contamnation not captured by

the extraction system , with a contingency to expand the area of active groundwater
remediation , if necessary;
Institutional controls such as deed restrictions and/or local ordinances to prevent
unacceptable exposures to wastes left in place and to restrict exposure to

contaminated groundwater until cleanup levels are met; and
Long- term groundwater , surface water , and sediment monitoring, and periodic fiveyear reviews of the remedy.

The capping and excavation components of the remedy wil prevent direct contact with
contaminants by human and ecological receptors. In addition these components wil prevent
migration of contamnants to groundwater and surface water.

The groundwater component of the remedy wil prevent consumption of and exposure to
groundwater contaminants above site specific cleanup levels by human receptors. In addition
the remedy will prevent recontamination of Sutton Brook and associated sediments.
2. Description of

Remedial Components

The selected remedy is consistent with EPA' s preferred alternative outlined in the June 2007
Proposed Plan and is consistent with a combination of all or a portion of Alternatives LFFDDA- , GSA- , and DGGW - , outlined in the June 2007 Feasibility Study. The selected
remedy is generally depicted in Figures L- , L- 2 and LLandfil Lobes -

Alternative LF-

Containment of Waste

The selected remedy includes capping of both the Northern and Southern Landfil Lobes with a
low permeability RCRA Subtitle C waste cover system. Prior to capping, miscellaneous debris
piles adjacent to the landfil wil be consolidated into the area to be capped. Construction wil
include grading the Landfil Lobes and installation of a low permeability RCRA (Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act) Subtitle C hazardous waste cover system over both Landfil
Lobes , totaling approximately 40 acres. The specific makeup of the cap layers wil be
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determned during remedial design. It is expected , however, that , at a minimum , the cap wil
include a gas vent layer , a HDPE geomembrane , drainage layer , and vegetative cover. In
addition , a landfil gas collection system , storm-water drainage structures (swales , rip-rap,
perimeter drains), and detention basins , as necessar, wil be constructed as par of the remedy.
Restoration of Wetlands and Brook
Contamnated sediments in Sutton Brook (between the Landfil Lobes) exceeding cleanup levels
wil be excavated and consolidated into the Landfil Lobes. It is estimated that this would
involve excavation of approximately 750 cubic yards of contaminated sediments. Impacted
areas of the brook wil be restored , including re- planting of appropriate vegetation. Precautions
wil be taken to minimize the long-term impact to wetland areas as par of construction. Wetland
areas lost or impacted due to remediation of the brook and/or capping of the landfils wil be
mitigated for in other areas of the Site.

Partial Containment of Groundwater with a Vertical Barrier

A vertical barrer wil be constructed along a portion of the Southern Lobe to limit the direction
of groundwater migration and to eliminate future impacts to Sutton Brook via groundwater
discharge. The barer is estimated to be 1 700 linear feet with a depth of approximately 30 feet
below current grade. The type of impermeable vertical barer (e. , sheet pile , sluITY wall , etc.

wil be determned during remedial design. Contaminated groundwater from the Southern Lobe
is currently discharging to Sutton Brook , or is initially migrating in a westerly direction and
discharging to Sutton Brook further downstream. The intent of the installation of this vertical
barer is for groundwater contamnants to migrate towards the west and through the " Area for
Focused Groundwater Treatment " bringing high concentrations of additional contamnation
through this area for subsequent treatment. In order to prevent migration of contamnated
groundwater under the vertical barrer , the base of the barer wil be " tied- " to an
impermeable , or low- permeability layer (e. , til or bedrock).
Groundwater Remediation

The selected remedy calls for the extraction and treatment of groundwater at the Southern Lobe
at the " Area for Focused Groundwater Treatment" at the western limit of the vertical
containment barer. Figure L- 1 shows the proposed locations for the vertical barer and
groundwater collection/treatment. Due to the wide range of contaminants in groundwater
further pre- design studies wil be required to develop the precise combination of processes , but
they wil likely include a combination of metals precipitation , UV -oxidation , carbon adsorption
and/or air stripping. If appropriate , pre- design studies may also demonstrate that one or more
enhanced in-situ technologies may be effective. Cost estimates for this portion of the remedy
were based on the assumption that contaminated groundwater at the westernnorthwestern end of
the Southern Lobe wil be intercepted by a series of groundwater extraction wells pumping at a
rate of 15 gallons per minute. The number of wells and the necessary pumping rate wil be
determined during remedial design. Treated groundwater is expected to be discharged to the
local publicly owned treatment works (POTW); however , on-site discharge to Sutton Brook (or
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other on-site location) wil be evaluated as par of remedial design. Design of the groundwater
component of this portion of the remedy wil take into account the contingency for active
groundwater treatment outlined for other areas of the Site. That is , a single treatment plant may
be constructed with the ability to handle potential additional flows from potential future
extraction wells from other areas of the Site. As discussed earlier , groundwater at the Northern
Lobe exhibits significantly lower contamnant concentrations than groundwater at the Southern
Lobe. Because of the lower contamnant concentrations, monitored natural attenuation (MNA)
utilzing ongoing natural processes is the remedy for groundwater at the Northern Lobe.

Institutional Controls

The remedy wil also include institutional controls to prohibit landfil excavation , restrict the
future use of and access to the landfil, and restrict the future use of groundwater until remedial
goals are met. The type of institutional control(s) wil be evaluated and selected during remedial
Institutional Controls section below for additional information.
design. See
Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance
The remedy wil include monitoring of groundwater , surface water , landfil gas and leachate;
monitoring of wetlands to determne the success of wetlands mitigation and restoration; as well
as operation and maintenance activities for each component of the remedy (cap repairs , mowing,
Long Term Monitoring and Five- Year
groundwater treatment plant operation , etc. ). See also
Reviews section below.

The Landfil Lobes portion of the remedy wil achieve RAOs by: capping the waste to prevent
contact , surface water runoff, and leaching; preventing exposure to contaminated groundwater by
actively treating some groundwater , removing contamnation sources and addressing other
groundwater through MNA; and preventing the migration of groundwater contamnation to

Sutton Brook surface water and sediments , by the installation of a vertical barer.

The total cost of the Landfil Lobes portion of the remedy is $25. 22

millon.

Former Drum Disposal Area Alternative FDDAExcavation, Treatment and/or Disposal of Soils

As par of the selected remedy, soils (approximately 8 900 cubic yards) contamnated in excess
of site-specific cleanup levels wil be excavated and consolidated into the landfil lobes prior to
lobe capping. If it is determned to be more cost-effective , these soils may also be disposed of at
an appropriate off-site facility. Removal of the remaining source material wil eliminate future
leaching into groundwater and expedite the timeframe to meet groundwater cleanup levels. A
conceptual plan is shown in Figure L- 2. Excavated areas wil be restored with clean fill.
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Groundwater Remediation (Focused Mass Reduction)

The selected remedy wil address groundwater contamination in this area through natural
attenuation processes. Upon completion of source area remedial measures (FDDA excavation), a
monitored natural attenuation (MNA) program wil be initiated. As discussed earlier , analytical
and geochemical data have indicated that natural attenuation processes are occurrng within and
downgradient of the source areas. These natural in-situ attenuation processes include
biodegradation , dispersion , dilution , adsorption , volatilzation , and chemical or biological
stabilzation , transformation , or destruction of contaminants. Groundwater modeling predicts
that the time needed to achieve RAOs using MNA is comparable to other alternatives.
Groundwater flow , geochemistry, contamnant distribution and migration wil be monitored. See
also
Long Term Monitoring and Five- Year Reviews section below. The selected remedy also
includes a contingency for implementation of active groundwater remediation (extraction and
treatment or an enhanced in-situ technology), if necessary.
Once the source control measures are implemented , monitoring wil be performed to determne
the resulting flow regime , as well as to evaluate , on an ongoing basis , contaminant levels and
whether existing site conditions continue to support the use of MNA to address groundwater
RAOs. The purpose of the monitoring program is to:
Demonstrate that natural attenuation is occurrng according to expectations;

Detect changes in environmental conditions that may reduce the efficacy of any natural
attenuation processes;
Identify any potentially toxic and/or mobile transformation products;
Verify that the plume is not expanding;
Verify that there are no unacceptable impacts to downgradient receptors;
Detect any new releases of contamnants to the environment that could impact the
effectiveness of the natural attenuation remedy; and
Verify attainment of remedial objectives.

Groundwater wil be monitored on a quarerly basis for a minimum of five years for the purpose
of monitoring and evaluating the MNA portion of the remedy. After five years , EP A wil
determne if quarerly monitoring of groundwater remains necessary or if a different interval is
appropriate for monitoring groundwater.
the MNA portion of the remedy toward achieving RAOs as
data become available , but no less frequently than during the 5-Year Reviews conducted for the
Site. The following criteria are among those which wil be considered to determine whether
MNA continues to be the appropriate remedy to address groundwater contamination:
EP A wil

evaluate the progress of

Contaminant concentrations in groundwater at specified locations exhibit an increasing
trend not originally predicted during remedy selection;
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Near-source wells exhibit large concentration increases indicative of a new or renewed
release;
Contaminants are identified in monitoring wells located outside of the original plume
boundary;
Contamnant concentrations are not decreasing at a sufficiently rapid rate to meet the
remediation objectives; and
Changes in land and/or groundwater use wil adversely affect the protectiveness of the
MNA remedy.

IfEPA determnes that MNA is no longer an appropriate remedy to effectively achieve
groundwater RAOs , a contingent remedy involving the extraction and treatment of groundwater
wil be designed and implemented.

If a groundwater extraction and treatment system is implemented , extracted groundwater would
either be directed to the treatment plant constructed as par of Landfil Lobes portion of the
remedy or to a second treatment plant designed along the same parameters as outlined in the
Landfil Lobes portion of the remedy above.

Institutional Controls

The remedy wil also include institutional controls to restrict the future use of groundwater until
remedial goals are met. The type of institutional control(s) wil be evaluated and selected during
remedial design. See

Institutional Controls section below for additional information.

Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

The remedy wil include long- term monitoring of groundwater. Monitoring wil continue at least
until groundwater RAOs are attained. Operation and maintenance activities would also be
required should the contingent remedy be implemented.
The FDDA portion of the remedy wil

achieve

RAOs by: removing the contamination source

material to prevent direct contact/ingestion/inhalation of residual levels of contamnants in soils

as well as preventing leaching of contaminants from soils to groundwater; and utilizing MNA
processes to address groundwater contamination. If monitoring criteria determne that MNA is
not adequate , active groundwater remediation wil be implemented.
The cost of the FDDA portion of the remedy is $2. 81

millon.

The estimated additional cost to implement the active groundwater contingency for the FDDA is
$4. 5 million.
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Garage and Storage Area Alternative GSASoil Excavation and Disposal

The selected remedy calls for excavation of soils contaminated in excess of site-specific riskbased cleanup levels (approximately 530 cubic yards) and consolidation in the Landfil Lobes
prior to lobe capping. If it is determned to be more cost-effective , these soils may also be
disposed of at an appropriate off-site facility. A conceptual excavation plan is shown in Figure
2. Excavated areas wil be restored with clean fil.

The GSA portion of the remedy achieves RAOs by excavating and removing the contaminated
soils.

Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance , and Institutional Controls wil not be necessary at the
Garage and Storage Area.

The cost of the GSA portion of the remedy is $ 200 000.

Downgradient Groundwater Alternative DGGWIn- Situ Remediation

be addressed through natural attenuation processes with a
contingency for active groundwater treatment if necessary in the future. Based upon the source
control remedies and the groundwater remediation outlined for other areas of the Site , active
groundwater extraction and treatment in the down gradient groundwater portion of the plume wil
not be included as par of the initial remedy. As discussed earlier , analytical and geochemical
data have indicated that natural attenuation processes are occurrng within and downgradient of
the source areas. These natural in-situ attenuation processes include biodegradation , dispersion
dilution , adsorption , volatilization , and chemical or biological stabilization , transformation , or
destruction of contaminants. Groundwater modeling predicts that the time needed to achieve
RAOs using MNA is comparable to other alternatives. Groundwater flow , geochemistry,
Long Term Monitoring and
contaminant distribution and migration wil be monitored. See also
Five- Year Reviews section below. The selected remedy also includes a contingency for
implementation of active groundwater remediation (extraction and treatment or an enhanced insitu technology), if necessary.
Groundwater contamination wil

Once the source control measures are implemented , monitoring wil be performed to determne
the resulting flow regime , as well as to evaluate , on an ongoing basis , contaminant levels , and
whether existing site conditions continue to support the use of MNA to address groundwater
RAOs. The purpose of the monitoring program is to:

Demonstrate that natural attenuation is occurrng according to expectations;
Detect changes in environmental conditions that may reduce the efficacy of any natural
attenuation processes;
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Identify any potentially toxic and/or mobile transformation products;
Verify that the plume is not expanding;
Verify that there are no unacceptable impacts to down gradient receptors;
Detect any new releases of contamnants to the environment that could impact the
effectiveness of the natural attenuation remedy; and
Verify attainment of remedial objectives.

Groundwater wil be monitored on a quarerly basis for a minimum of five years for the purpose
of monitoring and evaluating the MNA portion of the remedy. After five years , EP A wil
determne if quarterly monitoring of groundwater remains necessar or if a different interval is
appropriate for monitoring groundwater.
the progress of the MNA portion of the remedy toward achieving RAOs as
data become available , but no less frequently than during the 5- Year Reviews conducted for the
Site. The following criteria are among those which wil be considered to determne whether
MNA continues to be the appropriate remedy to address groundwater contamination:
EP A wil evaluate

Contaminant concentrations in groundwater at specified locations exhibit an increasing
trend not originally predicted during remedy selection;
Near-source wells exhibit large concentration increases indicative of a new or renewed
release;
Contamnants are identified in monitoring wells located outside of the original plume
boundary;
Contaminant concentrations are not decreasing at a sufficiently rapid rate to meet the
remediation objectives; and
Changes in land and/or groundwater use wil adversely affect the protectiveness of the
MNA remedy.

If EPA determnes that MNA is no longer an appropriate remedy to effectively achieve
groundwater RAOs , a contingent remedy involving the extraction and treatment of groundwater
wil be designed and implemented.
If EP A determnes in the future that active groundwater extraction and treatment are necessary, it
is estimated that contamnated groundwater could be captured by a series of three extraction

wells pumping at a combined rate of 75 gpm. It is likely that , should this contingency need to be
implemented , extracted groundwater would be treated in a separate treatment plant using similar
parameters as outlined in the Landfil Lobes portion of the remedy above. However , a
cost/enefit analysis wil be conducted as par of the remedial design for the Landfil Lobes
portion of the remedy to consider the relative merits of designing that treatment plant to handle
potential future flows from the FDDA and DGGW. For purposes of estimating costs , only the
monitored natural attenuation remedy for this area of the Site is included.
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Institutional Controls

The remedy wil also include institutional controls to restrict the future use of groundwater until
remedial goals are met. The type of institutional control(s) wil be evaluated and selected during
Institutional Controls section below for additional information.
remedial design. See

Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

The remedy wil include long- term monitoring of groundwater at least until RAOs are attained.
Operation and maintenance activities would also be required should the contingent remedy be
implemented.
The DGGW portion of the remedy wil achieve RAOs by utilizing MNA processes to address
groundwater contamination. If monitoring criteria determne that MNA is not adequate , active
groundwater remediation wil be implemented.
The cost of the DGGW portion of the remedy is $1.75 millon.
The estimated additional cost to implement the active groundwater contingency for the DGGW
is $2. 5 million.
The total estimated cost of the Sutton Brook Disposal Area remedy is $29. 98 million. As
discussed earlier , the cost of the active groundwater contingencies are FDDA - $ 4. 5 millon , and
DGGW - $2. 5 millon , for a total of $7 millon. If both contingencies are implemented , the total
estimated cost of the Sutton Brook Disposal Area remedy is $36. 98 millon.

The selected remedy may change somewhat as a result of the remedial design and construction
processes. Changes to the remedy described in this Record of Decision , if any, wil be
documented in an Explanation of Significant Differences , or a Record of Decision Amendment
as appropriate.
Institutional Controls

In order to protect human health by controllng potential exposures to contamnated soils
sediments , and groundwater , the selected remedy relies on the use of Institutional Controls such
as limitations on land and groundwater uses and activities. Institutional Controls are also
necessary for the protection of the selected remedy. The details of the institutional controls wil
be resolved during the pre- design and remedial design phase in coordination with the paries
performing the remedial action , impacted landowners , and local officials. MassDEP'
paricipation with the Institutional Controls wil be in accordance with Commonwealth of
Massachusetts policies , guidance and regulations.
Risks from exposure to contaminated groundwater wil
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of institutional controls. In areas where groundwater contamnation exceeds cleanup levels
groundwater use restrictions wil be required for drinking water , industrial process water , or
other purposes , until groundwater cleanup levels are met. The institutional controls pertaining to
groundwater wil include a local Town ordinance and/or moratorium that would be put in place
under and within 500 feet of the edge of the mapped groundwater plume , or a Grant of
Environmental Restriction. Other institutional controls mechanisms may be required , including
Notices of Activity and Use Limitations. Institutional Controls wil also be required to ensure
that any remedial components constructed as par of the selected remedy, such as the landfil
caps , are not disturbed or otherwise compromised by any other use or activity. Those
implementing the ICs would be responsible to work with the Towns and affected property
owners to help put in place these restrictions.
Institutional controls on groundwater are expected to be temporary (with the exception of under
the Landfil Lobes), until such time as groundwater cleanup goals are met. Therefore , as the areal
extent of contamnation in the aquifer decreases , the area impacted by these restrictions wil also
change (decrease). Therefore periodic re-evaluation of the area impacted the ICs wil be
performed and the restrictions may change accordingly.

Long- term Monitoring and Five- year Reviews

Long- term monitoring of groundwater , surface water , and sediments wil be required in order
evaluate contaminant status and migration and performance of the selected remedy.
Groundwater monitoring is included to ensure that the remedy, as constructed , is operating as
intended and to evaluate the success of MNA processes and to evaluate the need for
implementation of the contingency remedy. Details of the monitoring program wil be further
developed during design and the preparation of a long-term monitoring plan.

Since wastes wil be left in place as part of the selected remedy, the NCP requires periodic
reviews of the remedy. A comprehensive review wil be conducted at least every five years to
evaluate the protectiveness of the remedy. The purpose of this Five- year Review is to evaluate
the implementation and performance of the remedy in order to determne if the remedy is or wil
be protective of human health and the environment. The Five- year Review wil document
recommendations and follow-up actions as necessary to ensure long-term protectiveness of the
remedy or bring about protectiveness of a remedy that is not protective. These recommendations
could include providing additional response actions , improving O&M activities , optimizing the
remedy, enforcing access controls and institutional controls and conducting additional studies
and investigations.

The selected remedy also includes long-term operation , inspections , and maintenance of any
systems put in place as par of the remedy, including the landfill caps , landfil gas and leachate
collection systems , and systems to intercept , collect and treat contamnated groundwater. Longterm inspections and monitoring wil also be required to ensure that institutional controls remain
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effective and are being enforced , and , long- term monitoring of groundwater , surface water
sediments and biota wil be necessary to evaluate the effectiveness and re-colonization of biota in
excavated areas of Sutton Brook , as well as the effectiveness of any revegetation , wetland
restoration , or wetland replication area.

3. Summary of the Estimated Remedy Costs
Landfil Lobes

LF- 2b: Containment of waste , vent landfil gas , restoration of wetlands and brook

partial containment of groundwater with a vertical barrier and groundwater

remediation

LF-

CAPITAL COSTS
Construction Activities

Pilot and Pump Test

$50, 000

Site Prep

$90, 000

Site Work

$44 800

LF Containment

$10, 161 000

Sediment Excavation/ Brook Restoration

046, 620

Groundwater Containment

785 000

In-situ groundwater remediation - MNA

$51 000

Groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment

$1, 582 000

Institutional Controls

$50, 000

$14 910,420 -

SUBTOTAL - CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

Contingency (10%)

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

491 100

$16, 401 520

Professional/ Technical Services
Project Management

$820, 100

Remedial Design

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts
Record of Decision

September 2007
Page 80 of 110

!"#$%&'()*+,*&-&.)*/01%%%23+45$67%-*8%%%9:;$<%&-=--=()%%%>"?$%@A%3B%8C

Record of Decision
Part 2: The Decision Sumary

$984 100
Construction Management

$984, 1 00

Health and Safety

$246, 100

Permitting/ Legal

$246, 100

TOTAL PROFESSIONAU TECHNICAL SERVICES

$3, 280, 500

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS

$19, 682 020

ANNUAL OPERATION , MAINTENANCE AND MONITORING COSTS
LF- 2b - GROUNDWATER MONITORING - 3 YEARS,
GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION , TREATMENT AND
MONITORING - 27 YEARS

TOTAL - PRESENT VALUE - O&M COSTS

$5,353, 000

$5, 353, 000

PERIODIC COSTS - PRESENT VALUE (7%)

Five Year Site Reviews

$43, 000

Groundwater Performance and Optimization Study

$11, 000

Remedial Action Report

$21 000

Demobilization of on-site treatment system

$20, 000

Well Abandonment

$13, 000

Update Institutional Controls Plan

000

TOTAL PRESENT VALUE PERIODIC COSTS

$115, 000

TOTAL PRESENT VALUE

$25 150 020
LF-
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Former Drum Disposal Area

FDDA- 4: Excavation , treatment and/or disposal of soils with groundwater remediation (focused mass

reduction)

CAPITAL COSTS
Construction Activities

Perform groundwater pilot test, data analysis

$50, 000

Site Prep

$52, 500

Site Work

$6, 300

Soil Excavation

$333, 300

In-situ groundwater treatment - MNA

$38, 000

On-site Disposal

$222 500

Groundwater Containment Extraction and Treatment System

$20, 000

Institutional Controls
SUBTOTAL - CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

$722 600

Contingency (10%)

$72 300

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

$794, 900

Profesional/ Technical Services
Project Management

$47, 700

Remedial Design

$95, 400

Construction Management

$63, 600

Health and Safety

$23, 900

Permitting/ Legal

$23, 900
TOTAL PROFESSIONAU TECHNICAL SERVICES

$254 500

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS
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049, 400

ANNUAL OPERATION , MAINTENANCE AND MONITORING COSTS

706, 000

MNA - 30 YEARS

TOTAL - PRESENT VALUE - MNA COSTS

706, 000

TOTAL - PRESENT VALUE - O&M COSTS

$1, 706, 000

PERIODIC COSTS - PRESENT VALUE

Five Year Site Reviews

$43, 000

Groundwater Performance and Optimization Study

$11 000

Remedial Action Report

$21 000

Demobilzation of on-site treatment system

$20, 000

Well Abandonment

$13, 000

Update Institutional Controls Plan

$3, 000

TOTAL PRESENT VALUE PERIODIC COSTS

$111, 000

TOTAL PRESENT VALUE

866 400

The estimated additional cost to implement the active groundwater contingency for the
FDDA is $4. 5 millon.
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Garage and Storage Area

GSA- 2: Excavation and on-site disposal of soils

CAPITAL COSTS
Construction Activities

Pre- implementation Monitoring, Sampling, Testing and Analysis

$22,400

Mobilization/Demobilization

$30, 000

600

Site Prep
Soil Excavation

$52 000

On-site Disposal

$13, 300

Institutional Controls
SUBTOTAL - CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES - ON- SITE DISPOSAL

$120, 300

Contingency (10%)

$12 100

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

$132, 400

Profesional/ Technical Services
Project Management

$10, 600

Remedial Design

$19, 900

Construction Management

$13, 300

Health and Safety

$4, 000

000

Permitting/ Legal
TOTAL PROFESSIONAU TECHNICAL SERVICES

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS

$51 800

$184 200

ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
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O&M SUBTOTAL:

Contingency (10%)

TOTAL - O&M COSTS (ANNUAL)

TOTAL - PRESENT VALUE

(7%)

PERIODIC COSTS - PRESENT VALUE

Five Year Site Reviews

Groundwater Performance and Optimization Study

$16, 000

Remedial Action Report
Demobilization of on-site treatment system

Well Abandonment

Update Institutional Controls Plan

TOTAL PRESENT VALUE - PERIODIC COSTS

$16, 000

TOTAL PRESENT VALUE

$200, 200

Note: Costs assume no treatment prior to on-site disposal.

Downgradient Groundwater Area

DGGW-2:

In-situ Remediation

(Assumes 30 years of MNA)

CAPITAL COSTS
Construction Activities
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Mobilization/Demobilization

$42 500

In-situ groundwater treatment - MNA

$88, 500

Institutional Controls

$20, 000
SUBTOTAL - CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

$151 000

Contingency (10%)

$15, 100

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

$166, 100

Profesional/ Technical Services
Project Management

$12 100

Remedial Design

$22 700

Construction Management

$15, 100

Health and Safety

$4, 600

600

Permitting/ Legal
TOTAL PROFESSIONAU TECHNICAL SERVICES

$59, 100

$225,200

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS

ANNUAL OPERATION , MAINTENANCE AND MONITORING COSTS

Groundwater Treatment - MNA

$98, 800

Annual site-wide inspection

$3, 000
O&M SUBTOTAL:

Contingency (10%)

TOTAL - O&M COSTS (ANNUAL)

TOTAL - PRESENT VALUE - 30 YEARS, 7%

$101 800

$10, 200

$112 000

389, 900
(30 YR)
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PERIODIC COSTS - PRESENT VALUE

(7%)

Five Year Site Reviews

$43, 000

Groundwater Performance and Optimization Study

$38, 000

Remedial Action Report

$26, 000

Demobilization of on-site treatment system

Well Abandonment

$7, 000

Update Institutional Controls Plan

$3, 000

TOTAL PRESENT VALUE - PERIODIC COSTS

$117 000

TOTAL PRESENT VALUE

732 100

The estimated additional cost to implement the active groundwater contingency for the
DGGW is $2. 5 millon.
The information in this cost estimate summary table is based on the best available information
regarding the anticipated scope of the remedial alternative. Changes in the cost elements are
likely to occur as a result of new information and data collected during the engineering design of
the remedial alternative. Major changes may be documented in the form of a memorandum in the
Administrative Record file , an ESD , or a ROD amendment. This is an order-of-magnitude
engineering cost estimate that is expected to be within +50 to - 30 percent of the actual project

cost.

4. Expected Outcomes of the Selected Remedy

The primary expected outcomes of the selected remedy are that: groundwater throughout
the Site beyond the point of compliance (the edge of the Landfil Lobes) wil no longer present
an unacceptable risk to future residents or future facility workers via ingestion or inhalation and
wil be suitable for consumption; presumed risk from contact with landfil waste wil be
eliminated; ongoing impacts to groundwater from landfil waste , wil be reduced or eliminated;
the soils at the Site (Garage and Storage Area) wil no longer present an unacceptable risk to
future residents via direct contact and wil be suitable for general use; and soils at the Site
(Former Drum Disposal Area) wil no longer be a source of groundwater contamination.
Approximately 65- 210 years are estimated as the amount of time necessary to achieve the goal of
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groundwater acceptable for human consumption , and 2- 3 years are estimated as the amount of
time necessary to achieve the soil goals at the Garage and Storage Area and the Former Drum
Disposal Area. The selected remedy wil also provide environmental and ecological benefits
such as restoration of impacted brook sediments and surface water , and protection of terrestrial
and aquatic wildlife.
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a. Cleanup Levels

Ground Water Cleanup Levels

Cleanup levels have been established in groundwater for all chemicals of concern
identified in the Baseline Risk Assessment found to pose an unacceptable risk to either public
health or the environment. Cleanup levels have been set based on the ARARs (MCLs) as
available , or other suitable criteria described below. Periodic assessments of the protection
afforded by remedial actions wil be made as the remedy is being implemented and at the
completion of the remedial action. At the time that Ground Water Cleanup Levels identified in
the ROD and newly promulgated ARARs and modified ARARs which call into question the
protectiveness of the remedy have been achieved and have not been exceeded for a period of
three consecutive years , a risk assessment shall be performed on all residual groundwater
contamination to determne whether the remedial action is protective. This risk assessment of
the residual groundwater contamnation shall follow EP A procedures and wil assess the
cumulative carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks posed by all chemicals of concern
(including but not limited to the chemicals of concern) via ingestion of groundwater and
inhalation of VOCs from domestic water usage. If, after review of the risk assessment the
remedial action is not determned to be protective by EP A , the remedial action shall continue
until either protective levels are achieved , and are not exceeded for a period of three consecutive
years , or until the remedy is otherwise deemed protective or is modified. These protective
residual levels shall constitute the final cleanup levels for this ROD and shall be considered
performance standards for this remedial action.

Because the aquifer at and beyond the compliance boundary for the landfil is a Class
aquifer which is a potential source of drinking water , MCLs established under the Safe Drinking
Water Act , are ARARs. The Massachusetts Deparment of Environmental Protection completed
a Ground Water Use and Value Determnation on the aquifer in which the Sutton Brook Disposal
Area Site is located. This determnation is attached as Appendix B. This finding indicates that
the groundwater beneath the Site has medium use and value as a future drinking water supply
because the aquifer is considered to be a potential source of drinking water, and there are several
private well users in the area (private wells do not appear to have been impacted by the Site).
Therefore , drnking water standards , consistent with the use and value determnation , shall be
required to be attained in the groundwater at the Site.
In the absence of an MCLG , an MCL , a proposed MCLG , proposed MCL, a more
(i. , health advisory, State
stringent State standard , or other suitable criteria to be considered
guideline), a cleanup level was derived for each chemical of concern having carcinogenic
potential (Classes A , B , and C compounds) based on a 10- excess cancer risk level per
compound considering the future ingestion of ground water and inhalation of VOCs from
domestic water usage. In the absence of the above standards and criteria , cleanup levels for all
other chemicals of concern (Classes D and E) were established based on a level that represent an
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts
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acceptable exposure level to which the human population including sensitive subgroups may be
exposed without adverse affect during a lifetime or par of a lifetime , incorporating an adequate
margin of safety (hazard quotient = 1) considering the future ingestion of groundwater and
inhalation of VOCs from domestic water usage.

Table L- l summarzes the Cleanup Levels for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic
chemicals of concern identified in ground water.
All Groundwater Cleanup Levels identified in the ROD and newly promulgated ARARs
and modified ARARs which call into question the protectiveness of the remedy and the
protective levels determned as a consequence of the risk assessment of residual contamnation
must be met at the completion of the remedial action at the points of compliance. At this Site
Groundwater Cleanup Levels must be met at the edge of and beyond the Landfil Lobes (this
includes groundwater at the Former Drum Disposal Area , and the Downgradient Groundwater
Area). EPA has estimated that the Cleanup levels wil be obtained within 65 - 210 years after
completion of the source control component.
After the cleanup levels have been met at the Former Drum Disposal Area , the Downgradient
Groundwater Area , and at the downgradient edge of the Landfil Lobes , and the remedy is
determned to be protective , the groundwater treatment system wil be shut down. The
groundwater monitoring system wil be utilized to collect information quarerly for three
additional years to ensure that the cleanup levels have been met and the remedy is protective.
11.

Soil Cleanup Levels

Human Health Based Soil Cleanup Levels

Soil cleanup levels for compounds of concern in soils at the Garage and Storage Area
exhibiting an unacceptable cancer risk have been have been established such that they are
protective of human health. Soil cleanup levels for known and suspect carcinogenic chemicals
of concern (Classes A , B , and C compounds) have been set at a 10- excess cancer risk level
considering exposure of future residents (adult and young child) to upland soils (by ingestion and
dermal contact) at the Garage and Storage Area. Exposure parameters for ingestion and dermal
contact have been described in Section G. If a cleanup value described above is not capable of
being detected with good precision and accuracy or is below background values , then either the
practical quantitation limit or a background value was used as appropriate for the soil cleanup
level.

Table L- 2 summarzes the cleanup levels for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic
chemicals of concern in soils protective of direct contact with soils.
These cleanup levels must be met at the completion of the remedial action at the Garage
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts
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and Storage Area. These soil cleanup levels attain EPA' s risk management goal for remedial
actions and have been determned by EP A to be protective.
Ecological Based Soil Cleanup Levels
Soil cleanup levels for chemicals of concern in soils at the Garage and Storage Area and
the Former Drum Disposal Area exhibiting an unacceptable ecological risk, have been
established such that they are protective of terrestrial wildlife. Exposure parameters and
assumptions utilized to develop these cleanup levels have been described in Section G.

Table L- 3 summarzes the cleanup levels for ecological chemicals of concern in soils
protective of terrestrial wildlife.
These cleanup levels must be met atthe Garage and Storage Area and the Former Drum
Disposal Area. These soil cleanup levels attain EPA' s risk management goal for remedial
actions and have been determned by EP A to be protective.

EPA also considered the potential for contaminants in soils at the FDDA to continue to
be a source of groundwater contamination. Chemicals detected in both soils and groundwater
were compared. The comparson showed that twenty-eight chemicals were found in both soils

and groundwater. Of the chemicals found in both soils and groundwater , seventeen have SSLs
(Soil Screening Levels , EP A 2002). Of these seventeen chemicals , arsenic , bis(2Ethylhexyl)phthalate , ethylbenzene , toluene and xylenes exceed MCLs in groundwater. A soil
cleanup level has not been set for arsenic , as arsenic soil exposures did not exceed EP As risk
range. Furthermore , arsenic in soils was detected at the FDDA at concentrations which are lower
than the level that would be set to address the potential for leaching. For the other four organic
chemicals (bis(2- Ethylhexyl)phthalate , ethylbenzene , toluene and xylenes), the soil cleanup
levels which have been set to address ecological risk wil also be protective of potential leaching
to groundwater.

iii. Surface Water Cleanup Levels
Cleanup levels for chemicals of concern in surface water between the landfil lobes
exhibiting an unacceptable ecological risk , have been established such that they are protective of
aquatic life. Exposure parameters and assumptions utilized to develop these cleanup levels have
been described in Section G.

Table L- 4 summarzes the cleanup levels for ecological chemicals of concern in surface
water protective of aquatic life.

These cleanup levels must be met at the completion of the remedial action at within
Sutton Brook. These surface water cleanup levels attain EPA' s risk management goal for
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site , Tewksbury, Massachusetts
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remedial actions and have been determned by EP A to be protective.

iv. Sediment Cleanup Levels
Cleanup levels for chemicals of concern in sediments between the landfil lobes
exhibiting an unacceptable ecological risk , have been established such that they are protective of
aquatic life. Exposure parameters and assumptions utilized to develop these cleanup levels have
been described in Section G.
Table

summarzes the cleanup levels for ecological chemicals of concern in

sediments protective of aquatic life.

These cleanup levels must be met at the completion of the remedial action within the
Sutton Brook channel. These sediment cleanup levels attain EPA' s risk management goal for
remedial actions and have been determned by EPA to be protective.
These soil , surface water and sediment cleanup levels must be met at the completion of the
remedial action at the points of compliance. They are consistent with ARARs for soils , surface
water and sediments , attain EP A' s risk management goals for remedial action , and are protective

of human health or the environment.

M. STATUTORY DETERMNATIONS
The remedial action selected for implementation at the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site is
consistent with CERCLA and , to the extent practicable , the NCP. The selected remedy
protective of human health and the environment , wil comply with ARARs and is cost effective.
In
addition , the selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternate treatment technologies
or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable , and satisfies the statutory
preference for treatment that permanently and significantly reduces the mobility, toxicity or
volume of hazardous substances as a principal element.
1. The

Selected Remedy is Protective of Human Health and the Environment

The remedy at this Site wil adequately protect human health and the environment by

eliminating, reducing or controlling exposures to human and environmental receptors through
treatment , engineering controls and institutional controls. More specifically:

At the Landfil Lobes: the cap wil prevent direct contact with the waste and infitration of
contaminants to groundwater; the vertical barer wil prevent recontamnation of Sutton Brook
by controllng migration of contaminated groundwater; active treatment of groundwater and
MNA wil help restore the aquifer; institutional controls wil protect the remedy and prevent use
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site , Tewksbury, Massachusetts
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of contamnated groundwater; and excavationlrestor'ltion of wetlands

wil eliminate

risk to

wildlife receptors.
At the Former Drum Disposal Area: Excavation of soils wil

source of
groundwater contamnation and wil eliminate risk from soil exposure to terrestrial wildlife; and
remediation of groundwater wil eliminate potential exposure to a future resident via ingestion or
inhalation , and wil help to restore the aquifer.

At the Garage and Storage Area: Excavation of soils wil
to a future resident and exposure to terrestrial wildlife.

remove an ongoing

eliminate exposure via

direct contact

At the Downgradient Groundwater Area: Remediation of groundwater wil help to restore the
aquifer; and institutional controls wil prevent use of contamnated groundwater prior to
achievement of cleanup levels.

The selected remedy wil

potential human health risk levels such that they do not exceed
for incremental carcinogenic risk and such that the
non-carcinogenic hazard is below a level of concern. It wil reduce potential human health risk
levels to protective ARARs levels
, the remedy wil comply with ARARs and To Be
Considered criteria. The remedy provides adequate protection of the environment by addressing
risks to terrestrial wildlife in upland soils (FDDA and GSA) and by addressing risks to aquatic
life in surface water and sediments (Sutton Brook between the landfil lobes). Implementation of
the selected remedy wil not pose any unacceptable short-term risks or cause any cross-media
impacts.
EPA' s

reduce

acceptable risk range of 1O- to 10-

At the time that the ARAR based Ground Water Cleanup Levels identified in the ROD and
newly promulgated ARARs and modified ARARs that call into question the protectiveness of
the remedy have been achieved and have not been exceeded for a period of three consecutive
years , a risk assessment shall be performed on the residual ground water contamnation to
determne whether the remedy is protective. This risk assessment of the residual ground water
contamination shall follow EP A procedures and wil assess the cumulative carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks posed by ingestion of ground water and inhalation of VOCs from domestic
water usage. If, after review of the risk assessment , the remedy is not determned to be
protective by EP A , the remedial action shall continue until protective levels are achieved and
have not been exceeded for a period of three consecutive years , or until the remedy is otherwise
deemed protective. These protective residual levels shall constitute the final cleanup levels for
this Record of Decision and shall be considered performance standards for any remedial action.
2. The

Selected Remedy Complies With ARARs

The selected remedy wil comply with all Federal and any more stringent State ARARs that
pertain to the Site. See the tables in Appendix D for a list of all ARARs and To Be Considered
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requirements for the selected remedy. In addition , since wastes (i. , contaminated soils from the
FDDA and GSA and sediments from Sutton Brook between the Landfil Lobes) wil be moved
within the same " area of contamination " (AOC) to be consolidated with the Landfil Lobes prior
to the construction of the landfil cap, Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) do not apply.
3. . The Selected Remedy is Cost- Effective
In the EPA' s judgment , the selected remedy is cost-effective because the remedy s costs are
proportional to its overall effectiveness (see 40 CFR 300.430(f)(I)(ii)(D)). This determnation

was made by evaluating the overall effectiveness of those alternatives that satisfied the threshold
(i. , that are protective of human health and the environment and comply with all
criteria
Federal and any more stringent State ARARs , or as appropriate , waive ARARs). Overall
effectiveness was evaluated by assessing three of the five balancing criteria -- long-term
effectiveness and permanence; reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatment;
and short-term effectiveness , in combination. The overall effectiveness of each alternative then
was compared to the alternative s costs to determne cost-effectiveness. The relationship of the
overall effectiveness of this remedial alternative was determned to be proportional to its costs
and hence represents a reasonable value for the money to be spent.

For the Landfil Lobes , EPA has determned that the selected remedy, alternative LF- , is costeffective as it meets both threshold criteria and is reasonable given the relationship between the
overall effectiveness afforded by the other alternatives and cost compared to the other
alternatives. The available alternatives are closely comparable with regard to both the long- term
effectiveness and permanence criterion and the short- term effectiveness criterion. With regard to
the reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume through treatment , alternative LF- , does not
satisfy this criterion unless the contingency for groundwater treatment is triggered. Alternatives
LF- 3 and LF- 4 both contain groundwater treatment as a component and satisfy this criterion , but
at significant incremental cost ($6. 2 million and $15. 7 millon respectively) above the cost of
LF- 2b (which also satisfies the reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume through treat;ment
criteria), without providing commensurate incremental benefit. Although modeling does not
clearly show a shorter cleanup timeframe associated with LF- 2b over LF- , the installation of
the vertical barer wil serve to concentrate the discharge of all of the contamnated groundwater
from the Southern Lobe at its western edge (where only a limited amount of groundwater
currently discharges). The vertical barer also prevents the contaminated groundwater plume
from discharging directly to Sutton Brook. The concentration of contaminated groundwater at
the western edge of the Southern Lobe , justifies active groundwater treatment at that location.
For the Former Drum Disposal Area , EPA has determined that the selected remedy, alternative
FDDA- , is cost effective as it meets both threshold criteria and is reasonable given the
relationship between the overall effectiveness afforded by the other alternatives and cost
compared to the other alternatives. The available alternatives are closely comparable for the
most par with regard to both the long-term effectiveness and permanence criterion and the shortSutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts
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term effectiveness criterion , with FDDA- 2 having slightly less long- term effectiveness as capped
contaminated soils may have the potential to leach to groundwater. With regard to the reduction
of toxicity, mobility and volume through treatment , alternatives FDDA- , FDDA- 3 and FDDAsatisfy this criterion, while alternative FDDA- 4 does not satisfy this criterion unless the
contingency for groundwater treatment is triggered. However , the incremental cost associated
with achieving this criteria and the relative incremental benefit is not justifiable. At an estimated
increased cost of $4. 7 or $4. 8 millon , it is estimated that groundwater associated with the FDDA
wil at best achieve cleanup goals 6- 12 years faster than under FDDA-4 (24- 30 years estimated
versus 36 years estimated). In addition , the Former Drum Disposal Area is upgradient of the
Downgradient Groundwater Area. The shortest estimate for attaining groundwater cleanup
levels at the Downgradient Groundwater Area , is 57 years. Therefore , the added cost of $4.
$4. 8 millon is not waranted , and FDDA- 4 is determned to be cost effective.

For the Garage and Storage Area , EPA has determned that the selected remedy, alternative
GSA- , is cost effective as it satisfies both threshold criteria and is reasonable given its overall
cost and effectiveness. It is the only GSA alternative which satisfies both threshold criteria.
For the Downgradient Groundwater Area , EP A has determned that the selected remedy,
alternative DGGW - , is cost effective as it satisfies both threshold criteria and is reasonable
given the relationship between the overall effectiveness afforded by the other alternatives and
cost compared to the other alternatives. The available alternatives are closely comparable for the
most par with regard to both the long-term effectiveness and permanence criterion and the short2 having greater short- term effectiveness due to less
term effectiveness criterion , with DGGW
wetlands impacts from installation of components of the treatment system. With regard to the
reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume through treatment , alternatives DGGW-3 and DGWsatisfy this criterion , while alternative DGGW - 2 does not satisfy this criterion unless the
contingency for groundwater treatment is triggered. However , the incremental cost to satisfy this
criterion is $8 million. The benefit received for the $8 millon increased cost , is that it is
estimated that groundwater cleanup levels wil be achieved in as few as 57 years , rather than as
few as 67 years (the alternative DGGW- 2 estimate). The incremental benefit realized by the
added cost is not balanced by a comparable incremental benefit in overall effectiveness.
Alternative DGGW - 2 is considered to be cost effective as it provides the best balance of cost and
overall effectiveness.

Selected Remedy Utilzes Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment or
Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

4. The

Once the Agency identified those alternatives that attain or , as appropriate , waive ARARs and
that are protective of human health and the environment , EP A identified which alternative
utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. This determnation was made by deciding
which one of the identified alternatives provides the best balance of trade-offs among
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alternatives in terms of: 1) long- term effectiveness and permanence; 2) reduction of toxicity,
mobility or volume through treatment; 3) short- term effectiveness; 4) implementabilty; and 5)
cost. The balancing test
emphasized long- term effectiveness and permanence and the reduction
considered the preference for treatment
of toxicity, mobility and volume through treatment; and
as a principal element , the bias against off-site land disposal of untreated waste , and community
and State acceptance. The selected remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs among the
alternati ves.

For the Landfil Lobes , the selected remedy and the other available alternatives are closely
comparable with regard to the long-term effectiveness and permanence criterion , and the shortterm effectiveness criterion. The selected remedy includes reduction of toxicity, mobility and
volume through treatment of groundwater at the Southern Lobe , providing additional benefit
without additional , unwaranted cost.
For the Former Drum Disposal Area , the selected remedy and the other available alternatives are
closely comparable for the most par with regard to both long-term effectiveness and
permanence , and short- term effectiveness , with FDDA- 2 having slightly less long- teri
effectiveness. The selected remedy wil utilize treatment of groundwater if treatment actions are
triggered. All available alternatives are similar with regard to implementability. The selected
remedy provides the best balance of the tradeoffs among the alternatives

For the Garage and Storage Area , the selected remedy is the only alternative that is protective of
human health and the environment , attains ARARs , and achieves remedial objectives quickly
and cost effectively.
For the Downgradient Groundwater Area, the selected remedy and the other available
alternatives are closely comparable for the most par with regard to both long- term effectiveness
and permanence , and short- term effectiveness , with DGGW - 2 having greater short-term
effectiveness due to less wetlands impacts from installation of components of the treatment
system. The selected remedy wil utilize treatment of groundwater if treatment actions are
triggered. All available alternatives are readily implementable. With regard to cost , very little
benefit is gained by significant incremental increases in cost. The selected remedy provides the
best balance of the tradeoffs among the alternatives.

Selected Remedy Satisfies the Preference for Treatment Which Permanently
and Significantly Reduces the Toxicity, Mobilty or Volume of the Hazardous
Substances as a Principal Element

5. The

The principal elements of the selected remedy are:
- Excavation of contaminated soils exceeding site-specific cleanup levels from the Former

Drum Disposal Area (FDDA) and the former Garage and Storage Area (GSA);
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Record of Decision

September 2007
Page 97 of 11 0

!"#$%&'()*+,*&-&.)*/01%%%23+45$67%-*8%%%9:;$<%&-=--=()%%%>"?$%)%3@%-A

Record of Decision
Part 2: The Decision Sumary

- Excavation of contaminated soils and sediments exceeding site-specific cleanup levels from

a portion of Sutton Brook between the two landfil lobes;
Consolidation of excavated soils and sediments along with other debris adjacent to the
landfils into the landfils;

Construction of a low permeability cap over both landfil lobes ,

including systems to collect

and manage gases and storm water from the landfils;
Construction of a vertical barer to intercept groundwater from the southern landfil lobe to
prevent it from entering Sutton Brook;
Collection and treatment of contaminated groundwater from an area west of the southern
landfil lobe;

- Monitored natural attenuation of areas of groundwater contamination not captured by the

extraction system , with a contingency to expand the area of active groundwater
remediation , if necessary;
Institutional controls such as deed restrictions and/or local ordinances to prevent
unacceptable exposures to wastes left in place and to restrict exposure to

contaminated groundwater until cleanup levels are met;
Long- term groundwater , surface water , and sediment monitoring, and periodic five- year
reviews of the remedy.

The selected remedy satisfies the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element by
treating contamnated groundwater. As described earlier , if triggered the scope of groundwater
treatment wil be expanded.
6. Five-

Year Reviews of the Selected Remedy are Required

Because this remedy wil result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above levels that
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure , a review wil be conducted within five years
after initiation of the remedial action to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate
protection of human health and the environment.

N. DOCUMNT A TION OF NO SIGNIFICANT CHANGES
proposed plan for remediation of the Site on June 27 , 2007.
The major components of the preferred alternative include the following:
EP A presented a

Excavation of contaminated soils exceeding site-specific cleanup levels from the
Former Drum Disposal Area (FDDA) and the former Garage and Storage Area
(GSA);
Excavation of contaminated soils and sediments exceeding site-specific cleanup
levels from a portion of Sutton Brook between the two landfil lobes;
Consolidation of excavated soils and sediments along with other debris adjacent to
the landfils into the landfils;
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