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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
contamnated groundwater until cleanup levels are met;
Long- term groundwater , surface water , and sediment monitoring, and periodic fi ve-

year reviews of the remedy.

EP A reviewed all written and verbal comments submitted during the public comment period.
It was determned that no significant changes to the remedy, as originally identified in the
proposed plan , were necessary.

O. STATE ROLE
The Massachusetts Deparment of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), as representative
for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts , has reviewed the varous alternatives and has indicated
its support for the selected remedy. The MassDEP has also reviewed the Remedial Investigation

Risk Assessment and Feasibility Study to determne if the selected remedy is in compliance with
applicable or relevant and appropriate State environmental and facility siting laws and
regulations. MassDEP , as representative for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts , concurs with
the selected remedy for the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site. A copy of the declaration of
concurrence is attached as Appendix A.
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PART 3: THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
There has been extensive community paricipation during the Remedial Investigationleasibility
Study process for the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site. A more detailed summary of
community coordination and involvement is outlned in Section C of Par 2 of the ROD
Community Paricipation.

EP A published a notice of availabilty of the Proposed Plan and Administrative Record in the
Lowell Sun on June 15, 2007 and released its Proposed Plan to the public on June 27 2007.
EPA also held a public information session on June 27 2007 at the Tewksbury Town Library in
Tewksbury, Massachusetts, and a Public Hearng on July 18 , 2007, also at the Town Library.
Transcripts were created for both meetings and have been made par of the Admnistrative
Record for this Record of Decision. In addition to the oral comments, a number of written
comments were provided on the Proposed Plan. The full text of all written and oral comments
received during the comment period has been included in the Administrative Record.

Outlined below is a summar of significant comments received from the public and other
interested paries during the public comment period and EPA' s response to

those comments. Similar comments have been summarzed and grouped together , and
technical and legal issues have been divided into a number of general categories. These general
categories are summarized as follows:
Questions and Comments Regarding Consolidation of Soils from Other Areas and
Capping of the Landfil Lobes
Questions and Comments Regarding the Approach to Groundwater Cleanup
Questions and Comments Regarding the Scope of the Remedial Investigation and
Feasibility Study (RIfS)
Questions and Comments Regarding Liability, Enforcement , and the Timetable for
Remedy Implementation

Questions and Comments Regarding Consolidation of Soils from Other Areas and
Capping of the Landfill Lobes:
Several commenters expressed concern about the volume of capping materials that would
be required to be brought to the Site under the Preferred Alternative , citing concerns
about public safety, road deterioration , noise , dust , and air emissions. Many of these
same commenters asked EP A to explore trucking routes that minimized disturbance to
the residential community near the Site.
EP A Response:

EPA acknowledges that a significant volume of material wil need to be transported to the
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Site in order to construct the remedy. At present , South Street is the only route available
for trucks to access the Site. As planning for the remedy progresses , and at the time that
the remedy is implemented , EP A wil work with the local community (including the
police deparment , fire deparment , and school deparment), the construction contractor(s)
that wil be transporting materials , and the Potentially Responsible Paries (PRPs), to

agree on a route or routes to access the Site , as well as to address other transportation
issues (such as time of operations and locations of special concern) that may be
identified.

Several questions were raised regarding the appropriate design for the landfil caps and
the regulatory requirements should be considered Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) that would govern such design (i. , RCRA Subtitle
C hazardous waste regulations or state solid waste regulations).
EP A Response:
EP A has
the Site ,

determned that RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste regulations are applicable at
and , as ARARs , they govern the landfil' s closure/capping requirements.

Because RCRA- type (listed or characteristic) hazardous wastes were disposed of at the
Site during the operation of the landfil , which included disposal after 1980 , the cap
design and construction shall meet RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste standards.

Notwithstanding the applicability of these RCRA Subtitle C ARARs , there is flexibility
in the design of the cover to meet the Subtitle C performance standards. The details of

cap materials and construction wil

be finalized during remedial design.

The comment letter from the PRP group also contained data comparng groundwater
contamnant levels at the Northern Lobe with groundwater monitoring data froma set of

The comment argues that the data are comparable and justify
selecting a solid waste cap for the Northern Lobe. As described above , EPA made its
determnation based on the evidence of hazardous waste disposal at the Site. The
comparson of groundwater monitoring data is not germane in determning the
applicabilty of the RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste regulations.
solid waste landfils.

A.3

One commenter noted that EP A should require that materials consolidated from other
areas into the landfil lobes be placed above the water table to avoid contact with
groundwater and to ensure that these materials do not serve as an ongoing source of
groundwater contamination.
EPA Response:
EP A agrees with the

comment. Consolidated material wil be placed above the water

table.
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One commenter requested that the landfil be designed so that future use is possible.
EP A Response:

Reuse of previously contamnated properties is a goal of EP A. At this Site , the volume of

waste material contained in the landfil lobes , the limited extent of upland area on Site
the proximity of wetlands to the lobes and the access road along the northern lobe , all
serve to place limitations on reuse possibilities (See Figure E- 2). The wetlands and the
access road , essentially eliminate the possibility of flattening out the Northern Lobe
which would be necessary for something like athletic fields , and would also require
expanding the footprint of the Northern Lobe. In addition , regulations exist requiring that
impacts to wetlands and wetland loss be avoided to the extent practicable. There is a

possibility of incorporating future use into the landfil lobe design , although any use
would need to be compatible with preserving the protectiveness of the remedy and would
need to be incorporated into the remedial design process.
A.5

Citing implementability and flooding concerns , one commenter expressed strong
opposition to alternative LF- , which evaluated re-routing of Sutton Brook around the
landfil lobes.

EP A Response:

EP A agrees that alternative LF- 4 is not the best choice for addressing risks associated
with the landfill lobes. As documented in the Feasibility Study as well as earlier in this
Record of Decision , when comparng the varous alternatives against the required " ninecriteria " alternative LF- 4 is not , on balance , the strongest alternative. The most
significant issues which weigh against alternative LF- 4 are the extensive wetland impacts
that would result in order to implement the alternative. As a result , EP A has determned
that LF- 4 fails to meet location specific ARARs.

Questions and Comments Re2ardin2 the Approach to Groundwater Cleanup:

Rl.

The Massachusetts Deparment of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) as well as the
community group, TOXIC , Inc. commented in support of EPA' s proposal for
groundwater treatment in the area of the landfil' s Southern Lobe. Another commenter
asked for more information on the rationale for groundwater treatment at the Southern
Lobe but not the Northern Lobe.
EP A Response:

As stated elsewhere , EP A has determned that active groundwater treatment at the
western edge of the Southern Lobe is waranted due to the high level of groundwater
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contamnation at the Southern Lobe. Active groundwater treatment is further warranted
due to the concentrating and focusing of contamnated groundwater at the western edge
of the Southern Lobe , which wil occur when the vertical barrer is installed as par of the
remedy. The vertical barer wil prevent the migration of highly contamnated
groundwater to Sutton Brook , and wil direct contaminated groundwater at the Southern
Lobe in a westerly direction to the " Area for Focused Groundwater Treatment" (see
Figure L- l), where active groundwater treatment wil occur. The driving factor in EPA
not requiring active groundwater treatment at the Northern Lobe is that , while
groundwater from the Northern Lobe is contaminated , it is contamnated at significantly
lower concentrations when compared to groundwater at the Southern Lobe (a high
concentration of 842 pars per bilion of total VOCs at the Northern Lobe , and a high
concentration of 57 210 pars per bilion of total VOCs at the Southern Lobe). EPA has
determned that the natural attenuation which is presently occurrng, coupled with the
capping of the Northern Lobe , wil adequately address the groundwater contamnation
associated with the Northern Lobe. It should be noted , that in general , groundwater from
the Northern Lobe flows through the FDDA and the DGGW areas. Because of this , if the
groundwater contingency were to be implemented at either the FDDA or the DGGW
groundwater which had originated at the Northern Lobe would be addressed (whether it
needed to be , or not).
One commenter requested clarfication of the duration of the planned groundwater
remediation at the Southern Lobe and whether EP A planned to establish criteria for
shutting down such treatment in the future.
EPA Response:

As described in this Record of Decision , active groundwater treatment wil be initiated
after implementation of the source control portions of the remedy (capping and vertical
barer) at the Southern Lobe. The reason for staring groundwater treatment after the cap
and vertical barer have been constructed is that it is expected that groundwater
dynamics (flow direction , flow rates , groundwater elevation , etc. ) wil be affected
these source control measures. The active groundwater treatment wil be most effective
if it can account for the then-current groundwater conditions.
As described in the Record of Decision , groundwater treatment wil continue until
cleanup levels have been met at the edge of the Southern Lobe. After cleanup levels have
been met , which is estimated to occur in 65 years to 210 years , the groundwater at the
edge of the Southern Lobe wil continue to be monitored for three additional years to
ensure that the cleanup levels continue to be met and the remedy is protective. 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.
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B.3.

Comments on behalf of the PRPs who performed the RI/S were provided arguing for
delayed implementation of any active groundwater treatment and supporting monitored
natural attenuation (MNA) as the remedy for the Southern Lobe area.
EP A Response:
EP A has

determned that it is appropriate to implement active groundwater treatment at

the Southern Lobe following completion of the construction of the landfil cap and the
vertical barrer. EP A does not agree that a delay is waranted. Currently, high
concentrations of contaminants in groundwater exist at the "Area for Focused
Groundwater Treatment " along the western edge of the Southern Lobe (See Figure L- l).
Following construction of the vertical barer , virtually all contamnated groundwater
associated with the Southern Lobe wil migrate through the "Area for Focused
Groundwater Treatment " rather than the majority of it discharging directly to Sutton
Brook as currently occurs. This is necessary to prevent contamnated groundwater from
continuing to contamnate surface water and sediment within Sutton Brook. This wil
significantly add to the overall contamnant load at the " Area for Focused Groundwater
Treatment" . Because of these issues (current high contaminant levels and expected
additional contaminant load), EP A has determned that MNA wil not be adequate in this
area and that it is appropriate to star active groundwater treatment following
implementation ofthe source control measures (cap and vertical barer) at the Southern
Lobe. As described in Section L. , the selected remedy calls for pre- design studies to
identify the precise combination of remedial processes necessary to treat groundwater.
B.4.

Comments on behalf of the community group, TOXIC , Inc. , questioned the
appropriateness of selecting MNA as a component of the groundwater remedy.
EP A Response:
EP A has

determned that the Remedial Investigation supports the conclusion that MNA is

currently occurrng within groundwater at the Site. MNA , along with the mostly
horizontal flow of groundwater, the general absence of contaminant migration to bedrock
and overall slow groundwater movement , are helping to limit the spread of the
contaminated groundwater plume. EP A has determned that the source control measures
to be implemented as part of the remedy (including the excavation of contaminated soils
and sediments and the installation of the landfil cover) wil eliminate or reduce ongoing
sources of contamination and wil serve to support the success of MNA. However , as
stated in this ROD , if MNA is determined to be not effective , the remedy contains a
contingency whereby active groundwater treat:rent wil be implemented.

B.5.

A number of commenters requested that the ROD explain the process and triggers for
moving to active remediation for areas where MNA is selected as a remedy with a
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contingency for future treatment. Many of these comments also expressed concern about
the timing of the first such evaluation (which EP A proposed to be conducted during the
first Five- Year Review).
EP A Response:

Section L of this Record of Decision discusses the remedy, including the triggers for
potentially changing from MNA to active groundwater remediation. Briefly,
groundwater wil be monitored for indicators to demonstrate that conditions remain that
are conducive to MNA , as well as to demonstrate that MNA is , in fact , occurrng, and
that MNA is effective in addressing groundwater contamnation at 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:
Contamnant 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;
Contaminants 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.

IfEPA determnes that MNA wil not meet Remedial Action Objectives , active
groundwater treatment wil be required. The Remedial Designemedial Action Scope of
Work (RD/RA SOW), which wil govern the implementation of the design and
construction of the remedy, wil detail the timing and technical and design steps required
in order to implement active groundwater treatment.

Part 2 of the Record of Decision states that "EP A wil evaluate 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. " EPA is required to
conduct 5- Y ear Reviews at the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site , at a minimum , every 5
years after the commencement of the Remedial Action , which is defined as when the
Remedial Design is completed. As the source control activities are expected to take 2 - 3
years to implement , EP A expects that at most there wil be 2- 3 years of monitoring data
at the time of the first 5- Year Review. Given that the source control activities are
expected to impact groundwater elevation , flow direction and rate , as well as contaminant
load , EP A has determned that an estimated 2- 3 year period between the completion of
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site , Tewksbury, Massachusetts
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the source control activities (capping and soil excavation) and the initiation of the first 5Year Review evaluation is not excessive.
Comments on behalf of the community group, TOXIC , Inc. , requested clarfication on the
type of vertical barer proposed for the Southern Lobe , stressing opposition to a "hanging

barer " which might allow groundwater to flow under the barrer.
EP A Response:

In order to prevent migration of contaminated groundwater under the vertical barer , the

base of the barer

wil be "tied-

" to an impermeable or low- permeability layer (e. , til

or bedrock). This requirement is noted in Section L in Par 2 of this ROD.

B.7.

Comments on behalf of the community group, TOXIC , Inc. , expressed support for
alternatives FDDA- 3 and DGGW- , rather than EPA' s preferred alternatives for those
areas.
EP A Response:

Alternatives FDDA- 3 and DGGW - 3 each has active groundwater treatment as a
component. EP A has determned that the source control actions that wil be taken at the
Site (including landfil cover , vertical barer , and source removal) wil be effective and
wil , in combination with MNA , meet site objectives. EPA has determned that the added
estimated expense of FDDA- 3 (approximately $4. 8 million) and DGGW(approximately $7 millon) is not justified given that the gains predicted for the amount
of time to achieve cleanup levels under FDDA- 3 and DGGW- 3 are modest. As stated
and described earlier , if EP A determnes that MNA is not effective in addressing
groundwater contamnation , the remedy has a contingency whereby active groundwater
treatment would be implemented at the Former Drum Disposal Area , the Downgradient
Groundwater Area , or both areas.
Comments on behalf of the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBT
suggested that the groundwater at the Site be re- classified as a non-potential drnking
water supply and that the remedy should not be based on restoration to drnking water
standards.
EP A Response:

Consistent with EPA' s 1995 Final Ground Water Use and Value Determnation
Guidance , the MassDEP completed a " Groundwater Use and Value Determnation " in
July 2001 , for groundwater at and in the vicinity of the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site.
The purpose of the Use and Value Determination is to identify whether the aquifer at the
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Site should be considered of "High Medium " or "Low " use and value. In the
development of this Determnation , MassDEP applied the criteria for groundwater
classification as promulgated in the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP). The
classification contained in the MCP considers criteria similar to those recommended in
the EPA Use and Value Guidance. MassDEP' s recommendation supports a
Medium Use
and Value for the groundwater underlying the Site. Evaluation criteria utilized in the Use
and Value Determnation for the Sutton Brook Disposal Area support the classification of
the aquifer as a potential drnking water supply. As such , potential use of the aquifer as a
drinking water supply must be considered by EP A in setting cleanup levels and in
choosing a remedy.
The Groundwater Use and Value Determnation can be found in Appendix B.
B.9.

One commenter requested further details on the rationale for MNA in some areas and
collection and treatment in other areas , as well as an explanation of where long- term
monitoring would be conducted.
EP A Response:

determned that active groundwater treatment at the western edge of the
Southern Lobe is waranted due to the high level of groundwater contamnation at the
Southern Lobe. Active groundwater treatment is further waranted due to the
concentrating and focusing of contamnated groundwater at the western edge of the
Southern Lobe , which wil occur when the vertical barer is installed as par of the
EP A has

remedy. The vertical barer

wil prevent contamnated groundwater from discharging

directly to Sutton Brook and re-contaminating surface water and sediments , and wil help
direct contamnated groundwater at the Southern Lobe in a westerly direction to the

Area for Focused Groundwater Treatment" (see Figure L- l), where active groundwater
treatment wil occur. EP A is concerned that without active groundwater treatment , the
focusing of additional contamnated groundwater to an area that is already experiencing
high levels of groundwater contamnation would be too much for MNA alone to address.

EPA has determned that MNA is currently occurrng within groundwater at the Site and
is helping (along with groundwater flow patterns) to restrict the spread of the
contaminated groundwater plume. EP A has determned that the source control measures
to be implemented as par of the remedy (including excavating contaminated soils and
sediments and capping landfil lobes), wil eliminate or reduce ongoing sources of
contamination and wil serve to support the success of MNA in the areas where active
groundwater treatment is not proposed.
The actual locations for long- term groundwater monitoring, wil be determned during
remedial design (and may be subsequently modified if groundwater conditions change).
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At this Site , there are three purposes for the monitoring. One purpose , as has been
discussed , is to monitor the progress of MNA , and assess whether MNA is adequate to
address groundwater contamination. A second purpose is to monitor whether and when
groundwater cleanup levels have been achieved. Cleanup levels must be achieved at and
beyond the "point of compliance. " For the Landfil Lobes , the point of compliance is
defined as the edge of the Lobes. Long- term monitoring wells wil be installed
down gradient of the landfil to monitor this point of compliance. The third purpose of
long- term monitoring is to monitor the size and location of the contaminated groundwater
plume to ensure that it is not spreading beyond its current bounds. In order to make this
assessment, wells would need to be located beyond the current bounds of the plume.

Questions amJ. Comments Regarding the Scope of the Remedial Investigation and

Feasibiltv Study (RIS):
c.1.

One commenterexpressed concern that data from residential properties at Bemis Circle
and Homestead Lane were not adequately factored into the remedial investigation or
decision-makng. Two commenters asserted that data from the so-called Perkins
Property, northeast of the northern lobe , had not been adequately considered and
improperly considered as a "background" location.
EP A Response:

As stated in the comment , past investigations have occurred at the Bemis Circle property.
These investigations involved the sampling of groundwater , soils , soil gas and indoor air.
In general , detected contaminants were present at very low concentrations , and with
regard to groundwater in particular (the presumed transport mechanism for any
contamnation , if one were to exist), the concentrations were well below any potential
action level. EPA does not agree with the commentors ' conclusion that data suggest that
the source of contamination is "in the direction of the landfil and the Former Drum
Disposal Area. " Groundwater from three wells on the property was sampled and
analyzed in December 2006. Results at all three wells showed very low levels of a few

contaminants , with the well closest to the Sutton Brook Disposal Area showing fewer
contaminant detections than the next closest well. Lines of evidence (local and regional
groundwater flow directions as determned by groundwater elevations in monitoring
wells , contamnant distribution and concentrations in groundwater throughout the area),
support the RI conclusion that Sutton Brook is the dominant water feature in the area , and
that groundwater flows towards Sutton Brook. This evidence shows that groundwater
from the Site source areas flows to Sutton Brook rather than to Bemis Circle.
EP A has

determned that groundwater from the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund

Site is not the cause of this contamnation and that there is insufficient evidence to
support this conclusion.
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Regarding the Homestead Lane property, EP A has determned that this property is

upgradient of the Sutton Brook Disposal Area. As such , any contamnation found on this
property would not have been the result of contamination at the Site. Nonetheless , it was
EPA' s intention that the irrgation well on the property be re-sampled during the RIfS.
Unfortunately, difficulties coordinating with the homeowner prevented re-sampling from
occurrng prior to completion of the RIfS (although the homeowner does not object to
the sampling). Re-sampling of the groundwater at this property wil

be conducted as

par

of future groundwater monitoring.

The Perkins Property is located northeast of the landfil , across the former railroad bed.
EPA acknowledges that groundwater from the Northern Lobe may have impacted the
edge of the Perkins Property due to hydraulic mounding; this is shown on figures in the
RI report. However , although a comment notes that the property "has not previously
been used for any commercial , industrial , or residential use other than possibly
homesteading and grazing by livestock " there is evidence that activities such as
excavation , filing, and disposal , have occurred on the property. As the groundwater flow
direction is generally from the Perkins Property towards the Northern Lobe and Sutton
Brook , the extent of the hydraulic mounding is not anticipated to be significant. The data
evaluated during the RI phase of the project did not show significant detections at the
locations which are currently considered "reference. " These findings did not justify
further sampling in that area to refine the extent of contamnation in that area.
During the design and remedy implementation phase of the selected remedy, a landfil
monitoring program wil be established. At that time , EP A wil review any new
information , as well as perform additional testing regarding the extent of the landfil (and
associated contamination) to properly implement the monitoring program.
C.2

One commenter noted that two other sites had not been adequately considered as part of
the site investigation , 79 McDonald Road and the Krochmal Far site (also known as
the Wilmington Disposal Area), and asked about the regulatory status of the Krochmal
Far property.
EP A Response:

At the time that the documentation proposing the Sutton Brook Disposal Area to the
National Priorities List (NPL) was being compiled , there existed three known areas
which were in the process of undergoing removal actions (79 McDonald Road , the
Krochmal Far Site or Wilmington Disposal Area , and Rocco s Landfil). When the Site
was proposed to the NPL , there was no certainty as to whether the removal actions would
be completed prior to final site listing or if additional work (removal or investigations)
would be necessary. The language proposing the Site to the NPL was intended to be

flexible to allow for inclusion , as par of the Site , of any removal area at which either the
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removal had not been completed , or at which follow-up activities remained which would
be appropriately addressed under Superfund.
At the time when the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site s NPL listing was
finalized in June 2001 , the 79 McDonald Road removal had been completed by the
property owners , and applications had been made for the property to be further addressed
as necessary, within the Massachusetts Chapter 21E Cleanup Program. The removal at
the Krochmal Farilmington Disposal Area had been completed by EP A. EP A and
MassDEP agreed at that time that there was a remaining soil issue to be addressed (low
concentrations of PCBs) and that MassDEP would take the lead in addressing it. It was
further agreed that , given the relatively minor nature of the remaining issue, there was no
reason to include that area in the final listing of the Site. It should be noted that EP A had
already completed extensive electromagnetic (EM) surveys within the far property
searching for drms and buried waste.
MassDEP has informed EP A that the Krochmal Far site has a Release Tracking
Number and is within their tracking system.
C.3.

The MBT A asked whether the RI/S documented impacts to benthic organisms and
whether EP A had evaluated the long-term benefits of re-establishing benthic organisms
vs. short- term impacts of the proposed Sutton Brook sediment excavation.
EP A Response:

The site channel portion of Sutton Brook directly between the landfil lobes was
evaluated by a comparson of five surface water and sediment samples to effects- based
NOAEL (No Observed Adverse Effects Level) benchmarks in the screening-level step of
the Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment (BERA). Consistent with EPA' s Guidance on
Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfil Sites , additional baseline
ecological effects assessment of exposure to contaminants in the site channel portion of
the Brook (located between the landfil lobes) was not conducted in the BERA because of
the assumption that a remedy would have to address the high risk of COPCs in the site
channel. In addition , it was assumed that because of the close proximity of Sutton Brook
to the landfil lobes , construction activities would significantly impact this portion of
Sutton Brook and would essentially be equal to excavation of brook sediment. Given that
the contaminant concentrations detected in surface water and sediments in the area
between the landfil lobes exceeded screening- level benchmarks , the PRP group (who
performed the RI/S) and EP A agreed that makng the assumption that surface water and
sediments between the lobes exceeded risk criteria was reasonable. Because of this
toxicity testing, which would have documented impacts to .organisms (if the impacts
exist) was not conducted as par of the RI in this portion of Sutton Brook. The comment
also questioned whether a comparson had been made between the benefits of reSutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts
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establishing benthic organisms in Sutton Brook , in between the Landfil Lobes , and the
short- term impacts of excavation and consolidation of sediments. The comparson
suggested was not made , because as described above , significant impacts to the Sutton
Brook sediments in- between the Landfil Lobes are expected due to construction
activities. These expected construction impacts , were the primary reason for only
comparng samples with NOAEL benchmarks , as described above.
CA.

Citing concerns about groundwater mounding and as a means for comparing alternatives
the MBT A asked whether a site-wide water balance assessment had been completed.
EP A Response:

Water balance assessments (e. , precipitation , evaporation groundwater and surface
water flow rates and volumes , infiltration rates , etc. ) were conducted during the RI and
the FS in trying to understand water dynamcs at the Site and to assess the impact of
different potential remedial components (e. , capping, vertical barer , and extraction
wells). Reference to these efforts can be found in Appendix F of the RI , Appendix F of
the FS , as well as in the body of both documents.
The MBT A requested a detailed review of the cost estimates for each alternative.
EP A Response:

Cost estimates were prepared and developed for the Feasibility Study and the Record of
Decision in accordance with the National Contingency Plan (NCP) and EPA' s RIfS
Guidance. As such , cost estimates are intended to be accurate within +50 to - 30 percent
of the actual costs. These costs are intended to be used for comparative purposes , to

allow for cost evaluation between different FS alternatives.

Questions and Comments Re2ardin2 Liabiltv. Enforcement. and the Timetable for
Remedv Implementation:
A number of comments and questions were received regarding identification and
participation of additional Potentially Responsible Paries (PRPs).
EP A Response:

Since July of 2000 , when EP A first notified paries of their liability with respect to buried
drms at the Site , EP A has continued to pursue evidence on paries that may have
liability at the Site. The purpose of this pursuit is to find additional potentially liable
paries and ultimately reach a settlement with those

paries under which they are

compelled to undertake the cleanup of the Site. At the time of the settlement for
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site , Tewksbury, Massachusetts
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performance of the RIfS , EP A had identified 39 paries. Recently EP A notified an
additional 23 paries of their potential liability at the Site. EP A wil be meeting with
representatives of these recently notified parties in October 2007. EP A expects to begin
negotiating with all notified paries in the spring of 2008 regarding implementing the
selected remedy.

A number of questions were raised regarding the timeline for implementation of the
cleanup once the remedy is selected.
EP A Response:

When PRPs are known to exist at a site , EP A is obligated to pursue those paries and
attempt to compel them to conduct site cleanups. This is the case at the Sutton Brook
Disposal Area Site. As mentioned above , EP A wil be negotiating with all notified
paries regarding implementing the selected remedy. EP A expects to commence

negotiations with the Site s PRPs by the spring of 2008. The amount of time needed to
reach a settlement is uncertain. Following a settlement or an order , EPA estimates that 15 years wil be required to design the remedy and that an estimated 2- 3 years wil be
required to construct the remedy.
Several commenters asked about EPA' s planned community notification and involvement
process leading up to and during construction.
EP A Response:

conduct at least one informational meeting during the remedial design
process (probably near completion) in order to discuss aspects of the design and schedule
as well as any implementation issues. In addition , EP A anticipates at least one , and
probably two , informational meeting(s) during on-site construction to discuss progress
and the upcoming schedule. It is anticipated that these meetings wil be supplemented by
informational mailings and/or press releases at key times during the design and
EP A plans to

construction process.
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