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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

A. SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Shpack Landfill Superfund Site
Norton/Attleboro, MA.
CERCLIS ID # MAD980503973

B. STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the Shpack Landfill Superfund
Site, in Norton/Attleboro, MA, which was chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), 42 USC § 9601
et seq., as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA),
and, to the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300 et seq., as amended. The Director of the Office of Site
Remediation and Restoration (OSRR) has been delegated the authonty to approve this Record of
Decision.

This decision was based on the Administrative Record, which has been developed in accordance
with Section 113 (k) of CERCLA, and which is available for review at the Norton Public Library
and at the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 1 OSRR Records
Center in Boston, Massachusetts. The Administrative Record Index (Appendix C) identifies
each of the items comprising the Administrative Record upon which the selection of the
remedial action is based.

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts concurs with the Selected Remedy. The Commonwealth’s
letter of concurrence can be found in Appendix A.

C. ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

The response action selected in this ROD is necessary to protect the public health or welfare or
the environment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances into the
environment.

D. DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The selected remedy includes excavation and off-site disposal of material exceeding cleanup
levels. This alternative eliminates the exposure pathways to soil and sediment.

The primary components of this alternative include:

*Coordination with local, state and federal agencies for excavating source area materials within a
wetland and associated buftfer zone;

*Preparation and implementation of a traffic control plan to adequately manage the increased
volume of truck traffic associated with transportation of chemical and radiological impacted
source material from the site;
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Preparation and implementation of a transportation and emergency spill contingency plan;

*Relocation of existing power line structures needed to implement the rest of the remedy in
coordination with National Grid.

*Connecting two residences to public water. The two residences are identified as Union Road
House 1 and Union Road House 2 in the Remedial Investigation,;

*Mobilization/demobilization of all personnel and equipment to the site for construction
activities;

*Clearing and grubbing areas of the site requiring excavation;

Establishing a survey grid to conduct sequential consolidation of grid cells to minimize
generation of large quantities of groundwater with one open excavation;

*Based on the selected risk scenario for the site (Adjacent Resident without Groundwater
Consumption), excavation and off-site disposal of soil and sediment exceeding radiological and
chemical Cleanup levels including dioxin and PCBs as identified in Tables L-1 and L-3,
estimated in the FS as approximately 34,445 yd’*;

*Excavation and off-site disposal of sediment from the Inner Rung and exceeding the cleanup
levels listed in Table L-2, estimated by the FS to be approximately 1,111 yd’ soil/sediment. The
FS estimated this will take a period of one month;

*Dewatering of open areas as needed in each area of the Site;
*Transportation of all impacted soils via truck and rail to an approved offsite disposal facility;

*All excavated soil and sediments disposed of in accordance with TSCA and the TSCA
determination included as part of this ROD;

*Placement of clean fill in open areas to backfill to grade and/or wetlands restoration/replication
as appropriate;

*Vernal pools and spotted turtle habitat will be surveyed to focus on the spotted turtle and
marbled salamander and evaluate the habitat for any other rare species or species of special
concern that may be found on the Shpack Site;

*Vernal pools and areas containing rare or species of special concern will be protected if possible
or restored/replicated if impacted — an impact minimization and habitat restoration plan prepared
and followed in conjunction with this work;

*All work in wetlands areas conducted in accordance with the Wetland Determination included
in this ROD. In addition, work in wetlands, including replication and restoration, must comply
with the Wetlands Protection Act Regulations, 310 CMR 10 as well as all other ARARs
identified for this component of the remedy.

+Installation of a temporary chainlink fence surrounding the entire site, with access gates to
secure the site during the design and construction phases of the cleanup;




*Preparation and implementation of a surface water, sediment and groundwater monitoring
program, including installation of additional wells around the perimeter of the Site;

*Performance of 5-year reviews to monitor effectiveness of the remedy;
«Implementation of institutional controls to restrict future use of property and groundwater.

The selected remedy is based upon a future scenario in which a resident living next to the Site
(adjacent resident) is connected to a public water supply and does not drink the groundwater at
the site. The excavation and off-site disposal of waste materials exceeding cleanup levels
addresses the threat of exposure to human health and environmental receptors. The estimated
time for construction is 9-16 months.

This Record of Decision does not address groundwater contamination at and near the site. It
addresses the risk of exposure to contaminated groundwater by installing a public waterline to
the two homes adjacent to the site that are currently on private wells.

The selected response action addresses principal and low-level threat wastes at the site by
eliminating exposure to human and ecological receptors from contaminated groundwater, soil,
and sediment. This is accomplished through excavation and off-site disposal of wastes in soils
and sediments exceeding cleanup levels and installation of a waterline. Long term monitoring
and institutional controls will ensure that the remedy remains protective in the future.

This is intended to be the final Record of Decision for this site. The selected remedy is a
comprehensive approach for this site that addresses all current and potential future risks
presented at the site. These remedial measures will prevent exposure that presents an
unacceptable risk to human health and ecological receptors and meets ARARs.

E. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy 1s protective of human health and the environment, complies with Federal
and State requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action
(unless justified by a waiver), is cost-effective, and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatment (or resource recovery) technologies to the maximum extent practicable .

Based on the nature and extent of the waste materials at the site, EPA concluded that it was
impracticable to excavate and treat all contaminated material in a cost-effective manner. Thus,
the selected remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element
of the remedy.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above levels that
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a review will be conducted within five years

after initiation of remedial action to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate
protection of human health and the environment.

F. SPECIAL FINDINGS

This ROD includes specific determinations made by EPA.




TSCA Determination

Under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), the Regional Administrator, EPA Region 1,
finds that the remedial action selected meets the standards of 40 CFR 761.50 for remediation and
that the selected remedy for excavation and offsite disposal of polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)
contaminated soil and sediment set out in this Record of Decision will not pose an unreasonable
risk to human health or the environment pursuant to 40 CFR 761.61(c¢).

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Executive Order 11990 Determinations

Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands),
EPA finds that the selected remedy, which involves excavating materials from wetland areas on
the site, is appropriate as there is no practicable alternative to conducting work in the wetlands.
The remedial action minimizes potential harm and avoids adverse effects to the extent practical.
Best management practices will be used throughout the Site to minimize adverse impacts on the
wetlands, wildlife, and its habitat. Damage to these wetlands will be mitigated though erosion
control measures and proper re-grading and re-vegetation of the tmpacted area with indigenous
species. Following excavation activities, wetlands will be restored or replicated consistent with
the requirements of identified Federal and State wetlands protection laws.
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G. AUTHORIZING SIGNATURE
This ROD documents the selected remedy for soils and sediments at the Shpack Landfill

Superfund Site. This remedy was selected by EPA with concurrence of the Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Protection.

In approval of the Toxic Substances Control Act finding only:

By:% wJ. \)"_2" Date: __ Qeplembres ZS"’, o004
Robert W. Varney
Regional Administrator
EPA-New England
Region 1

In approval of the Record of Decision:

By: 2w £ Dhdlo Date: _(1|3c¢ \‘ i
Susan E. T. Studlien, Director
Office of Site Remediation and Restoration
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PART 2: THE DECISION SUMMARY
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A. SITE NAME, LOCATION AND BRIEF DESCRIPTION
. Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA; Union Road/Peckham Street.

. National Superfund electronic database identification number, e.g., CERCLIS
identification number: MAD090503973

. Lead Agency: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region |
. Former site for disposal of industrial and municipal waste.

Site Description

The Shpack Site consists of 9.4 acres on the border between the Town of Norton, Massachusetts
and the City of Attleboro, Massachusetts.; approximately 6.0 acres in Norton were owned by
Isadore and Leah Shpack and operated as a dump. The Town of Norton now owns this portion
of the Site. The adjacent 3.4 acres located in Attleboro are a small portion of the landfill
currently owned by Attleboro Landfill Inc. (ALI). ALD’s entire facility is approximately 55
acres In total and approximately 110 feet high and operated most recently as a landfill accepting
municipal waste. With the exception of this 3.4-acre parcel that EPA is addressing, ALI Landfill
is being regulated by the Massachusetts DEP’s solid waste landfill program. In 1986, the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) placed the Site on the National Priorities List
(NPL). See Figure 1 for Locus Map of the immediate vicinity around the site.

A more complete description of the Site can be found in Section 1 of the RI Report (ERM-New
England, June 2004).

B. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES
1. History of Site Activities

Between 1946 and the 1970s, the Shpack Site received domestic and industrial wastes, including
low-level radioactive waste. The filled areas where the wastes were dumped are overgrown and
entirely enclosed by a chain link fence. The Site itself is relatively flat with vegetated minor
depressions and knolls and was formerly a flat wetlands area. A powerline transmission corridor
divides the Site into two portions. The ALI Landfill lies directly west of the site. The Site is
bounded on two other sides by the Chartley Swamp that drains under Union Road to Chartley
Pond. There are two homes on private drinking water wells within 500 feet of the Site. See
Figure 2 for a map of site features, sampling points, and nearby landmarks

In 1980, the Shpack Site was added to the Department of Energy’s (DOE) Formerly Utilized
Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP), which dealt with the legacy of the nation’s early atomic
energy programs. The uranium discovered at the site in the late 1970's is thought to have
originated from local businesses that constructed reactor cores for the early naval propulsion
program from the early 1950's until the mid-sixties.




A more detailed description of the Site History can be found in Section 1.2.2 of the RI Report.
2. History of Federal and State Investigations and Removal and Remedial Actions

In 1978, a concerned citizen who had detected elevated radiation levels at the site contacted the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). The NRC conducted an investigation that confirmed
the presence of radioactivity above background levels. The NRC determined that certain
operations associated with government activities might have resulted in the deposition of
radioactive materials within the Shpack Landfill. The primary constituents of concern found
were radium and uranium. It is not known exactly when these radioactive materials were
deposited at the site.

The NRC investigation concluded that the Shpack Landfill was a candidate for the FUSRAP
program. On behalf of the NRC, Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) conducted a
radiological survey in 1980 that identified metallic wastes containing uranium of various
enrichments. The ORNL report confirmed the NRC preliminary findings and defined general
areas of radiological contamination. In 1998, FUSRAP responsibility was transferred from DOE
to the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and a gamma walkover survey was
performed to further delineate the radiological contamination.

In October of 1981, a security fence was installed around the site on behalf of DOE to prevent
unauthorized access. With the exception of the area located in the section of the site known as
the Tongue Area and an approximately 1,000-foot section of replacement fence, this fence is the
same fence that currently is located on the Site. Additional studies conducted by DOE between
1982 and 1984 identified chemical contamination (volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and
metals) in groundwater. In 1984, EPA evaluated the site to determine if it should be listed on the
National Priority List (NPL). The site was added to the list in June 1986.

A summary of preliminary investigations performed at the Site prior to 1990 is included in Table
1 of the RI. These investigations included sampling of various environmental media and
primarily focused on evaluating radiological impacts at the Site.

In 1990, a group of potential responsible parties formed the Shpack Steering Committee (SSC)
and individual companies comprising the SSC entered into an Administrative Consent Order
(AOC) with EPA (EPA Docket No. [-90-1113, June 24, 1990) which required them to conduct
the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for the Site. In November 1991, the SSC
prepared and submitted a Site Characterization Work Plan (SCWP) for the first phase of the RI,
known as “Phase [A”. Between 1991 and 1992, the SSC implemented Phase IA of the Rl, which
was a comprehensive investigation of potentially impacted media at the Site. The Phase [A
identified chemical impacts in soil, groundwater, sediment and surface water at the site. Non-
radioactive constituents of concern identified on Site during the Phase IA include:

. Volatile organic compounds (VOCs);

. Semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs);
. Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs);

. Pesticides;




. Dioxins/furans; and,
. Inorganics.

The results of the Phase IA RI activities were documented in ERM’s 1993 Initial Site
Characterization (ISC) Report. In addition, the Phase IA contains a detailed summary of the
previous investigations listed in Table 1 of the RI. With the exception of residential well
monitoring activities, no chemical investigation activities were performed at the Site after the
Phase [A ISC Report.

In 1999, the SSC in conjunction with EPA, the Corps of Engineers FUSRAP program, and DEP
began preparation of work plans to implement Phase IB of the RI. The Phase IB activities
included the following:

. Monitoring well Installation;

. Groundwater sampling;

. Surface water and sediment sampling;
. Soil sampling;

. Tar area delineation;

. Well functionality and site survey;

. Site fence extension;

. Test pit excavation in Tongue Area;

. Groundwater gauging;

. Residential well sampling;

. Surface water drainage characterization

The Phase 1B activities were completed in 2003. The Results of the Phase [B investigations, as
well as the prior investigations are documented in the RI Report.

3. History of CERCLA Enforcement Activities

On June 7, 1990, EPA notified approximately 12 parties who either owned or operated the site
property, generated wastes that were disposed of at the Site, arranged for the disposal of wastes
at the Site, or transported wastes to the Site of their potential liability with respect to the Site. As
a result of this notification, a group of PRPs formed a steering committee, called the Shpack
Steering Committee (SSC). In 1990, EPA and the SSC entered into an Administrative Order on
Consent ( Docket No. I-90-1113) which required those signing the AOC to conduct the RI/FS for
the Site. The RI/FS was completed in June 2004.

On April 2, 2003, EPA notified DOE of its potential liability with regard to the Site. Beginning
in 1998, as part of its FUSRAP responsibilities, USACE has been conducting investigations of
the radiological waste at the Site. Finally, a number of other parties have received “Potentially
Interested Party” letters from EPA. Additional parties that have potential liability for the Site
may be identified in the future.




C. COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Throughout the Site's history, community concern and involvement has been high. EPA has
kept the community and other interested parties apprised of Site activities through informational
meetings, fact sheets, press releases, and public meetings. Below is a brief chronology of public
outreach efforts.

* Local residents formed the Citizen’s Advisory Shpack Team (CAST) to monitor Site
activities. CAST has been actively involved in organizing community review of activities
conducted at the Site and providing input to the various government agencies involved at the
Site.

*  On numerous occasions during 2000-2004, EPA and DEP held informational meetings at
the Solmonese School in Norton, Massachusetts to update the community on the results of
the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study.

* On November 20, 2003, EPA held an informational meeting in Norton, Massachusetts to
discuss the results of the Remedial Investigation.

* On June 18, 2004, EPA published a notice of Proposed Plan in the Attleboro Sun Chronicle.
The plan was made available to the public on June 24, 2004 at the Norton Public Library (
25™) and the EPA office repository.

* The Proposed Plan contained a proposed determination with regard to offsite disposal of
PCB-contaminated material pursuant to the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA). The
Proposed Plan also contained a draft finding that there is no practical alternative to
conducting work in the wetland areas of the Site under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
and Executive Order No. 11990. There were no proposed waivers of ARARs included in
the Proposed Plan.

e On June 23, 2004, EPA held an informational meeting to discuss the results of the Remedial
Investigation and the cleanup alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study and to present
the Agency's Proposed Plan to a broader community audience than those that had previously
been involved at the Site. At this meeting, representatives from EPA, MA DEP, and the US
Army Corps of Engineers answered questions from the public.

* On June 24, 2004, EPA made the administrative record available for public review at EPA's
offices in Boston and on June 25™ at the Norton Public Library. This will be the primary
information repository for local residents and will be kept up to date by EPA.

* From June 24, 2004, the Agency held a 30-day public comment period to accept public
comment on the alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study and the Proposed Plan and on
any other documents previously released to the public. An extension to the public comment
period was requested and as a result, the comment period was extended to August 25, 2004.




* OnlJuly 21, 2004, EPA published a notice of the extension of the comment period as well as
a rescheduled public hearing date (August 4, 2004) in the Attleboro Sun Chronicle.

+ On August 4, 2004, the Agency held a public hearing to discuss the Proposed Plan and to
accept any oral comments. A transcript of this meeting and the comments and the Agency's
response to comments are included in the Responsiveness Summary, which is part of this
Record of Decision.

D. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION

The selected remedy was developed by combining components of different source control
activities to obtain a comprehensive approach for Site remediation. In summary, the remedy
provides elimination of the threat posed by exposure to contaminated soil and sediment
exceeding cleanup levels through excavation and disposal off site. Groundwater threats are
being addressed by connecting impacted residents to a public waterline and through the
1mposition of institutional controls.

The soil and sediment component of the selected remedy is based upon a future exposure
scenario that envisions a resident that lives next to the landfill (adjacent resident) who is
connected to a public water supply and therefore does not use site groundwater for drinking
water, etc. EPA believes the adjacent resident scenario is the most realistic exposure scenario
for this site. It is highly unlikely that the Site could be used for residential development given
that most of the Site consists of wetlands and is bisected by high tension power lines. This
cleanup plan is also protective for potential future passive recreation at the site.

The selected remedy does not address Site groundwater. This decision is based upon recent
MADEDP correspondence with EPA that indicates the State may revise the “‘use and value” of this
aquifer downward from its current designation as “high” to a “low ““ or “medium” use and value
should adjacent residents abandon their existing wells, connect to the public water supply
system, and restrict the installation of future wells.

In its concurrence letter to EPA, Massachusetts stated that once the remedial action has been
implemented and private drinking water wells eliminated, this portion of the aquifer would no
longer be considered a current or future water supply under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan.
At that point, MA DEP will revise its Groundwater Use and Value Determination to a low use
and value provided these wells are decommissioned and controls placed on these properties that
prohibit the future use of groundwater.

EPA understands that once the remedial action has been implemented and private drinking water
wells eliminated as described above, MA DEP will send to EPA its revised use and value
determination documenting this revision.

In these circumstances, given MA DEP’s commitment to issue a revised use and value
determination once the remedial action has been implemented, EPA, in selecting the remedy,
believes it is appropriate to issue a low use and value determination for this portion of the
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aquifer. This determination is consistent with EPA’s “Groundwater Use and Value
Determination Guidance.”

A “low” use and value determination here means that EPA does not consider this groundwater
suitable as a drinking water source. As a result, the selected remedy does not address
groundwater contamination.

E. SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Principal threat wastes are those source materials considered to be highly toxic or highly mobile
which generally cannot be contained in a reliable manner or would present a significant risk to
human health or the environment should exposure occur. The manner in which principal threats
are addressed generally will determine whether the statutory preference for treatment as a
principal element is satisfied. Wastes generally considered to be principal threats are liquid,
mobile and/or highly-toxic source material.

Low-level threat wastes are those source materials that generally can be reliably contained and
that would present only a low risk in the event of exposure. Wastes that generally considered to
be low-level threat wastes include non-mobile contaminated source material of low to moderate
toxicity, surface soil containing chemicals of concern that are relatively immobile in air or
ground water, low leachability contaminants or low toxicity source material.

Nature and Extent of Contamination

This section presents the nature and extent of impacts at the Site. The distribution of impacts is
presented by media and class of compounds to document the location of areas of concern at the
Shpack Site.

For the purposes of presenting the data in the RI, the Site was divided into two separate areas, as
follows:

*Landfill Interior — This area includes all sampling locations inside the chain link fence
surrounding the Site, including the Tongue Area and samples collected between Shpack
and the ALI Landfill. (Now referred to as Site Interior)

*QOutside the Fence — This area includes all sampling locations outside the chain link
fence north and east of the Site.

In general, waste disposal practices at the Site have resulted in a highly variable distribution of
constituents of concern in soil and groundwater across the Site Interior. Although hot spots
exist, a discernable pattern of contaminant distribution was not observed (e.g. a discrete source
area with a plume emanating from it). Although impacts have been identified Outside the Fence,
they are generally located immediately adjacent to the Shpack Site interior. A description of the
type and distribution of impacts identified at the Site is provided below.




Background Environmental Quality

Background reference samples for chemical constituents in soil, groundwater, sediment
and surface water were collected as part of the RI The following samples were collected
as part of the Phase IB field activities and were designated as background for the
purposes of evaluating the data:

. Soil — SB-22, SB-23, ERM-102D, ERM-104S;
. Groundwater - ERM-102D, ERM-102S, ERM-104D, ERM-1048S; and
. Surface Water and Sediment — SW-4 (D), SW-10 (D), SW-11 (D), SW-22

(D), and SW-23 (D).

In addition, in March 2004, additional background samples were collected in support of
the Screening Level Environmental Risk Assessment or “SLERA” (M&E, 2003) and the
Baseline Environmental Risk Assessment, or “BERA” (M&E, 2004). The following
samples collected as part of this sampling event were identified as background samples:

. Soil - SB-32, SB-33, SB-34, SB-35, SB-36, SB-37, SB-38,
and SB-39; and
. Surface Water and Sediment — SW-24, SW-25, SW-26, SW-27, SW-28,

SW-29, and SW-30.

Analytical data for background samples are included in data tables for each media.
Sampling locations are depicted on Figure 3 of the RI. In addition, data included in the
1981 ORNL Radiological Survey of the Shpack Landfill (ORNL, 1981) provided
background data for radiological compounds detected at the Site.

Soil

Soil samples were collected during the RI from various locations and depths across the
Site. The analytical program was designed to evaluate impacts from waste disposal
activities across the entire Site; therefore, the majonity of soil samples collected at the
Site were analyzed for a broad suite of chemical parameters.

The following subsections present the distribution of contaminants of concern in Site
soils to give a site-wide perspective on the occurrence and concentration of contaminants

of concem. The soil data was divided into two segments, as follows:

*Shallow Soil — This data set represents soil samples collected from ground surface to a
maximum depth of two feet below ground surface (bgs).

*Deep Soil — This data set represents soil samples collected deeper than two feet bgs.




Distribution of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) in Soil

The distribution of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in shallow and deep soil samples
is displayed on Figures 11 and 12 of the RI, respectively. Analytical data for VOCs
detected in soil are presented in Table 6A of the RI. VOCs were not detected in shallow
or deep background soil sampling locations (SB-22, SB-23, and ERM-102D).

The type and distribution of VOCs in soil demonstrate the following:

*The highest VOC concentrations in shallow soil are located in the north-central portion
of the Site.

*The highest VOCs concentrations in deep soil are located southwest of the Site, on the
ALI Landfill.

*Chlorinated solvents, including trichloroethene (TCE), tetrachloroethene (PCE), 1,2-
dichloroethene and cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE) were the primary VOCs
detected. These compounds were detected at one to two orders of magnitude above any
other VOC compound 1n soil.

A detailed summary of the various classes of compounds detected in soil is provided
below.

VOC:s in Shallow Soil —Site Interior

A total of 20 samples from shallow soil in the Site Interior were analyzed for VOCs. The
highest concentration of total VOCs detected in shallow soil in the Site Interior was
3,380 micrograms per kilogram (ug/kg) at location SB-4. The predominant compound
detected in SB-4 was TCE, at a concentration of 3,300 ug/kg. Total VOCs were detected
above 1,000 micrograms per kilogram (ug/kg) at two other locations, SB-6 (1,470 ug/kg)
and SB-12 (2,340 ug/kg). The predominant compound detected in SB-6 was TCE (1,000
ug/kg) and in SB-12 was 1,2-DCE (2,100 ug/kg). All three sampling locations (SB-4,
SB-6 and SB-12) were located in the north-central portion of the Site Interior, as shown
on Figure 11 of the RI. The spatial distribution of these compounds does not indicate a
distinct or localized source area.

VOCs were detected below 100 ug/kg at 14 of the 20 sample locations, and between 100
and 1,000 ug/kg at three locations.

VOCs in Shallow Soil — Outside the Fence

A total of 11 samples from shallow soil Outside the Fence were analyzed for VOCs
(Figure 11 of the RI). VOCs were detected at three of the 11 sampling locations. The
highest concentration of total VOCs detected in shallow soils Outside the Fence was 29
ug/kg at SB-25, located north of the Site on the Shpack Residence property. Acetone
was the only compound detected at SB-25, which is not consistent with the predominant
VOC impacts (e.g. chlorinated solvents) in shallow soil in the Site interior.
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VOCs in Deep Soil — Site Interior

A total of 13 samples from deep soil in the Site Interior were analyzed for VOCs (Figurc
12 of the RI). The highest concentration total VOCs in deep soil was 54,300 ug/kg at
ERM-107M (10-12 feet bgs), located on the ALI Landfill. The predominant compounds
detected in this sample included:

. PCE = 38,000 ug/kg; and
. TCE = 13,000 ug/kg.

As shown on Figures 7 through 9 of the R1, ERM-107M is located upgradient of Shpack.
The second highest concentration of total VOCs detected in deep soil was 11,088
detected in TP-3 (4-6 feet bgs), located on the Tongue Area, immediately downgradient
of ERM-107M. This sample contained cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE) at a
concentration of 11,000 ug/kg. Cis-1,2-DCE is a degradation product of both PCE and
TCE.

VOCs in Deep Soil — Outside the Landfill

A total of six deep soil samples were collected from Outside the Fence and analyzed for
VOCs. VOCs were detected at one sampling location, SB-1, at a maximum concentration
of 26 ug/kg total VOCs. SB-1 is located on the Shpack Residence property. PCE is the
only compound detected in this sample, and is consistent with the type of VOCs (i.e.
chlorinated solvents) detected in the Shpack Landfill.

Distribution of SVOCs in Soil

The distribution of semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) in shallow and deep soil
samples 1s displayed on Figures 11 and 12 of the RI, respectively. Analytical data for
SVOCs detected in all soil samples is presented in Table 68 of the RI. SVOCs were
detected in all shallow and two-thirds of the deep background soil sampling locations (SB-
22, SB-23, and ERM-102D).

The type and distribution of SVOCs detected in soil samples collected at the Site
demonstrate the following:

. SVOCs were detected in all areas of the Site Interior and the distribution of
SVOCs does not indicate a distinct or localized source of SVOCs.
. The predominant type of SVOCs detected in soil at Shpack include both pyrogenic

(1.e. combustion-based) and petrogenic (i.e. petroleum-based) polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs) and phenols. This is consistent with the nature of waste
disposal activities with variable waste streams.

. The highest total SVOC concentration in soil is located on the ALI Landfill at
ERM-101B.




. Where detected, SVOCs were generally detected at the detection limit or slightly
above the detection limit Outside the Fence.

A detailed summary of the various classes of compounds detected in soil 1s provided
below.

SVOCs in Shallow Soil — Site Interior

A total of 20 shallow soil samples were collected and analyzed for SVOCs in the Site
Interior (Figure 11 of the RI). SVOCs were detected at all sampling locations in the Site
Interior. The highest total SVOC concentrations detected in shallow soil in the Site
Interior are as follows:

. SB-4 (710,060 ug/kg) in the north central portion of the Shpack landfill; and
. SB-9 (396,860 ug/kg) in the western portion of the Shpack Landfill.

All samples collected from the Site Interior contained SVOC compounds. Co-located
samples collected as part of the Phase [A and Phase IB at both SB-4 and SB-9 soil boring
locations indicate significant variability between the two data sets. The samples collected
at SB-4 and SB-9 during the Phase IA contained total SVOC concentrations two to three
orders of magnitude higher than concentrations detected in the same location during the
Phase IB (Figure 11 of the RI). The temporal heterogeneity displayed between data sets
may be attributable to variability of waste materials.

Of the remaining 18 shallow soil samples collected from the Site Interior, seven contained
total SVOC concentrations between 10,000 and 100,000 ug/kg, and the remaining 11
samples contained total SVOCs below 10,000 ug/kg.

In general, SVOCs were detected in all areas of the Site, with localized areas of elevated
concentrations (e.g. hotspots), and do not display a discernable pattern of distribution,
which is consistent with the waste disposal practices at the Site (e.g. no point source).

SVOCs in Shallow Soil — Outside the Landfill

A total of 12 shallow soil samples were collected and analyzed for SVOCS Outside the
Fence. SVOCs were detected at seven of the 12 locations. Two locations (SB-1, and SB-
26) contained total SVOCs above 100 ug/kg, with the highest concentration (354 ug/kg)
detected at SB-1 located on the former Shpack Residence property.

[n general, the concentrations of SVOCs in shallow soils Outside the Fence were highest
immediately adjacent to Shpack and decrease moving east.
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SVOCs in Deep Soil — Site Interior

A total of 13 deep soil samples were collected and analyzed for SVOCs. The highest
concentration of total SVOCs was 2,686,000 ug/kg, detected at ERM-101B (6-8 feet bgs)
located on the ALI Landfill (Figure 12 of the RI). Only two other locations in the Site
Interior contained total SVOCS at concentrations exceeding 100,000 ug/kg, including:

. SB-4 (193,680 ug/kg) in the north-central portion of Shpack;
. SB-9 (167,550 ug/kg) in the western portion of the Shpack;

Two locations contained total SVOCs between 10,000 ug/kg and 100,000 ug/kg,
including:

. SB-16 (16,834 ug/kg) in the central portion of Shpack; and
. TP-3 (83,100 ug/kg) located in the Tongue Area.

All other deep sampling locations in the Site Interior contained total SVOCs below 10,000
ug/kg.

The distribution of SVOCs in deep soil in the Site Interior is varied and does not display a
discernable pattern, although localized areas with elevated concentrations exist.

SVOCs in Deep Soil — Qutside the Fence

A total of three deep soil samples from Qutside the Fence were analyzed for SVOCs.
SVOCs were detected in one (SB-1) at a concentration of 5 ug/kg. This concentration is
below the background concentration of 185 ug/kg.

Distribution of Pesticides and PCBs in Soil

The distribution of pesticides and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in shallow and deep
soil samples is displayed on Figures 11 and 12 of the R, respectively. Analytical data for
pesticides and PCBs detected in all soil samples are presented in Table 6C of the R1.
Pesticides and PCBs were not detected in shallow or deep background soil sampling
locations (SB-22, SB-23, and ERM-102D).

The type and distribution of pesticides and PCBs detected in soil samples collected at the
Site demonstrate the following:

. PCBs were only detected in the Site Interior and pesticides were detected in both
the Site Interior and Outside the Fence.
. A discernable pattern of the lateral or vertical distribution of PCBs and pesticides

impacts was not identified, which is consistent with the nature of waste disposal
activities (e.g. variable waste deposition).
. A total of three Aroclors were detected, including Aroclors 1248, 1254 and 1260.
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. A wide range of pesticides were detected in soil.
A summary of the PCBs and pesticides detected in soil is provided below.
Pesticides and PCBs in Shallow Soil — Site Interior

A total of 20 shallow soil sampling locations in the Site Interior were analyzed for PCBs
(Figurc 11 of the RI). The highest total PCB concentration detected in the Site Interior
was 2,270 ug/kg at soil sampling location SB-13 (0-2 feet bgs) in the central portion of the
Site. Aroclor 1248 was the primary component, at a concentration of 2,000 ug/kg. PCBs
were also detected in a co-located sample at a concentration of 280 ug/kg, resulting in an
average concentration of 1,275 ug/kg total PCBs at this location. At the remaining 19
sampling locations, total PCBs were detected below 100 ug/kg at nine locations and below
1,000 ug/kg at ten locations. The lateral distribution of PCB detections is heterogenecous
across the Site and does not indicate a discrete source area or “hot spot”.

A total of 20 shallow soil samples in the Site Interior were analyzed for pesticides. The
highest total pesticide concentration detected was 1,180 ug/kg at soil sampling location
SB-16 in the southern portion of the Site. Pesticides were detected in a co-located sample
at a concentration of 119.9 ug/kg, resulting in an average total pesticide concentration of
approximately 650 ug/kg. Total pesticides were detected below 100 ug/kg at all other
sampling locations, except for sampling location SB-13 (200.78 ug/kg), which was
located in the central portion of the Site.

Pesticides and PCBs in Shallow Soil — Qutside the Fence

A total of 12 shallow soil samples Outside the Fence were analyzed for PCBs. PCBs were
detected at two locations, SB-18 (15 ug/kg) east of the Site and SB-2 (7.9 ug/kg) north of
the Site.

A total of 12 shallow soil samples Outside the Fence were analyzed for pesticides. Total
pesticides were detected at six locations, with the maximum concentration of 10.89 ug/kg
detected at SB-25 located on the former Shpack Residence property, north of the Site.

Pesticides and PCBs in Deep Soil — Site Interior

A total of 12 deep soil samples in the Site Interior were analyzed for PCBs (Figure 12 of
RI). The highest concentration was 420 ug/kg, detected at location SB-4 (2-4 feet bgs),
located in the north central portion of the Site. PCBs were not detected at seven of the 12
sampling locations. At the remaining five locations, PCBs were detected below 100 ug/kg
at all locations, except ERM-105D, located near SB-4 in the north central portion of the
Site.

A total of 12 soil samples from the Site linterior were analyzed for pesticides. Pesticides
were detected at six of the 12 sampling locations. The highest concentration of pesticides
was 74.8 ug/kg, detected at location SB-13 (2-4 feet bgs) in the center of the Site.
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Pesticides and PCBs in Deep Soil — Outside the Fence

A total of three deep soil sampling locations were analyzed for pesticides and PCBs
Outside the Fence. Pesticides and PCBs were not detected in any of the deep samples
analyzed from Outside the Fence

Distribution of Dioxins/Furans in Soil

A total of two sampling locations from the Site Interior were submitted for analysis of
dioxins/furans. Table 6D of the RI contains a summary of dioxins/furans detected in soil
samples collected at the Site. Dioxins/furans were detected at both sampling locations.
The highest concentration of total dioxins/furans was detected at ERM-105D (0-2 feet
bgs) at approximately 30 ug/kg. Dioxins/furans were not detected in the deeper sample
(22-24 feet bgs) collected at this location.

Distribution of Inorganics in Soil

A total of 68 soil samples were submitted for laboratory analysis of inorganics (which
included metals and cyanide) during the RI. Table 6E of the RI contains a summary of
inorganic constituents detected in soil samples collected at the Site. In general, the
distribution of inorganics in soil indicated the following:

. The highest concentrations were located in the Tongue Area and the north central
portion of the Site Interior, near ERM-105, SB-13, SB-4 and SB -12.
. The concentrations Outside the Fence were one to three orders of magnitude lower

than the concentrations in the Site Interior.

The concentration of ten selected inorganics in shallow and deep soil are plotted on
Figures 13 and 14 of the RI, respectively. The plotted data includes only those
compounds detected above the maximum concentration (rounded up) in background
samples SB-22, SB-23, ERM-102D or ERM-104S. A summary of the distribution of
inorganics shown on these figures is as follows:

. Inorganics in soil exceeding maximum background concentrations were primarily
constrained to the Site Interior.
. The distribution of inorganics detected above background on Site was variable

across the Site Interior and is consistent with the nature of waste disposal activities
(i.e. heterogeneous deposition).

. The highest concentrations of cadmium, chromium, nickel and zinc in both
shallow and deep soils were in the Tongue Area (with the exception of zinc in
shallow soil).

. The highest concentrations of arsenic in both shallow and deep soils were located
in the western portion of the Site Interior
. The highest concentrations of lead in both shallow and deep soils were located in

the north central portion of the Site Interior.
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. The highest concentrations of barium in both shallow and deep soils were located
in the northwestern and central portions of the Site.

. The highest concentrations of manganese, vanadium and silver in shallow and
deep soils were located in the central portion of the Site Interior.

The extent of inorganics in soil does not appear to extend outside the Site Interior. The
concentrations of inorganics in surface water and sediment (Section 4.4 and 4.5 of the RI)
adjacent to the Tongue Area are consistent with elevated concentrations of metals
observed in soil in the Tongue Area.

The highest concentrations of mercury were located in the southeastern portion of the Site

adjacent to, and in, the Tongue Area, and at one sampling location in the north central
portion of the site as follows:

. TP-1 = 41 mg/kg

. SB-17 = 30.7 mg/kg

. SB-21 =22.2 mg/kg

. ERM-103B = 8.9 mg/kg

. SB-16 = 2.2 mg/kg

. ERM-105D = 3.6 mg/kg (north central portion of site)

All other mercury detections are below 2.0 mg/kg.

Cyanide was detected in soil at five locations, with the maximum concentrations detected
at SB-12 (7.1 mg/kg) and SB-10 (3 mg/kg), located in the central and western portions of
the Site, respectively. Cyanide was detected at the remaining three locations below 1.0
mg/kg.

Thallium was detected in soil at five locations, with the maximum concentration detected
at SB-9 (0.11 mg/kg) located in the western portion of the Site.

Antimony was detected in soil at 10 locations with the highest concentrations detected at
SB-20 (75.4 mg/kg), TP-6 (67.6 mg/kg), ERM-105D (62.3 mg/kg), SB-16 (58 mg/kg),
SB-13 (44.7 mg/kg), SB-4 (36.6 mg/kg), and SB-6 (35.3 mg/kg). These samples were all
located on or near the Tongue Area or in the north central portion of the Site. One soil
sample collected Outside the Fence, SB-24, contained antimony, at a concentration of
0.93 mg/kg. No other sample collected Outside the Fence contained antimony.




Distribution of Radiological Parameters in Soil

This section summarizes analytical results and interpretations based upon information
collected by the USACE for radiological parameters in soil. Soil samples were collected
at 135 locations for laboratory analysis of radiological parameters. Table 61 of the R
contains a summary of laboratory analytical results for radiological parameters analyzed
as part of the Focused Site Inspection performed by Cabrera, the contractor for the
USACE. For the purposes of displaying the nature and extent of radiological soil impacts,
the distributions of uranium (**U and ?**U) and radium (***Ra and ***Ra), have been
plotted on Figure 15 of the RI (provided by Cabrera) as representative indicator
compounds. Due to the variability of concentrations of radiological parameters detected,
the scale of contaminant concentrations is different for each parameter. As shown on
these figures, both radium and uranium were detected across the majority of the Site. The
highest concentrations of radiological parameters are summarized in the following table:

Parameter Location Depth  Concentration
(feet bgs) (pCi/g)

25U 1274 1-3 730
1278 1-3 311
1224 1-3 185
1096 1-3 174
1286 1-3 90
1136 1-3 46.1
) 1274 1-3 14,200
1224 1-3 6,900
2°Ra 1281 0-2 1,600
D
1274 - ’
1273 1-3 4.25

As shown on Figure 15 of the RI, elevated concentrations of uranium and radium were
detected in discrete areas of the Site. The highest concentration of ?*Ra (4.6 picorcuries
per gram (pCi/g)) is collocated with the highest concentration of 2*U and #**U (730 and
14,200 pCi/g, respectively) in the southeastern portion of the Site, near borings 1273 and
1274. However, the highest concentrations of **°Ra detected at borings 1281 (1,600
pCi/g) and boring 1100 (730.99 pCi/g) in the northern and eastern edges of Wetland #2
are not collocated with the highest concentrations of either **U or ***U.

Groundwater

Groundwater samples were collected from 25 monitoring wells in 1992 and from 30
monitoring wells in 2002 as part of the RI. The following subsections present the




distribution of contaminants in groundwater. Figure 16 of the Rl displays the distribution
of organic compounds detected in groundwater in the Site Interior and Outside the Fence.
Tables 7A, 7B, and 7C of the RI contain summaries of VOCs, SVOCS, and inorganics,
respectively, detected in groundwater at the Site. In general, groundwater analytical data
indicated the following:

. VOCs detected in groundwater were primarily chlorinated solvents and were
located in three discrete areas. The highest concentration of total VOCs are
located at well cluster ERM-107, located upgradient of the Shpack Site on the ALI
Landfill.

. The distribution of VOCs in samples collected from monitoring wells in the Site
Interior and Outside the Fence relative to concentrations of VOCs in perimeter/off-
site monitoring wells indicate that impacts were limited to areas inside the Site
Interior and do not appear to be migrating Outside the Fence.

. The elevated levels of SVOCs detected in soil do not appear to have significantly
impacted groundwater quality.

A summary of the groundwater data is presented below.
Distribution of VOCs in Groundwater

VOCs were detected at 25 of the 30 groundwater sampling locations at the Site (I'igurc 16
of the RI). Concentrations of total VOCs were detected at relatively low levels (below
100 micrograms per liter (ug/1)) at 20 of the 25 locations where total VOCs were detected.
The five detections of total VOCs greater than 100 ug/1 primarily contain chlorinated
solvents (e.g. TCE, 1,2-DCE, cis-1,2-DCE, etc.) and were located in three discrete areas,
as follows:

Tongue Area — One well triplet, ERM-107, located on the ALI Landfill, upgradient of the
Tongue Area, contained three of the five concentrations greater than 100 ug/l and the
highest concentration detected, 173,000 ug/l (ERM-107M, Phase [A).

. Total VOCs were detected in ERM-107M at a concentration of 11,650 ug/l.
Earlier samples at this location contained primarily TCE (84,000 ug/1) and PCE
(70,000 ug/l), whereas, the more recent sample contained primarily cis-1,2-DCE
(9,800 ug/1) and vinyl chloride (1,200 ug/l). The presence of these compounds
likely indicates that degradation of TCE and PCE is occurring.

. Monitoring well ERM-107D contained the second highest total VOC
concentration (4,150 ug/l). This sample contained PCE at a concentration of 3,400
ug/l and TCE at a concentration of 600 ug/l.

. Monitoring well ERM-107S contained the fourth highest total VOC concentration
(362 ug/l). This sample contained PCE at 180 ug/l and TCE at 140 ug/l.

. Downgradient monitoring well cluster ERM-103 did not contain concentrations of
chlorinated solvents exceeding 100 ug/l.
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North Central Interior — The third highest concentration of total VOCs detected in
groundwater was at ERM-105D (5,227 ug/1). This sample contained cis-1,2-DCE at a
concentration of 5,000 ug/l and vinyl chloride at a concentration of 200 ug/l. The
presence of these compounds likely indicates that degradation of chlorinated solvents is
occurring. Downgradient monitoring well ERM-102D did not contain detectable
concentrations of chlorinated solvents or degradation byproducts.

Eastern Interior — The final concentration of total VOCs exceeding 100 ug/l was located
in the eastern portion of the Site Interior at DOE-4 (700 ug/l). This sample contained cis-
1,2-DCE at a concentration of 200 ug/l and vinyl chloride at a concentration of 500 ug/I.
The presence of these compounds likely indicates that degradation of chlorinated solvents
1s occurring. The nearest downgradient monitoring wells contain either low levels of
chlorinated solvents (ERM-34D - 4.72 ug/l) or do not contain detectable concentrations of
chlorinated solvents or degradation byproducts.

In summary, total VOCs were detected at low levels across the entire Site Interior and at
elevated levels in three distinct areas.

Distribution of SVOCs in Groundwater

SVOCs were detected in groundwater at eight of the 25 locations analyzed for SVOCs
(Figure 16 of the RI). SVOCs were only detected in monitoring wells located in the Site
Interior. In general, the non-soluble SVOC compounds detected in soil in the Site Interior
have not leached to groundwater Outside the Fence.

The maximum concentration of total SVOCs detected on Site was at monitoring well
ERM-105S at a concentration of 245 ug/l. (Table 7B of the RI). Total SVOCs were
detected in this well at a concentration of 1.65 ug/l, which is more representative of
current Site conditions. The types of SVOC compounds detected in this sample are
consistent with those compounds detected in soil at this location.

The maximum concentration of total SVOCs detected during the Phase 1B was 117.2 ug/i
at monitoring well ERM-107M, located on the ALI Landfill, upgradient of the Site. The
majority of SVOC compounds detected in this sample are phenolic compounds that are
relatively soluble.

Distribution of Pesticides and PCBs in Groundwater
Pesticides and PCBs were not detected in any of the 25 groundwater samples collected in

the early round of sampling. Therefore, none of the groundwater samples collected during
the later rounds were analyzed for PCBs or pesticides.




Distribution of Inorganics in Groundwater

In general, the concentrations of most inorganics detected in groundwater during the
2002-2003 sampling event are one to three orders of magnitude lower than the
concentrations detected in groundwater during the 1992 sampling event. The recent
sampling 1s most representative of current groundwater conditions at the Site.

The following table summarizes the maximum concentration of metals and cyanide
detected in groundwater, the location of the maximum concentration and the area of the
Site where the maximum value was detected.

Parameter Maximum Location Area of Site
Concentration
(ug/h
Antimony 0.96 ERM- ALI Landfill
107M
Arsenic 69.6 ERM-32D Power line Access Road
Barium 3760 ERM-105S Site Interior (north)
Beryllium 75.1 ERM- Tongue Area
103D
Cadmium 70.9 ERM-103S Tongue Area
Chromium 203 ERM- Tongue Area
103D
Lead 68.1 ERM- ALI Landfill
107M
Manganese 18600 ERM-32D  Power line Access Road
Mercury 0.19" ERM-109B  ALI portion of the
Shpack
Nickel 15300 ERM-103S Tongue Area
Selenium 4.7 ERM- ALI Landfill
107D
Silver 4.3 ERM- Site Interior (north)
105D
Vanadium 85.4 ERM- ALI Landfill
107D
Zinc 15800 ERM-103S  Tongue Area
Cyanide 17.3 DOE-3 Outside the Fence (north)
Notes:

* - Compound was only detected at this location during 2002-2003 sampling round

As shown in the above table, the majority of the maximum concentrations of inorganics
detected in groundwater are isolated to either the Site Interior in Wetland #2, or Outside
the Fence, adjacent to the Tongue Area. The inorganic constituents of concern detected in
groundwater are consistent with those detected in soil.




The concentrations of inorganics detected in background groundwater sampling locations,
ERM-102S, ERM-102D, and ERM-104S were one to three orders of magnitude lower
than the maximum concentration detected on Site.

Distribution of Radiological Parameters in Groundwater

This section summarizes analytical results and interpretations provided by the USACE for
radiological parameters in groundwater. Table 7D of the RI lists a summary of
radiological parameters detected in groundwater in the Site Interior and Outside the Fence.
Radiological parameters were detected at all groundwater sampling locations. The
following table summarizes the location of the highest detections of Gross Alpha, Gross
Beta, Radium, and Uranium detected on Site.

Parameter Maximum Location Area of Site
Detection

Gross Alpha 90 pCi/l DOE-7 Eastern Interior
Gross Beta 143 pCi/l ERM-107S The ALI Landfill
Radium 228 7.5 pCi/l ERM-107M The ALI Landfill
Uranium 232 13 pCv/l ERM-106S Northern Interior
Uranium 234 118 pCi/l DOE-7 Eastern Interior
Uranium 235 9.4 pCi/l DOE-7 Eastern Interior
Uranium 238 15 pCv/l DOE-7 Eastern Interior

Gross Alpha was detected at the same order of magnitude as the maximum concentration
at four locations, ERM-103B (22.9 pCi/l), ERM-103D (34 pCi/l), ERM-107M (18 pCi/l),
and ERM-32D (29.2 pCi/1). These detections were located in the Tongue Area (ERM-
103), on the ALI Landfill (ERM-107 and on the power line access road located east of the
Shpack Site (ERM-32S). All of these samples were either located in the
eastern/southeastern portion of the Shpack Site, or east of the Shpack Site.

Radium was detected at 20 locations at the same order of magnitude as the highest
concentration detected during this sampling round. Based on the detections of radium in
groundwater, radium was located in all areas of the site at relatively consistent
concentrations. This distribution of radium in groundwater is consistent with the
distributton of radium in soil.

The second highest concentrations of ***U and »**U were detected in the Tongue Area at
ERM-103B (**U = 22.6 pCi/l and ***U = 9.9 pCi/l) and ERM-103D (**U = 20.6 pCi/l and
#¥U =10.7 pCi/l). Concentrations of ***U and ***U were not identified in any other sample
at this magnitude.




Surface Water

A total of 21 surface water samples were submitted for analysis of VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs
and pesticides. Surface water at the site was defined as areas of seasonal standing water.
Figure 17 of the RI displays the distribution of organic compounds detected in surface
water in the Site Interior and Outside the Fence. As noted above, surface water located
within the Site Interior was essentially isolated from surface water located Outside the
Fence. In addition, surface water transport from the Site Interior was restricted due to
topographical features inhibiting overland flow of surface water from the Site Interior to
surface waters Qutside the Fence. Tables 8A, 8B, 8C. and 8D of the Rl contain a
summary of VOCs, SVOCS, PCB/pesticides and inorganics, respectively, detected in
surface water at the Site.

In general, surface water analytical data indicate the following:

. VOCs were detected at low levels in surface water in the Site Interior and were
not detected Outside the Fence

. SVOCs were detected in surface water in the Site Interior in later sampling and
were generally detected at concentrations less than 1.0 ug/l.

. Pesticides were detected in surface water in the Site Interior in later sampling and
are consistent with pesticides detected in soil.

. PCBs were detected in one surface water sample collected during the early
sampling rounds however, PCBs were not detected in later sampling

. The highest concentrations of metals in surface water were located Outside the

Fence, immediately adjacent to the Tongue Area.

A summary of the compounds detected in surface water is presented in the following
subsections.

Distribution of VOCs in Surface Water

A total of 21 surface water samples were submitted for analysis of VOCs from both the
Site Interior and Outside theFence (Figure 17 of the RI). VOCs were detected at nine
locations, with the maximum concentration of 174 ug/l total VOCs detected at SW-1
(Table 8A of the R1). The predominant compound detected in this sample was acetone at
a concentration of 170 ug/l, which was not identified during later sampling.

The most frequently detected compound was cis-1,2-DCE, at four locations, SW-1 (1.2
ug/l), SW-15 (5.6 ug/1), SW-18 (0.38 ug/l), and SW-19 (19 ug/l). All of these surface
water sampling locations were in the Site Interior wetlands.
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Distribution of SVOCs in Surface Water

SVOCs were detected in surface water at six of the 14 locations sampled (Figure 17 of the
RI). SVOCs were not detected at any of the sampling locations Outside the Fence (SW-4,
SW-6, SW-7, SW-8 and SW-9) with the exception of SW-5, where total SVOCs were
detected at 0.5 ug/l. The maximum concentration of SVOCs detected in the Site Interior
1s 4.5 ug/l at SW-1. The total SVOC concentration of 4.5 ug/l detected at SW-1 in earlier
sampling was not reproduced at SW-1 during later sampling.

Distribution of Pesticides and PCBs in Surface Water

Pesticides were detected at three of the 14 sampling surface water locations, SW-15, SW-
16 and SW-18, located in the Site Interior. The maximum concentration of pesticides was
0.02 ug/l at both SW-16 and SW-18. Pesticides were not detected in surface water at any
sampling location Outside the Fence.

PCBs were only detected at one surface water sampling location (SW-1) during the early
sampling at a concentration of 0.43 ug/l (Figure 17 of the R1). This detection was not
confirmed 1in the surface water sample collected at this location during later sampling
rounds. PCBs were not detected in any surface water sampling location in the Site
Interior or Outside the Fence.

Distribution of Inorganics in Surface Water

A total of 23 surface water samples from the Site Interior and Outside the Fence were
submitted for laboratory analysis of total and dissolved inorganics (metals and cyanide
[Table 8D of the RI]). Inorganics were detected at all sampling locations in the Site
Interior and Outside the Fence. Because the analysis of unfiltered samples includes the
suspended particles in the water, higher levels of inorganics are expected in these samples
than the filtered samples. Total inorganic concentrations are generally one to three orders
of magnitude greater than dissolved concentrations (Table 8D of the R1). The remainder
of this section presents the results of total inorganics findings only.

The highest concentrations of inorganics detected in surface water were observed Outside
the Fence adjacent to the Tongue Area at SW-5, and in the Site Interior in Wetlands #1
and #2. A summary of the various inorganics detected in surface water is provided below.

The highest concentration of nine metals were detected at one sampling location, SW-5,
located Outside the Fence, adjacent to the Tongue Area, as follows:

. Beryllium — 1,480 ug/1

. Cadmium — 121 ug/l

. Chromium - 13,300 ug/l
. Lead —- 868 ug/l

. Mercury — 41.1 ug/l

. Nickel ~ 235,000 ug/l

. Silver - 35.9 ug/l

. Vanadium - 618 ug/l
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. Zinc - 49,900 ug/i

The concentration of these nine metals are one to three orders of magnitude lower in all
other samples collected at the Shpack Site. The concentration of inorganics in surface
water detected at SW-5 is consistent with the concentrations detected in soil in the Tongue
Area.

The highest concentration of antimony was detected in Wetland #2 in the Site Interior at
locations SW-1 (24.5 ug/!l — Phase 1A) and SW-2 (36 ug/l) and Qutside the Fence, adjacent
to the Tongue Area at SW-5 (14.9 ug/l). These concentrations are one to two orders of
magnitude above the concentration of antimony detected at any other sampling locations
etther in the Site Interior or Outside the Fence.

The highest concentration of arsenic in surface water was detected in sampling location
SW-4, located south of the Site, at a concentration of 31.4 ug/l. The next highest
concentration of arsenic was detected adjacent to the Tongue Area at SW-5 at a
concentration of 10.8 ug/l.

The highest concentrations of barium in surface water were detected in the Site Interior in
Wetlands #1 and #2 at SW-1 (7,500 ug/l), SW-2 (4,840 ug/l), SW-15 (1,300 ug/l), SW-17
(2,430 ug/l), SW-18 (2,530 ug/l) and SW-19 (1,690 ug/l). Barium was not detected at any
other sampling location above 1,000 ug/l.

The highest concentration of selenium in surface water was detected at SW-16 (8.6 ug/l),
located in Wetland #2, in the Site Interior. The next highest concentration of selenium
was detected in sampling locations SW-4 (6.2 ug/l) and SW-10 (8.5 ug/l) located south of
the Site.

Distribution of Radiological Parameters in Surface Water

This section summarizes analytical results and interpretations for radiological parameters
in surface water. Tablc 8 of the RI lists a summary of radiological parameters detected in
surface water Outside the Fence. Radiological parameters were detected at all surface
water sampling locations. The following table summarizes the location of the highest
detections of Gross Alpha, Gross Beta, Radium, and Uranium detected Qutside the Fence.

Parameter Maximum Detection Location Sample Location
Gross Alpha 3.6 pCi/l SW-14 Chartley Swamp (SE)

Gross Beta 12 pCi/l SW-14 Chartley Swamp (SE)
Radium 226 220 pCi/t SW-13 Chartley Swamp (SE)
Radium 228 4.33 pCi/l SW-11 Near the ALI Landfill (SE)
Uranium 232 11.6 pCv/l SW-12 Adjacent to Tongue (SE)
Uranium 234 3.26 pCi/l SW-5 Adjacent to Tongue (SE)
Uranium 235 0.29 pCi/1 SW-5 Adjacent to Tongue (SE)
Uranium 238 2.66 pCi/l SW-5 Adjacent to Tongue (SE)

Gross Alpha was only detected at one location (SW-14). This detection is located in
Chartley Swamp southeast of the Site along the power line access road. Gross Alpha was
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not detected in any of the other surface water samples analyzed for radiological
parameters.

Radium was detected at all seven locations at the same order of magnitude as the highest
concentration detected in surface water. Radium in surface water outside of the site was
detected at relatively consistent concentrations. The distribution of radium in surface
water is consistent with the distribution of radium in both soil and groundwater.

The highest concentrations of *U and **U were detected immediately adjacent to the
Tongue Area at SW-5 (**U = 3.26 pCi/l and ***U = 2.66 pCi/l). The second highest
concentrations **U and ***U were detected downgradient of DOE-7 at SW-6 (**U = 1.93
pCi/l and #*U = 1.92 pCi/l) and southeast of the site at SW-11 (**U = 1.18 pCi/l and ***U
= 1.04 pCi/l).

Sediment

A total of 14 sediment samples were collected from in the Site Interior and Outside the
Fence were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs and pesticides. In general, organic
compounds were detected at low levels Outside the Fence and at elevated concentrations
in the Site Interior. A summary of the distribution of each class of compounds is provided
in the following subsections. Figure 17 of the RI displays the distribution of organic
compounds detected in sediments in the Site Interior and Outside the Fence. Tablcs 9A.
9B, 9C, 9D and 9E of the RI contain summaries of VOCs, SVOCS, PCB/pesticides,
inorganics, and general chemistry, respectively, detected in sediments at the Site.

Distribution of Total VOCs in Sediment

Total VOCs were detected at 10 of the 14 sediment sampling locations, with the highest
concentrations detected in the central wetlands in the Site Interior (Figure 17 of the R1).
The two highest total VOC concentrations in sediment are 13,107 ug/kg and 6,436 ug/kg
at SW-18 and SW-15, respectively (Table 9A of the RI). The predominant compounds
detected in these samples are TCE (13,000 ug/kg) in SW-18 and cis-1,2-DCE (6,400
ug/kg) in SW-15. The next highest concentration of total VOCs detected in any sediment
sample is 52 ug/kg, detected in SW-8.

Distribution of Total SVOCs in Sediment

Total SVOCs were detected at all 14 sediment sampling locations, with the highest
concentration detected in Wetland 2 in the Site Interior (Figure 17 and Table 9B of the
RI). All samples collected from Wetland 2 contained total SVOCs at concentrations
exceeding 10,000 ug/kg, as follows:

. SW-15 = 29,230 ug/kg;

. SW-16 = 18,246 ug/kg;

. SW-17 = 12,804 ug/kg; and
. SW-18 = 200,810 ug/kg;
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No other sediment samples collected in the Site Interior or Outside the Fence contained
total SVOCs at concentrations exceeding 1,000 ug/kg except at SW-19 where total
SVOCs were detected at a concentration of 1,211 ug/kg.

Distribution of Pesticides in Sediment

Pesticides were detected at five of the 14 sediment sampling locations analyzed. (Figure
17 and Table 9C of the R1). Pesticides were not detected in any samples collected from
Outside the Fence (SW-4, SW-5, SW-6, SW-7, SW-8, and SW-9). The highest
concentration of total pesticides detected in sediment in the Site Interior is 1,970 ug/kg at
SW-18, located in Wetland 2. The next highest concentration of total pesticides is two
orders of magnitude lower, 92 ug/kg at SW-15, also located in Wetland 2.

Distribution of PCBs in Sediment

PCBs were detected at seven of the 14 sediment sampling locations collected (Figure 17
and Table 9C of the RI). PCBs were not detected in any samples collected from Outside
the Fence (SW-4, SW-5, SW-6, SW-7, SW-8, and SW-9). The highest concentration of
total PCBs detected in the Site Interior is 91,000 ug/kg at SW-18, in Wetland #2. The
next highest concentration of total PCBs is two orders of magnitude lower, 370 ug/kg at
SW-17, also located in Wetland #2.

Distribution of Inorganics in Sediment

A total of 23 sediment sampling locations from the Site Interior and QOutside the Fence
were submitted for laboratory analysis of total and dissolved inorganics (Table 9D of the
RI). Inorganics were detected at all sediment sampling locations in the Site Interior and
Outside the Fence.

The following table summarizes the maximum concentration of metals and cyanide
detected in sediment on site, the location of the maximum concentration and the area of
the site where the maximum was detected.
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Parameter Max. Concentration (ug/kg) Location Area of Site

Antimony 618 SW-18 Wetland #2
Arsenic 38 Sw-7 Chartley Swamp
Barium 3,570 SW-18 Wetland #2

Beryllium 98.5 Sw-12 Adjacent to Tongue Area

Cadmium 82.1 Sw-12 Adjacent to Tongue Area

Chromium 1,380 SW-i2 Adjacent to Tongue Area

Lead 2,970 SW-16 Wetland #2

Manganese 1,980 SW-18 Wetland #2
Mercury 4.4 SW-12 Wetland #2
Nickel 26,200 Sw-12 Adjacent to Tongue Area

Selenium 3.3 SW-14 Power line Access Road

Silver 454 SW-18 Wetland #2
Thallium 0.15 SW-5 Wetland #1/Tongue Area
Vanadium 127 SW-7 Chartley Swamp

Zinc 20,800 SW-12 Adjacent to Tongue Area

Cyanide 2.1 SW-18 Wetland #2

As shown in the above table, the majority of the maximum inorganic concentrations
detected in sediment were located either in Wetland #2, or Outside the Fence, adjacent to
the Tongue Area. The concentration of inorganics in sediment detected in background
sampling locations, SW-10, SW-11, SW-22 and SW-23 were one to three orders of
magnitude lower than the maximum concentration detected on Site.

Residential Wells

In 2001, 2002, and 2003, samples of drinking water were collected from residential wells
near Shpack as part of Phase IB investigation activities. The analytical program was
designed to evaluate potential impacts to private drinking water supply wells. Figure 3
shows the location of the wells sampled, as well as the location of the two closest wells,
Union Road House 1 and Union Road House 2. Water samples were collected from wells at
following residences:
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Town of Attleboro Well Depth Town of Norton Well Depth

Peckham Street, House 1 unknown Union Road, House 1 unknown
Peckham Street, House 2 unknown Union Road, House 2 14 feet
Peckham Street, House 3 unknown N. Worcester Street, House | 180 feet
Peckham Street, House 4 unknown Maple Street, House 1 75 feet
Maple Street, House 2 140 feet
Maple Street, House 3 200 feet
Maple Street, House 4 200 feet
Maple Street, House 5 unknown
Maple Street, House 6 unknown

The following subsections present a summary of constituents identified in drinking water
near Shpack. Figure 4 of the RI displays residential well sampling locations with respect
to Shpack. Table 10 of the RI summarizes analytical results of residential well samples
collected as part of the Phase IB Investigation. A summary of the residential drinking
water data is presented below.

Distribution of VOCs in Residential Wells

A total of six VOCs were detected at six of the 14 residential well sampling locations (Table
10 of the RI). VOCs were not detected above EPA Maximum Contaminant Limits (MCLs)
in any of the drinking water samples. In general, VOCs were detected at low levels in the
residential drinking water wells. As shown on Table 10 of the R1, five of the six VOCs
detected in residential wells were detected in only one sampling event and have not been
repeated in previous or subsequent sampling events. One VOC, methyl-tert butyl-ether
(MTBE) has been detected in four of the six residential drinking water wells at
concentrations ranging from 0.68 ug/l (Peckham Street, House 3) to 37 ug/l (Peckham
Street, House 2). With the exception of Union Street, House 1, the residential wells where
MTBE has been detected are not associated with the Shpack Site. MTBE was detected in
groundwater at the Shpack site at five locations.

Distribution of Inorganics in Residential Wells

Table 10 of the RI displays inorganic analytical results for residential drinking water
samples collected as part of the RI in 2001, 2002, and 2003. In April 2003, samples
collected from four wells were believed to contain four separate inorganic compounds
exceeding EPA MCLs. Based on these results, re-sampling of these wells was performed in
July and August 2003, as summarized in the following table:
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Location Compound MCL April 2003  July 2003  August 2003
N. Worcester, Arsenic 0.01 0.0113 0.0136 0.0164
House 1

Maple Street, Cadmium 0.005 0.204 ND ND

House 5

Union Street, Lead 0.015 0.0008 ND ND

House 1|

Union Street, Antimony 0.006 0 ND ND

House 2

Notes:

All compounds reported in milligrams per liter (mg/1)
MCL = Maximum Contaminant Limit

ND = Compound not detected

The detection of arsenic at North Worcester Street, House 1 is not believed to be related to
Shpack as this location is across Chartley Pond and situated topographically and
hydrologically upgradient of Shpack. The residential well sample collected at Maple Street,
House 5 was most likely the result of a laboratory error and was not reproducible.

In addition, the MCL exceedences at the other two residential well sampling locations were
the result of data transcription errors, were re-sampled and confirmed to be free of MCL
exceedences. One sample containing manganese was originally reported in the RI at 840
ug/l at Umon Street, House 2. This was later determined to be a transcription error. The
maximum level of manganese detected in this residential well was 170 ug/l. This detected
manganese level results in noncancer hazard quotients of 0.19 and 0.66 for current adult and
small child receptors, respectively, which are both below EPA’s noncancer threshold of 1.0.
Please refer to the revised Tables 3.10 RME, 7.4 RME, and 7.5 RME for the corrected
tables within the “Human Health Risk Assessment-Letter Addendum”, dated September 15,
2004 by Metcalf and Eddy for further detail.'

'"Water levels in monitoring wells screened in the shallow zone at the Shpack site suggest that groundwater
flow 1s semi-radially outward toward the northwest, north, northeast, east, and southeast. The only direction in
which water levels are higher immediately off the site is to the southwest, beneath the ALI Landfill. Although the
groundwater contours for the shallow zone suggest that flow would be toward the private water supply wells north of
the site at Union Road House | and Union Road House 2, the shallow groundwater flow is apparently predominantly
downward at the site, into the deeper overburden. This concept is supported by both water level and water quality
measurements. The positions of these two homes relative to the site (in particular their close proximity to the site)
and to highly contaminated wells make them potentially vulnerable to future contamination if hydrologic conditions
change (e.g., water levels in nearby ponds and wetlands change, drainage characteristics at the Shpack or ALI sites
are altered). Therefore, EPA has determined :
that a sufficient threat exists at the Site to support installion of a waterline to these two houses. This determination is
consistent with EPA’s 1988 “Guidance Document for Providing Alternate Water Supplies™:

“In addition, remedial action may be taken based on the threat of future contamination in cases where these
criteria are not yet exceeded (“MCLs™). If potable wells are not currently contaminated, it must be
determined they will be threatened with contamination before a final remedy addressing ground water
contamination can be implemented.”
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Distribution of Radiological Parameters in Drinking Water

Table 10 of the RI lists a summary of radiological parameters detected in residential
drinking water in the vicinity of the Shpack Site. Radiological parameters were not detected
above EPA MCLs in any of the residential drinking water samples collected during the R1.
Gross Alpha and Beta were detected at approximately one order of magnitude less than
Gross Alpha and Gross Beta in groundwater at the Shpack Site. Radium was detected in
residential drinking water at the same order of magnitude as Radium detections in
groundwater at Shpack. Total Uranium was detected in residential drinking water at the
same order of magnitude or an order of magnitude less than detected in groundwater at
Shpack.

Other Investigation Activities

This section summarizes the results of other field investigation activities performed at
Shpack as part of the RI.

Test Pit Investigation Results

A total of 10 test pits were excavated in the Tongue Area to evaluate the physical and
chemical nature of waste materials in this area. Based on the test pit program, landfill
materials in the Tongue Area are approximately 6 to 8 feet thick and consist of rubber
garden hose, concrete, ash (gray, purple, and yellow in color), metal debris, cinders, wood
debris, unidentified burnt debris, and crushed PVC. The materials were mixed with brown-
orange, fine sand, silt, and clay, with some coarse gravel, and some gray clay lenses. Test
pit logs are included in Appendix A of the RI.

As shown on Table 6 of the RI, VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, pesticides and inorganics were
detected in all soil samples collected from the Tongue Area test pits. In addition, some of
the highest concentrations of inorganic compounds were detected in soil samples collected
from test pits in the Tongue Area. Radiological screening of soils excavated during test pit
activities did not indicate elevated levels of radionuclides in soil in the Tongue Area. This
is consistent with radiological analysis of soil samples collected from soil borings collected
in this area by the USACE (Table 6F of the RI).

Tar Pit Delineation Results

As part of the Rl field activities, the extent of tar material present on the surface of the Site
was evaluated (Figure 3 of the RI). The depth of the tar was evaluated using sections of
one-inch diameter PVC marked with depth measurements. The lateral extent of the tar area
was measured using a tape measure.

Based on the Tar Pit delineation, the tar material measures approximately 0.3 feet to 0.8 feet
deep and extends over an area approximately 12 feet wide by 27 feet long. A graphical
representation of the lateral and vertical extent of the tar pit area is included as I'igurc 18 of
the RI.
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F. CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES

1. Current Use

The land use surrounding the Site is predominantly rural/low-density residential in nature. The ALI
Landfill 1s located directly west of the Site. Groundwater is currently used as drinking water by two
residents close to the Site. This is consistent with the State’s use and value determination that
designates this groundwater as “high” use and value based primarily upon the fact that this
groundwater is currently being used for drinking water at these two houses.

2. Future Use

As part of the FS, EPA evaluated each alternative based upon four possible future use scenarios.
These scenarios are as follows:

. Recreational user

. Adjacent resident w/out groundwater exposure
. Adjacent resident w/ groundwater exposure

. On-site resident

Based upon EPA’s review of the Site and input from the community and local Town officials, the
reasonably anticipated future use of the site could be either the recreational scenario or the adjacent
resident scenario. A great many comments have been received from the community supporting the
recreational scenario. However, because there is an adjacent resident in existence and the area is
zoned to allow that use to continue, EPA believes this scenario is the most realistic future use
scenario. This decision is not contrary to the wishes expressed by many in the community that the
Site be cleaned up to allow recreational use in the future. The adjacent resident scenario assumes
greater exposure to contamination than the recreational scenario and, therefore, will require greater
quantities of waste material to be addressed by the remedy. As a result, by cleaning up the Site to
an adjacent resident scenario and addressing unacceptable ecological risks, the remedy will be
sufficiently protective to allow recreational uses as well.

EPA has also determined that on-site residential use of the site is highly unlikely based upon
several factors. First, a large portion of the Site consists of wetlands which are not conducive to
residential development. In addition, the Site is adjacent to the ALI Landfill. The Site is also
bisected by high voltage power lines. All of these factors make residential development
undesirable and therefore not realistic for residential future use.

The selected remedy does not address Site groundwater ( See Section D. SCOPE AND ROLE OF
OPERABLE UNIT OR RESPONSE ACTION for this determination).
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G. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

A baseline risk assessment was performed to estimate the probability and magnitude of potential
adverse human health and environmental effects from exposure to contaminants associated with the
Site assuming no remedial action was taken. It provides the basis for taking action and identifies
the contaminants and exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the remedial action. The
public health risk assessment followed a four step process: 1) hazard identification, which
identified those hazardous substances which, given the specifics of the site were of significant
concemn; 2) exposure assessment, which identified actual or potential exposure pathways,
characterized the potentially exposed populations, and determined the extent of possible exposure;
3) toxicity assessment, which considered the types and magnitude of adverse health effects
associated with exposure to hazardous substances, and 4) risk characterization and uncertainty
analysis, which integrated the three earlier steps to summarize the potential and actual risks posed
by hazardous substances at the site, including carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks and a
discussion of the uncertainty in the risk estimates. The ecological risk assessment followed the
eight-step process guidance for Superfund.

A summary of those aspects of the human health risk assessment which support the need for
remedial action is discussed below followed by a summary of the environmental risk assessment.

1. Human Health Risk Assessment

Sixty-one of the more than 125 chemicals detected at the site were selected for evaluation in the
human health risk assessment as chemicals of potential concern. The chemicals of potential
concern were selected to represent potential site related hazards based on toxicity, concentration,
frequency of detection, and mobility and persistence in the environment and can be found in Tables
2.1 through 2.14 of the risk assessment (M&E, 2004). From this, a subset of the chemicals were
identified in the Feasibility Study as presenting a significant current or future risk and are referred
to as the chemicals of concern in this ROD and summarized in Tables G-1 through G-5 for surface
water, sediment, surface soil, subsurface soil, and groundwater, respectively. These tables contain
the exposure point concentrations used to evaluate the reasonable maximum exposure (RME)
scenario in the baseline risk assessment for the chemicals of concern. Estimates of average or
central tendency exposure concentrations for the chemicals of concern and all chemicals of
potential concern can be found in Tables 3.1 through 3.14 of the risk assessment (M&E, 2004).

Potential human health effects associated with exposure to the chemicals of potential concern were
estimated quantitatively or qualitatively through the development of several hypothetical exposure
pathways. These pathways were developed to reflect the potential for exposure to hazardous
substances based on the present uses, potential future uses, and location of the Site.

The Site consists of a central fenced portion, the more recently-fenced “tongue” area, unfenced
areas at the perimeter of the fencing, the former Shpack residence, and unfenced wetland areas,
including Chartley Swamp. The Site is in a predominantly rural, low density residential area. The
ALI Landfill landfill abuts the site to the west. A utility right-of-way with power lines crosses
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through the Site. Residences are found to the north and east of the site and also across Chartley
Swamp. There are numerous residential wells within a 3-mile radius of the Site, the closest well
being located at the former Shpack residence.

The risk assessment looked at several different exposure pathways consistent with current and
future potential uses at the Site. The following current uses were evaluated in the risk assessment:

. Adjacent resident with cxposure to groundwater through ingestion;

. Former Shpack resident (adult)/worker at adjacent landfill with exposure to surface soil
through ingestion, dermal contact, and external exposure to radionuclides;

. Trespasser (adolescent) with exposure to surface soil by ingestion, dermal contact, and
external exposure to radionuclides; to surface water (by dermal contact) and to sediment (by
ingestion and dermal contact) within the wetland areas of the Site.

These current exposure pathways and receptors identified may continue in the future.
The following future uses were also evaluated in the risk assessment:
. Adjacent resident with exposure to groundwater through ingestion;

. Adjacent resident (adult and child)/worker to the site with exposure to surface and
subsurface soil through ingestion, dermal contact, and external exposure to radionuclides;

. Former Shpack resident (adult and child) with exposure 1o surface and subsurface soil
through ingestion, dermal contact, inhalation, and external exposure to radionuclides;

. On-site resident (adult and child) with exposure to surface and subsurtace soil through
ingestion, dermal contact, external exposure to radionuclides, inhalation of volatile
contaminants present in soil and groundwater following migration to indoor air; and to
groundwater through ingestion;

. Recreational (adult and child) with exposure to surface and subsurtace soil through
ingestion, dermal contact, external exposure to radionuclides; to surface water (by dermal
contact) and to sediment (by ingestion and dermal contact); and,

. Construction and utility workers with direct exposure to surface and subsurface soil
contaminants, direct exposure to shallow exposed groundwater and inhalation of volatile
contaminants in soil and groundwater following migration to outdoor air.

In the future, removal of the fencing after completion of the remedial action could allow an
increased intensity and frequency of exposure to on-site soil contaminants for the adjacent resident
and for trespassers.

Excess lifetime cancer risks were determined for each exposure pathway by multiplying a daily
intake level with the chemical specific cancer potency factor. Cancer potency factors have been
developed by EPA from epidemiological or animal studies to reflect a conservative "upper bound"
of the risk posed by potentially carcinogenic compounds. That is, the true risk is unlikely to be
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greater than the risk predicted. The resulting risk estimates are expressed in scientific notation as a
probability (e.g. 1 x 10 or 1E-06 for 1/1,000,000) and indicate (using this example), that an
average individual is not likely to have greater than a one in a million chance of developing cancer
over 70 years as a result of site-related exposure (as defined) to the compound at the stated
concentration. All risks estimated represent an "excess lifetime cancer risk" - or the additional
cancer risk on top of that which we all face from other causes such as cigarette smoke or exposure
to ultraviolet radiation from the sun. The chance of an individual developing cancer from all other
(non-site related) causes has been estimated to be as high as one in three. EPA's generally
acceptable risk range for site-related exposure is 10 to 10°. Current EPA practice considers
carcinogenic risks to be additive when assessing exposure to a mixture of hazardous substances. A
summary of the cancer toxicity data relevant to the chemicals of concem is presented in Table G-6.

In assessing the potential for adverse effects other than cancer, a hazard quotient (HQ) is calculated
by dividing the daily intake level by the reference dose (RfD) or other suitable benchmark.
Reference doses have been developed by EPA and they represent a level to which an individual
may be exposed that is not expected to result in any deleterious effect. RfDs are derived from
epidemiological or animal studies and incorporate uncertainty factors to help ensure that adverse
health effects will not occur. A HQ < 1 indicates that a receptor's dose of a single contaminant is
less than the RfD, and that toxic non-carcinogenic effects from that chemical are unlikely. The
Hazard Index (HI) 1s generated by adding the HQs for all chemical(s) of concern that affect the
same target organ (e.g., liver) within or across those media to which the same individual may
reasonably be exposed. A HI < 1 indicates that toxic non-carcinogenic effects are unlikely. A
summary of the non-carcinogenic toxicity data relevant to the chemicals of concern is presented in
Table G-7.

The following is a brief summary of the exposure pathways that were found to present significant
risks exceeding EPA’s cancer risk range and noncancer threshold. A more thorough description of
all exposure pathways evaluated in the risk assessment, including estimates for an average exposure
scenario, can be found in Section 5 and on Tables 9.1 through 9.22 of the nsk assessment (M&E,
2004). *

*For contaminated groundwater, ingestion of 2 liters/day, 350 days/year for 24 years was presumed for an
adult. For a young child (age 1 to 6), ingestion of 1.5 liters/day, 350 days/year for 6 years was presumed. Dermal
contact and incidental ingestion of soils was evaluated for a young child and adult recreational user and on-site
resident who may be exposed 78 or 150 days/year, respectively, for a total of 30 years. Dermal contact and
incidental ingestion of soils was also evaluated for a young child and adult adjacent resident, assumed to be equally
exposed to soil contaminants in both the yard of the former Shpack residence and the site interior (75 days/year at
each location). Soil ingestion rates for the young child and adult were presumed to be 200 mg/day and 100 mg/day.
respectively. Dermal contact with surface water along with incidental ingestion and dermal contact with sediment
was evaluated to reflect a young child and adult recreational user who may wade in the wetlands 78 days each
summer for a total of 30 years. Sediment ingestion rates were the same as those presumed for soils. Incidental
igestion of and dermal contact with subsurface soils were evaluated for the construction worker who was presumed
to be exposed 125 days/year. The soil ingestion rate for the worker was presumed to be 200 mg/day
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Recreational Use

Tables G-8 and G-12 depict the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk summary for the chemicals
of concern in surface water and surface soil evaluated to reflect potential future recreational
exposure corresponding to the reasonable maximum exposure (RME) scenario. For the future
young child and adult recreational user, carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks exceeded the EPA
acceptable risk range of 10 to 10 and a target organ HI of 1. The exceedences were due primarily
to the presence of benzo(a)pyrene, beryllium, chromium, and nickel in surface water, Aroclor-1254
in sediment, and nickel, uranium, Ra-226, and U-238 in surface soil.

On-Site Resident

Tables G-9 and G-13 depict the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk summary for the chemicals
of concern in groundwater evaluated to reflect potential future RME residential drinking water
exposure. Carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks for the future resident drinking water ingestion
scenario exceeded the EPA acceptable risk range primarily due to the presence of the following
compounds in groundwater: cis-1,2-dichloroethene, trichloroethene, vinyl chloride, arsenic, barium,
beryllium, cadmium, chromium, manganese, nickel, zinc, and U-234. In addition, the following
compounds detected in groundwater exceeded MCLs: cis-1,2-dichloroethene, trichloroethene, vinyl
chloride, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, lead, and uranium.

Tables G-10 and G-14 depict the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk summary for the
chemicals of concern in surface and subsurface soil evaluated to reflect potential future on-site
residential exposures for the RME scenario. For the future on-site resident, carcinogenic and non-
carcinogenic risks exceeded the EPA acceptable risk range for surface and subsurface soil due
primarily to the presence of nickel, uranium, Ra-226, U-235, and U-238 in surface soil and
chromium, mercury, nickel, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, dioxin, and Ra-226 in
subsurface soil.

Adjacent Resident

Tables G-11 and G-15 depict the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk summary for the
chemicals of concern in surface and subsurface soil evaluated to reflect potential future adjacent
residential exposures for the RME scenario. For the future adjacent resident, carcinogenic and non-
carcinogenic risks exceeded the EPA acceptable risk range for surface and subsurface sotl due
primarily to the presence of nickel, uranium, Ra-226, and U-238 in surface and subsurface soils.

Tables G-9 and G-13 depict the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk summary for the chemicals
of concemn in groundwater evaluated to reflect potential future RME residential drinking water
exposure. Carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks for the future resident drinking water ingestion
scenario exceeded the EPA acceptable risk range primarily due to the presence of the following
compounds in groundwater: cis-1,2-dichloroethene, trichloroethene,
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vinyl chloride, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, manganese, nickel, zinc, and U-
234. In addition, the following compounds detected in groundwater exceeded MCLs: cis-1,2-
dichloroethene, trichloroethene, vinyl chloride, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium,
lead, and uranium.

Construction Worker

Table G-16 depicts the non-carcinogenic risk summary for the chemicals of concern in subsurface
soil evaluated to reflect potential future construction worker exposure for the RME scenario. For
the construction worker, the non-carcinogenic risk exceeds the EPA acceptable risk range for
subsurface soil exposure due to the presence of nickel.

This ROD is based upon the adjacent resident without groundwater consumption exposure scenario.
Readers are referred to Section 5 and Tables 9.1 through 9.22 of the risk assessment (M&E, 2004)
for a more comprehensive risk summary of all exposure pathways evaluated for all chemicals of
potential concern and for estimates of the central tendency risk.

Risks Associated with Exposure to Lead

The Integrated Exposure and Uptake Biokinetic (IEUBK) model was used to evaluate the hazard
potential posed by exposure of future on-site young child residents as the most sensitive receptor
group. The average time-weighted soil lead concentration was used as the soil concentration in the
model. Default values, as recommended in the model, were used for all other inputs. The outcome
of the model revealed that 5.6% of an exposed population is predicted to have blood lead levels
greater than 10 pg/dl. It is EPA policy to protect 95% of the sensitive population against blood lead
levels in excess of 10 pg/dl blood. The adult lead model was used to evaluate the hazard potential
posed by exposure of the developing fetus as the most sensitive receptor group. A geometric
standard deviation in intake and biokinetics of 1.8 was used in the model which is typical of
populations in small areas dominated by a single source of lead. A typical blood lead concentration
in the absence of site exposures was assumed to be 2.0 pg/dL, which is a mid-range default
assumption. The outcome of the model revealed that 15.4% of an exposed population is predicted
to have blood lead levels greater than 10 pg/dl. 1t is EPA policy to protect 95% of the sensitive
population against blood lead levels in excess of 10 pg/dl blood. This means that exposures to lead
in on-site soil were estimated to result in an exceedance of the blood lead level goal for a future
construction worker and a future on-site adult and young child resident.

Uncertainties

Estimation of risks to human health that may result from exposure to chemicals and radionuchides
at the Site 1s a complex process. Each assumption, whether regarding the toxicity value to use for a
particular COPC or the value of a parameter in an exposure equation, has a degree of variability and
uncertainty associated with it. In each step of the risk assessment process, beginning with the data
collection and analysis and continuing through the toxicity assessment, exposure assessment, and
risk characterization, conservative assumptions are made that are intended to be protective of
human health and to ensure that risks are not underestimated. The following provides a discussion
of the key uncertainties that may affect the final estimates of human health risk at this Site. One
assumption in the risk assessment was that the concentrations of chemicals would remain constant
over time. Because of this assumption, historical and recently collected sampling data were
combined allowing for the use of a more robust data set.




SIX'gL-9 01 1-O S9|qe L

gl J0 g1 abeyd

(6661 ‘Yd3I "S'N) Sluawinsog uolIs|ddg Uol2a|ag Apaway 1ayi0 PuUe ‘uoisIda( JO SpP402ay ‘sueld pasodoid punpadng Buuedaid o) aping y :324n0g

‘19321 BUILIRIUOD [I0S 30BUNSQNS PAJRUILIBILOD

0} aInsodxa WOy} IN320 PINOD 103443 JOOUBIUOU ISIAAPE 10} (enualod BY) 1Y) SIIBDIPUL Z 40 tH PIIBWLINS B4} "S108)J8 JBDUBIUOU SIBADPE 1O} 1enudiod By} S1dIpul | uey) JayeasB jo (1H) xepus piezey e ‘Ajeiousd)
1By} sajels punpadng J0) (SOYY) 92UBPING JUBWISSSSSY 3SIg a4t 8Jnsodxa JO s8N0y e 10} (SJuanonb piezey ay) JO wns) xapul piezey ay) pue aunsodxa JO 83n0J Yyoes 10} (SDHH) siuanonb piezey sapiacid 9ige) Siy L

‘winipaw siy) 0} a|geondde Jou 1 ainsodxa Jo JN0Y --

a1nsodxa Jo 9)Nos SIY) SSaIPPE AjsAleluenb 0} 9|qe|IeAR Jou 8. euajud ANIDIXO] - /N

Aoy
00+32 = xepu| pJezeH Qixo |eseusn
00+32 = xapuj piezeH Jojdesey
00+32 = |EJO L Xapuj piezeH |10§ 80euNsSqng
00+32 VIN -- 00+32 Ayoixo) (eseua9) 19%IN
AYS-UQ PBUIGWIOD |l0g 3081NSANG 1o
{e10] sajnoy
ainsodx3 jeuusaqg uogjejeyu| uonsabu
uebip uwasuo) wnipaw
wspony piezeH suaboujoten-uoN yabue] Aiewpud JO [e21WdY) iod ainsodxgy ainsodx3 wnipay

}npy :obBy 10)daday
JNIOAA UOONIISUO) :uonejndod 10jdasay
aining :aweujawilj oleuads

suabouloien-uopN - Alewwing uoneziiajoeieyd Ysiy

91-O 3iqel

133HSHUOM MSIH Ao




This assumption may overestimate risks, depending on the degree of chemical degradation or
transport to other media. Conversely, biodegradation of chemicals to more toxic chemicals was
also not considered. However, the natural decay of radionuclides to short-lived decay products was
factored into the risk estimates through the use of toxicity values that include these decay products.
COCs currently undergoing re-evaluation for carcinogenic potency include dioxin and
trichloroethene. An interim revised cancer slope factor for dioxin indicates that the cancer risk
associated with dioxin exposure may be as much as 6.2 times greater than the risks estimated in this
risk assessment. Estimates of carcinogenic potency for trichloroethene range over nearly two
orders of magnitude. The high-end of the range of oral slope factors and unit risk values was used
for carcinogenic risk estimation. Therefore, carcinogenic risks for trichloroethene may have been
overestimated.

The bioavailability of COPCs by the oral exposure route through the ingestion of soil and sediment
1s uncertain. The animal bioassays on which the toxicity values are based do not involve feeding of
chemicals in a soil/sediment matrix. Oral absorption of chemicals from soil/sediment may be
diminished due to the matrix effect, particularly for inorganics that may be a component of the
mineral structure of these media and, thus, not available for uptake. This may have resulted in an
overestimation of inorganic risks.

For dermal exposure pathways, the absence of dermal toxicity criteria necessitated the use of oral
toxicity data. To calculate risk estimates for the dermal pathway, absolute oral bioavailability
factors that reflect the toxicity study conditions were used to modify the oral toxicity criteria. For
the chemicals with oral absorption exceeding 50% (e.g., the PAHs), a default oral absorption factor
of 100% was used. The risk estimates for the dermal pathways may be over- or underestimated
depending on how closely these values reflect the difference between the oral and dermal routes.

Reasonable Maximum Exposure (RME) risks are conservative since estimated risks are based on
upper-bound exposure assumptions. Actual risks for some individuals within an exposed population
may vary from those predicted depending upon their actual intake rates (e.g., soil ingestion rates) or
body weights. Therefore, exposures and estimated risks are likely to be overestimated.

In a limited number of cases, a small number of environmental samples were collected resulting in
the use of the maximum detected level of a COPC as the RME EPC. Use of the maximum detected
result instead of the 95% UCL value for the RME EPC results in an overestimate of risk.

For groundwater, maximum detected COPC concentrations were used as the RME EPCs, as
prescribed by EPA guidance. This assumption is protective of worst-case groundwater exposures
that may occur during future pumping events. Because the maximum detected groundwater
concentrations are not co-located at this site, it is unlikely that the installation of a well would result
1n exposure to maximum detected concentrations of each groundwater COPC. Therefore, this
approach likely results in an overestimate of risk.

2. Ecological Risk Assessment

An ecological risk assessment (ERA) was completed for the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site to
evaluate the likelihood and magnitude of potential ecological effects associated with historical
disposal practices. The ERA evaluated the potential for contaminants in soil, surface water, and
sediment to impact ecological receptor populations within six distinct exposure areas: the Tongue
Area, combined field and shrubland, onsite seasonal wetlands, hardwood forest, Chartley Swamp,
and Chartley Pond. See Figure 4.
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In accordance with EPA policy, a screening level ecological risk assessment (SLERA) can be
sufficient to document risk in areas where a known remedy will be implemented when risk is driven
by other factors, such as another risk assessment. Based on the feasibility study, which
incorporates the human health risk assessment for the Shpack stte, it was determined that
remediation at the Tongue Area and the combined field and shrubland would require some action
to take place, such as capping under the original proposed plan. As a result, additional evaluation
of ecological risk within these two exposure areas was not thought to be necessary since risk
associated with potential exposure to ecological receptors was to have been eliminated. Therefore,
evaluations associated with the Tongue Area and the combined field and shrubland were not
included in the BERA.

Because the selected remedy does not in fact cap the Combined Field and Shrubland habitat, an
assessment of ecological risk posed by soil in the Combined Field and Shrubland habitat (Figure 4)
of the site will be performed utilizing food chain models developed to evaluate receptor risk from
soil in other areas of the site following 1997 EPA Superfund ecological risk assessment guidance.
This evaluation will be limited to those areas which are not being excavated due to human health
risk.

Evaluations associated with Chartley Pond are not included in the ROD because no risk was
identified in Chartley Pond in the SLERA. Because radiation standards for human populations will
also protect populations of non-human biota, risk from radiological effects were covered by the
human health risk assessment and were not evaluated in the ERA.

Identification of Chemicals of Concern

Contaminants of concern (COCs) were identified using an effects-based screening involving the
comparison of maximum contaminant concentrations to ecological benchmarks for each medium
and within each exposure area. Data used to identify COCs are summarized below in Table G-17
(hardwood forest), Table G-18 and Table G-19 (Chartley Swamp), and Table G-20 and Table G-21
(onsite seasonal wetlands).

Exposure Assessment

The hardwood forest provides habitat for a variety of terrestrial receptors, including small
mammals and terrestrial songbirds. Chartley Swamp provides habitat for aquatic and semi-aquatic
mammals, waterfowl, bottom dwelling fish, and benthic invertebrates. When inundated, the onsite
seasonal wetlands provide habitat for wetland songbirds and benthic invertebrates, and when dry
provide habitat for small terrestrial mammals. The onsite seasonal wetlands also provide habitat for
the spotted turtle (Clemmys guttata), a species of special concern in Massachusetts.

Terrestrial receptors may accumulate COCs through consumption of contaminated prey and
incidental soil ingestion. Aquatic and semi-aquatic receptors may be exposed to COCs through
ingestion of contaminated prey, sediment, and surface water. Exposure pathways, assessment




TABLE G-17
SOIL COPC SCREENING
FOREST
Shpack Superfund Site
Norton, Attleboro, MA

Maximum
Frequency Soil Ecological Soil Source of
of Concentration Screening Level Ecological Hazard
Analyte Detection mg/kg mg/kg Screening Level | COC? Reason Quotient
'VOCs (mg/kg)
1,1-Dichloroethene 0/10 < (.016 235 Mammal No Below benchmark 0.0
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 1/6 < 0.016 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
2-Butanone 0/10 < 0.016 6.487 Mammal No Below benchmark 0.0
Acetone 1/10 0.0225 36.6 Mammal No Below benchmark 0.0
Carbon Disulfide 0/10 < 0.0l6 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 0/4 < (0.008 No SL NA Yes |[NoSL NA
Methyl Acetate 0/4 < 0.008 No SL. NA Yes |No SL NA
Tetrachloroethene 0/10 < 0.016 227 Mammal No Below benchmark 0.0
Toluene 0/10 < 0.016 51.5 Mammal * No Below benchmark 0.0
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 0/4 < 0.008 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Trichloroethene 0/10 < 0.016 1.387 Mammal No Below benchmark 0.0
Trichlorofluoromethane 0/4 < 0.008 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Vinyl Chloride 0/10 < 0.016 0.0623 Mammal No Below benchmark 0.3
SVOCs (mg/kg)
1,1-Biphenyl 0/4 < 0.37 60 Phyto No Below benchmark 0.0
2-Methylnaphthalene 0/10 <0.52 No SL. NA Yes |NoSL NA
4-Methylphenol 0/10 < 0.52 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Acenaphthene 0/10 < (.52 20 Phyto No Below benchmark 0.0
Acenaphthylene 1710 0.006 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Anthracene 1/10 0.004 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Benzaldehyde 1/4 0.048 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Benzo(a)anthracene 0/10 < 0.52 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Benzo(a)pyrene 1/10 0.009 1.98 Mammal No Below benchmark 0.0
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 3/10 0.041 No SL. NA Yes No SL NA
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 0/10 < (.52 No SL. NA Yes |No SL NA
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 2/10 0.037 No SL. NA Yes No SL NA
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 2710 0.11 091 Avian No Below benchmark 0.1
Carbazole 0/10 < .52 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Chrysene 3/10 0.047 No SL NA Yes |No SL NA
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 0/10 < (1.52 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Dibenzofuran 0/10 < (.52 No SL. NA Yes No SL. NA
Diethylphthalate 0/10 < 0.52 100 Phyto No Below benchmark 0.0
Di-n-butylphthalate 0/10 < 0.52 0.09 Avian Yes Exceeds benchmark” 58
Di-n-octylphthalate /10 0.041 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Fluoranthene 5710 < .52 No SL NA Yes No SL. NA
Fluorene 0/10 < 0.52 30 Earthworm No Below benchmark 0.0
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 010 <0.52 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Naphthalene 0/10 < 0.52 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Phenanthrene 4/10 < 0.52 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Phenol 0/10 < 0.52 30 Earthworm No Below benchmark 0.0
Pyrene 5710 < (.52 No SL NA Yes No SL. NA
PCBs/Pesticides (mg/kg)
4,4-DDD 0/10 < 0.0057 0.002 Avian Yes Bioaccumulates’ 2.9
4,4-DDE 4/10 0.003 0.002 Avian Yes Bioaccumulates 1.5
4.4-DDT 3710 0.0054 0.002 Avian Yes Bioaccumulates 2.7
Aldrin 0/10 < 0.0029 0.733 Mammal Yes Bioaccumulates 0.0
alpha-BHC 0/10 < 0.0029 No SL NA Yes Bioaccumulates NA
alpha-Chlordane 0/10 < 0.0029 1.8 Avian Yes  |Bioaccumulates 0.0
Aroclor-1248 1/10 0.064 0.071 Mammal Yes Bioaccumulates 0.9
Aroclor-1254 0710 < 0.057 0.111 Mammal Yes Bioaccumulates 0.5
Aroclor-1260 3/10 0.046 40 Phyto Yes  |Bioaccumulates 0.0
Dieldrin 1/10 0.00079 0.064 Avian Yes Bioaccumulates 0.0
Endosulfan [ 0/10 < 0.0029 0.55 Mammal Yes Bioaccumulates 0.0
Endosulfan sulfate 1/10 0.0017 0.55 Mammal Yes Bioaccumulates 6.0
Endrin 0/10 < 0.0057 0.008 Avian Yes Bioaccumulates N
Endrin aldehyde 0/10 < 0.0057 No SL NA Yes Bioaccumulates NA
Endrin ketone 0/10 < 0.0057 No SL NA Yes Bioaccumulates NA
gamma-Chlordane 0/10 < 0.0029 No SL NA Yes Bioaccumulates NA
Heptachlor epoxide 0710 < 0.0029 No SL NA Yes Bioaccumulates NA
Methoxychlor 0/10 < 0.029 14.7 Mammal Yes |Bioaccumulates 0.0
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TABLE G-17

SOIL COPC SCREENING

FOREST

Shpack Superfund Site
Norton, Attleboro, MA

Maximum
Frequency Soil Ecological Soil Source of
of Concentration Screening Level Ecological Hazard
Analyte Detection mg/ke mg/kg Screening Level | COC? Reason Quotient
Metals (mg/kg)
Aluminum 11711 22300 3.825 Mammal Yes Exceeds benchmark 5830.1
Antimony 0/11 <49 0.248 Mammal Yes |Exceeds benchmark® 19.8
Arsenic 1/ 11 10.2 (.25 Mammal Yes Exceeds benchmark 408
Barium 11711 356 17.2 Avian Yes Exceeds benchmark 20.7
Beryllium 10711 0.48 2.42 Mammal No Below benchmark 0.2
Cadmium 4/11 0.35 1.2 Avian No Below benchmark 0.3
Calcium 11711 2220 NA Nutrient No Nutrient NA
Chromium /Tl 17 0.4 Earthworm Yes Exceeds benchmark 425
Cobalt 6/11 6 20 Phyto No Below benchmark 03
Copper 9/11 26.9 389 Avian No Below benchmark 0.7
Cyanide 0/11 <54 236.5 Mammal No Below benchmark 0.0
[ron 11/11 20900 No SL NA Yes {NoSL NA
Lead /11 73 0.94 Avian Yes Exceeds benchmark 777
Magnesium 11/ 11 2220 NA Nutrient No Nutrient NA
Manganese 11/11 302 322 Mammal No Below benchmark 0.9
Mercury 1711 0.052 0.1 Earthworm No Below benchmark 0.5
Nickel 11/11 37.7 30 Phyto Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 1.3
Potassium 9/11 < 604 NA Nutrient No Below benchmark NA
Selenium 5711 25 0.331 Avian Yes Exceeds benchmark 7.6
Silver 4711 1.3 2 Phyto No Below benchmark 0.7
Sodium 7/ 11 137 NA Nutrient No Nutrient NA
Thallium /11 0.087 0.027 Mammal Yes Exceeds benchmark 32
Uranium, total 474 2.6 5 Phyto No Below benchmark 0.5
'Vanadium 11711 28.7 0.714 Mammal Yes Exceeds benchmark 40.2
Zinc 11711 68.9 12 Mammal Yes Exceeds benchmark 5.7

a. Hazard quotient > 1 but based on maximum detection limit.
No SL - No screening level available
"<" - Indicates maximum detection limit.

NA - Not applicable
COC - Contminant of Concern

Sources:

Mammal - NOAEL-based benchmark for food ingestion from Sample et al, 1996
Avian - NOAEL-based benchmark for food ingestion from Sample et al, 1996
Earthworm - Efroymson et al. (1997a)

Phyto - Efroymson et al. (1997b)
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TABLE G-18
SEDIMENT COPC SCREENING
CHARTLEY SWAMP
Shpack Superfund Site
Norton, Attleboro, MA

Maximum Ecological [
Frequency Sediment Sediment ( Source of
of Concentration Screening Level® Ecological Hazard
Analyte Detection meg/kg mg/kg Screening Level coc? Reason Quotient
VOCs (mg/kg)
1.1-Dichloroethene 0/6 < 0.02 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 0/6 < 0.02 No SL. NA Yes No SL NA
2-Butanone 0/6 < 0.02 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Acetone 16 < (.02 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Carbon Disulfide 216 0.052 No SL NA Yes [NoSL NA
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 0/6 < 0.02 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Tetrachloroethene 0/6 < 0.02 43 SQB No Below benchmark 0.005
Toluene 0/6 < 0.02 54 SQB No Below benchmark 0.004
Trichloroethene 0/6 < 0.02 13.0 SQB No Below benchmark 0.002
Vinyl Chlonde 06 < 0.02 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
SVOCs (mg/kg)
2-Methylnaphthalene 06 < 0.6 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
4-Methylphenol 0/6 < 0.6 0.07 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark” 2.6
Acenaphthene 06 < 0.6 5.0 SQC No Below benchmark 0.1
Acenaphthylene 0/6 < (.6 0.044 ER-L Yes  |Exceeds benchmark” 13.6
Anthracene 0/6 < 0.6 0.085 ER-L Yes Exceeds benehmark” 7.1
Benzo(a)anthracene 06 < 06 0.261 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark” 23
Benzo(a)pyrene 0/6 < 0.6 0.43 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark’ 1.4
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 116 0.017 No SL. NA Yes No SL NA
Benzo(g,h.i)perylene 0/6 < 0.6 1.4 OMOE-Low No Below benchmark 04
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0/6 < 0.6 1.9 OMOE-Low No Below benchmark 0.3
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 0/6 < 0.6 0.182 TEL Yes Exceeds benchmark” 33
Carbazole 0/6 < 0.6 No SL. NA Yes No SL NA
Chrysene t:6 0.018 0384 ER-1. No Below benchmark 0.05
Dibenz(a.h)anthracene 06 < 0.6 0.06 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark” 9.5
Dibenzofuran 0/6 < 0.6 16.2 SQB No Below benchmark 0.04
Diethylphthalate 0:6 < 0.6 5.1 SQB No Below benchmark 0.1
Di-n-butylphthalate 0:6 < 0.6 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Di-n-octylphthalate 0:6 < 0.6 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Fluoranthene 6:6 0.033 235 SQC No Below benchmark 0.0
Fluorene 0/6 < 0.6 4.4 SQB No Below benchmark 0.1
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 076 < 0.6 0.2 OMOE-Low Yes Exceeds benchmark” 37
Naphthalene 0/6 < 0.6 0.16 ER-L Yes |Exceeds benchmark” 38
Phenanthrene 6/6 0.017 6.9 SQC No Below benchmark 0.002
Phenol 176 0.087 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Pyrene 6:6 0.027 0.66 ER-L No Below benchmark 0.04
PCBs/Pesticides (mg/kg)
4.4-DDD 0/6 < 0.006 0.002 ER-L Yes Bioaccumulates” 30
4.4-DDE 0/6 < 0.006 0.0022 ER-L Yes  |Bioaccumulates” 27
4.4-DDT 116 0.0024 0.00158 ER-L Yes Bioaccumulates 1.5
Aldrin 0/6 < 0.0031 0.016210111 OMOE-Low Yes Bioaccumulates 02
alpha-BHC 0:6 < 0.0031 0.048630333 OMOE-Low Yes  |Bioaccumulates 01
alpha-Chlordane 06 < 0.0031 0.0003 ER-L Yes  |Bioaccumulates” 6.2
Aroclor-1248 0/6 < 0.06 0.243151667 OMOE-Low Yes Bioaccumulates 02
Aroclor-1254 0/6 < 0.06 0.486303333 OMOE-Low Yes |Bioaccumulates 0.1
Aroclor-1260 0/6 < 0.06 0.040525278 OMOE-Low Yes |Bioaccumulates” 1.3
Dieldnn 0/6 < 0.006 0.421462889 SQC Yes  |Bioaccumulates 0.01
Endosulfan [ 0/6 < 0.006 0.113470778 SQB Yes Bioaccumulates 0.1
Endosulfan sulfate 0/6 < 0.006 No SL NA Yes |Bioaccumulates NA
Endrin 0/6 < 0.006 0.162101111 SQC Yes Bioaccumulates 0.04
Endrin aldehyde 0:/6 < 0.006 No SL NA Yes |Bioaccumulates NA
Endrin ketone 0/6 < 0.006 No SL. NA Yes Bioaccumulates NA
gamma-Chlordane 06 < 0.0031 0.0003 ER-L Yes Bioaccumulates” 6.2
Heptachlor epoxide 0/6 < 0.0031 0.040525278 OMOE-Low Yes  |Bioaccumulates 0.1
Methoxychlor 0/6 < 0.03] 0.153996056 SQB Yes |Bioaccumulates 02
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TABLE G-18
SEDIMENT COPC SCREENING
CHARTLEY SWAMP
Shpack Superfund Site
Norton, Attleboro, MA

Maximum Ecological
Frequency Sediment Sediment Source of
of Concentration Screening Level® Ecological Hazard
Analyte Detection mg/kg mg/kg Screening Level | COC? Reason Quotient
Metals (mg/kg)
Aluminum 13/13 16,800 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Antimony 6:13 < 6.8 2 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 34
Arsenic 1313 38 8.2 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 1.6
Barium 1313 61.2 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Beryllium 12/13 98.5 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Cadmium 6713 82.1 1.2 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 6084
Calcium 13/13 6,960 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Chromium 13/13 1,380 81 ER-L Yes |Exceeds benchmark 17.0
Cobalt 11713 432 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Copper 8/13 553 34 ER-L Yes |Exceeds benchnuark 163
Cyanide 1/13 <75 No SL NA Yes [NoSL NA
Iron 13713 48,400 20.000 OMOE-Low Yes Exceeds benchmark 24
Lead 1313 134 46.7 ER-L. Yes Exceeds benchmark 29
Magnesium 13713 2,400 Nutrient NA No Nutnient NA
Manganese 13/13 276 460 OMOE-Low No Below benchmark 0.6
Mercury 413 4.4 0.15 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 293
Nickel 13713 26,200 20.9 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 12536
Potassium 12713 659 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Selenium 813 33 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Silver 613 148 1 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 14.8
Sodium 13713 173 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Thallium 4/13 < 0.77 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Uranium, total 7/7 6.5 No SL NA Yes  |NoSL NA
Vanadium 13713 127 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Zinc 13/13 20,800 150 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 138.7

a. SQB. SQC, and OMOE-Low benchmark values (organics only) have been adjusted for a TOC of 8.1%.
b. Hazard quotient > 1 but based on maximum detection limit.
No SI. - No screening level available

"<" . Indicates maximum detection limit.

NA - Not applicable

COC - Contminant of Concem

Sources in Order of Preference:

SQC - Sediment Quality Criteria. USEPA (1996) ECO Update, Ecotoxix Thresholds. lutermittent Bulletin Vol 3. No. 2.
SQB - Sediment Quality Benchmarks. USEPA (1996) ECO Update. Ecotox Thresholds. Intermittent Bulletin Vol 3, No. 2
ER-L - NOAA Effects Range-Low, Long et al. (1995) as cited in in Jones, Sutter & Hull (1997)

OMOE-Low - Ontario Ministry of the Environment-Low, Persaud. et al. (1993} as cited in Jones, Sutter & Hull (1997)
TEL - Threshold Effects Levels, MacDonald (1994) as cited in Jones, Sutter & Hull (1997)
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SURFACE WATER COPC SCREENING

TABLE G-19

CHARTLEY SWiMP
Shpack Superfund Site
Norton, Attleboro, MA

Maximum Ecological
Frequency | Surface Water Surface Water Source of
of Concentration Screening Level* Ecological Hazard
Analyte Detection (ug/L) (ug/L) Screening Level [ COC? |Reason Quotient
VOCs (ug/L)
1.1-Dichloroethene 074 < 10 25 SCV No Below benchmark 04
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 04 < 10 590 SCv No Below benchmark 0.02
2-Butanone 0/4 <10 14,000 SCV No Below benchmark 0.001
Acetone 1/4 7 1,500 SCvV No Below benchmark 0.005
Carbon Disulfide 0/4 < 10 0.92 SCV Yes Exceeds benchmark” 10.9
Tetrachloroethene 0/4 < 10 120 ET-Tier I No Below benchmark 0.1
Toluene 0/4 < 10 130 ET-Tier Il No Below benchmark 0.1
trans-1.2-Dichloroethene 0/4 < 10 590 SCV No Below benchmark 0.02
Trichloroethene 0/4 < 10 350 ET-Tier I1 No Below benchmark 0.03
Vinyl Chloride 0/4 < 10 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
SYOCs (ug/L)
2-Methylnaphthalene 0/4 < 10 No SL NA Yes |{NoSL NA
4-Methylphenol 0/4 < 10 No SL. NA Yes [No SL NA
Acenaphthene 0/4 < 10 No SL NA Yes [NoSL NA
Acenaphthylene 0/4 < 10 No SL NA Yes [NoSL NA
Anthracene 0/4 < 10 0.73 SCV Yes Exceeds benchmark' 137
Benzo(a)anthracene 0/4 < 10 0.027 SCV Yes Exceeds benchmark® 3704
Benzo(a)pyrene 0/4 < 10 0.014 ET-Tier 1l Yes |Exceeds benchmark’ 7143
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0/4 < 10 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Benzo(g.h,i)perylene 0/4 < 10 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 04 < 10 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 074 < 10 32 ET-Tier I No Below benchmark 0.3
Carbazole 0/4 < 10 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Chrysene 0,4 < 10 No SIL. NA Yes |NoSL NA
Dibenz(a.h)anthracene 0/4 <10 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Dibenzofuran 0/4 < 10 20 ET-Tier II No Below benchmark 0.5
Dicthylphthalate 074 <10 220 ET-Tier Il No Below benchmark 0.05
Di-n-butylphthalate 0/4 <10 33 ET-Tier il No Below benchmark 0.3
Di-n-octylphthalate 0/4 <10 No SL NA Yes |[NoSL NA
Fluoranthene 1/4 0.2 No SL NA Yes [NoSL NA
Fluorene 0/4 <10 39 ET-Tier 1t Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 2.6
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0/4 < 10 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Naphthalene 0/ 4 < 10 24 ET-Tier Il No Below benchmark 0.4
Phenanthrene 1/4 0.1 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Phenol 0/4 <10 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Pyrene 174 0.2 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
PCBs/Pesticides (ug/L)
4.4-DDD 0/4 <01 0.011 scv Yes |Bioaccumulates’ 9.1
4.4-DDE 0/4 < 0.1 No SL NA Yes Bioaccumulates NA
4.4-DDT 0/4 < 0.1 0.001 AWQC Yes Bioaccumulates” 100.0
Aldrin 0/4 < 0.05 3 AWQC Yes Bioaccumulates 0.02
alpha-BHC 0/4 < 0.05 No SL NA Yes Bioaccumulates NA
alpha-Chlordane 0/4 < 0.05 0.0043 AWQC Yes  |Bioaccumulates’ 1.6
Aroclor-1248 0/4 <1 0.081 SCv Yes Bioaccumulates” 12.3
Aroclor-1254 04 <1 0.033 SCV Yes Bioaccumulates” 303
Aroclor-1260 0/4 <1 94 SCV Yes Bioaccumulates 0.01
Dieldrin 0/4 < 0.1 0.056 AWQC Yes Bioaccumulates” 1.8
Endosulfan ] 0/4 < 0.05 0.056 ET-Tier Il Yes Bioaccumulates 0.9
Endosulfan sulfate 0/4 < 0.1 No SL NA Yes Bioaccumulates NA
Endrin 074 < 0.1 0.036 AWQC Yes Bioaccumulates” 23
Endrin aldehyde 04 < 0.1 No SL NA Yes |Bioaccumulates NA
Endrin ketone 0/4 < 0.1 No SL NA Yes Bioaccumulates NA
gamma-Chlordane 0/4 < 0.05 0.0043 AWQC Yes |Bioaccumulates’ 1.6
Heptachlor epoxide 0/4 < 0.05 0.0038 AWQC Yes Bioaccumulates” 13.2
Methoxychlor 0/4 <0.5 0.03 AWQC Yes |Bioaccumulates’ 16.7
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TABLE G-19
SURFACE WATER COPC SCREENING
CHARTLEY SWAMP
Shpack Superfund Site
Norton, Attleboro, MA

Maximum Ecological
Frequency | Surface Water Surface Water Source of
of Concentration Screening Level” Ecological Hazard
Analvte Detection (ug/L) (ug/L) Screening Level [ COC? [Reason Quotient
Metals (ug/L)
Aluminum - Dissolved 7/7 510 750 AWQC No Below benchmark’ 0.7
Aluminum - Total 11/11 33300 750 AWQC Yes Exceeds benchmark 44.4
Antimony - Dissolved 717 0.9 30 SCV No Below benchmark 0.03
Antimony - Total 6/11 < 18 30 SCV No Below benchmark 0.0
Arsenic - Dissolved 3/7 <2 150 AWQC No Below benchmark 0.01
Arsenic - Total B/ 11 10.8 150 AWQC No Below benchmark 0.1
Barium - Dissolved 7/7 81.6 39 ET-Tier Il Yes Exceeds benchmark 20.9
Barium - Total i1/11 217 39 ET-Tier 1l Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 55.6
Beryllium - Dissolved 2/7 213 5.1 ET-Tier Il Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 2
Beryllium - Total 6/11 1480 5.1 ET-Tier il Yes _ [Exceeds benchmark 290.2
Cadmium - Dissolved 2/7 149 0.33 AWQC Yes Exceeds benchmark 45.3
Cadmium - Total 6/11 121 0.37 AWQC Yes  [Exceeds benchmark 3279
Calcium - Dissolved 7/7 283000 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Calcium - Total 11/11 335000 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Chromium - Dissolved 6/7 193 104 AWQC Yes Exceeds benchmark 1.8
Chromium - Total 9/11 13300 121 AWQC Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 109.5
Cobalt - Dissolved 7/7 51§ 3 ET-Tier I1 Yes Exceeds benchmark 171.7
Cobalt - Total 11/11 1960 3 ET-Tier I Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 6533
Copper - Dissolved 4/7 55 12.8 AWQC Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 43
Copper - Total 8/11 4220 13.3 AWQC Yes Exceeds benchmark 316.3
Cyanide - Dissolved 0/7 <10 5.2 AWQC Yes  |Exceeds benchmark” 1.9
Cyanide - Total 0/11 < 10 5 AWQC Yes  |Exceeds benchmark” 2.0
Illron - Dissolved 707 33100 1,000 AWQC Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 331
[ron - Total 11711 270000 1.000 AWQC Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 270.0
|Lead - Dissolved 6/7 6.2 4.0 AWQC Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 1.6
Lead - Total 9/11 868 5.4 AWQC Yes _|Exceeds benchmark 160.1
Magnesium - Dissolved 7/7 8730 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Magnesium - Total 11/11 15800 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Manganese - Dissolved 7/7 5320 80 ET-Tier II Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 66.5
Manganese - Total 11/11 5480 80 ET-Tier I Yes Exceeds benchmark 08.5
Mercury - Dissolved 177 0.29 0.77 AWQC No Below benchmark 0.4
Mercury - Total 4/11 41.1 0.91 AWQC Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 454
Nickel - Dissolved 7/7 8390 74 AWQC Yes  [Exceeds benchmark 113.2
Nickel - Total /11 235000 74 AWQC Yes  [Exceeds benchmark 31613
Potassium - Dissolved 7:7 5790 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Potassium - Total 11711 23350 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Selenium - Dissolved 2717 8.6 4.61 AWQC Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 1.9
Selenium - Total 0/11 <38 S AWQC No Below benchmark 0.8
Silver - Dissolved 4/7 1.135 0.36 SCV Yes Exceeds benchmark 32
Silver - Total 8/11 359 0.36 SCV Yes Exceeds benchmark 99.7
Sodium - Dissolved 717 18500 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Sodium - Total 1111 78150 Nutnent NA No Nutrient NA
Thallium - Dissolved 0/7 <1 12 SCv No Below benchmark 0.1
Thallium - Total 0/11 <2 12 SCV No Below benchmark 02
Uranium - Total 7/ 11 572.5 2.6 SCV Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 220.2
Vanadium - Dissolved 37 1.8 19 ET-Tier 11 No Below benchmark 0.1
Vanadium - Total 7/7 5.9 19 ET-Tier 1l No Below benchmark 0.3
Zinc - Dissolved 7/7 3840 168.45 AWQC Yes Exceeds benchmark 22.8
Zinc - Total 9/11 49900 171 AWQC Yes Exceeds benchmark 2921

a. Screeing values adjusted to a hardness of 152 mg/L CaCO..
b. Hazard quotient > 1 but based on maximum detection limit.
c. Screening value for alumimum is an acute value for Total‘Unfiltered aluminum.
No SL - No screening level available

"<" - Indicates maximum detection limit.

NA - Not applicable

COC - Contminant of Concern

Sources in Order of Preference:

AWQC - Ambient Water Quality Criteria (USEPA, 2002)
ET-Tier Il - Ecotox Thresholds (USEPA, 1996)

SCV- Secondary Chornic Value (Suter & Tsao. 1996)
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TABLE G-20

SEDIMENT COPC SCREENING
ONSITE SEASONAL WETLANDS
Shpack Superfund Site
Norton, Attleboro, MA

Maximum Ecological
Frequency Sediment Sediment Source of
of Concentration Screening Level® Ecological Hazard
Analyte Detection mg/kg mg/kg Screening Level cocC? Reason Quotient
VOCs (mg/kg)
1,1-Dichloroethene 3715 < 0.031 No SL NA Yes No SL. NA
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 2/8 21 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
2-Butanone 5715 < (0.031 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Acetone 2718 0.09 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Carbon Disulfide 215 < 0.031 No SL NA Yes {NoSL NA
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 5:7 6.4 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Methyl Acetate 2/7 0.01425 No SL NA Yes [NoSL NA
Tetrachloroethene 115 < 0.031 2.1 SQB No Below benchmark 0.01
Toluene 115 < 0.031 27 SQB No Below benchmark 0.01
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 2.7 0.013 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Trichloroethene 5/15 1045 6.5 SQB Yes Exceeds benchmark 1.6
Trichlorofluoromethane 1:7 < 0012 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Vinyl Chloride 215 0.13 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
SYOCs (mg/kg)
1.1'-Biphenyl 1:7 0.077 4.5 SQB No Below benchmark 0.02
2-Methylnaphthalene 5/15 0.275 0.07 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 39
4-Methylphenol 0/14 < 6.2 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Acenaphthene 614 0.445 25 SQC No Below benchmark 0.2
Acenaphthylene 8,15 0.76 0.044 ER-L Yes (Exceeds benchmark 173
Anthracene 1015 4 0.085 ER-L. Yes Exceeds benchmark 471
Benzaldehyde 2.7 0.053 No SL NA Yes [NoSL NA
Benzo(a)anthracene 914 16 0.261 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 6l.3
Benzo(a)pyrene 1S 11.85 0.43 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 276
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 1215 19 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 9/ 14 5.7 0.6885 OMOE-Low Yes Exceeds benchmark %3
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1215 10 0.972 OMOE-Low Yes Exceeds benchmark 10.3
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 5715 5.9 0.182 TEL Yes Exceceds benchmark 324
Carbazole 4,14 2.75 No SL NA Yes [NoSL NA
Chrysene 1215 16 0.384 ER-1. Yes Exceeds benchmark 41.7
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene S/ 14 2.55 0.06 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 40.2
Dibenzofuran 314 0.63 8.1 SQB No Below benchmark 0.1
Diethylphthalate 1715 0.28 2.6 SQB No Below benchmark 0.1
Di-n-butylphthalate 415 1.5 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Di-n-octylphthalate 0/14 0 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Fluoranthene 1415 26 1.7 SQC Yes Exceeds benchmark 22
Fluorene 7i15 0.84 2.187 SQB No Below benchmark 0.4
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pytene 9. 14 5.5 0.081 OMOE-Low Yes Exceeds benchmark 67.9
'm-Nitroaniline 06 < 16 No SL. NA Yes No SL NA
Naphthalene 11/15 0.44 0.16 ER-L Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 28
o-Nitroaniline 076 16 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
o-Nitrophenol 0/6 < 6.2 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Phenanthrene 1415 16.5 34 SQC Yes Exceeds benchmark 4.8
Phenol 014 < 6.2 No SL NA Yes [NoSL NA
Pyrene 15/15 31 0.66 ER-L. Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 47.0
PCBs/Pesticides (mg/kg)
4,4-DDD 414 0.046 0.002 ER-L Yes Bioaccumulates 230
4.4'-DDE 6/14 ¢.51 0.0022 ER-L. Yes |Bioaccumulates 2318
4,4-DDT 5/14 0.03 0.00158 ER-L Yes  |Bioaccumulates 19.0
Aldrin 1714 (0.00088 0.0081 OMOE-Low Yes Bioaccumulates 0.1
alpha-BHC 0/14 < 0.029 0.0243 OMOE-Low Yes Bioaccumulates” 2
alpha-Chlordane 314 0.0027 0.0005 ER-L Yes  |Bioaccumulates 5.4
Aroclor-1248 414 1.6 0.1215 OMOE-Low Yes Bioaccumulates 13.2
Aroclor-1254 8/15 84 0.243 OMOE-Low Yes Bioaccumulates 345.7
Aroclor-1260 5/14 0.28 0.02025 OMOE-Low Yes Biocaccumulates 13.8
Dieldrin 1/ 14 0.0065 0.2100 SQC Yes  |Bioaccumulates 0.03
Endosulfan I1 1/14 0.00098 0.0567 sQB Yes Biocaccumulates 0.02
Endosulfan sulfate 314 0.006 No SL. NA Yes Biocaccumulates NA
Endrin 2/14 0.047 0.081 SQC Yes Bioaccumulates 0.6
Endrin aldehyde 4/14 0.618 No SL NA Yes |Bioaccumulates NA
Endrin ketone 2/14 0.0066 No SL NA Yes Bioaccumulates NA
gamma-Chlordane 5714 0.625 0.0005 ER-L Yes Bioaccumulates 1250.0
Heptachlor epoxide 2714 0.00098 0.02025 OMOE-Low Yes {Bioaccumulates 0.03
Methoxychlor 4/14 0.021 0.07693 5QB Yes __ |Bioaccumulates 0.3
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TABLE G-20

SEDIMENT COPC SCREENING
ONSITE SEASONAL WETLANDS
Shpack Superfund Site
Norton, Attleboro, MA

Maximum Ecological
Frequency Sediment Sediment Source of
of Concentration Screening Level” Ecological Hazard
Analyte Detection mg/kg mg/kg Screening Level cocC? Reason Quotient
Metals (mg/kg)
Aluminum 1515 53,600 NoSL NA Yes No SL NA
Antimony 8/15 491 2 ER-L Yes  [Exceeds benchmark 2455
Arsenic 15/15 16.15 8.2 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 2.0
Barium 15715 4,060 No SL NA Yes No SI. NA
Beryllium 1215 233 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Cadmium 11715 75.3 1.2 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 62.8
Calcium 1515 167.000 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Chromium 13715 2,600 81 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 321
Cobalt 1415 422 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Copper 1515 17,800 34 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 5235
Cyanide 4:15 < 11.1 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Iron 1515 200,000 20,000 OMOE-Low Yes Exceeds benchmark 10.0
Lead 1515 13,200 40.7 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 2827
Magnesium 1515 40,700 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Manganese 1515 10,300 460 OMOE-Low Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 224
Mercury 15 30.7 0.15 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 204.7
Nickel 15/15 31,800 209 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 1521.3
Potassium 1015 959 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Selenium 5:15 7.7 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Silver 1115 374 1 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 374.0
Sodium 12715 1,470 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Thallium 4:15 < 11 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Vanadium 1415 108 No SL. NA Yes No SL NA
Zinc 15/15 38,000 150 ER-L Yes Exceeds benchmark 2533

a. SQB, SQC, and OMOE-Low benchmark values (organics only) have been adjusted for a TOC of 4.1%
b. Hazard quotient > | but based on maximum detection limit.
No SL - No screening level available

"<" - Indicates maximum detection limit.

NA - Not applicable
COC - Contminant of Concern

Sources in Order of Preference:

SQC - Sediment Quality Criteria. USEPA (1996) ECO Update, Ecotoxix Thresholds. Intermittent Bulletin Vol 3, No. 2.
SQB - Sediment Quality Benchmarks. USEPA (1996) ECO Update, Ecotox Thresholds. Intermittent Bulletin Vol 3, No. 2.
ER-L - NOAA Effects Range-Low, Long et al. (1995) as cited in in Jones, Sutter & Hull (1997)

OMOE-Low - Ontario Ministry of the Environment-Low, Persaud, et al. (1993) as cited in Jones, Sutter & Hull (1997)

TEL - Threshold Effects Levels, MacDonald (1994) as cited in Jones, Sutter & Hull (1997)
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TABLE G-21
SURFACE WATER COPC SCREENING
ONSITE SEASONAL WETLANDS
Shpack Superfund Site
Norton, Attleboro, MA

Maximum Ecological
Frequency | Surface Water | Surface Water Source of
of Concentration | Screening Level” Ecological Hazard
Analyte Detection (ug/L) (ug/L) Screening Level | COC? Reason Quotient
VOCs (ug/L)
1,1-Dichloroethene 0/9 < 10 25 SCV No Below benchmark 0.4
1,2.3-Trichlorobenzene 0/6 < 0.5 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 0/3 < 10 590 SCvV No Below benchmark 0.02
2-Butanone G/ 9 < 10 14,000 SCV No Below benchmark 0.001
Acetone 1/9 170 1,500 SCV No Below benchmark 0.1
Carbon Disulfide 0/9 < 0.5 0.92 SCV No Below benchmark 0.5
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 4/6 19 590 SCV No Below benchmark 0.03
Methyl Acetate 0/6 < 0.5 No SL NA Yes |No SL NA
Tetrachloroethene 1:9 < 10 120 ET-Tier I1 No Below benchmark 0.1
Toluene 2/9 < 10 130 ET-Tier I No Below benchmark 0.1
trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 0/6 <05 590 SCV No Below benchmark 0.001
Trichloroethene 29 < 10 350 ET-Tier I No Below benchmark 0.03
Trichlorofluoromethane 076 <03 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Vinyl Chloride 1:9 < 10 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
SVOCs (ug/L.)
1,1'-Biphenyl 016 < 6.3 14 SCV No Below benchmark 0.5
1,2.4,5-Tetrachlorobenzene 0/6 < 6.3 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
2-Methylnaphthalene 0'9 < 10 No SL NA Yes [NoSL NA
4-Methylphenol 2/9 0.3 No SL. NA Yes |NoSL NA
Acenaphthene 1/9 0.1 No SL NA Yes [NoSL NA
Acenaphthylene 09 <10 No SL NA Yes {NoSL NA
Anthracene 0/9 < 0.12 0.73 SCV No Below benchmark 0.2
Benzaldehyde 0/6 < 0.3 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Benzo(a)anthracene 0/9 < 0.4 0.027 SCV Yes Below benchmark 14.8
Benzo(a)pytene 2/9 0.4 0.014 ET-Tier 11 Yes Exceeds benchmark 28.6
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 2/9 < 10 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Benzo(g.h,ijperylenc 6/9 < 10 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 2/9 < 10 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
[bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 1/9 1.1 32 ET-Tier Il No Below benchmark 0.03
Carbazole 1:9 0.1 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Chrysene 2/9 0.5 No Sl NA Yes |NoSL NA
Dibenz(a,hjanthracene 0/9 < 1¢ No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Dibenzofuran 0/9 < 10 20 No Below benchmark 0.3
Diethylphthalate 09 < 10 220 No Below benchmark 0.0
Di-n-butylphthalate 0/9 < 10 33 ET-Tier Il No  |Below benchmark 03
Di-n-octylphthalate 0’9 < 10 No SL NA Yes {NoSL NA
Fluoranthene 4/9 0.8 No SL NA Yes [NoSL NA
Fluorene 1/9 0.1 39 ET-Tier 1 No Below benchmark 0.03
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 0/9 < 10 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
m-Nitroaniline 0/6 < 25 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Naphthalene G/9 < 10 24 ET-Tier I} No Below benchmark 0.4
o-Nitroaniline 0/6 < 25 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
o-Nitrophenol 0i6 < 6.3 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
Phenanthrene 6/9 0.8 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Phenol 0:9 < 10 No SL NA Yes No SL NA
Pyrene 2/9 0.9 No SL NA Yes |NoSL NA
PCBs/Pesticides (ug/l.)
4.4-DDD 0/9 < 0.1 0.011 SCV Yes Bioaccumulates” 9.1
4.4'-DDE 1/9 0.012 No SL NA Yes  |Bioaccumulates NA
4,4-DDT 0/8 < 0.1 0.001 AWQC Yes Bioaccumulates” 100.0
Aldrin 0/9 < 0.05 3 AWQC Yes |Bioaccumulates 0.02
alpha-BHC 19 0.008125 No Sl NA Yes  |Bioaccumulates NA
alpha-Chlordane 09 < 0.05 0.0043 AWQC Yes  |Bioaccumulates™ Io
Aroclor-1248 0/9 <1 0.081 SCV Yes Bioaccumulates” 12.3
Aroclor-1254 179 0.43 0.033 SCV Yes Bioaccumulates 13.0
Aroclor-1260 0:9 <1 94 SCV Yes Bioaccumulates 0.01
Dieldrin 0:9 < 01 0.056 AWQC Yes Bioaccumulates” 1.8
Endosulfan | 0:9 < 0.05 0.056 ET-Tier 11 Yes |Bioaccumulates” 0.9
Endosulfan sulfate 1/9 0.0065 No SL NA Yes [Bioaccumulates NA
Endrin 0:9 <01 0.036 AWQC Yes [Bioaccumulates” 28
Endnn aldehyde 09 < 01 No SL NA Yes |Bioaccumulates NA
Endnin ketone 0:9 < 0.1 No SL. NA Yes Bioaccumulates NA
gamma-Chlordane 179 0.0031 0.0043 AWQC Yes |Bioaccumulates 07
Heptachlor epoxide 0/9 < 0.05 0.0038 AWQC Yes |Bioaccumulates” 132
Methoxychlor 0/9 < 0.5 0.03 AWQC Yes _|Bioaccumulates® 16.7
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TABLE G-21
SURFACE WATER COPC SCREENING
ONSITE SEASONAL WETLANDS
Shpack Superfund Site
Norton, Attleboro, MA

Maximum Ecological
Frequency | Surface Water | Surface Water Source of
of Concentration | Screening Level® Ecological Hazard
Analvte Detection (ug/L) (ug/L) Screening Level cocC? Reason Quotient
Metals (ug/L)
Aluminum - Dissolved 0/6 <9 750 AWQC No Below benchmark® 0.01
Aluminum - Total 9/9 6420 750 AWQC Yes  JExceeds benchmark 8.0
Antimony - Dissolved 6/6 0.65 30 SCV No Below benchmark 0.02
Antimony - Total 8/9 36 30 SCV Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 1.2
Arsenic - Dissolved 0/6 <05 150 AWQC No Below benchmark 0.0
Arsenic - Total 1/9 2.3 150 AWQC No Below benchmark 0.0
Barium - Dissolved 6:6 3190 39 ET-Tier I Yes |Exceeds benchmark 818
Barium - Total 9/9 7500 3.9 ET-Tier 11 Yes Exceeds benchmark 1,923
Beryllium - Dissolved 0/6 < 0.2 5.1 ET-Tier I1 No Below benchmark 0.04
Beryllium - Total 0/9 < 1 5.1 ET-Tier 11 No Below benchmark 02
Cadmium - Dissolved 1:6 0.43 0.48 AWQC No Below benchmark 09
Cadmium - Total 8/9 39.5 0.55 AWQC Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 71
Calcium - Dissolved 66 154000 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Calcium - Total 9/9 167000 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Chromium - Dissolved 5/6 1.4 164 AWQC No Below benchmark 0.01
Chromium - Total 6/9 < 6.9 190 AWQC No Below benchmark 0.04
[Cobalt - Dissolved 2/6 6.4 3 ET-Tier Il Yes |Exceeds benchmark 2.1
[Cobalt - Total 5/9 70.4 3 ET-Tier Il Yes | Exceeds benchmark 235
Copper - Dissolved 576 14.8 20.5 AWQC No Below benchmark 7
Copper - Total 8/9 891 213 AWQC Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 42
Cyanide - Dissolved 0/6 <5 5.2 AWQC No Below benchmark 0.96
Cyanide - Total 0/9 < 10 5.2 AWQC Yes |Exceeds benchmark” 1.9
Iron - Dissolved 6:6 2675 1,000 AWQC No Below benchmark 03
Ih'on - Total 9:9 50800 1.000 AWQC Yes  |Exceeds benchmark S0.8
Lead - Dissolved 6:/6 213 7.1 AWQC Yes Exceeds benchmark 30
Lead - Total 9/9 160 10.9 AWQC Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 14.7
[Magnesium - Dissolved 6.6 24700 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Magmnesium - Total 9/9 37400 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Manganese - Dissolved 6/6 1000 80 ET-Tier II Yes |Exceeds benchmark 12.5
Manganese - Total 9/9 2570 80 ET-Tier II Yes Exceeds benchmark 321
Mercury - Dissolved 0/6 < 0.14 0.77 AWQC No Below benchmark 02
Mercury - Total 2:9 1.1 0.77 AWQC Yes  |Below benchmark 1.4
Nickel - Dissolved 6/6 135 118 AWQC Yes |Exceeds benchmark 1.1
Nickel - Total 9/9 1780 118 AWQC Yes |Exceeds benchmark 15.1
Potassium - Dissolved 6:6 24200 Nutnent NA No Nutrient NA
Potassium - Total 9/9 59300 Nutnent NA No Nutrient NA
Selenium - Dissolved 176 7.6 4.6 AWQC Yes |Exceeds benchmark 1.7
Selenium - Total 2/9 7.95 5 AWQC Yes | Exceeds benchmark 1.6
Silver - Dissolved 0/6 < 0.8 0.36 SCV Yes Exceeds benchmark 22
Silver - Total 2/9 26.2 0.36 SCV Yes Exceeds benchmark 72.8
Sodium - Dissolved 6/6 47900 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Sodium - Total 9/9 125000 Nutrient NA No Nutrient NA
Thallium - Dissolved 0/6 <034 12 sCv No Below benchmark 0.03
Thallium - Total 0/9 <2 12 SCV No Below benchmark 0.2
Vanadium - Dissolved 6/6 6.9 19 ET-Tier I1 No Below benchmark 04
Vanadium - Total 7/9 148 19 ET-Tier 11 Yes  |Exceeds benchmark 7.8
Zinc - Dissolved 6/6 40.9 268 AWQC No Below benchmark 0.2
Zinc - Total 8/9 5470 272 AWQC Yes Exceeds benchmark 20.1

a. Screeing values adjusted to a hardness of 263 mg/L CaCO..

b. Hazard quotient > 1 but based on maximum detection limmt.

c. Screening value for alumimum is an acute value for Total'Unfiltered aluminum.
No SL - No screening level available

"< - Indicates maximum detection limit.

NA - Not applicable

COC - Contminant of Concem

Sources in Qrder of Preference:

AWQC - Ambient Water Quality Criteria (USEPA, 2002)
ET-Tier Il - Ecotox Thresholds (USEPA. 1996)

SCV- Secondary Chomic Value (Suter & Tsao. 1996)
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endpoints, and measurement endpoints are summarized below in Table G-22 (hardwood forest),
Table G-23 (Chartley Swamp), and Table G-24 (onsite seasonal wetlands).

Potential risk from COCs to assessment populations was estimated using dietary exposure models.
Because site-specific tissue data were not available, doses were modeled from soil, sediment, and
surface water concentrations. To assist in exposure estimation for small terrestrial mammals and
songbirds, COC concentrations in prey (earthworms) were modeled directly from COC
concentrations in soil. To assist in exposure estimation for semi-aquatic mammals, waterfowl, and
marsh wren, COC concentrations in prey (oligocheates) were modeled directly from COC
concentrations in sediment. COC concentrations in dietary vegetation were also modeled to assist
exposure estimation for these five indicator species. Risk to bottom dwelling fish was evaluated by
modeling tissue concentrations from measured sediment concentrations. Risk to benthic
Invertebrates was evaluated by comparing sediment concentrations to sediment ecological
benchmarks.

Short-tailed shrew (Blarina brevicauda), representing small mammals, and American robin (7urdus
migratorius), representing songbirds, were selected as assessment populations to evaluate risks
associated with exposure to COCs in hardwood forest soil. Muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus),
representing semi-aquatic mammals, and mallards (Anas platyrhynchos), representing waterfowl,
were selected as assessment populations to evaluate risks associated with exposure to COCs in
Chartley Swamp sediment and surface water. In addition, risk to fish, represented by brown
bullhead (Ameiurus nebulosus), and risk to benthic invertebrates, were also evaluated in Chartley
Swamp. Short-tailed shrew (Blarina brevicauda), representing small mammals, and marsh wren
(Cistothorus palustris), representing wetland songbirds were selected as assessment populations to
evaluate risks associated with exposure to COCs in onsite seasonal wetland sediment and surface
water. In addition, risk to benthic invertebrates was also evaluated in the onsite seasonal wetlands.

For each assessment population, an average exposure case and a maximum exposure case were
calculated. The average case was an exposure model based on (arithmetic) mean COC
concentrations. The maximum exposure case was an exposure model based on the upper
confidence limit (UCL) of COC concentrations.

Chartley Swamp was assessed for three exposure scenarios: the inner rung, outer rung, and site-
wide scenario. See Figure 5 for the approximate location of the inner and outer rung of Chartley
Swamp. The distinction was based on apparent geographic differences in contaminant
concentrations. The inner rung is an area of Chartley Swamp which lies adjacent to the highly
contaminated Tongue Area, where COC concentrations were as much as three orders of magnitude
higher than the concentrations at sediment locations in the rest of Chartley Swamp. The area of
Chartley Swamp which is not part of the inner rung comprises the outer rung. The inner rung and
outer rung combine to form the site-wide scenario. In the hardwood forest and the onsite seasonal
wetlands, concentrations of COCs in sediments were relatively uniform, so these exposure areas
were not divided into separate sub-areas.
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Table G-22
Ecological Exposure Pathways of Concern — Hardwood Forest

Exposure Sensitive Receptor Endangered/ Exposure Assessment Measurement
Medium Environment Threatened Routes Endpoints Endpoints
Flag Species Flag
YorN YorN
Soil N Small terrestrial N Ingestion and Sustainability Compare modeled
mammals direct contact {survival, growth, exposures to
with chemicals in reproduction) of published values
soil. local populations of which are indicative
smalt terrestrial of potential
mammals impairment.
Soil N Songbirds N Ingestion and Sustainability Compare modeled

direct contact
with chemicals in
soil.

(survival, growth,
reproduction) of
local populations of
songbirds

exposures to
published values
which are indicative
of potential
impairment.




Table G-23
Ecological Exposure Pathways of Concern — Chartley Swamp

Exposure Sensitive Receptor Endangered/ Exposure Assessment Measurement
Medium Environment Threatened Routes Endpoints Endpoints
Flag Species Flag
YorN YorN
Sediment N Semi-aquatic N Ingestion and Sustainability Compare modeled
and Surface mammals direct contact (survival, growth, exposures to
Water with chemicals in reproduction) of published values
sediment and local populations of which are indicative
surface water. semi-aquatic of potential
mammals impairment.
Sediment N N . L Compare modeled
and Surface Waterfow! Irygestnon and Sustglnablhty exposures to
Water dnrect con(act ' (survival, _growth, published values
with chemicals in reproduction) of which are indicative
sediment and local populations of of potential
surface water. waterfow! impairment.
Sustainability Compare modeled
Sediment N Bottom dwelling N Ingestion and (survival, growth, exposures o
and Surface fish direct contact reproduction) of published values
Water with chemicals in local populations of |  which are indicative
sediment and bottom dwelling of potential
surface water. fish impairment.

) . Sustainability Compare chemical
Sediment N Benthic N Ingestion and (survival, growth, concentrations in
and Surface invertebrates direct contact reproduction) of medium to sediment
Water with chemicals in

sediment and
surface water.

tocal populations of
benthic
invertebrates

toxicity benchmarks.
Indicative of
potential
impairment.




Table G-24
Ecological Exposure Pathways of Concern — Onsite Seasonal Wetland

Exposure Sensitive Receptor Endangered/ Exposure Assessment Measurement
Medium Environment Threatened Routes Endpoints Endpoints
Flag Species Flag
YorN YorN
Soil N Small terrestrial N Ingestion and Sustainability Compare modeled
mammals direct contact (survival, growth, exposures to
with chemicals in reproduction) of published values
soil. focal populations of |  which are indicative
small terrestrial of potential
mammals impairment.
Sediment N N ’ -
and Surface Wetland Ingestion and Sustainability Compare modeled
Water songbirds direct contact (survival, growth, exposures to
with chemicals in reproduction) of published values
sediment and tocal populations of which are indicative
surface water. wetland songbirds of potential
impaiment.
Sustainability Compare chemical
Sediment N Benthic N Ingestion and {survival, growth, concentrations in
and Surface invertebrates direct contact reproduction) of medium to sediment
Water with chemicals in

sediment and
surface water.

local populations of
benthic
invertebrates

toxicity benchmarks
indicative of
potentiat
impairment




Ecological Effects Assessment

Modeled doses were compared to toxicity reference values (TRVs) obtained from the literature.
TRVs were predominantly selected from studies which reported no-observed-adverse-effects-levels
(NOAELs). When a suitable NOAEL was unavailable, studies which reported lowest-observed-
adverse-effects-levels (LOAELs) were used and adjusted downward with an uncertainty factor of
10. The LOAEL to NOAEL adjustment was the only calculation in which an uncertainty factor
was used. Hazard quotients (HQs) were then calculated for each COC using the modeled doses and
NOAEL TRVs. Risk to shrew, robin, muskrat, mallard, and marsh wren was based on magnitude
of the HQs and an assessment of the uncertainty associated with the HQs. COCs which showed
risk based on these factors in the maximum (UCL) case were identified as exceeding lower risk
thresholds. When COCs exceeded lower risk thresholds, a second set of HQs was calculated using
LOAEL TRVs and the average case. COCs which showed risk based on LOAEL TRVs and the
average case were identified as exceeding upper risk thresholds.

Several COCs lacked avian TRVs (especially VOCs and SVOCs); when avian TRVs
were not available, mammalian TRVs were used as surrogate values to calculate HQs.
When mammalian TRVs were not available for a COC, HQs could not be calculated.

Risk to fish was evaluated by modeling tissue concentrations from measured sediment
concentrations. Hazard quotients were then calculated for each COC using the modeled doses and
no-observed-effects-dose (NOED) and lowest-observed-effects-dose (LOED) TRVs indicative of
potential harm. Risk to fish was based on magnitude of the HQs and an assessment of the
uncertainty associated with the estimates. Risk to benthic invertebrates was evaluated by
comparing sediment concentrations to sediment ecological benchmarks within the context of SEM-
AVS data. Whether COCs exceeded lower risk thresholds or upper risk thresholds for benthic
invertebrates was based on exceedences of benchmark values.

Risk Characterization

In the hardwood forest, risk to small mammals and songbirds is not actionable because no COCs
exceed upper risk thresholds. In Chartley Swamp, only the inner rung scenario demonstrated
actionable risk to semi-aquatic mammals, waterfowl, bottom dwelling fish, and benthic macro
invertebrates; risk in the inner rung was associated with concentrations of inorganics. In the onsite
seasonal wetlands, risk to small mammals, wetland songbirds, and benthic invertebrates was
associated with concentration of SVOCs, pesticides/PCBs, and inorganics which exceeded upper
risk thresholds.

The goal of the risk description is to identify a threshold concentration (also called threshold effects
levels, or TELs) at which ecological effects are likely to occur. A TEL is a daily dose resulting in a
hazard quotient (HQ) of 1.0. Since food COC concentrations were estimated from soil and
sediment concentrations, the food chain models were used to back-calculate a soil or sediment
concentration that corresponds to a daily dose resulting in an HQ of 1.0. This approach assumes
that concentrations are evenly distributed throughout the site or foraging area. TELs are
summarized below (Table G-25 though Table G-27) for those COCs which exceed upper risk
thresholds. TELs were based on LOAELs and the average case; if LOAELs were not available then
TELs were based on NOAELSs and the average case.
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TELs for the benthic invertebrate community have not been calculated at this time. Site specific
toxicity testing will be conducted during pre-design efforts to ensure that the selected cleanup
standards are protective of this community. As part of remedial design toxicity testing will be
conducted in Chartley Swamp and the onsite seasonal wetlands to confirm that the selected
sediment cleanup levels are protective of the benthic community.

3. Basis for Response Action

Because the baseline human health and ecological risk assessments revealed that ecological and
human receptors potentially exposed to contaminants of concern in soil, sediment and groundwater
via ingestion or direct exposure may present an unacceptable human health risk of 10 excess
cancer risk and/or a Hazard Index of HI of 1.0 or greater, or unacceptable ecological risk; actual or
threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if not addressed by implementing the
response action selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to
public health, welfare, or the environment.

In order to address these risks, the focus of the remedial action is on soil and sediment media in
which COCs are present above the site cleanup levels listed in Tables L-1, L-2, and L-3 of this
ROD.
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Table G-25
COC Concentrations Expected to Provide Adequate Protection of Ecological
Receptors in the Hardwood Forest

Habitat Exposure cocC Protective Units Basis Assessment
Typel Name Medium Level Endpoint
Soil None NA NA Food chain modeis, LOAEL Sustainability
::-Iardwood {survival, growth,
orest reproduction) of

local populations
of smal terrestrial
mammals

Soil None NA NA Food chain models, LOAEL Sustainability
(survival, growth,
reproduction) of
local populations
of small songbirds.




Table G-26

COC Concentrations Expected to Provide Adequate Protection of Ecological
Receptors in Chartley Swamp

Habitat Exposure coc Protective Units Basis Assessment
Type/ Name Medium Level Endpoint
Chartley Sediment Arsenic 8.4 mg/kg Food chain models, LOED Sustainability
Swamp {survival, growth.
Cadmium 6.2 mg/kg Food chain models, LOED reproduction) of
local populations
of bottom dwelling
Copper #1 mghkg | Food chain models, LOED fish
Lead 32 mg/kg Food chain models, LOED
Mercury 0.89 mgrkg Food chain models, LOED
Sitver 089 magrkg Food chain models, LOED
. : 45 . I
Sediment Berytlium mg/kg Food chain models, NOAEL Sustainability
(survival, growth,
Cadmium 170 mgrkg Food chain models, LOAEL reproduction) of
local poputations
Copper 246 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL of semi-aquatic
mammals
Mercury 19 mglkg Food chain models, LOAEL
Nickel 7.805 mglkg Food chain models, LOAEL
Zine 1.591 mglkg Food chain models, LOAEL
Sediment ] 45 . N
Beryllium mg/kg Food chain models, NOAEL Sustainability
=55 (survival, growth.
Cadmium mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL reproduction) of
575 local populations
2, .
Chromium ma/kg Food chain models, LOAEL of waterfowl
18
Mercury mg/kg Food chain medels, LOAEL
. 3,114 )
Zinc mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Sediment Toxicity testing to be conducted Sustainability
during predesign studies 1. {survival, growth,
reproduction) of
local populations
of benthic
invertebrates

1. A pre-design study will include toxicity testing confirm that selected cleanup goals for sediment concentrations are protective of the benthic
invertebrate community. See text for a more detailed discussion of toxicity testing.




Table G-27
COC Concentrations Expected to Provide Adequate Protection of Ecological
Receptors in the onsite seasonal Wetlands

abitat
Iﬂ%’?n"e Exposure coc Protective Units Basis Assessment
Medium Level Endpoint
Onsite ) , —
Seasonal Soil Benzo(a)anthracene 12 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL Sustgmabshty
Wetlands {survival, growth,
Benzo(a)pyrene 13 ma/kg Food chain models, LOAEL reproduction) of
local poputations of
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 13 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL smallteresrial
mammals
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1.3 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Chrysene 1.3 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 1.3 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Indeno(1,2,3)pyrene 1.3 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Aroclor-1254 027 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Antimony 49 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Arsenic 188 ma/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Barium 853 ma/kg Food chain models, NOAEL
Beryllium 23 mg/kg Food chain models, NOAEL
Cadmium 136 mglkg Food chain models, LOAEL
Copper 5,606 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Lead 15,110 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Mercury 33 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Nickel 31,845 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Silver 522 mg/kg Food chain models, NOAEL
Vanadium 448 mgrkg Food chain models, LOAEL
Zinc 25,175 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Sustainabilit
Sediment Benzo(a)anthracene 2.7 mag/kg Food chain models, LOAEL (slljjrvi\l/al, groymh,
reproduction) of
Benzo(a)pyrene 27 ma/kg Food chain models, LOAEL local populations of
wetland songbirds
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 27 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 27 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Chrysene 27 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL




T
ame

Exposure coc Protective Units Basis Assessment
Medium Level Endpoint
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 23 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Indeno(1,2,3)pyrene 23 ma/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
DoT 0.027 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Aroclor-1254 1.6 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Antimony 39 mgrkg Food chain models, LOAEL
Beryllium 5 mg/kg Food chain models, NOAEL
Cadmium 103 ma/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Chromium 427 ma/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Copper 122 ma/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Lead 551 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Mercury 0.26 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Nickel 7,943 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Silver 187 mgrkg Food chain models, NOAEL
Zinc 437 mg/kg Food chain models, LOAEL
Sediment Toxicity testing to be Sustainability
conducted during predesign (survival, growth,
studies. 1 reproduction) of

local populations of
benthic
invertebrates

1. A pre-design study will include toxicity testing confirm that selected cleanup goals for sediment concentrations are protective of the benthic
invertebrate community. See text for a more detailed discussion of toxicity testing.




H. REMEDIATION OBJECTIVES
Based on preliminary information relating to types of contaminants, environmental media of
concern, and potential exposure pathways, response action objectives (RAOs) were developed to
aid in the development and screening of alternatives. These RAOs were developed to mitigate,
restore and/or prevent existing and future potential threats to human health and the environment.
The RAOs for the selected remedy for the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site are:
Source Control:

Soil

*Prevent Ingestion/direct contract with soil having non-carcinogens in excess of a Hazard Index

(HI) of 1 or with soil having carcinogens posing excess cancer risk above 10 -4 to 10 -6 and

meet ARARs.

*Prevent inhalation of carcinogens posing excess cancer risk levels above 10-4 to 10-6 or a
hazard index of 1.0 and meet ARARs.

*Prevent exposure to contaminants in soil that present an unacceptable risk to the environment.
Sediment

*  Prevent exposure to sediment having carcinogens posing excess cancer risk above 10-4 to
10-6 or a hazard index of 1.0.

*  Prevent exposure to contaminants in sediment that present an unacceptable risk to the
environment.

Surface Water

*  Prevent migration of contamination from site to surface water to reduce to the extent
practicable the contribution of contamination from the site to surface waters of
contamination that presents an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment.

Management of Migration

*  Prevent Ingestion of groundwater having carcinogens in excess of MCLs, non-zero MCLGs,
and a total excess cancer risk for all contaminants in groundwater greater that 10-4 to 10-6.

*  Prevent ingestion of groundwater having non-carcinogens in excess of MCLs or non-zero
MCLGs or a hazard index of 1.0.

*  Prevent exposure to contaminants in groundwater that present an unacceptable risk to the
environment




I. DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES
A. Statutory Requirements/Response Objectives

Under its legal authorities, EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake remedial
actions that are protective of human health and the environment. In addition, Section 121 of
CERCLA establishes several other statutory requirements and preferences, including a requirement
that EPA's remedial action, when complete, must comply with all federal and more stringent state
environmental and facility siting standards, requirements, criteria or limitations, unless a waiver is
invoked; a requirement that EPA select a remedial action that is cost-effective and that utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the
maximum extent practicable; and a preference for remedies in which treatment which permanently
and significantly reduces the volume, toxicity or mobility of the hazardous substances is a principal
element over remedies not involving such treatment. Response alternatives were developed to be
consistent with these congressional mandates.

B. Technology and Alternative Development and Screening

CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan (NCP) set forth the process by which remedial
actions are evaluated and selected. As discussed in Section 2 of the FS, soil technology options
were 1dentified, assessed and screened based on implementability, effectiveness, and cost. These
technologies were combined into source control (SC) alternatives. Section 3 of the FS presented
the remedial alternatives developed by combining the technologies identified in the previous
screening process in the categories identified in Section 300.430(e)(3) of the NCP. The purpose of
the initial screening was to narrow the number of potential remedial actions for further detailed
analysis while preserving a range of options. Each alternative was then evaluated in detail in
Section 4 of the FS.

In summary, two source control remedial alternatives screened in Section 2 were retained as
possible options for the cleanup of the Site. As discussed earlier, these alternatives were then
developed based upon four future use scenarios.

With respect to ground water response action, the RI/FS developed a limited number of remedial
alternatives. However, based on site-specific conditions, the FS concluded that groundwater
remediation was infeasible at the time the FS was prepared from a cost, effectiveness and
implementability perspective based on the following:

* Proximity to a Significant Offsite Source — As documented in the RI, chemically impacted
landfill matenals from the ALI Landfill extend onto the southwestern portion of the Shpack
Site. The highest concentration of VOCs in groundwater detected during the RI were
located upgradient on the ALI Landfill. This indicates that a significant VOC source is
located beneath the ALI Landfill. Because of this, groundwater remediation (i.e., pump and
treat) would be ineffective because a significant source of groundwater contamination
remains unaddressed. Until this offsite, upgradient source is adequately addressed,
groundwater remediation at Shpack would be ineffective.
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* High Probability for COPC Partitioning — Due to the high organic carbon contents of
shallow aquifer sediments, the majority of contaminant mass is likely adsorbed onto aquifer
solids, limiting the effectiveness of groundwater restoration. The high contaminant sorption
onto soil and sediment inhibit contaminant movement in the aquifer and would increase the
restoration time frame for groundwater remedial activities.

In addition, EPA has determined that groundwater will not be used in the future for drinking
water, etc. See Section D of the ROD for additional discussion. As a result, groundwater
cleanup alternatives were not addressed in the Detailed Analysis of the FS.
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J. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES
Detailed Analysis of Alternatives

This section presents the detailed analysis of remedial action alternatives that were retained
from the screening performed in Section 2 of the FS. The detailed analysis performed as part of
the FS was conducted in accordance with CERCLA Section 121, the NCP and USEPA RI/FS
Guidance. Costs presented in this section are based on existing site data and will be reevaluated
as part of the Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA) Phase. In accordance with USEPA
RI/FS Guidance, costs presented in this section are intended to be within the target range of -
30% to +50% of the actual cost of the remedial alternative as described.

Evaluation Criteria

This section presents a summary of the nine criteria used to evaluate the appropriate remedial
alternative for the Site. The nine criteria are broken down into three categories and are
summarized as follows:

Threshold Criteria relate directly to statutory findings that must be made in the Record
Of Decision. These criteria include:

* Overall protection of human health and the environment; and
* Compliance with ARARs

Balancing Criteria refer to five of the evaluation criteria that represent the primary criteria upon
which the detailed evaluation is performed. These criteria include:

. Long-term effectiveness and permanence;
. Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume;
. Short-term effectiveness;

. Implementability; and

. Cost.

Modifying criteria are evaluated following comment on the FS and the proposed plan. These
criteria were not evaluated as part of the FS and include:

. State acceptance; and,

. Community acceptance.

A description of the major components of each alterative, the costs for each alternative, and
comparison to the nine criteria is provided below.

ALTERNATIVE SC-1: NO ACTION

Under this alternative, no remedial technologies would be implemented at the Site to reduce soil
or sediment concentrations in the source area. As a result, the only decreases in COPC
concentrations would occur from naturally occurring degradation processes.
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A comparison of this alternative to the criteria established in the NCP is included as Table 7 of
the FS. As shown in Table 8 of the I'S, there are no costs associated with the No Action
alternative.

This alternative does not meet ARAR requirements for radiological and chemical source
material.

ALTERNATIVE SC-2: MULTI-BARRIER CAP/EXCAVATION/OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF PCBs,
DIOXIN, RADIOLOLOGICAL MATERIAL

This alternative includes installing a multi-barrier landfill cap to limit water infiltration and
subsequent migration of contaminants, and excavation and off-site disposal of radiological,
PCB and dioxin material exceeding Cleanup levels. This alternative eliminates the exposure
pathways of soil and sediment dermal contact and ingestion. The capping portion of this
alternative was included as part of the FS to comply with the Federal RCRA ARAR
requirements for implementation of an appropriately designed landfill cap at Superfund sites.
The landfill would be designed and installed in accordance with 40 CFR 264 Subpart G (closure
and post-closure); and 40 CFR 264 Subpart N (landfills).

Figurc 4 of the FS displays the estimated excavation areas exceeding Cleanup Levels for each
of the risk scenarios evaluated in the FS, and Figure 5 of the FS shows areas with ecological
risk. Table 6 displays a summary of the volumes of impacted material for each risk scenario.
Under each risk scenario, the amount of soil to be excavated varies; however, the general
excavation and disposal method is consistent.

A comparison of Alternative SC-2 to seven of the nine NCP criteria is provided on Tablc 9 of
the FS. A detailed cost estimate for Alternatives SC-2A through SC-2D 1s provided on Tables
10A through Table 10D of the FS. The total estimated cost for various risk scenarios under this
alternative were estimated as follows:

*SC-2A - Recreational User — $26,057,000

+SC-2B - Adjacent Resident without GW consumption — $28,106,000
+SC-2C - Adjacent Resident with GW consumption — $94,514,000
*SC-2D - Onsite Resident — $98,066,000

All costs include 30 years of operation, maintenance and monitoring. The ARARs associated
with this alternative are shown in Table 1C of the FS. The estimated time for construction of

the SC-2 alternative given by the FS is 18-25 months.

Expected Qutcomes

The outcome is dependent upon the risk exposure scenario selected. Restrictions would be
placed on the Site to protect the integrity of the cap in the future. Groundwater restrictions
would also be necessary.

77



ALTERNATIVE SC-3:  EXCAVATION AND OFFSITE DISPOSAL

Under this alternative, all source area materials exceeding Cleanup Levels will be excavated
and transported for offsite disposal. As a result, this alternative would provide permanent
elimination of contaminants exceeding Cleanup levels at the Site.

Figure 4 of the FS displays the estimated excavation areas exceeding Cleanup levels for each of
the risk scenarios evaluated in the FS, and Figure 5 of the FS shows areas exceeding ecological

risk Cleanup levels. Table 6 of the FS displays a summary of the volumes of impacted material
for each risk scenario. Under each risk scenario, the amount of soil excavated varies; however,

the general excavation and disposal method is consistent.

A comparison of Alternatives SC-3A through SC-3D to seven of the nine NCP criteria is
provided on Table 11 of the FS. A detailed estimate of costs associated with each of the risk
scenarios associated with this alternative is provided as Tables 12A through Table 12B of the
FS.

The total estimated costs for each of the risk scenarios associated with this alternative are as
follows:

*SC-3A - Recreational User - $54,055,000

*SC-3B - Adjacent Resident without GW consumption — $55,553,000°
*SC-3C - Adjacent Resident with GW consumption — $120,888,000
*SC-3D - Onsite Resident — $126,868,000

The ARARs associated with this alternative are shown in Table 1G of the FS.
The estimated time for construction given in the FS is 9-16 months.

Expected Outcomes

The outcome is dependent upon the risk exposure scenario selected. Groundwater restrictions
would also be necessary.

" This cost was later revised downward to $43,034.000. See Section L for more information.
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K. SUMMARY OF THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

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 articulates nine evaluation criteria to be used in assessing the individual remedial
alternatives.

A detailed analysis was performed on the alternatives using the nine evaluation criteria in order
to select a site remedy. The following is a summary of the comparison of each alternative's
strength and weakness with respect to the nine evaluation criteria. These criteria are
summarized 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:

1. 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.

2. Comphance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) addresses
whether or not a remedy will meet all Federal environmental and more stringent State
environmental and facility siting standards, requirements, criteria or limitations, unless a
waiver is invoked.

Primary Balancing Criteria

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

3. 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 will prove successful.

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment addresses the degree to 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.

5. 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.

6. Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy,
including the availability of materials and services needed to implement a particular option.
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7. Cost includes estimated capital and Operation Maintenance (O&M) costs, as well as
present-worth costs.

Modifying Criteria

The modifying criteria are used as the final evaluation of remedial alternatives, generally after
EPA has received public comment on the RI/FS and Proposed Plan:

8.  State acceptance addresses the State's position and key concerns related to the preferred
alternative and other alternatives, and the State's comments on ARARSs or the proposed use
of waivers.

9. Community acceptance addresses the public's general response to the alternatives described
in the Proposed Plan and RI/FS 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 Tables 9 and 11 of the FS.

The section below presents the nine criteria and a brief narrative summary of the alternatives and
the strengths and weaknesses according to the detailed and comparative analysis. Only those
alternatives which satisfied the first two threshold criteria were balanced and modified using the
remaining seven criteria as compared to these NCP criteria.

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Alternative SC-1, No Action, would be the least protective of human health and the environment
because it would offer no protection to human health and the environment. Because no remedial
action would be performed, both chemical and radiological impacts exceeding site-specific
cleanup levels and ARARs would remain at the Site. Therefore, potential future unacceptable
exposure to human health and the environment would remain at the Site. As a result, this
alternative would not meet the threshold criteria in the NCP -~ that an alternative would be
protective of human health and the environment and meet ARARSs.

Alternatives SC-2, Multi Barrier Cap/Excavation, and SC-3, Excavation and Off-Site Disposal,
both provide overall protection of human health and the environment. Each of these alternatives
would eliminate exposure to impacted source materials exceeding site-specific Cleanup levels.
In addition, Alternatives SC-2 and SC-3 both include requirements for waterlines for adjacent
residents to eliminate exposure to contaminated groundwater. Alternative SC-2, Multi Barrier
Cap/Excavation, would remove all radiological, dioxin and PCB waste that exceeds cleanup
requirements from the Site for off-site disposal while the remaining chemical waste material
would be consolidated beneath a RCRA landfill cap which will prevent exposure to materials
that present an unacceptable risk. This alternative also includes requirements for monitoring to
ensure that exposure does not occur in the future. Alternative SC-3, Excavation and Off-Site
Disposal, would eliminate exposure to impacted radiological, dioxin, PCB, and chemical source
materials by removing them from the Site. Because this alternative removes all materials that
create an unacceptable risk from the site, it provides the greatest degree of overall protection.
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COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS

Alternative SC-1, No Action, would not comply with chemical-specific ARARs applicable to the
Site.

Alternatives SC-2, Multi Barrier Cap/Excavation, and SC-3, Excavation and Off-Site Disposal,
would meet all chemical, location, and action- specific ARARs. See Tables 1A-11 of the FS for
additional identification and discussion of ARARs for each alternative.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Alternative SC-1, No Action, does not provide any long-term effectiveness or permanence.
Alternative SC-2, Multi-Barrier Cap/Excavation, would provide both long-term effectiveness and
some permanence because landfill capping is a proven technology to eliminate exposure to
chemical waste material effectively in the long-term. The cap would be regularly maintained to
ensure that it remains effective in the long-term. In addition, because the radiological, PCB, and
dioxin waste i1s excavated and disposed of off-site. This component of the alternative is also
permanent and effective in the long-term.

Alternative SC-3, Excavation and Off-Site Disposal, provides the greatest degree of long-term
effectiveness and permanence because both chemical and radiological source materials
exceeding cleanup levels would be permanently removed from the site thereby ensuring that this
remedy remains effective in the long-term.

In addition, Alternatives SC-2 and SC-3 both include requirements for waterlines for adjacent
residents. This component of these Alternatives provides additional long-term effectiveness and
permanence because the waterline permanently eliminates the risk to these adjacent residents
from using contaminated water.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT

None of the alternatives reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment (although some
materials shipped off-site may require treatment prior to disposal).

However, Alternative SC-2, Multi Barrier Cap/Excavation, would reduce toxicity, mobility or
volume although not through treatment. This alternative would reduce mobility of the chemical
contaminants that are placed beneath the landfill cap at the Site by preventing water from coming
into contact with waste material thereby preventing this contamination from mobilizing. The
toxicity of the radiological, PCB, and dioxin waste material would be greatly reduced/eliminated
because all of this material that exceeds cleanup levels will be removed from the site. In
addition, because all soil and sediment above cleanup levels established for radiological, PCB,
and dioxin waste material will be removed from the property, both the volume and mobility of
this contamination is greatly reduced/eliminated although not through treatment.

Alternative SC-3, Excavation and Off-site Disposal, would reduce/eliminate toxicity by
removing both the radiological, PCB and dioxin contamination as well as all chemical waste
material from the Site, thereby greatly reducing/eliminating the toxicity of what remains at the
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Site to acceptable levels. In addition, because all soil and sediment above cleanup levels will be
removed from the property, both the volume and mobility of contamination is greatly
reduced/eliminated although not through treatment.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Because Alternative SC-1, No Action, would not require any activities to be conducted, there
would not be any short-term impacts on the community and on-site workers.

Alternative SC-2, Multi-Barrier Cap/Excavation, would have some short-term impacts to the
community from both the construction activities as well as from shipping materials off-site for
disposal. However, these impacts can be greatly reduced by using standard construction
techniques to reduce dust, etc. from the Site during excavation and construction of the cap. In
addition, air monitoring will be conducted to ensure that adjacent residents are not adversely
impacted while this Alternative is being implemented. Appropriate OSHA/health and safety
requirements will be followed to reduce risk to on-site workers.  Because this Alternative
requires off-site disposal of radiological, PCB and dioxin waste as well as incoming shipments of
material for construction of the cap, there will be a significant increase in truck traffic through
the community during the 18-25 month time frame the FS estimates it will take to implement this
remedy.

Alternative SC-3, Excavation and Off-site Disposal, would have slightly greater short-term
effects because this Alternative would require all chemical and radiological waste material be
excavated and shipped off-site for disposal. However, these impacts can be greatly
reduced/eliminated by using standard construction techniques to reduce dust, etc. from waste
material during the excavation and shipping phase. In addition, air monitoring will be conducted
to ensure that adjacent residents are not adversely impacted while this Alternative is being
implemented. Appropriate OSHA/health and safety requirements will be followed to reduce risk
to on-site workers. Because this Alternative requires off-site disposal of both chemical and
radiological waste, there will be a significant increase in truck traffic through the community
during the 9-16 month time frame the FS estimates it will take to implement this remedy.

IMPLEMENTABILITY
Alternative SC-1 is the easiest to implement because no remedial actions are required.

Alternatives SC-2 and SC-3 are both easily implementable because they both involve reliable
waste disposal technologies with proven histories of success. In addition, the personnel,
equipment and materials required to implement each of these technologies are readily available.
The greatest degree of variability in these alternatives is derived from the time frame required for
implementation of these alternatives and the impact on the community. Alternative SC-3B will
take less time to construct than Alternative SC-2B and will involve some additional truck traffic
in comparison to Alternative SC-2B according to Table 9 of the FS.
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COST

Alternative SC-1, No Action, would require the least cost. As shown in Table 8 of the FS, there are
no costs associated with the No Action alternative.

Alternative SC-2, Multi-Barrier Cap/Excavation, is generally the second most expensive
alternative, with cost estimates ranging from approximately $26,000,000 to $98,000,000 based
upon the risk exposure scenario.

Alternative SC-2A Recreational Risk Scenario $26,057,000

Alternative SC-2B Adjacent Resident w/out Groundwater $28,106,000

Alternative SC-2C Adjacent Resident w/ Groundwater $94,514,000

Alternative SC-2D On-Site Resident $98,066,000

Alternative SC-3, Excavation and Off-Site Disposal, is generally the most expensive alternative,
with estimated costs ranging from approximately $54,000,000 to $127,000,000 based on the risk
exposure scenario.

Alternative SC-3A Recreational Risk Scenario  $54,055,000

Alternative SC-3B Adjacent Resident w/out Groundwater $55,553,000*

Alternative SC-3C Adjacent Resident w/ Groundwater $120,888,000

Alternative SC-3D On-Site Resident $126,868,000

COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

From June 24th, 2004 to August 25th, 2004, EPA held a public comment period to seek input from
the community regarding remedial cleanup alternatives evaluated for the Site. In addition,
comments were received during a public hearing conducted August 4, 2004.

On the basis of comments received, there was overwhelming support in the community for the
selected remedy SC-3B. In addition, while there was some support for Alternative SC-2B, it was
significantly less than support shown for Alternative SC-3B. A summary of the comments

received and EPA’s response to comments is included in the Responsiveness Summary portion of
this ROD (Part 3).

‘the cost estimate for the selected remedy has been revised. More detail is provided in Section L.
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STATE ACCEPTANCE

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has indicated its support for the selected remedy by
providing its concurrence in the attached letter (Appendix A).
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L. THE SELECTED REMEDY
1. Summary of the Rationale for the Selected Remedy

The Selected Remedy is Alternative SC-3B. The selected remedy is a comprehensive remedy for
the Site based upon EPA’s determination that groundwater will not be addressed at this Site for the
reasons outlined in Section D of this ROD. EPA has selected this remedy because it believes this
cleanup plan is cost-effective yet still protective. The selected remedy achieves the best balance
among the criteria used by EPA to evaluate alternatives. The selected remedy provides both short-
term and long-term protection of human health and the environment, attains all Federal and State
applicable or relevant and appropriate environmental requirements, reduces the volume and
mobility of contaminated soil and sediment, utilizes permanent solutions to the maximum extent
practicable, by removing contaminated material exceeding site cleanup levels off-site for disposal.

The vast majority of the comments received during the comment period requested that Alternative
SC-3B be selected as the remedy for the Site based upon numerous concerns including regarding

the long term effectiveness and permanence of the proposed alternative.

The selected remedy does not address Site groundwater. Section D. Scope and Role of Operable
Unit or Response Action discussed this determination.

2. Description of Remedial Components

The selected remedy includes excavation and off-site disposal of material exceeding cleanup
levels. This alternative eliminates the exposure pathways to soil and sediment.

A. The primary components of this alternative include:

»  Coordination with local, state and federal agencies for excavating source area materials
within a wetland and associated buffer zone;

¢ Preparation and implementation of a traffic control plan to adequately manage the increased
volume of truck traffic associated with transportation of chemical and radiological impacted
source material from the site;

*  Preparation and implementation of a transportation and emergency spill contingency plan;

»  Relocation of existing power line structures needed to implement the rest of the remedy in
coordination with National Grid.
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Connecting two residences to public water.” The two residences are identified as Union
Road House 1 and Union Road House 2 in the Remedial Investigation.

Mobilization/demobilization of all personnel and equipment to the site for construction
activities;

Clearing and grubbing areas of the site requiring excavation;

Establishing a survey grid to conduct sequential consolidation of grid cells to minimize
generation of large quantities of groundwater with one open excavation;

Based on the selected risk scenario for the site (Adjacent Resident without Groundwater
Consumption), excavation and off-site disposal of soil and sediment exceeding radiological
and chemical Cleanup levels including dioxin and PCBs as identified in Tables L-1 and L-3,
estimated in the FS as approximately 34,445 yd’*;

Excavation and off-site disposal of sediment from the Inner Rung and exceeding the
cleanup levels listed in Table L-2, estimated by the FS to be approximately 1,111 yd"
soil/sediment. The FS estimated this will take a period of one month;

Dewatering of open areas as needed in each area of the Site needed to complete the rest of
the remedial action;

Transportation of all impacted soils via truck and rail to an approved offsite disposal
facility;
All excavated soil and sediments disposed of in accordance with TSCA and the TSCA

determination included as part of this ROD;

Placement of clean fill in open areas to backfill to grade and/or wetlands
restoration/replication as appropriate;

Vernal pools and spotted turtle habitat surveyed to focus on the spotted turtle and marbled
salamander and evaluate the habitat for any other rare species or species of special concern
that may be found on the Shpack Site;°

*Installation of the waterline shall comply with the substantiative requirements of the ARARs relating to

protection of wetlands resources, including the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act. Design will include detailed
plans of the waterline, elevations and inverts, all wetlands resources which may be impacted by the waterline
extension, de-watering methods and the options for installing the waterline at the railroad crossing on Peckham
Street, if necessary.

¢ The “Rare Animal Observation Forms” and “Vemnal Pool Certification Forms™ should be completed and

submitted as part of the substantiative requirements relating to the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered
Species Program (NHESP).
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»  Vernal pools and areas containing rare or species of special concern will be protected if
possible or restored/replicated if impacted — an impact minimization and habitat restoration
plan prepared and followed in conjunction with this work;

»  All work in wetlands areas conducted in accordance with the Wetland Determination
included in this ROD. In addition, work in wetlands, including replication and restoration,
must comply with the Wetlands Protection Act Regulations, 310 CMR 10 as well as all
other ARARs identified for this component of the remedy. ’

» Installation of a temporary chainlink fence surrounding the entire site, with access gates to
secure the site during the design and construction phases of the cleanup;*

»  Preparation and implementation of a surface water, sediment and groundwater monitoring
program, including installation of additional wells around the perimeter of the Site;’

»  Performance of 5-year reviews to monitor effectiveness of the remedy;'*

. Implementation of institutional controls to restrict future use of property and groundwater."!

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 will be documented by the
EPA Remedial Project Manager in a technical memorandum added to the Administrative Record

" The wetland replication/restoration must include at a minimum, detailed plans illustrating all existing and
proposed contour elevations; soil profiles for imported soils, a construction schedule; a planting plan including the
number, size. and species of all plants; groundwater elevations; description of the replicated wetland function and
values; physical features that replicate the vernal pool habitat and rare species habitat functions of the existing
wetlands including coarse woody debris, snags and pit and mound topography; and a 5 year monitoring plan. The
wetland replication/restoration plan should commence in the first growing season after the construction activity has
been completed. The Conservation Commissions of Norton and Attleboro will be given a reasonable opportunity to
review and comment on deliverables relative to wetlands restoration/replication

¥ After construction is completed the community members, municipalities, landowners, and other
stakeholders will be consulted to determine the fence should be permanent or removed as part of demobilization.

*The selected remedy includes a long-term monitoring program to include sampling and analysis of data to
ensure that the remedy continues to be effective. This will include sediment and surface water sampling of wetlands
near the site ensure that re-contamination is not occurring.

' EPA will review the Site at least once every five years after the initiation of remedial action at the Site to
assure that the remedial action continues to protect human health and the environment. If additional action is
required to ensure protectiveness, it will be taken.

"'Restrictions would be placed on the Site to prevent residential use or other uses that present unacceptable
risk in the future. Groundwater restrictions would also be necessary on the site and for Union Road House 1 and
Union Road House 2 in the form of deed restrictions. These restrictions will be enforced by the appropnate
government entity.
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for the Site, an Explanation of Significant Differences or a Record of Decision Amendment, as
appropriate.

B. Pre-design and Design Studies

Pre-design studies sufficient to design the selected remedy will include, but not be limited to, the
following:

Performance of pre-design and design studies to prepare for the relocation of existing power line
structures needed to implement the rest of the remedy in coordination with National Grid.

Site specific sediment toxicity testing will be conducted during pre-design efforts to ensure that the
selected cleanup standards are protective of the benthic invertebrate community. As part of
remedial design, toxicity testing will be conducted in Chartley Swamp and the onsite seasonal
wetlands to confirm that the selected sediment cleanup levels in Tables L-2 and -3 are protective
of the benthic community. Toxicity testing will consist of collecting bulk sediment samples for use
in ten day chironomid toxicity tests to assess the impact of contaminated sediment on growth and
survival. Three sampling locations will be selected for each of the exposure areas (i.e. Chartley
Swamp and the onsite seasonal wetlands), two in an area near where COC concentrations are the
highest (near the Tongue Area in Chartley Swamp), and one to represent an area with lower COC
concentrations so as to provide a gradient across which potential effects can be observed and to
provide information useful for targeting potential remediation areas.

Sediment sampling will be performed in the inner rung of Chartley Swamp as necessary to more
fully delineate the extent of sediment exceeding cleanup levels in Table L-2.

An assessment of ecological risk posed by soil in the Combined Field and Shrubland habitat
(shown in Figure 4) of the site will be performed utilizing food chain models developed to evaluate
receptor risk from soil in other areas of the site following "Ecological Risk Assessment Guidance
for Superfund, Process for Designing and Conducting Ecological Risk Assessments (EPA 540-R-
97-006)".

A design study will be prepared to determine options for limiting the impact of dewatering on
wetlands.
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TABLE L-1 SOIL CLEANUP LEVELS, SHPACK SITE

Contaminant
Dioxin (TEQ)
Radium 226
Uranium 234
Uranium 235
Uranium 238

Arsenic

Benzo(a)anthracene

Benzo(a)pyrene

Benzo(b)fluoranthene

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene

Lead

Nickel

Total Uranium

Cleanup Level
1.0 ppb*
3.1 pCi/gm
220 pCi/gm
52 pCi/gm
110 pCi/gm
12 ppm

28 ppm

2.8 ppm

28 ppm

2.8 ppm

1400 ppm

7000 ppm

1100 ppm

Rationale
EPA Directive 9200.4-26*

10-5 excess cancer risk

3

13

Blood Level Modelling for an Adult
Exposure

HI=1

HI=1

*In accordance with the April 13", 1998 OSWER Directive 9200.4-26, “one ppb is to be generally
used as a starting point for setting cleanup levels for setting cleanup levels for CERCLA removal
sites and as a cleanup level for remedial sites for dioxin in surface soil involving a residential
exposure. The “adjacent resident, w/o groundwater exposure” scenario on which the remedy is
based assumes approximately 150 days of exposure to site soils, which is essentially equivalent to
an on-site exposure. Therefore, the cleanup goal for dioxin protective of human health is being set
at 1 ppb TEQ.

89



Table L-2: Cleanup Levels, Inner Rung, Chartley Swamp

Contaminant of Cleanup Level Basis
Concern (mg/kg)

Arsenic 8.4 Food Chain
model, LOED

Cadmium 6.2 ¢

Copper 41 “

Chromium 2,769 Food Chain,
LOAEL

Lead 32 Food Chan
model, LOED

Mercury 0.89 «

Silver 0.89 «

Beryllium 45 Food Chain
Model,
NOAEL

Zinc 1591 Food Chain
Model,
LOAEL
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Table L-3: Cleanup Levels, Sediments in the On-Site Seasonal Wetlands

Contaminant of Concern Cleanup Level Basis
(mg/kg)

Benzo(a)anthracene 1.2 Food Chain Model
(LOAEL)

Benzo(a)pyrene 13 v

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 1.3 .

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1.3

Chrysene 1.3

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 1.3 *

Indeno(1,2,3)pyrene 1.3

Aroclor (1254) 0.27 “

Arsenic 188

Barium 853 Food Chain Model.,

NOAEL

Vanadium 448 Food Chain Model.
LOAEL

DDT 0.027 .

Antimony 39

Beryllium 5 Food Chain Model,

NOAEL

Cadmium 103 Food Chain Model,
LOAEL

Chromium 427

Copper 122

Lead 551 .

Mercury 0.26 "

Nickel 7943 “

Silver 187 Food Chain Model,
NOAEL

Zinc 437 Food Chain Model.

LOAEL
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3. Summary of the Estimated Remedy Costs

All cost information reported in the ROD are estimates from the Feasibility Study, with an accuracy
expectation of +50 to -30%. These estimates will be refined as the remedy is designed and
implemented. The original estimated cost of the Selected Remedy (SC-3B) as outlined in Table
12B of the Feasibility Study 1s $55,553,000.

EPA gathered additional information that indicates that the transportation and disposal of material
exceeding cleanup standards is considerably lower than the cost figures used in the FS. As a result,
EPA has revised the estimated cost of the selected remedy to $43,034,000. See memorandum dated
September 24, 2004 from Ed Conroy of Metcalf and Eddy to David Lederer, Remedial Project
Manager entitled “Shpack-T&D Costs” in the Administrative Record for more information.

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.

The Feasibility Study estimated the time for construction of SC-3B at 9-16 months.
4. Expected Outcomes of the Selected Remedy

The selected remedy 1s based upon a future exposure scenario that envisions a resident that lives
next to the site (adjacent resident) who is connected to a public water supply and therefore does not
use site groundwater for drinking water, etc. The selected remedy does not address groundwater.
Section D. Scope and Role of operable unit or Response Action of this Decision Summary
discussed this determination. The expected outcome of the selected remedy is that the Shpack
Landfill Superfund Site will no longer present an unacceptable risk to adjacent residents via
exposure to contaminated soil and sediment and will be suitable for passive recreational use.
Approximately 9-16 months are estimated as the amount of time necessary to achieve the cleanup
levels for the selected remedy.

The selected remedy will also provide environmental and ecological benefits such as restoration of
sensitive ecosystems, protection of endangered species, protection of wildlife, and wetlands
restoration.

a. Cleanup Levels

1. Soil and Sediment Cleanup Levels

The anticipated future use of the site is based upon an adjacent resident that does not consume

groundwater. The site is also suitable for passive recreation. The site will not be suitable for
residential use or the use of groundwater as a drinking water.
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Soil cleanup levels for compounds of concern in surface and subsurface soil exhibiting an
unacceptable cancer risk and/or hazard index have been have been established such that they are
protective of human health. For the selected remedy, soil cleanup levels for known and suspect
carcinogenic chemicals of concern (Classes A, B, and C compounds) have been set at a 10-5 excess
cancer risk level considering exposures via dermal contact and incidental ingestion.

Cleanup levels for chemicals of concem in soils having non-carcinogenic effects (Classes D and E
compounds) were derived for the same exposure pathway(s) and correspond to an acceptable
exposure level to which the human population (including sensitive subgroups) may be exposed
without adverse affect during a lifetime or part of a lifetime, incorporating an adequate margin of
safety (hazard quotient = 1).

The cleanup values that were selected for the adjacent resident without consumption of
groundwater (the selected remedy) are listed in Table L-1. Table L-1 summarizes the cleanup
levels for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic chemicals of concern in soils protective of direct
contact with soils.

Cleanup levels based on protection of environmental receptors are as stated in Tables L-2 and L-3
for the Chartley Swamp and the Interior Wetlands.

These sediment cleanup levels must be met at the completion of the remedial action throughout the
Site. They are consistent with ARARs for sediment, attain EPA's risk management goals for
remedial action, and are protective of environmental receptors.

Site specific toxicity testing will be conducted during pre-design efforts to ensure that the selected
cleanup standards are protective of the benthic invertebrate community. As part of remedial
design, toxicity testing will be conducted in Chartley Swamp and the onsite seasonal wetlands to
confirm that the selected sediment cleanup levels are protective of the benthic community.
Toxicity testing will consist of collecting bulk sediment samples for use in ten day chironomid
toxicity tests to assess the impact of contaminated sediment on growth and survival. Three
sampling locations will be selected for each of the exposure areas (i.e. Chartley Swamp and the
onsite seasonal wetlands), two in an area near where COC concentrations are the highest (near the
Tongue Area in Chartley Swamp), and one to represent an area with lower COC concentrations so
as to provide a gradient across which potential effects can be observed and to provide information
useful for targeting potential remediation areas.
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M. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The remedial action selected for implementation at the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site is consistent
with CERCLA and, to the extent practicable, the NCP. The selected remedy is protective of human
health and the environment, will 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 will adequately protect human health and the environment by eliminating,
reducing or controlling exposures to human and environmental receptors through engineering
controls and institutional controls. More specifically, the excavation and off-site disposal of all
materials exceeding site cleanup levels will eliminate exposure to these contaminants.

The selected remedy will reduce potential human health risk levels such that they do not exceed
EPA’s acceptable risk range of 10 to 10 for incremental carcinogenic risk and such that the non-
carcinogenic hazard is below a level of concern, in this case the Hazard Index will not exceed 1. It
will reduce potential human health risk levels to protective ARARSs levels, i.¢., the remedy will
comply with ARARs and To Be Considered criteria. In addition, site sediments will be addressed
such that they no longer present an unacceptable risk to ecological receptors. Implementation of
the selected remedy will not pose any unacceptable short-term risks or cause any cross-media
impacts.

2. The Selected Remedy Complies With ARARs

The selected remedy will comply with all federal and any more stringent state ARARSs that pertain
to the Site. In particular, this remedy will comply with the federal and state ARARs identified in
Table 1G of the FS (for Alternative SC-3B; attached to this ROD).

3. The Selected Remedy is Cost-Effective

In 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)(1)(i1)(D)). This determination was
made by evaluating the overall effectiveness of those alternatives that satisfied the threshold criteria
(Le., that are protective of human health and the environment and comply with all federal and any
more stringent ARARSs, 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
determine cost-effectiveness. The relationship of the overall effectiveness of this remedial
alternative was determined to be proportional to its costs and hence represents a reasonable value
for the money to be spent.
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From this evaluation, EPA has determined that Alternative SC-3 is cost effective as it meets both
threshold criteria and is reasonable given the relationship between the overall effectiveness
afforded by the other alternative and cost compared to other available options. In evaluating the
differences between Alternatives SC-2B and SC-3B, the decisive factors were that Alternative SC-
3B provides the greatest long-term effectiveness and permanence when compared to the other
source control alternative, SC-2B, and also provides greater reduction in toxicity, mobility, and
volume, although not through treatment.

Although the difference in cost between these two Alternatives is large, EPA believes the additional
cost is justified given the uniqueness of the waste material and the risks it presents to the
community. EPA also believes that the cost differential between Alternatives SC-2B and SC-3B
for the chemical waste component of these alternatives may well end up being significantly smaller
than estimated in this ROD. This is based upon EPA’s intention to phase the work at the Site with
the radiological waste being addressed first. Because the different types of contamination present
at the site may be co-located, the amount of non-radiological waste that may be left to be disposed
of off-site may be, in fact, less than what is estimated in the FS. As a result, the cost differential
between the 2 alternatives in practice may be smaller than depicted in the FS.

Finally, while Alternative SC-2 has marginally fewer short term impacts than Alternative SC-3 on
the community, the difference is not significant given that these types of impacts are typical during
cleanup operations and can be minimized or eliminated through routine, standard operating
procedures.

Given the importance to the community that the remedy selected have the greatest overall
effectiveness, the additional cost associated with SC-3 is justified.

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

Once the Agency identified those alternatives that attain or, as appropriate, waive ARARs and that
are protective of human health and the environment, EPA identified which alternative utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the
maximum extent practicable. In this case because of the nature of the material at the Site,
essentially municipal and industrial waste combined with PCBs, dioxin and radioactive materials,
EPA determined that it was impractical from a technical standpoint to utilize treatment to address
this diverse waste material. As a result, neither alternative relied upon alternative treatment
technologies or resource recovery.

The selected remedy provides the greatest long-term effectiveness and permanence by disposing of
all chemical, radioactive, dioxin and PCB material off- site. The selected remedy also provides the
greatest reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume although not through treatment. The selected

remedy would reduce/eliminate mobility of chemical, radiological, PCB, and dioxin waste material
because all of the material that exceeds cleanup levels will be removed from the Site. The toxicity
of the chemical, radiological, PCB, and dioxin waste material would be greatly reduced/eliminated
because all of the material that exceeds cleanup levels will be removed from the Site. In addition,
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because all soil and sediment above cleanup levels established for chemical, radiological, PCB, and
dioxin waste material will be removed from the site, the volume of this contamination is greatly
reduced/eliminated, although not through treatment. The selected remedy has acceptable short term
impacts to the community and workers that can be minimized or eliminated through routine,
standard operating procedures. The selected remedy is easily implementable and the cost 1s
reasonable given the overall effectiveness of this remedy. The selected remedy also has significant
support from the community and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Alternative SC-2B, on the
other hand, was actively opposed by most in the community that provided input on remedy
selection. This leads to the conclusion that the selected remedy provides the best balance of trade-
offs among the alternatives.

5. The Selected Remedy Does Not Satisfy the Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

The selected remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element.
In this case because of the nature of the material at the Site, essentially municipal and industrial
waste combined with PCBs, dioxin and radionuclides, EPA determined that it was impractical from
a technical standpoint to utilize treatment to address this diverse waste material.

6. Five-Year Reviews of the Selected Remedy are Required.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above levels that allow
for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a review will 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.
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N. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

EPA presented a proposed plan that provided for off-site disposal and consolidation with capping
for remediation of the Site on June 23, 2004. This preferred alternative included off-site disposal
of PCB, dioxin and radioactive waste, consolidation and capping of remaining waste material and
construction of a water line. EPA reviewed all written and verbal comments submitted during the
public comment pertod. It was determined that Alternative SC-3B would be selected in this Record
of Decision, as opposed to SC-2B as originally identified in the proposed plan.

O. STATE ROLE

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection has reviewed the various alternatives
and has indicated its support for the selected remedy. The State has also reviewed the Remedial
Investigation, Risk Assessment and Feasibility Study to determine if the selected remedy is in
compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate State environmental and facility siting laws
and regulations. The MA DEP concurs with the selected remedy for the Shpack Landfill Superfund
Site. A copy of the declaration of concurrence is attached as Appendix A.
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PART 3

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
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SHPACK LANDFILL SUPERFUND SITE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
PREFACE

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a 30-day public comment period from
June 24th to August 25th, 2004, to provide an opportunity for public input on the June 2004
Proposed Plan to address contamination at the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site (the “Site”) in
Norton/Attleboro, MA. EPA prepared the Proposed Plan based on the results of the human-
health risk assessment, ecological risk assessment, remedial investigation data evaluation
reports, and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts groundwater use and value determination.
All documents that were used in EPA’s selection of the preferred alternative were placed in
the Administrative Record which is available for public review in Norton Public Library, and
at the EPA Records Center in Boston, Massachusetts.

The purpose of this Responsiveness Summary is to document EPA’s responses to the
questions and comments raised during the public comment period. EPA considered all the
comments summarized in this document before selecting a final remedy for the Shpack
Landfill Superfund Site

This Responsiveness Summary is organized into the following sections:

A.Overview of Proposed Plan. This section briefly outlines the plan proposed to the public in
June 2004 for addressing the contamination at the site.

B.Site history and background on community involvement and concerns. This section
provides a brief history of the site and an overview of community interests and concerns
regarding the site.

C.Summary of comments received during the public comment period. This section
summarizes and provides EPA’s responses to the oral and written comments received from
the public during the public comment period.

A copy of the transcript from the public hearing held on Thursday, August 4, 2004, in Norton,
Massachusetts, is included as Attachment A to this Responsiveness Summary. The written
comments received during the comment period are included in Attachment B.
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A. OVERVIEW OF PROPOSED PLAN

On June 23", 2004, the Proposed Plan for the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site was released.
Its main points included:

*Clean up based upon a future scenario in which a resident living next to the Site (adjacent
resident) is connected to a public water supply and does not drink the groundwater at the site

*The public waterline will be extended to include two residences adjacent to the landfill that
are currently on private wells.

* Approximately 10,500 cubic yards of soil containing radiological contaminants of concern
above the cleanup levels will be excavated and disposed of off-site.

e Approximately 2250 cubic yards of dioxin and PCB-contaminated sediment will be
excavated and disposed of off-site.

* Contaminated sediments in wetland areas of the site will be consolidated to an upland
area on-site and the disturbed wetlands will be restored and/or replicated.

* The upland area will be capped to prevent exposure to contaminated waste.

* The site will be fenced to control access and institutional controls will be put in place to
ensure the remedy remains protective in the long term.

* Groundwater will continue to be monitored and the cap maintained in the long term.

*Based on the presence of ALI Landfill and other technical issues, the proposed plan did not
address groundwater contamination at and near the site. It addressed the risk of exposure to
contaminated groundwater by installing a public waterline to the two homes adjacent to the
site that are currently on private wells.
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B. SITE HISTORY AND BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND
CONCERNS

Site History

Between 1946 and the 1970’s, the Shpack Site received domestic and industrial wastes,
including low-level radioactive waste. The filled areas where the wastes were dumped are
overgrown and entirely enclosed by a chain link fence. The Site itself is relatively flat with
vegetated minor depressions and knolls and was formerly a flat wetlands area. A powerline
transmission corridor divides the Site into two portions. The Site is bounded on two other
sides by the Chartley Swamp that drains under Union Road to Chartley Pond. There are two
homes on private drinking water wells within 500 feet of the Site.

In 1980, the Shpack Site was added to the Department of Energy’s (DOE) Formerly Utilized
Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP), which dealt with the legacy of the nation’s early atomic
energy programs. The uranium at the site is thought to have originated from local businesses
that constructed reactor cores for the early naval propulsion program from the early 1950's
until the mid-sixties.

A more detailed description of the Site History can be found in Section 1.2.2 of the RI Report.

In 1978, a concerned citizen who had detected elevated radiation levels at the site contacted
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). The NRC conducted an investigation that
confirmed the presence of radioactivity above background levels. The NRC determined that
certain operations associated with government activities might have resulted in the deposition
of radioactive materials within the Shpack Landfill. The primary constituents of concern
found were radium and uranium. It is not known exactly when these radioactive materials
were deposited at the site.

The NRC investigation concluded that the Shpack Landfill was a candidate for the FUSRAP
program. On behalf of the NRC, Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) conducted a
radiological survey in 1980 that identified metallic wastes containing uranium of various
enrichments. The ORNL report confirmed the NRC preliminary findings and defined
general areas of radiological contamination. In 1998, FUSRAP responsibility was transferred
from DOE to the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and a gamma walkover
survey was performed to further delineate the radiological contamination.

In October of 1981, a security fence was installed around the site on behalf of DOE to prevent
unauthorized access. With the exception of the area located in the section of the site known as
the Tongue Area and an approximately 1,000-foot section of replacement fence, this fence is
the same fence that currently is located on the Site. Additional studies conducted by DOE
between 1982 and 1984 identified chemical contamination (volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) and metals) in groundwater. In 1984, EPA evaluated the site to determine if it should
be listed on the National Priority List (NPL). The site was added to the list in June 1986.
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A summary of preliminary investigations performed at the Site prior to 1990 is included in
Table 1 of the RI. These investigations included sampling of various environmental media
and primarily focused on evaluating radiological impacts at the Site.

In 1990, a group of potentially responsible parties formed the Shpack Steering Committee
(SSC) and individual companies comprising the SSC entered into an Administrative Consent
Order (ACO) with EPA (EPA Docket No. 1-90-1113, June 24, 1990) which required them to
conduct the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for the Site. In November 1991,
the SSC prepared and submitted a Site Characterization Work Plan (SCWP) for the first
phase of the RI, known as “Phase IA”. Between 1991 and 1992, the SSC implemented Phase
IA of the RI, which was a comprehensive investigation of potentially impacted media at the
Site. The Phase IA identified chemical impacts in soil, groundwater, sediment and surface
water at the site. Non-radioactive constituents of concern identified on Site during the Phase
IA include:

*Volatile organic compounds (VOCs);
*Semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs);
*Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs);
*Pesticides;

*Dioxins/furans; and

*Inorganics.

The results of the Phase IA RI activities were documented in ERM’s 1993 Initial Site
Characterization (ISC) Report. In addition, the Phase 1A contains a detailed summary of the
previous investigations listed in Table 1 of the RI. With the exception of residential well
monitoring activities, no chemical investigation activities were performed at the Site after the
Phase IA ISC Report.

In 1999, the SSC in conjunction with EPA, the Corps of Engineers FUSRAP program, and
DEP began preparation of work plans to implement Phase IB of the RI. The Phase IB
activities included the following:

*Monitoring well Installation
*Groundwater sampling

*Surface water and sediment sampling
*Soil sampling

*Tar area delineation

*Well functionality and site survey
*Site fence extension

*Test pit excavation in Tongue Area
*Groundwater gauging

*Residential well sampling

*Surface water drainage characterization
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The Phase 1B activities were completed in 2003. The Results of the Phase IB investigations,
as well as the prior investigations are documented in the RI Report.

Community Involvement and Concerns

Throughout the Site's history, community concern and involvement has been high. EPA has
kept the community and other interested parties apprized of Site activities through
informational meetings, fact sheets, press releases, and public meetings. Below is a brief
chronology of public outreach efforts.

*Local residents formed the Citizen’s Advisory Shpack Team (CAST) to monitor Site
activities. CAST has been actively involved in organizing community review of activities
conducted at the Site and providing input to the various government agencies involved at the
Site.

*On numerous occasions during 2000-2004, EPA and DEP held informational meetings at the
Solmonese School in Norton, Massachusetts to update the community on the results of the
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study.

*On November 20, 2003, EPA held an informational meeting in Norton, Massachusetts to
discuss the results of the Remedial Investigation.

*On June 18, 2004, EPA published a notice of Proposed Plan in the Attleboro Sun Chronicle.
The plan was made available to the public on June 24, 2004 at the Norton Public Library
(June 25™) and the EPA office repository.

*The Proposed Plan contained a proposed determination with regard to offsite disposal of
PCB-contaminated material pursuant to the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA). The
Proposed Plan also contained a draft finding that there is no practical alternative to
conducting work in the wetland areas of the Site under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
and Executive Order No. 11990. There were no proposed waivers of ARARs included in the
Proposed Plan.

*On June 23, 2004, EPA held an informational meeting to discuss the results of the Remedial
Investigation and the cleanup alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study and to present
the Agency's Proposed Plan to a broader community audience than those that had previously
been involved at the Site. At this meeting, representatives from EPA, MA DEP, and the US
Army Corps of Engineers answered questions from the public.

*On June 24, 2004, EPA made the administrative record available for public review at EPA's
offices in Boston and on June 25™ at the Norton Public Library. This will be the primary
information repository for local residents and will be kept up to date by EPA.
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*From June 24, 2004, the Agency held a 30-day public comment period to accept public
comment on the alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study and the Proposed Plan and on
any other documents previously released to the public. An extension to the public comment
period was requested and as a result, the comment period was extended to August 25, 2004.

*On July 21, 2004, EPA published a notice of the extension of the comment period as well as a
rescheduled public hearing date (August 4, 2004) in the Attleboro Sun Chronicle.

*On August 4, 2004, the Agency held a public hearing to discuss the Proposed Plan and to
accept any oral comments. A transcript of this meeting and the comments and the Agency's
response to comments are included in the Responsiveness Summary, which is part of this
Record of Decision.
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C. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND AGENCY RESPONSES

This Responsiveness Summary addresses comments pertaining to the Proposed Plan that
were received by EPA during the public comment period (June 24rd to August 25, 2004).
Many individuals submitted written comments. Six individuals, including Congressman
Barney Frank, and Norton Board of Selectman Chairman Bob Kimball submitted oral
comments at the public hearing on August 4, 2004. What follows are EPA’s responses to
these comments. Where possible, EPA has grouped similar comments, and prepared a single
response. A copy of the public hearing transcript is included as Attachment A. Copies of the
written comments are included as Attachment B.
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A. Comments in Support of Alternative SC-3B

1) The overwhelming majority of the comments supported selection of Alternative SC-3B over
EPA’s proposed Alternative SC-2B. In support of these comments, commenters pointed to a
number of factors:

*Contamination should be taken off-site and not left on-site

*Long-term integrity of the cap under SC-2B is unsure. The permanence of SC-2B is in doubt
over the long term.

*Volume and mobility reduction is superior under SC-3B versus SC-2B.

*Reliability of fencing and institutional controls will be poor in the long run. Trespassers will
be able to access the site despite fencing and institutional controls. The powerline
transmission right of way through the site presents difficult issues as well in terms of

restricting access. Fencing restricts wildlife movement.

*Selection of SC-3B over SC-2B would allow reduction in monitoring and eliminate concern
regarding trespassing thereby saving money.

*Mobility of contaminants has been underestimated by EPA. Removal under SC-3B will be
more protective.

*Permanent elimination of contamination is the only complete way to address risk of harm
from contaminants

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1

After review of the comments received and taking into account the wishes of the community
and the support of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, EPA agrees that Alternative SC-3B
should be the selected remedy for the Site. As outlined in the analysis of the nine selection
criteria under CERCLA, SC-3B provides greater long term protection and permanence and
also results in a greater reduction in volume mobility and toxicity by removing all material
that presents an unacceptable risk from the site.

Although EPA uses institutional controls at sites to prevent exposure, EPA agrees that
physical controls such as fencing are not as effective in the long term to restrict exposure in
remote areas where trespassers are a concern, and are difficult to enforce at a site such as
this. It should be noted that although the selected remedy will no longer require institutional
controls to protect the integrity of the cap, it will still require institutional controls to restrict
groundwater use and to make sure that residential housing is not permitted on the Site in the
future. EPA believes these types of institutional controls are more easily enforced in the long-
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term than in situations where trespassing is a concern. In addition, EPA agrees that selection
of SC-3B over SC-2B will allow a reduction in monitoring at the Site and will eliminate
concern regarding trespassing thereby providing some slight cost savings.

Although EPA agrees that it is appropriate to remove all waste from the Site in this instance,
it should be noted that EPA has wide regulatory authority in fashioning remedial cleanup
plans at Superfund sites under CERCLA. The definition of “remedial action” under
CERCLA is broad and does allow for a variety of response actions including capping waste in
place. In this particular case, given the unusual nature and variety of materials present at
this Site, as well as State and community support, EPA agrees that removal of this waste
material to an off-site location is an appropriate response action. (See also discussion of
presumptive remedy for landfill discussion below)

2) In providing comments supporting selection of Alternative SC-3B over EPA’s proposed
Alternative SC-2B, a number of commenters expressed concern with the long-term operation
and maintenance (O & M) costs associated with Alternative SC-2B as they relate to funding,
oversight and long term protectiveness. Included in these comments were the following
concerns:

soversight of site O & M is impracticable over the long term under scenario SC-2B

*the Town of Norton and or the State could be responsible for O&M and other future costs in
the long term because private Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) may not be viable in the
future

*the Town of Norton should not bear financial burden for the cleanup

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #2

Cost estimates in the Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan for the SC-2 alternatives did
include an estimate of operation and maintenance costs. Notwithstanding, by selecting
Alternative SC-3B, concerns raised by commenters regarding O & M have been addressed.
Because all waste material that presents an unacceptable risk will be excavated and disposed
of off-site, only limited monitoring will be required in the long-term to ensure that the remedy
remains protective. As a result, the cost of this long term obligation is, compared to this
obligation in Alternative SC-2B, quite small.

3) Several comments were received suggesting that it was not appropriate to catagorize the
Shpack site as a “landfill” as it was really an essentially illegal unregulated dump. In
addition, commenters noted that the nature of material disposed of at the Shpack Site was not
consistent with materials disposed of at other landfills.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #3
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After review of the comments presented and information regarding the nature and extent of
the contamination at this Site, EPA agrees that this particular Site presents several unique
characteristics that distinguish it from typical landfills or municipal landfills.

Typical landfills/municipal landfills do not contain radioactive waste. At this Site
approximately one-third (1/3) of the material that the Feasibility Study estimated must be
addressed is radiological in nature. In addition, because a large portion of the remaining
chemical waste material is located in wetland areas, wetland requirements necessitate that
this material also be excavated and moved (placed under a cap as in SC-2B or taken off-site as
required in SC-3B). Municipal landfill closures typically do not require significant
excavation and movement and removal of large quantities of waste material to occur
throughout the landfill prior to putting the cap in place, as is the case here."” As a results, the
major premise of landfill closure, that all or most waste will be covered in place, does not exist
here because of these unique site specific factors.

In addition, this Site is relatively small in size and the amount of waste material that must be
addressed is also relatively small and near the surface when compared to most landfills. One
of the major reasons that waste is covered in place at municipal landfills is that the size of the
landfill and the quantity of waste that needs to be addressed is so large that it is not cost
effective or practicable to remove the waste. In addition, the waste requiring corrective
action at typical landfills is often buried at great depth, below the ground surface, making
removal of the waste impracticable.

This is simply not the case at Shpack where the cap area would extend 2 to 3 acres in size and
the waste that needs to be addressed is approximately 34,000 cu yds (including radiological
and non-radiological waste). Compared to other landfill closures in Region I, the estimated
volume of the material required to be removed in the selected remedy is relatively small. In
addition, the material requiring excavation under the selected remedy is, in general, close to
the surface for the “adjacent resident without groundwater consumption” exposure scenario
selected here. These factors make removal of the waste above cleanup levels practicable.

4) Comments were also received noting that the Attleboro Landfill (ALI) is not properly
capped and the State has not enforced its regulations with regard to that site, and that
Alternative SC-2B presents the same type of uncertainty. For this reason Alternative SC-3B
is preferred because it avoids the issue of effectiveness of capping in the long term.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #4

By selecting Alternative SC-3B, concerns raised by commenters regarding enforcement of
capping requirements have been addressed. Because all waste material that presents an
unacceptable risk will be excavated and disposed of off-site, capping of the Site will no longer

" Some landfill closures might require small limited “hot spot” removals but not excavation and removal
of large portions of landfill material as is necessary here (1/3 of the waste material at Shpack.).
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be required. As a result, there should not be any concern regarding EPA’s ability to
effectively oversee a capping remedy in the long term.

5) Several commenters also expressed concern that the proposed Alternative SC-2B did not
take into account the community’s desire that the Site be used for passive recreation in the
future.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #5

In evaluating alternatives for cleanup of this Site, EPA looked at four different exposure
scenarios that could represent potential future uses of the Site:

*Recreational User

*Adjacent resident w/out groundwater exposure
*Adjacent resident w/ groundwater exposure
*On-site resident

Because each exposure scenario was based upon different assumptions regarding activities
that would occur at the site in the future, the result was that different quantities of waste
material were addressed under each scenario. As result, under the Recreational User
scenario, the smallest amount of waste would be addressed. The On-site Resident required
the most waste be addressed with the two Adjacent Resident scenarios requiring amounts in
between these other two scenarios be addressed.

By proposing the “adjacent resident w/out groundwater exposure” scenario, EPA believed it
was addressing the community’s desire that the Site be safe in the future for passive
recreational use because this scenario required more stringent cleanup levels be met than the
“recreational user” scenario thereby ensuring that the Site was safe as well for passive
recreational use.

Based upon the comments received, EPA now understands that what the community meant
by expressing its preference for passive recreation was that not only would the Site be safe for
these activities (EPA’s view) but that also the physical nature of the cleanup activities not
interfere with or present an impediment to passive recreational activities. Clearly based upon
comments received, constructing a cap would require some restrictions on recreational
activities that would not be acceptable to many in the community. Because EPA has selected
Alternative SC-3B, the remedy will no longer present a physical impediment to the types of
passive recreation envisioned by many in the community.

6.) Commenters also expressed concern that installation of the water line will increase the
development of land surrounding the Site thereby exposing an increased population to risks
from the Site should Alternative SC-2B be selected

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #6
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By selecting Alternative SC-3B, EPA has addressed this concern. All waste material that
presents an unacceptable risk will be excavated and disposed of off-site. As a result, there
should not be any concern that an increased population will be a risk in the future from the
Site.

EPA notes, however, that both Alternatives SC-2B and SC-3B were based upon future use
scenarios that envisioned residents living next to the site and that also visit the site
periodically. As a result, EPA believes it has taken into account in scoping out both of these
Alternatives the types of exposure likely to occur to people who live near the Site. That being
said, regardless of how many people ultimately live near the site, EPA believes that either
alternative would be protective of human health.

7) One comment was received that questioned whether Alternative SC-2B would be
protective should an earthquake occur.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #7

The likelihood of a seismic event large enough to adversely impact a properly designed
landfill cover is considered remote, and in that unlikely occurrence, repairs could be made.
In any case, Alternative SC-3B has been selected.

8) One comment was received stating that Alternative SC-2B did not take into account the
effect future releases on drinking water that might be used by communities from a proposed

water treatment plant on the Taunton River. Alternative SC-3B does address this concern.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #8

No impact has been noted within Charley Pond, the closest open water body to the Site. In
addition, given the large number of stream miles to the location in question, it is very unlikely
any measurable impact could be detected at this proposed water treatment plant. .

9) Comments were also received from parties concerned with the number of cases of cancer
in the community and, as a result, the commenters believe Alternative SC-3B is the best
alternative because it removes contamination from the community.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #9

The RI document focused on current and future exposures and risks. The selected remedy is
protective of the community now and in the future.

10) Commenters also expressed their belief that Alternative SC-3B is cost effective.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #10

In selecting Alternative SC-3B, EPA agrees that the remedy is cost effective.
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11) One comment was received that stressed that the concerns of Norton residents were more
important than the concerns of Attleboro and other communities.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #11

Under the Superfund law, EPA is required to take into account the wishes of the community
in making decisions regarding how to clean up Superfund sites. In this case, EPA has
received comments from various parties including residents or representatives of both
communities and has taken all comments into account in reaching its decision regarding
cleanup of the Site.

B. Conduct of the work

1) One commenter asked that completion of ALI capping and the work at Shpack be
coordinated.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #1 — ALI and the Shpack Landfill are being addressed by

different government entities and under different environmental laws. The cleanup at ALI is
being overseen by Massachusetts DEP under state law while the cleanup at Shpack is being
overseen by EPA under the federal Superfund law. However, to the extent there are
opportunities to coordinate activities as the clean up occurs, EPA will attempt to coordinate
with appropriate State officials.

2.) Other comments were received asking that EPA coordinate with the local public safety
officials regarding truck routes. A related comment suggested that rail transport should be
arranged if possible to minimize impacts/risks to vehicular traffic.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #2 EPA will work closely with the affected communities
regarding short term impacts from the ongoing cleanup to ensure that impacts are minimized
or eliminated and concerns addressed to the extent possible. As part of the remedial design,
rail transport will be evaluated to see if it is a feasible alternative to transport of waste
material by truck.

3) One commenter suggested that there would be significant costs savings if the waterline was
extended from Attleboro rather than from Norton.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #3 — As part of the remedial design process, location of the

waterline will be reviewed and options regarding location of the waterline evaluated.

4) A number of comments were received that addressed habitat and wetlands issues during
the course of construction. These comments included the following:
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*Rare Habitat, rare species, vernal pools and wetlands resources should be protected/impacts
to these resources should be minimized during construction activities and these resources
should be restored and/or replicated if impacted.

*Options for dewatering wetlands and a transportation and emergency spill contingency plan
should be included in the ROD.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #4

In response to these comments, additional requirements have been included in the
description of the selected remedy to better address the protection of rare habitats, rare
species, vernal pools and wetlands resources during the construction of the remedy. In
addition, more detail has been added to the selected remedy regarding appropriate
restoration and replication in these areas of special concern.

5) In addition, the Norton Conservation Commission has requested that certain activities
obtain permits for work conducted in areas of the Site over which it has jurisdiction. The
State National Heritage & Endangered Species Program (NHESP) has also requested plans
be submitted to it for approval.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #5

CERCLA Section 121(e)(1) reads :

“No Federal, State, or local permit shall be required for the portion of any removal or
remedial action conducted entirely onsite, where such remedial action is selected and carried
out in compliance with this section”

Onsite, under the Superfund law, is defined as: “the areal extent of contamination and all
suitable areas in very close proximity to the contamination necessary for implementation of
the response action.”

Because the work being conducted at the site is entirely onsite for purposes of the Superfund
law, the permitting and approval requirements noted by the Conservation Commission and
NHESP, do not apply. As a result, permits will not be applied for and documents and plans
will not be forwarded for the purposes of obtaining formal approval.. However, EPA will
provide the Conservation Commission and NHESP the information normally requested by
their respective programs and provide them with a reasonable opportunity to review and
comment regarding appropriate activities as cleanup work occurs at the Site.

6) Comments were also received requesting that Rare Animal Observation Forms and Vernal
Pool Certification Forms be submitted

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #6
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The substantiative requirements of the state and local wetlands protection programs, as well
as those operated by the Massachusetts NHESP will be met during the course of the cleanup.
The information required by these forms will be collected and the substantiative
requirements of appropriate programs will be met.

7) The Board of Health stated that it may require specific monitoring during cleanup
operations.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #7 -- EPA is not required to seek formal approval or permits

when conducting work on-site under the Superfund statue. However EPA will, of course,
work closely with the Board of Health to address their concerns during the construction
phase of the remedy and meet the substantiative requirements of the regulatory requirements
normally imposed by the Board of Health.

8) The Board of Health also expressed concern that local roads could not support truck
operations.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #8

One of the items to be considered during the remedial design will be the coordination of truck
hauling routes with local officials to ensure that truck operations are operated in a safe
manner. One of the issues to be considered is the routes taken to the disposal site.

9.) One comment was received asking how residents would be protected during removal of
contaminated soil.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #9

Standard dust suppression techniques which have been shown to be highly effective will be
used during soil excavation. These could include, but are not limited to, frequent watering
down of areas in which work is being accomplished, the use of foam suppressants, and
limiting the size of the open face of excavation at any one time. In addition, air monitoring
both at the work site and the perimeter will be conducted during construction activities to
ensure that the work is conducted safely. Finally, trucks leaving the “hot zone” of
contamination will be decontaminated before they are allowed to leave the contamination
reduction zone and the site itself.

10.) One comment was received asking for clarification of the safety of the water supply
around the site. In a related comment, requests were received for the remedy to include

waterline hookups for 2 properties in Attleboro on Peckham street.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #10

Water levels in monitoring wells screened in the shallow zone at the Shpack site suggest that
groundwater flow is semi-radially outward toward the northwest, north, northeast, east, and

114



southeast. The only direction in which water levels are higher immediately off the site is to
the southwest, beneath the ALI Landfill. Although the groundwater contours for the shallow
zone suggest that flow would be toward the private water supply wells north of the site at
Union Road House 1 and Union Road House 2, the shallow groundwater flow is apparently
predominantly downward at the site, into the deeper overburden. This concept is supported
by both water level and water quality measurements.

The positions of these two homes relative to the site (in particular their close proximity to the
site) and to highly contaminated wells make them potentially vulnerable to future
contamination if hydrologic conditions change (e.g., water levels in nearby ponds and
wetlands change, drainage characteristics at the Shpack or ALI sites are altered). Therefore,
EPA has determined that a sufficient threat exists at the Site to support installion of a
waterline to these two houses. This determination is consistent with EPA’s 1988 “Guidance
Document for Providing Alternate Water Supplies”:

“In addition, remedial action may be taken based on the threat of future contamination in
cases where these criteria are not yet exceeded (“MCLs”). If potable wells are not currently
contaminated, it must be determined they will be threatened with contamination before a
final remedy addressing ground water contamination can be implemented.”

While sampling has detected MTBE and arsenic in residential drinking water wells in
Attleboro on Peckham Street, EPA does not believed that these detections are related to the
Shpack Site. Because the contamination in these wells is not related to the Shpack Site, EPA
cannot address waterline hookups for these properties as part of this cleanup action.

11.) One comment was received from the Norton Police Department expressing concern that
they would be required to patrol and have a security presence at the Site.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #11

During the construction of the selected remedy, requirements will be put in place to ensure
that the Site is secure and that traffic flow is consistent with public safety concerns. The
project design will include planning with municipal officials regarding public safety concerns,
including traffic concerns, and especially routes of trucks and other vehicles on public roads.

C. Comments in Support of Alternative SC-2B

Although the overwhelming number of comments supported selection of Alternative SC-3B,
some comments were received in support of Alternative SC-2B.

1.) One commenter noted that landfills are typically capped in accordance with the
presumptive landfill guidance. In a related comment, it was noted that EPA has effectively
capped sites like this one in the past.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT #1 --EPA’s initial thought when scoping out general response
actions at the Site was that this Site might be an appropriate candidate for EPA’s
presumptive remedy guidance for municipal landfills. Numerous comments were received
from members of the community objecting to this characterization of the Site. After a review
of these comments as well as revisiting the nature and extent of contamination at the Site,
EPA agrees with those commenters who believe that this is not an appropriate site to use
EPA’s presumptive remedy guidance.

The Shpack property has always been a privately owned and operated. The Shpack Site is
also relatively small in nature 9.4 acres total in size. In addition, the nature of the waste
found at the Site is unique in that it includes large quantities of radioactive waste, as well as
smaller quantities of PCBs and dioxin in addition to chemical wastes. All alternatives
evaluated in the Proposed Plan involved excavation and off-site disposal of radiological
material. In addition, both the dioxin and PCB waste are required to be excavated under all
alternatives except the no action alternative. These contaminants are located through out the
site, not just limited to small discrete “hot spots”, although some “hot spots” are present.
Significant amounts of contamination are also present in wetland areas of the site and must
be excavated under any cleanup scenario consistent with wetlands requirements. As a result,
significant excavation and movement of contaminated soil throughout the Site will be
necessary to excavate waste that exceeds cleanup levels for these contaminants. In addition,
much of the material exceeding cleanup levels is located near the ground surface and can be
excavated and removed from the site; whereas in typical much large municipal landfill sites,
the depth and volumes of contaminants make such an effort impracticable. These factors,
particularly when viewed together, clearly indicate that this Site is uniquely different from
most municipal landfills. Given these factors, EPA has decided that the presumptive remedy
guidance is not appropriate for use at this Site.

2.) Another commenter noted that SC-2B is preferable because of the hazards of
transportation of waste off-site, and excavation hazards due to air borne contamination. In a
related comment, concerns were raised regarding short term effects from Alternative SC-3C
citing the increase in truck traffic etc. that would result from this cleanup plan.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #2

While it is true that the selected remedy will require greater quantities of waste material be
excavated and transported thru the community, EPA believes that the additional risks posed
by these activities can be effectively addressed by proper air monitoring, dust suppression
and health and safety requirements. Trucks leaving the site will be decontaminated.
Excavation and off-site transportation of wastes have been safely conducted at numerous sites
and measures to address associated impacts are routine in the waste disposal arena.

In addition, EPA believes this commenter has over estimated the short term impacts to the
community from hauling off-site the estimated additional 24,000 cubic yards of material
required to be shipped off-site under Alternative SC-3B. First, both Alternatives SC-2B and
SC-3B require all radiological waste to travel thru the community for off-site disposal
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(approximately 12,000 cubic yards). While EPA agrees that Alternative SC-3B will have
greater transportation needs than Alternative SC-2B, the magnitude of the impact on the
community is not overwhelming. For example, assuming the commenter is correct that
Alternative SC-3B would require 4,000 additional truck trips, these trips would be spread out
over the several months estimated to complete Alternative SC-3B."* Also as discussed
previously, part of remedial design will evaluate the use of rail transportation to remove
contamination from the area to decrease the number of trucks using roads to carry the
material. This could greatly impact the number of truck trips. Finally, although the Town of
Norton and local residents expressed some concern regarding coordination regarding truck
traffic there was little concern shown by the community regarding other short term impacts
that would be borne by the community.

3) One comment was received supporting Alternative SC-2B because the commenter was
concerned that shipping waste off-site would basically just be moving the problems at Shpack
to a different location and the commenter concluded that the risks associated with this do not
justify the result.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #3

Although it is true that off-site disposal does, in some way move the problem from one
location to another, the ultimate disposal location for this waste material is to a location
engineered, designed and constructed to dispose of this material safely in the long term and
regulated under the appropriate set of environmental laws and regulations. Any potential
exposure that might occur during excavation and transportation can be addressed through
proper engineering and safety practices. In addition, waste that is shipped off-site for
disposal is required to meet stringent requirements for the transport of the material as
appropriate.

4) One comment was received supporting Alternative SC-2B noting it will be protective of

human health and the environment, most reliable from an implementation standpoint, has the
fewest short term impacts and can be conducted in the shortest period of time.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #4

EPA agrees that Alternative SC-2B is protective of human health and the environment.
However, EPA does not agree that there are significant differences between Alternatives SC-
2B and SC-3B in terms of implementability, short term impacts and construction time. EPA
has conducted many excavation clean ups of this magnitude. Excavation does not involve
complicated or innovated technologies. Regardless of whether Alternative SC-2B or SC-3B is
selected, significant excavation would be required as both alternatives require excavation of
the radiological, PCB and dioxin contaminated material from the Site, approximately 1/3 of
the waste material which must be addressed. In addition, Alternative SC-2B requires moving

" Assuming 150 work days, for example, this would amount to <30 additional truck trips spread out over
a typical 10-12 work day.

117



significant amounts of contaminated soil during the consolidation phase. The difference in
short term impacts between the two alternatives is not significant as risks can easily be
addressed by sound engineering and safety practices. Again both alternatives require
significant excavation and SC-2B also requires large amounts of contaminated material to be
moved during the consolidation phase and capping phase. Finally, the estimated difference in
construction time between the two Alternatives is negligible — 18-25 months for SC-2B versus
9-16 months for SC-3B (See additional Responses to Comment regarding reliability and
implementation).

5) One comment was also received suggesting that the cap for Alternative SC-2B could be
enhanced by planting a native New England wildflower meadow with additional wild life
enhancements. In a related comment, such a use would ensure that the community has a
stake in the future of the Site, thereby helping to ensure the remedy remains effective in the
long term.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #5

Although Alternative SC-2B has not been selected, the ideas presented are equally applicable
to the selected remedy and will be considered during the remedial design. It is not clear to
EPA that the beneficial reuse suggested significantly impacts either the long term
effectiveness or permanence of this alternative.

6) One comment was also received questioning whether the selected remedy was “cost-
effective”given that Alternative SC-2B provides greater net risk reduction . In a related
comment, the commenter questioned whether selection of Alternative SC-3B as the remedy
would be consistent with EPA Guidance.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #6

After carefully reviewing the EPA guidance cited by the commenter, EPA strongly believes
the selection of Alternative SC-3B is consistent with its guidance. First, as discussed in ROD,
the selected remedy is cost-effective. More than one Alternative can be “cost-effective” when
evaluating cleanup alternatives. Short term impacts under Alternative SC-3B would be
controlled through the use of engineering controls such as dust suppressants, air monitoring
and truck decontamination procedures common in the HAZMAT industry. As a result, there
are negligible differences in short term impacts between SC-2B and SC-3B. In addition, there
are negligible differences in the implementability of either alternative as both involve routine
waste management. EPA disagrees that Alternative SC-2B provides greater net risk
reduction because under alternative SC-3B, waste exceeding cleanup levels is no longer
present at the site. The selected remedy has greater long term effectiveness and permanence.
EPA’s presumptive remedy guidance is not applicable to this Site as discussed above, and, as
a result, the related guidance regarding reuse of landfills is also not applicable.
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7) A commenter noted that access to the Site under Alternative SC-2B can be achieved in
ways other than locked chain link fencing. SC-2B provides greater net risk reduction. As an
alternative a rock wall or a post and beam fence could be constructed.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #7

Based upon EPA’s experience, fences constructed around Superfund Sites to control access
are typically eight feet high and many times include additional components such as barbed
wire.

EPA agrees that there are more aesthetically pleasing ways to restrict site access than chain
link fencing. It is debatable however, whether post and beam fencing, for example,
sufficiently restricts site access as it is easily dismantled, and provides limited deterrence to
vehicular traffic, etc.. In addition, while a rock wall with limited openings for access, could be
constructed around the site that could effectively restrict trucks and cars from access to the
Site, it would be difficult to prevent other vehicular traffic (motor bikes and ATVs) while still
allowing pedestrian traffic access to the landfill for passive recreation. In addition, there are
components to Alternative SC-2B that could be subject to vandalism by individuals such as
vents included as part of the landfill design.

EPA has included a temporary chain link fence as a component of the selected remedy to
address health and safety requirements during the time that the remedy is being constructed.
EPA has allowed flexibility in the selected remedy for the fence to remain or be removed once
construction is completed.

8) One comment was received expressing concern that Alternative SC-3B does not provide
equivalent or greater reduction in mobility of contaminants than Alternative SC-2B because
residual material with contamination below cleanup levels will mobilize and perhaps result in
an unacceptable risk in the future as our understanding of risk evolves. In a related
comment, because residual waste remains at the Site, the permanence of the remedy is
impaired. As a result, Alternative SC-2B provides greater long term protection than
Alternative SC-3B.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT # 8

Section 121(c) of CERCLA was included in the Superfund law to address the concerns raised
by this comment. This Section provides that remedial actions that result in hazardous
substances, pollutants or contaminants remaining at a Site must be reviewed no less often
than every five years to assure that human health and the environment continue to be
protected by the selected remedy. Because both Alternatives SC-2B and SC-3B allow
contamination to remain on site above levels that will allow unrestricted use, this five year
review component was included as a requirement for both Alternatives. As part of this
review, EPA evaluates changes in science that have occurred that would place into question
the protectiveness of the remedy. As a result, action can be taken to address newly
discovered risks.
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In addition, Alternative SC-3B includes plans for continued monitoring to make sure that Site
conditions do not unexpectedly change over time. Again, monitoring, was also required in
Alternative SC-2B because of similar concerns. This commenter’s theoretical concern that
residual material left on site could present a risk in the future should later scientific
assessments determine this contamination poses a risk would appear to be adequately
addressed by both the five year review provision and continued monitoring of site conditions.

EPA notes that the concern regarding residual contamination and mobility raised by the
commenter as to Alternative SC-3B, is also a concern with Alternative SC-2B. Under SC-2B,
only a small portion of the 9 acre site will be capped (2-3 acres). Residual material will
remain uncapped, capable of mobilizing under Alternative SC-2B on the majority of the Site.

EPA disagrees with the commenter’s statement that leaving residual material below cleanup
levels on site affects the permanence of Alternative SC-3B and that Alternative SC-2B likely
provides greater overall protection. Both Alternative SC-2B and SC-3B leave the same
amount of residual material on site. Alternative SC-3B provides greater overall protection
because all waste material that presents an unacceptable risk will be permanently removed
from the Site. Alternative SC-2B does not permanently remove chemical waste from the site
or address it by treatment but rather leaves this contamination beneath a cap in the long
term. Although EPA believes caps are effective from an engineering perspective, they are
subject to deterioration over time and must be continually operated and maintained. Even
with the most effective operation and maintenance, technical problems do occur from time to
time and as a result, such technology is neither as permanent or effective in the long term as
permanently removing the waste from the Site.

9) The same commenter also expressed concern that impacted source materials present at
ALI could recontaminate materials left uncapped at Shpack under Alternative SC-3B.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #9

___This is a concern regardless of which alternative is selected — either this material will
recontaminate the cap that has been put in place under Alternative SC-2B or the clean fill
under SC-3B and would need to be included in the design of either alternative. As a result,
this issue will be addressed as part of remedial design.

10) A comment was also made that EPA selected capping over excavation and off-site
disposal in a similar situation at the Raymark Superfund Site.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #10

EPA believes it is, at best, very difficult to compare the selected remedy at one site with the
selected remedy at another as each site presents unique issues in terms of appropriate
cleanup. That being said, the Raymark Site involved significantly different contamination,
principally asbestos, than that found at Shpack. The principal risk associated with asbestos
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(a known carcinogen) is from inhalation of airborne fibers. Unlike Shpack, Raymark did not
have radiological waste. Unlike Shpack, the off-site disposal alternative cited in the comment
was limited in nature because Raymark is a much larger Site, both by volume and size and
the depth of waste exceeding cleanup standards. As a result, the off-site disposal alternative
cited by the commenter still required that the site be capped (ie most waste was left in
place)™.

As discussed previously, there are negligible differences in short term impacts
between SC-2B and SC-3B. In addition, there are negligible differences in the
implementability of either alternative as both involve routine waste
management technologies.

11) One commenter noted that selection of Alternative SC-3B would trigger
review by EPA’s National Remedy Review Board (RRB). This would delay
implementation of a protective remedy.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #11 - Because of some of the unique
circumstances at the Shpack Site, Alternative SC-3B did not need to be
reviewed by the National Remedy Review Board. Therefore, there will not be a
delay due to involvement from the RRB.

12) Another comment was received expressing the belief that Alternative SC-
3B poses multiple implementability challenges. In support of this, the
commenter cites potential structural issues involved in excavating waste next to
the ALI Landfill.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #12

Each Superfund Site presents its own unique technical/engineering issues. The
issue of engineering the excavation near the border with the ALI landfill will be
addressed during the design phase of the project. The depth of excavation in
this border region (near ERM 101-B, estimated depth 6-8 feet below ground
surface) is relatively shallow. Excavating this material is neither impracticable
nor technically infeasible. If there are issues with slope stability, they can easily
be addressed with engineering controls.

“In addition, EPA takes into account changes in science, technology and cost that have occurred when
making remedy decisions at different points in time. For example, the Raymark ROD was written almost 10 years
ago and circumstances noted in the Hardage case cited by the commenter occurred over 15 years ago. This
commenter also cited to language in the Hardage decision for support that containment remedies are “‘superior” to
excavation remedies. In the Hardage decision, the court rejected EPA ‘s plan to excavate 18,000 barrels and
associated waste, a situation distinct from Shpack, in favor of a containment remedy. The differences between the
two sites are too numerous to note. However, as pointed out by the commenter, substantial site specific evidence
was introduced at trial to support the different remedial approaches. Again, remedy decisions are site specific-- each
decision based on its own unique facts including current science and technology..
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13) A comment was also received concerned that the costs for Alternative SC-
3B are disproportionate to risk reduction achieved. In a related comment, the
commenter stated that Alternative SC-3B achieves less net risk reduction than
Alternative SC-2B.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #13

EPA believes, taking into account all appropriate factors, that the cost is
proportional to its overall effectiveness. (See discussion of Cost-Effectiveness in
Section H of the ROD).

In addition, EPA disagrees that Alternative SC-3B achieves less net risk
reduction. In fact, risk reduction is greater because all waste exceeding cleanup
levels is removed from the site under Alternative SC-3B. (See Response to
Comments regarding risk reduction).

14) One comment was received noting that once the radiological, dioxin and
PCB material is removed from the Site, Shpack will be just like any other
municipal landfill.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #14 — EPA believes, however, proper remedy
decisions can only be made at complex sites such as this by viewing the Site as a
whole. To eliminate the excavation of this material from the evaluation of clean
up alternatives is to ignore a major defining characteristic of this Site. The
relative shallowness of the excavations of waste exceeding site cleanup levels, as
well as the relatively small volume estimated in the FS to be exceeding these
levels make this site very unique from most municipal landfill sites which have
very large quantities of waste at inaccessible locations making removal of the
waste impracticable.

A. The commenter has also included lists of sites from different
EPA databases in support of this comment. The first such list is included in
Tablel of the comment and identifies 149 Sites where landfills have been
capped.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #14.A

EPA agrees that there are many landfills across the country where EPA
concluded construction of a cap was the appropriate remedy. As discussed
previously, it is hard to compare remedial responses at different sites with one
another because each site presents unique factors, including community and
state acceptance, that must be taken into account in the selection of the remedy.
As a result, it is difficult to agree that EPA has effectively capped sites like the
Shpack Site without taking into account other criteria, based upon the
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information in this Table. The relative shallowness of the waste exceeding site
cleanup levels, as well as the relatively small volume estimated in the FS to
exceed these levels make this site different from many sites which have very
large quantities of waste at inaccessible locations. In addition, other unique
factors may apply at individual sites.

B. This commenter also included a sample selection of sites in having “similar”
contamination where waste has been left in place under a cap (Table 3 of
comment).

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #14. B

Again it is impossible to compare limited features of sites (in this case “similar”
contaminants) against one another without taking into account numerous other
site specific factors that go into remedial decision making. None of these sites
cited by the commenter, for example, have radiological waste, a most unique
characteristic. In addition, there are numerous sites with “similar”
contaminants where the waste has been excavated and disposed of off-site. In
Region 1, there are several NPL sites, including Atlas Tack, Kearsarge, Salem
Acres, Plymouth Harbor, and most recently, Beede in which EPA issued
Records of Decision calling for the off-site disposal of “similar” contaminants.
Both Atlas Tack and Beede, more recent RODs, require significantly more
waste material to be excavated and shipped off-site, 50,000 plus cubic yards at
Atlas Tack and 80,000 cubic yards at Beede than that required at Shpack. In
addition, there are numerous removal actions in Region 1 which have been
taken in situations where large quantities of waste material exceeding cleanup
levels have been excavated and removed from communities rather than capping
it in place.

C. This commenter also included what is purported to be a list of sites in
Region 1 where landfill capping remedies have been implemented.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #14.C

This is not a correct characterization. Some of these sites are still in the
investigation phase and no remedy has been selected. Some of these sites
required waste to be treated on-site unlike the situation here at Shpack
(Stamina Mills, W.R. Grace for example). Some of these sites required waste
to be excavated and disposed of off-site. A defining factor at most of these sites
is the size of the area addressed by the Record of Decision, significantly larger
than that considered at Shpack.. None of these sites, with the exception of the
Nuclear Metals Site (no cleanup plan has been selected), have radiological
contamination. An area of the Nuclear Metals site was capped as part of a
Superfund Removal Action, but this is considered an interim measure pending
a full Remedial Investigation.
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In conclusion, the Shpack Site presents its own unique set of factors, most
significantly the presence of radiological contamination, the relatively small
volume of waste that is estimated to exceed cleanup levels, and the fact that
much of the contamination that must be addressed is near the ground surface
that make it unique from many other sites that have been capped in place.

Enforcement

1) Some commenters noted that a significant portion of the Site cleanup costs
will be borne by the US Army Corp of Engineers under the FUSRAP program.
Other commenters noted that the Towns of Attleboro and Norton could end up
bearing a significant portion of the costs in the future given their involvement
at the Site as owners or operators. One comment was received saying a trust
fund could be put in place to ensure the continued integrity of the cap, and
other long term components of remedy.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #1

Comments regarding who is or should be responsible for paying for the cleanup
are basically comments regarding enforcement and are not appropriately
addressed as part of this responsiveness summary. In addition, comments that
relate to funding agreed to as part of an enforcement action are also
enforcement issues and are not appropriately addressed as part of this
responsiveness summary.

2. One comment was received supporting Alternative SC-3B because by
removing the contamination at Shpack liability for additional contamination
will probably belong to ALI.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #2

Comments regarding liability are comments on enforcement and are not
appropriately addressed as part of this responsiveness summary.

Additional Comments

1) Comments were also received asking that ALI be addressed.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT #1

ALl is being addressed under separate regulatory authority administered by
the State under its solid waste landfill program. EPA does not have authority
under the Superfund program to address ALI at this time. Issues relating to
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ALI are referred to the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection.
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PROCEEDINGS
(7:10 p.m.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thanks to everybody for coming
tonight.

My name is Susan Studlien. I’m the Director of
the Environmental Protection Agency’s New England Office of
Site Remediation & Restoration, and I'm going to be the
Hearing Officer for tonight’s hearing on the proposed remedy
for Shpack Landfill Superfund Site located on the
Norton/Attleboro border.

The purpose of the hearing tonight is to accept
formally oral comments on the proposed plan that was
released to the public on June 23rd.

The protocol for these hearings is that we do not
respond to comments tonight, but we will respond to them in
writing after August 25th which is the close of the present
comment period. The comment period was extended for 30 days
in order to provide additional time for people to review the
Feasibility Study and the proposed plan.

A public information meeting on the plan was held
on June 23rd of this year, in this very room. At that
meeting, information concerning the plan was presented and
EPA responded to questions about the site.

I want to describe, just briefly, the format for

the hearing. First, Dave Lederer, who is sitting to my
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left, the EPA Project Manager for this site, is going to
give a very brief overview of the proposed Cleanup Plan for
the site, and I know that some of you have already seen
this. On the other hand, we are, we’re concerned that some
of the people coming tonight may not have seen it. So,
we’'re, we're just going to do a brief overview.

Following the presentation, I will then accept
oral comments for the record, and those of you who want to
comment should have indicated your wish to do so by filling
out an index card available from Angela Bonarrigo, who is
waving her hand. If you haven’t filled out a card and want
to make a comment, just see Angela.

I'm going to call on people who want to comment in
the order in which you signed up to speak. When you’re
called on, if you could come to the front of the room and
sit at this table and use the microphones that are provided
and the microphones that are taped to the table are for our,
our stenographer.

I'm going to give you this microphone that I'm
holding here just for amplification purposes for this room;
so, the people sitting here can, can hear you well. The
reason I am bending over this microphone like this is that,
apparently, you have to come very close to putting it in
your mouth in order for it to work. So, if you can state

your name and address when you come and sit at the table,
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and your affiliation, it would be appreciated.

We are recording these proceedings verbatim; so,
we need to get this information for the record, and, for
that reason, if you could, actually, spell your name and
give the full name of your affiliation, as opposed to, for
example, an acronym or a, or the letters, that would be
appreciated.

In order to, finally, in order to insure that
everybody has a chance to speak, I hope you will limit your
comments to ten minutes. If your comments will take longer
than ten minutes, I would ask that you could summarize your
major points and provide EPA with a copy of the full text of
your comments. The text, in its entirety, will become part
of the hearing’s record.

After all the comments have been heard, I’'ll close
the formal hearing, and if you wish to submit written
comments, you can give them to me tonight, or you can mail
them to our Boston office at the address that’s in the prop
-- in our proposed plan.

At the conclusion of the hearing, you can see any
of the EPA representatives if you have any questions on how
to submit comments. All of the oral comments that we get
tonight, and the written comments that we receive during the
comment period, will be addressed in a responsive summary

and become part of the administrative record for this site.
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That will be included with the record of decision on the
remedy for the site.

Are there any questions?

(No verbal response.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Okay. We’re going to start, then,
with our very brief overview of the plan.

MR. LEDERER: Thank you, Susan.

My name is Dave Lederer. I'm the Remedial Project
Manager for the Shpack Superfund Site, US/EPA.

I'm going to very, very quickly, and I mean
quickly, go through the main points in the proposed plan so
we have a starting point for people’s testimony tonight.

This is a map of the layout of the site showing
its features. The site consists of approximately 9.4 acres,
about 3.4 acres are in Attleboro, and about six acres is in
Norton, and is actually owned by the Town of Norton.

The former Shpack residence is located here.
Power lines bisect the site thusly, and you, also, are
surrounded by Chartley Swamp on the south and -- I'm sorry.
On the east and the northeast, and by the Attleboro
landfill, of course, on the west.

This slide, basically, just summarizes that same
thing. ALI lies directly west of the site, about 110 feet
higher above grade, above the grade established by Shpack.

There are two holes and private wells within about
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500 feet of the site fence, and the site, itself, is
relatively flat. It was formerly a wetlands area. There is
a small material wetland that remains.

So, under our proposed plan, we are taking the
following measures:

The public water line be extended‘to include the
two residences adjacent to the landfill that are currently
on private wells; approximately 10,500 cubic yards of soil
contaminated with the radiological contaminants of concern,
above cleanup levels, will be excavated and disposed of off
site, and, under our proposal, approximately 2,250 cubic
yards of dioxin and PCB contaminated sediment will be
excavated and disposed of off site.

Continuing along, contaminated sediments in the
wetland areas of the site will be consolidated to an upland
area on site, and the disturbed wetlands will be restored
and/or replicated to the extent practical.

The landfill will, then, be capped to prevent
exposure to contaminated waste. The site fenced to control
access and legal controls put in place to insure that the
revenue remains protected in the long-term. Groundwater, of
course, will be continued to be monitored and a cap
maintained in the long-term.

That’'s, basically, an outline of the proposal

before we take testimony. Now, I’'ll put the microphone
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right up here.

(Pause.)

MR. LEDERER: So, whoever is speaking can just sit
right there in front of the mike.

MS. STUDLIEN: And you’'re welcomed to pick that
microphone up if it’s easier for you as well.

Okay. We’ll, now, begin the formal hearing, and
the first speaker is Congressman Barney Frank.

(Pause.)

MR. FRANK: Thank you. I appreciate the
willingness of the EPA to continue to engage, we, also,
continue to have disagreements, but I will say, our
involvement, my office and others, wé have found the Federal
Agency, while we are not happy with the current plan, I do
want to acknowledge that it represents significant progress
from when we started, but we think the logic, which got us
from originally here is important.

I guess the point to focus on is, in the summary,
when you pointed out the plan to contain the contamination,
consolidate and contain the contamination -- and I think
that’s clearly the nub of the disagreement. We believe the
purpose of this should be to get rid of the contamination
and not rearrange it.

Even though you do plan to rearrange it the way

that makes it somewhat less damaging, the thrust of the
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9
Superfund Program, to us, is to cleanup, and leaving a town
in possession and perpetuity of contamination, even if it is
somewhat more conveniently arranged, is not what we think
should happen.

I want to acknowledge, again, that we’ve made some
progress, and we’ve been involved, you know, legislatively
and elsewhere.

The original proposal was to cap even the
radiological material, and thanks to the legislation that
Congressman McGovern I were able to get jointly, and the
progress we've made, we’ve gotten beyond that.

I, also, want to note that this has been a case
where the lead has been taken by the town, and I want to
acknowledge the Board of Selectmen in the town, Heather Graf
and the Advisory Committee. My office has learned a great
deal from them. They have, at every point when we have
consulted with them, been accurate in their information and
responsible, and that leads me now to enthusiastically
support the initial paper the town has put forward. I‘ve
submitted my own letter.

The nub is this: we believe that there ought to
be a complete removal. We are talking, again, it is a
narrower financial difference than when we started. The
proposal that we are supporting will cost $50 million or

perhaps a little more. The proposal that we are being given
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10
here, which is removal of the radiological material and
containment of the contamination, would cost 30 million.

We should note 15 million of that comes from the
Core of Engineers, and that is out of the federal budget,
out of the program called FUSRAP, and the rest comes out of
Superfund, but it’s legally the responsibility of the PRP,
which is, of course, a nice legal word for the people who
put it there in the first place and having put it there and
having made money putting it there, we think it is only fair
that they now pay the cost of removing it.

So, we are talking about a difference of $25
million over a period of years, and we believe this is a
charge that ultimately should not, and we hope will not be
lodged against the federal government, but will go to the
responsible parties.

Asking the town to continue the perpetuity to have
contamination is, I think, a failure of those of us at the
federal level to meet our responsibilities to these citizens
who have worked so hard and are asking not for any great
boon here, but simply to be left as they otherwise would
have been before the contamination came here.

Now, the, the EPA correctly points out the, the
potential which the groundwater, and you talked about
monitoring to keep the groundwater clean. Well, what we are

saying to the town, if that’s what the federal government
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11
does, is ‘we’re going to leave here a potential danger to
groundwater, but don’t worry; your federal government is
watching.

Now, I serve in the federal government. I’m not
one to engage in easy denigration of it, but I don’t think
we will be reassuring the people here, the parents who are
worried about the long-term effects on their children of
drinking water, etcetera, if we say, "We acknowledge that
there is a problem here," because that’s what we’'re saying
if we say that we’re going to monitor the groundwater, we’re

acknowledging that we are leaving in situ a potential

contamination. We think we’ve got it locked up. We think

we’ve got it detained. I’'m not going to challenge your
engineering, but nobody can be sure of this. We'’re not
dealing here with an area where there is any certainty.

We know there is migration, and the very fact that
we expect to have to monitor it, and I would, also, add, as
we talk about the cost, there is sometimes a problem in the
way we budget, because a true comparison of cost would
factor in, not simply the removal costs if we leave the
contamination, but the monitoring costs, because we are
talking, then, about the federal government having an
ongoing responsibility. So, we believe this ought to be
done outright, and I should add that I‘d be talking about my

responsibility, as a federal official, but I'm very pleased,
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12
because not only have we worked here, my office and others,
with the town, but we’ve had very good multi-level,
bipartisan cooperation.

The legislative delegation, Senator Sprague is
here, Representative Travis and Representative Pourier. We
have worked very closely together on this, and we, I
believe, have come to an agreement, Representative Coppola
and all the legislators, in the area, and myself agree.

We don't think it is asking too much; indeed, we
think we would be failing our responsibilities to the people
of Norton if we did not clean this site up, and that’s what
people expect of the Superfund, and cleaning it up means
cleaning it up.

In no other area of people’s lives, you know, if
people’s kids spill something at home, they don’t tell the
kid, "Okay, here’s what you do. You spilled that, and that
was too bad. Put it in a neat pile, and put something over
ig.

In fact, let me say, we have a metaphor for not
doing a job. 1It’s called, "Sweeping something under the
rug." In other word for "Sweeping something under the rug,"
is containment. When we have dirt and dust and you sweep it
under the rug, you’ve contained it.

Again, I don’'t mean to denigrate the goodwill. I

realize that are not individuals working purely in the
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13
abstract. I will say that I regret the fact that the budget
for EPA is not greater than it was. I regret the fact that
we’ve got the tax on oil, which would have generated more
money. That’s our job, to find the money, but I don’t think
we can ask the citizens to Norton to bear that burden.

So, I ask that we follow the logic of the
radiological issue, and go forward and not just sweep the
contamination under the rug; albeit, it will be a thick rug,
and it will be an attractively landscaped rug, but we’d
still be sweeping it under the rug, and we would still run
the danger of the contamination of the groundwater, and I
believe it is entirely reasonable to ask that we do the
whole job and not part of it.

I thank you for your attention.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, Congressman.

Our next speaker is State Senator Joann Sprague.

MS. SPRAGUE: Thank you, so much, Hearing Officer
Studlien and Mr. Lederer, and I want to thank you, first of
all, for the privilege of letting me speak to this issue,
which is of great importance to my constituents from Norton
and from Attleboro who are here tonight.

I am State Senator Joann Sprague, and I represent
the people of the Bristol/Norfolk District, and I‘'d like to

have my letter to Mr. Lederer entered in the record if I
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could, please.

Dear Mr. Lederer, I'm writing on behalf of my
constituents and the Town of Norton, to strongly support the
Town’s choice of SC-3B as the best cleanup alternative for
the Shpack Superfund Site.

I am steadfast in my opposition to the EPA’s
choice of SC-2B as the best cleanup alternative.

My constituents and I demand that the old Shpack
dump property be returned to a safe enough condition that it
can be used for passive recreation within the Norton
Conservation Commission’s Open-Space Plan. This use
conforms to our understanding of what the town’s use has
meant during meetings between the ad hoc Shpack Committee,
the Army Corps of Engineers and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency.

The EPA Alternative, SC-2B, will remove only some
elements of the waste and contain the remaining contaminant
under a cap. We know that caps deteriorate, which could
reinitiate the pollution cycle.

Also, SC-2B would not allow my constituents the
kind of use they have been led to expect. The requirement
of fencing and a "No Trespassing" sign is evidence that
SC-2B would not be a full-fledged cleanup; therefore, the
Town and its citizens would be left to bear the burden of

fighting future contamination and policing the problem at
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the site.

The EPA’'s decision in this case should not be
based on what the remediation costs, but on what is the best
long-term interest for Massachusetts’ citizens. All of whom
who are taxpayers with a vested interest in a clean
environment for families or friends and our neighbors.

Through the years, Madam Hearing Officer, my
Norton constituents have paid millions of dollars of their
hard-earned money in taxes to the state and federal
government, and this way, the town’s people, for years, have
paid for government actions that benefit, not only
themselves, but actions that provide, also, for the common
good for citizens throughout this great country.

It is now time, Madam Hearing Officer, for the EPA
to stand tall and acknowledge that the common good requires
a permanent and proper cleanup of environmentally unsafe
waste.

There is no better use for our citizen’s tax
dollars than to provide for the environmental safety of the
citizens residing in this area now, for the generations to
follow, both of which will ultimately be of benefit not only
to this region but to all the citizens of our great country.

Mr. Lederer, my constituents, their local
officials and I, along with other state and other officials,

demand the government do the right thing for the
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environmental safety of us and future generations by
adopting Choice SC-3B for the cleanup of the Shpack
Superfund Site.

We will be proud to stand by you in this action,
and, in doing so, we will be proud to say, "We won one for
the environmental protection of our land and people."

Thank you, so much, again, for letting me
represent my constituents at this hearing.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, Senator.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Our next speaker is Representative
Philip Travis.

MR. TRAVIS: Thank you, Madam Director of the EPA.

For the record, my name is State Representative
Philip Travis, T-R-A-V-I-S. I represent the Fourth Bristol
District of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, in the House
of Representatives, Swansea, Seekonk, Rehoboth and the
Precinct in Norton, Precinct One is where this landfill is
located. It is in my district.

I want to join along with Congressman Barney
Frank; Senator JoAnn Sprague, my Senator; Betty Pourier, the
Representative, who, also, shares Norton with me; Michael
Coppola is to be here this evening, and myself, State

Representative Philip Travis, in saying, unequivocally, we
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do not go along with the citing as CS-2b as has been picked
by the EPA to cleanup my site.

The people of Norton are owed much more.
Contamination, in the form of radiation, going down 15 feet
or more, had been put there during the 50’'s and 60’'s by
making nuclear reactors for submarines. In it’s time, it
was necessary to protect our United States, but the waste
that came from that work is now sitting in the soil, and we
have a terrorist located in Norton in the form of this
Shpack site. It can contaminate and do harm to the people
of not only the Chartley Section, which I represent, but the
entire area of Attleboro, and that section of Norton.

To remove partially and leave the rest, is a job,
as was said by the Congressman, which is less than half
finished. It makes no sense, in dollars, a $20 million
differential, not to go in and remove the entire site and
bring it back so it can be used by the people of the Town of
Norton for whatever purpose they decide, recreation or
otherwise.

Attleboro has a land site further to the west.
They will be tapping that site to Massachusetts Department
of Environmental Protection. They will be putting a cap on
it, and they will be having trucks come in with materials
from the south shore of Massachusetts to cap it and leave

this town with those same tractor trailers empty and going
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back to a place that is 50 miles away from here.

How, in God’s heaven, cannot we coordinator
between a federal agency and a state agency? I know neither
are intertwined in this issue, but Attleboro is working with
EPA and the DEP, and we're working with you folks at the
federal level.

The tractor trailer trucks will leave this
community empty and go all the way down Route 123 and head
back towards the Boston area to, in an empty form.

If we could utilize that and coordinate that
activity to save money, you would have trucks coming in with
fill from Attleboro dumping, coming through Norton to go
back, and with material that is needed to be removed from my
district to make it a cleaner and safer cleanup.

So, uranium and other things that are in the soil
are not left to be, hopefully, not dissipate normally and
not get into the water table and do more harm. It will do
harm to the people of Norton, I‘'m sure, in the long haul;
perhaps not today, maybe not next year, and maybe not 10
years from now, but I cannot serve in office and represent
the people in that district and say, "I did my best, but I'm
going with the lessor plan."

I go, as strongly as possible, to say to all of
you that the plan you’ve accepted is not acceptable to me or

my constituents, and I ask that you reconsider your
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alternative and go with SC-2B, which is the plan that is
backed by the Ad Hoc Committee, appointed by the Board of
Sélectmen, and which we have worked with, as well as Barney,
and my fellow colleagues at the State House, to have that
plan implemented.

Thank you, very much, and our letter has been
filed with you, but it will be read officially, in a few
minutes, by my colleague, Betty Pourier, of North Attleboro.

Thank you, very much, Ma’am.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, Representative Travis.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you.

Our next speaker is State Representative Betty
Pourier.

MS. POURIER: Thank you, very much.

I would like to add my gratitude for having the
opportunity to speak tonight at this Public Hearing. This
is my second Public Hearing as I’ve only represented Norton
for one term, but I, certainly, had to do a quick study on
what this site means to the community of Norton and all of
the people that have lived with it for many, many decades.

Before I read, read my letter into the record, I
would just like to make a few comments aside from that.

One of the things that disturbs me greatly is that
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the EPA proposed plan does not provide a permanent solution
to this problem. It leaves it here for generations in the
future to concern themselves with and worry about. Perhaps
making it the responsibility, not only of the Town of
Norton, but of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and, as a
State Official, I would like, very much, to see that taken
care of this time out, and not to have to address this at
some unforeseen time in the future when it may pose, again,
a problem.

This is not a cleanup of a contaminated area, but
this is a coverup, and, as Congressman Frank, so aptly
stated, this is a rug where contaminants have been swept
under, and, now, we’re putting a fence around it, and we’re
not going to allow anyone to walk on the rug, which brings
me to my third point.

This is not at all what the community of Norton
has requested. They would like to be able to use that
property for recreational purposes, in combination with
their Open-Space Plan, and this solution -- this SC-2B --
does not allow the community to be able to do that.

So, it, in noway, addresses the concerns that they
mainly have, and that is eliminating the contamination, not
covering it. Eliminating the responsibility for the Town of
Norton, as well as for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,

and, also, being able to use that property for productive
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use and not fencing it off and keeping people away from the
site.

Now, if you will permit me, I would like to read a
letter that was submitted by myself, State Representative
Betty Pourier -- I'm from the 14th Bristol District and
represent all of North Attleboro, one precinct in Attleboro,
one precinct in Norton, and two precincts in Mansfield, and
it is, also, from my colleague, State Representative Michael
Coppolla, who represents two precincts here in Norton, and
Philip Travis, who has the Shpack site right in his own
precinct. The letter reads: Mr. David Lederer -- it’s to
Mr. Lederer, regarding the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site,
Norton, Mass.

"Dear Mr. Lederer. We write in response to the US
Environmental Protection Agency's proposal to cleanup the
contamination of the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site in the
Town of Norton. After reading information about the various
cleanup alternatives, as well as attending Public Meetings
on this issue, we strongly oppose the EPA’'s proposal known
as Option SC-2B, at an estimated cost of $30 million.

"We believe that SC-3B is the better, more
permanent solution to rid the landfill and the surrounding
residential area of hazardous pollutants at an estimated
cost of 55 million.

"To spend 30 million on a partial cleanup is money
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poorly spent and requires long-term monitoring and perpetual
restriction on access; however, Option SC-3B is a complete
cleanup of contaminants, and a total and permanent
restoration of the former landfill requiring minimal
monitoring and no access restrictions.

"The wishes of the Town of Norton, for the future
use of the property for passive recreation have been totally
ignored. An additional issue of great concern is the
possibility, at sometime in the future, that the Town of
Norton and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts could be held
responsible for the operation,t he monitoring and the
maintenance of the site. The possibility of these costs at
some point in the future would far surpass the SC-3B option.

“Opposition, as legislators for the Town of
Norton, is clear. We stand united with the Citizens
Advisory Shpack Team in our opposition to EPA’s preferred
Alternative, SC-2B.

"We truly hope that you will take the concerns of
the Town and its residents into consideration and choose
Option SC-3B as the preferred Cleanup Plan for this landfill
Superfund site.

“"Thank you for your attention to this matter," and
it’s signed, "Sincerely, Michael Coppola, State
Representative; Elizabeth Pourier, State Representative; and

Philip Travis, State Representative.™
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I very much appreciate the opportunity to be able
to present this to you. Thank you.

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, Representative.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you.

Our next speaker is Jennifer Carling (sic).

MR. LEDERER: Carlino.

MS. STUDLIEN: What?

MR. LEDERER: It'’s Carlino.

MS. STUDLIEN: Oh, Sorry. Carlino. Excuse me.
I'm sorry.

MS. CARLINO: It’‘s all right.

(Pause.)

MS. CARLINO: I'm Jennifer Carlino. I’'m Norton'’s
Conservation Agent, and I would like to speak in support of
Option SC-3B. This option will allow the town to actually
use the property once the cleanup has been concluded. It
improves the wildlife habitat value of the property, would
not require a taking of the spotted turtle habitat and allow
replication of the wetlands on site.

I'm, actually, fairly disappointed with the lack
of information on the six vernal pools that are on the
property and the rare species. There are about two
sentences in the report.

MR. FRANK: This should help.
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MS. CARLINO: All right. Thanks. Sorry.

So, I would like to request that the record of
decision require that the wetland replication, the wetland
replication should improve vernal pool habitat, include rare
species habitat, should provide detailed plans and
narratives for the Conservation Commission to review;
including the soil types, the number, the size and the
specific plants that will be used in the wetland replication
and restoration; include a five year wetland monitoring
program.

The record of decision should, also, require that
the vernal pools and rare species habitat be investigated,
and that all of the vernal pool documentation and the rare
species incident forms should be filled out as requested by
the Mass. Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program in
their letter of July 30th, 2004.

The record of decision should, also, require
transportation and Emergency Spill Plan; so, that, if there
is a spill anywhere on route, there is some sort of
Contingency Plan for cleaning up those materials. They’'re
right next to Chartley Swamp. They have to get over that
railroad embankment. They’'re right next to Chartley Pond,
and the dam that we have just repaired.

So, there should certainly be some type of

requirement for a Contingency Plan and the Conservation
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Commission would like to review that and comment as well.

The Wetland Replication Plan should, also, include
options for dewatering. The Conservation Commission should
be able to review those options and provide comments.

Also, like to see the detailed plans for the
extension of the water line right next to Chartley Swamp,
Chartley Pond, and provide comments on those.

The Conservation Commission should, also, be able
to review the deed restriction language and provide comments
on that.

We do have a couple of concerns about the cap.

The cap, the reports document that the cap will limit
infiltration. It will not stop it. We’ve seen information
that the Attleboro landfill cap is leaking onto the Shpack
site. The new cap, proposed cap for the Shpack site would
be susceptible, stili, to ALI contamination. We, certainly,
don’t want the newly replicated wetlands to be filled with
more contaminants.

There is, also, a pretty serious question about
who is responsible for the operation and maintenance and for
the funding if you chose to go that way. We’re still in
full support of Option SC-3B.

The information that we have reviewed is not
détailed enough on the operation and maintenance, and is

that the same type of operation and maintenance that the
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Attleboro landfill has been using and what assurance would
Norton have that the Shpack operation and Maintenance Plan
would be better implemented than ALI's?

Thank you.

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, very much.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Oh, I'm sorry. Representative --
thank you.

State Representative Michael Coppola?

MR. COPPOLA: I'‘m sorry for being late.

MS. STUDLIEN: No problem.

MR. COPPOLA: I feel guilty. I walk in, and I get
to speak. All these people have been sitting all this time.

I, I did want to have an opportunity to express to
you what Representative Pourier has said in our letter, and
without being repetitive, I, I’'d like to, certainly, bring
the high points, what I think the high points of our letter
is and of our concern.

As you know, the EPA’s proposal is, is just a
containment of the contamination, and it does nothing, as
far as access those, as far as future use, for the area
goes, and there is, certainly, some question on whether we
really have taken care of the problem of contamination and
the, the effects of it for generations to come, and that’s

what we’re talking here.
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We’re not just talking for now. We’re talking for
generations to come, and, as you know, when it comes to
landfills, there is a monitoring process of 20, 30 years,
and, also, a, a, a situation where we all have a concern.

There is residents in the area, and we really feel
the only right way of doing this, the only right way of
spending the money appropriately is to do a complete and
total cleanup. It does a number of things.

Besides the obvious, it makes us all feel that
we’ve done the right thing. That we’'ve really truly taken
care of the environmental concerns of the community and of
the neighborhood in particular, but we’ve, also, created a
situation where we can now; hopefully, use the land, and use
it for some access, rather than the very limited access that
we’d get with the EPA’s proposal.

So, we’re talking about a number of things. We’'re
talking about environment. We’re talking about future use.
We’'re talking about responsibility. We’re talking about
what'’s going to happen in generations to come.

I think it’s very clear, among the State
Representatives and among the Town officials and among the
concerned citizens, that the appropriate and the best way of
spending the millions of dollars that we’re asking the
government to spend, is to do a total cleanup, and I refer

to the SC-3B cleanup.
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I think I said the last time I was here, you know,
you can spend $20 million and do it halfway right, or you
can spend the $50 mill -- $55 million and do it right, and
do it right for now, and do it right for the future.

Thank you.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, Representative.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you.

Our next speaker is Robert Kimball.

(Pause.)

MR. KIMBALL: I'm going to sit down. I believe
it’s cooler down here.

First of all, the Town would like to thank the
EPA, members of the EPA representatives, along with
Congressman Barney Frank, Senator Sprague, Representatives
Travis, Pourier and Coppola for coming here tonight to
support our position.

On behalf of its 18,000 residents, the Town of
Norton Board of Selectmen hereby submits its response to the
EPA’'s Proposed Plan for Cleanup of the Shpack Landfill
Superfund Site, as presented at the June 23rd, 2004 public
meeting.

The position of the Board and the citizens of the

Town is clear. We are united and steadfast in our
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opposition to EPA’s preferred Alternative SC-2B, which does
not meet the needs of the community now or in the future.

We are united and steadfast in our declaration that
Alternative SC-3B is the only acceptable alternative for the
Town of Norton.

OWNERSHIP AND LAND USE:

The Shpack property is owned by the Town of Norton,
through its Conservation Commission, "for administration,
control and maintenance as provided in Section 8C of Chapter
40 of the Massachusetts General Laws" (see deed, dated June
1st, 1981, transfer of property from Lea Shpack). As such,
the land is designated as Open Space.

The Ad Hoc Shpack Committee, appointed by the
Board of Selectmen to work with the Army Corps of Engineers
on reuse scenarios for the Shpack Site (July 2002 - January
2003), selected the reuse option of Passive Recreation, with
the Army Corps’ approval. Those decisions are consistent
with the Norton Conservation Commission’s statutory charge
and underpin the Town’s Alternative SC-3B position. The
Environmental Protection Agency’s Directive Land Use in the
CERCLA (Superfund) Remedy Selection Process, dated May 25th,
1995, states:

"The EPA believes that early community
involvement, with a particular focus on the community’s

future uses of the property should result in a more
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democratic decision-making process; greater community
support for remedies selected as a result of this process,
and more expedited, cost-effective cleanups."

Further, the Environmental Protection Agency’s
Reuse Assessment Guide states:

"The scope and level of detail of the reuse
assessment should be site-specific and tailored to the
complexity of the site, the extent of the
contamination...and the density of the development in the
vicinity of the site."

"The Superfund land use Directive states that in
cases where the future land use is relatively certain, the
remedial action objective or objectives generally reflect,
should reflect this land use."

"EPA is responsible for ensuring that reasonable
assumptions regarding land use are considered in the
selection of a response action."

EPA’s current plan, which includes fencing off and
securing the site, institutional controls and monitoring,
with health, human health risk potential considered only for
the adjacent residents and trespassers, clearly ignores the
Town's intended reuse of the site; that being Passive
Recreation within the Norton Conservation Commission’s Open
Space Plan.

Since December of 1999, when representatives from
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EPA and the US Army Corps of Engineers came to Norton to
discuss the renewed investigations at the site, and at 13
public meetings from February, 2000, to November, 2003, EPA
gave the same presentation. The Army Corps of Engineers
would first excavate and dispose of off-site all the
radiological waste, including uranium and, and radium, and,
then, the EPA, working with the "Possible Responsible Party"
(PRP) Group, under Superfund, would clean up the remaining
chemical and heavy metal contaminants.

We understood "clean up" to mean excavation and
off-site disposal of all contaminated materials from the
site that posed an unacceptable risk, not just the

radiological waste, some dioxin and the PCB contaminated

soil.

The EPA’s preferred alternative does not
accomplish this.

After the Army Corps has removed the radiological
waste, the EPA’s plan is to excavate only soil and sediment
that is close to the surface in a certain wetland area, even
though the waste extends to 15 feet below the water table in
some wetland portions of the site, to consolidate this
waste, and leave it in an upland area on site. Outside of
the wetland area, EPA plans to remove only the soil that is
contaminated with dioxin or PCBs for off-site disposal. The

majority of the chemical and heavy metal contaminated soil
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(the responsibility of the EPA and PRP Group), and the
aforementioned wetlands excavation would be transferred to
an on-site location and be capped.

The only alternative acceptable to the Town of
Norton, SC-3B would:

"Remove all radiological and chemically
contaminated materials from the site that pose an
unacceptable risk. As a result, Alternative SC-3 provides
the greatest degree of overall protection."

"Both chemical and radiological source materials,
exceeding cleanup levels would be permanently removed from
the site; thereby, ensuring that this remedy remains
effective in the long term."

"SC-3 would greatly reduce the toxicity of the
material that remains at the site to acceptable levels.
Because all site (sic) and sediment above cleanup levels
will be removed from the property, both the volume and
mobility of contamination is greatly eliminated."

EPA maintains that Norton’s Preferred Alternative
provides only "slightly greater protection at a
significantly greater cost". We counter that the opposite
is true. The difference in cost is insignificant compared
with the enormous disparity between the two plans. EPA’s
strategy is to contain and cover; the community’s chosen

remedy is removal.
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EPA’'s Preferred Alternative cost is approximately
$29 million. The most expensive alternative considered
under their Feasibility Study exceeds $126 million. At $55
million, the plan chosen by the Town of Norton is a
compromise, already meeting EPA and the PRP Group halfway.
It is not an unreasonable demand given the true magnitude of
this problem.

The time frames and impacts on the community,
between the two alternatives being considered for the
EPA/PRP construction phase of the clean up, are not that
different. "Both are easily implementable." "The-
personnel, equipment and materials required to implement
eaéh of these technologies are readily available." Impact
to air quality and to the local roads can be managed by good
construction practices and working with the community.

EPA’'s Preferred Alternative, which requires
long-term monitoring of the still contaminated, capped
parcel by the PRP Group, is unacceptable and could result in
a permanent financial and regulatory burden for the Town of
Norton. While the Town is given assurances that the PRP
companies entering into the Consent Agreement are now
financially stable, there is no‘guarantee that will hold
true in the future.

Should those parties disappear from the corporate

universe or simply bail out on Shpack, the Town of Norton,
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with the longest standing on the PRP list as owner of the
property, could be left holding the bag. It is also
possible that the State would be left with the
responsibility of operation and maintenance of the site.

It is naive for the Environmental Protection
Agency to believe that the Shpack Site can be secured with
fencing. Over the last decade, neither EPA nor the PRP’s
have monitored the site for security, even though they knew
the dangers posed to anyone who entered the property
unprotected. Fences are broken, "No Trespassing" signs are
faded or have fallen, and beer cans, shotgun casings, etc,
provide evidence of trespassers onto the contaminated land;
likely, others curious about an old dump site ventured there
as ell, individuals who had no idea what lay beneath them.

Under the EPA’'s plan, the Human Health Risk was
calculated based on the adjacent residents entering the
property and trespassers. The impact on human health are
dependent on many variables, including age of the person,
which is impossible to determine with the trespassers or the
adjacent resident, as that person, or persons, will
undoubtedly change.

The extension of Norton’s water main to the end of
Union Road at the Attleboro city line raises concerns over
new development in the residentially zoned area near the

site, which will expose more residents to EPA’'s "accepted
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minimum risks" at Shpack. Redevelopment of the 5-acre
parcel of land on which the Shpack residence is situated is
also likely.

In response to the rationalization that
"typically" all landfills are capped, the Shpack site, if it
is anything, is not typical. 1In fact, although residential
and industrial waste were disposed of there in order to fill
a wetland, the Shpack Superfund Site does not technically
fit in the category of municipal landfills, and the
standards and regulations applied to those licensed
facilities (like the neighboring Attleboro Landfill, Inc.)
should not be assumed the rule for Shpack, which was in fact
a privately owned and operated illegal dump.

Once the Shpack Site is properly cleaned up, we do
expect a cap, that being a cover of clean soil and grass, to
return the land to as near a natural state as possible.

EPA’'s process, EPA’'s scheduling of this critical
part of the process (the presentation of its clean up plan,
the public comment period, and the public hearing) from the
end of June through August is unfortunate. Attendance at
the public meeting of June 23rd, 2004, in Norton was very
low compared to past meetings. The low turnout can be
attributed to summertime vacations and other pleasant
distractions which preoccupy much of the public. However,

neither the EPA nor the PRP Group should underestimate
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Norton’s resolve. We will exhaust all regulatory, political
and legal means possible to effect the SC-3B solution.

In conclusion, the US Environment Protection
Agency's Proposed Plan For The Cleanup of the Shpack
Superfund Site, 2004, its Preferred Alternative SC-2B (The
Capping Alternative) is unacceptable to the Town of Norton
because:

It does not adequately address the community’s
planned reuse of the site, now or in the future. It
appears, in fact, that contrary to the Agency’s own stated
policy, this was not a consideration in the selection of its
response action.

EPA’'s Preferred Alternative is not as effective,
in the long term oxr the short term, as Norton’s Preferred
Alternative.

EPA’s Proposed Plan does not provide a permanent
solution to our environmental concerns.

EPA’'s Preferred Alternative leaves the Town of
Norton with a still contaminated site and a consequentially
unacceptable level of residual risk.

The Town should not have to tolerate the stigma
attached to a toxic waste Superfund Site any longer.

SC-2B results in a permanent financial and
regulatory burden on the Town.

The EPA’s Proposed Plan is not considered to be a
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"Remedy" .

It is the Board of Selectmen’s position that
Norton’s Preferred Alternative, SC-3B, is a fair compromise,
at a realistic cost to EPA and the PRP Group, with an
acceptable time frame that provides a reasonable solution to
the decade-old, decades-old problem of the Shpack Superfund
Land Site.

Respectfully submitted by the Norton Board of
Selectmen, Robert W. Kimball, Jr., Chairman. That'’s
K-I-M-B-A-L-L.

Thank you.

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, Selectman.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you.

Our next speaker is Richard Gomes.

(Pause.)

MR. GOMES: Good evening.

My name is Richard Gomes. Last name is spelled
G-O-M-E-S. TI‘m the Deputy Fire Chief for the Town of
Norton.

I'm just going to go into a little past history.
It's going to be very short, but I will go somewhere with
it.

In the 50’'s and 60’'s when the Shpack Site was in

use, and I see it referred to very nicely as a landfill, it
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was a dump. There was no regulation for that type of
operation. The Town was never involved. It was a private
fill, private land use, and there was no regulatory
stipulations at the time. There were no regulations for
that type of use.

Over the years, when the dump was in operation,
the Fire Department responded to many fires there; involving
either rubbish or brush. Many fire fighters either ingested
or absorbed or inhaled contaminants from that site. Over
the years, several of the fire fighters have died of cancer
since that site is closed. Now, we don’t know if that had
anything to do with that site.

The point is that, and this is where I’'m going,
it’s that we don’t know. If the site is cleaned up with the
proposal as stated by the EPA, people who visit the site,
trespass the site will not know.

The other thing I’'d like to point out is that the,
the people are being referred to "principally responsible
parties". I consider them to be solely responsible parties,
and the Fire Department would like to see you stay with the
plan 3B to completely remove contaminants from the site,
which will alleviate any problems in the future, either
regulatory, financial or any other. 1It, it will bring the
Town in to a fray if they have no, no business in the

planning or having any party to it.
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Thank you.

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, Mr. Gomes.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you.

Our next speaker is Ron O’Reilly.

MR. O'REILLY: Ronald O’Reilly, O, apostrophe,
R-E-I-L-L-Y.

I have lived on Union Road for 32 years. Six
years before the existence of the Shpack Site was
publicized. The 1998 (sic) discovery of nuclear waste at
the Shpack Site, and the following 25 years of failed
cleanup still plagues us to this evening.

In 1978, when a young student with a geiger
counter went to the City Officials, in Attleboro, thinking
that the land waé located there, he was ridiculed. He was
referred to in the paper as a lunatic. Each time he tried
to bring attention to the problem, he became the problem.

No one from Texas Instruments stepped forward to
investigate the possibie problem. The community did not
know that 1,000 pounds of nuclear material was missing from
TI’'s Nuclear Processing Plant, but, surely, the people at TI
knew that nuclear material was missing.

We have to assume that both Texas Instrument and
the Department of Energy were aware of the missing 900,

1,000 pounds of enriched uranium pellets.
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In 1980, the Department of Energy quietly removed
in excess of 900 pounds of the enriched uranium pellets from
the Shpack Site; however, no attempt was ever made to locate
any pellets that may have been picked up by kids taking a
shortcut from the dump through the Shpack property.

For those who are too young to remember, in those
days, as was just stated, it was a dump. It was not a
landfill. Many kids used to go there. There were always
interesting things to be picked up. People used to go there
for target practice. A shortcut from the Attleboro dump was
through the Shpack property. The enriched uranium pellets
were probably enticing, and I would imagine some of them
were picked up at various times and taken home.

The Department of Energy erected a fence and
tested the site in the early 80’s, and they left the scene
shortly after. After about five years, the brush overgrew
the fence, and, eventually, the fence collapsed. Hunters
were frequent visitors going duck hunting in the swamp, and
ATV’s coming along the electric company right of way used it
as a turn around.

The fence on the site today, which was erected
within the last five or six years, is fully over grown and
is barely visible from the street, and it sits on the
street.

These events show that despite the knowledge of
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nuclear hazardous waste, the government was unable to
prevent trespassing at the site. There is no reason to
believe that the future will be any different. Trespassers
on that site will be a perpetual problem.

When we get to talking about capping, the
Attleboro Landfill is a good example of problems with
capping. The plan was approved by the Mass Department of
Environmental Protection. The capping was done and was
inspected as it was progressing by the Department of
Environmental Protection; yet, despite a statutory
requirement, no bond was posted to insure that the site
would be maintained in the future.

Today we know the site needs to be recapped.

Water runs off into the street. During the capping, there
was an explosion and fire. It was not reported. Erosion of
the capping material is evident from the street, and this is
just an example of what’s going to happen with capping.
Capping is not a permanent answer.

The steep slope, the plans are in the works to
reopen the cap and try to get it done right in the future.
If it was done right, if they were able to do it right the
first time, it would have been done. There is no reason to
believe the Shpack will be done right the first time.

The Shpack Site is along an electric company right

of way. It runs all the way to Fall River. It’s highly
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travelled by ATV’'s and dirt bikes and motor bikes. The
capping will create an inviting ramp and a jump for these
vehicles. These are recreational vehicles, and they’'re
always looking for a ramp or a jump. As a result of their
using the ram -- the cap as a jump, the cap will deteriorate
very quickly and expose the bikers to hazardous chemicals
and fumes.

EPA has previously advocated Cleanup SC-2B using
the justification that the PRP’s will be around in the
future if additional funds are needed. Texas Instruments is
the primary PR -- is the PRP with the deepest pockets. Many
of us remember when TI employed over 5,000 people in
Attleboro. Today that number is scheduled to drop to 900.

Who knows if TI will even be in business in the
United States in 20 years if additional funds are required?
The time to cleanup the site is now or the Town of Norton
will be liable in the future.

EPA sought citizen input, and the citizens
advocated the cleanup identified as SC-3B. EPA now faces
the cleanup proposed by the PRP, primarily Texas
Instruments, the same Texas Instruments that stuck its head
in the sand when 900 to 1,000 pounds of nuclear waste was
missing for 25 to 35 years. There is no reason to believe
the PRP's will be anymore responsive to the future problem.

The only cleanup that should be consider is SC-3B.
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Thank you.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, very much.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you.

Our next speaker is Gary Covino.

MR. COVINO: Good evening. My name is Gary
Covino. I’'m the Health Agent for the Town of Norton. The
Town -- sorry about that.

The Town of Norton Board of Health appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the Proposed Cleanup Plan for the
Shpack Landfill Superfund Site.

We cannot support any remediation alternative
which does not provide the overall protection of human
health and the environment. We are in general agreement,
following the public information meeting, that the two
alternatives deserving further consideration are SC-2 and
SC-3 and their variations that provide protection to the
adjacent resident without groundwater consumption.

That is SC-2B and the EPA’'s preferred alternative
and SC-3B. Both of these alternatives include installation
of a water line to two residences adjacent to the Superfund
Site.

Recent history has shown that installation of a

water line in the area where devel -- excuse me. Where
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development could occur has invited residential development.

The Board will not allow residential portable
water wells in the area of Superfund Site; however, we
cannot deny, nor can the Water Department, connection to the
water main installed adjacent to the property.

It has been noted that much of the open land,
along with the water line rouse, is conservation land, but
we believe any developable land will be developed following
the water line installation.

" We doubt that the restriction on connections would
be enforceable, and we have to agree with the Water
Department on the policy of sizing pipe installation for
fire protection and future looping; so, any water line
installed will have the capacity for development.

We are concerned with the difference between the
two alternatives and the permanence of the solution and the
effectiveness in protecting the recreational and occasional
user of the site. The least protective of the two
alternatives, SC-2B, consolidates waste as the new landfill
area seals off from normal activities, provides the
monitoring and maintaining of the new landfill.

The Board presently maintains and monitors a close
landfill. It has been subject to trespass, vandalism and
damage from natural causes. This is an ongoing concern

that, at some time in the future, the Board will be required
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to meet some new regulations, deal with some previously
undetected contaminants or spend the sum dealing with the
bad laboratory data. These same ongoing maintenance costs
and concerns would apply to the new landfill on the Shpack
Superfund Site.

While the EPA can argue that the cost of all
future maintenance and monitoring of the Shpack Superfund
Site will be the responsibility of the PRP’'s, we are
concerned that the Town of Norton is a PRP. The Town is the
PRP with the longest history and we’ll be around after all
of the PRP’'s disappear from the corporate universe.

The Town cannot be sold off to another company and
disburse its liability. Most importantly, should the Board
be left holding the proverbial bag, as the last PRP
somewhere in the distant future or even as, as one of
several PRP’'s at the same point in time, the Commonwealth
and federal governments have control of funding for the Town
that could be used in simple maintenance required in
compliance with future regulatory requirement.

The lack of permanence in the EPA’'s preferred
alternative will result in permanent financial and
regulatory burden for the Town of Norton.

The wan of, the Town of Norton Board of Health is
concerned with the EPA’'s preferred Alternative SC-2B, which

is not as effective as another Alternative SC-3B, in the
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long term or the short term.

While it could be argued that new landfill or
Superfund Site, in Alternative SC-2B, will result in the
better protection from the consoclidated waste and less risk
that the existing condition, the alternative will bring more
people to the area when site development occurs along with
the water line.

More residents living closer to the site will
increase the recreational use, number of -- excuse me,
number of EPA’'s accepted minimum risks. The increased
development will, also, increase the number of potential
trespassers and vandals entering the suppose to be secured
land; thereby, increasing exposure, as well as maintenance
costs.

This is not a result that would be particular
Norton, and we would expect that you have seen a similar
result in other locations where landfills have been
consolidated in residential areas.

The Norton Board of Health cannot support the
EPA‘s preferred alternative and strongly recommends
implementation of a clean cleanup Alternative SC-3B,
installation of a water line and removal of all radiological
and chemically contaminated materials that pose the
unacceptable risks.

The Norton Board of Health understands that there
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are potential impacts in the community from the
implementation of the preferred cleanup plan and possibly
more significant impacts from the alternative we recommend.

The impacts to air quality and to local growers by
truck traffic can be managed by good construction practices
and working with the community. The air quality of the area
surrounding the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site will not be
deteriorated by the cleanup activities in the site.

Standard construction activities and strict monitoring can
be specified and implementing the assuredness.

The Board of Health may require that monitoring
reports be provided to the Board and may require specific
monitoring during cleanup operations. Spillage from the
trucks leaving the site will not be acceptable in the roads
in the area of the Shpack Landfill Site. They are generally
not in accordance to support long-term truck operations.
Again, standard construction activities and strict
monitoring will be specified and implemented to ensure the
materials are not carried off of the site into local roads,
and that transporting materials are not released from the
trucks.

The Board recommends that rail transport, using
the nearby rail lines be considered and implemented if at
all possible. Activities at the Shpack Landfill Superfund

Site and the adjacent Attleboro Landfill will require
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removal of materials and the import cover materials. The
Board recommends that rail transport, using the nearby rail
be considered and implemented if at all possible.

If rail trans -- transport can’‘t be implemented an
existing road network must be used. The Board recommends
that all parties involved -- PRP, Corps of Engineers,
Attleboro Landfill, Mass DEP, EPA -- work to improve
specific roadways to a standard that will support the level
of traffic needed.

The Board of Health will work with the local
public safety officials and other Town Boards to reduce the
impacts of truck traffic in the Town of Norton and its
residents.

Respectfully, the Board of Health.

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, very much.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you.

Our next speaker is Jim Mooney.

(Pause.)

MR. MOONEY: Good evening.

I do appreciate the opportunity to come before you
tonight to discuss a little bit about Attleboro’s idea of
what should be done over there.

I'm not here to argue with or disagree with

Norton’s proposal for the SC-3. I think once we pass over
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to Norton, I think Norton should be the only one that should
determine ultimately what happens there; however, in the
Attleboro side, we roughly have two and a half acres. Most
of the contamination is not in the Attleboro side. Most of
it is on the Norton side.

Both alternatives, SC-2 and SC-3, will provide
overall protection, health protection to the residents and
to the people of both Attleboro and Norton.

SC-2, SC-2 is a good problem solver. It’s done
all over the United States. We have brown fields
everywhere. I have brown fields in Attleboro. I have brown
fields in Attleboro that are currently, now, recreational
sites. I have contaminated sites in Attleboro that, within
the last 27 years, have been covered, capped, and they’re
used as athletic fields, that are used as basketball courts,
and they’re used as a number of recreational type facilities
for the general public. I believe that, at no time, have
any of these individuals in Attleboro at risk by using these
sites. It is an alternative that the, both state and
federal government, even the City of Attleboro, has had to
address many times in Attleboro.

This is not our first site to deal with. We'’ve
dealt with many sites in Attleboro. We did have a
radioactive ball field years ago. It had Radon.

Fortunately, legislature bailed us out, passed an immediate
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bond to the City of Attleboro and we were able to remove the
radiation, cap the site and now, more than 125 kids play on
that site every night.

I'm not opposed to having something done, and I
want something done that will protect everyone. Whether
you’re a citizen of Attleboro or a citizen of Norton, I want
everybody protected. Some things can be done with a lot of
thought, a lot of science, to properly protect.

In Attleboro, the S-2 sites, since we have no
interest, and I don’'t believe ALI or anybody over there has
any interest in putting a house or a recreational field or
anything on the two and a half acres on the Attleboro site,
the S-2 site seems adequate enough to protect, certainly,
the citizens of Attleboro and, hopefully, the citizens of
Norton.

Norton officials and representatives and
legislatures got up and said, "Hey, the best way to fix
something is to completely remove it." That’s true. So,
for Norton, that may be their best proposal, and it may be
the thing that needs to be done, but that two and a half
acre gite, I don‘t know it needs to be completely removed of
all contamination. It’s never going to be used.

Both sites, both proposals require that a water
line, a 4,000 foot water line be extended down from Norton,

down Union Road, to the Shpack House and to the house
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adjacent across the street. I think it’s a great idea.
Those two wells that have contamination should be protected.

However, I have two wells in Attleboro. I, also,
have a well that was condemned years ago at the ALI site.
So, if you want to be complete, there are actually three
wells that have had some contamination. One no longer being
used.

I reviewed the proposal to extend the water line
4,000 feet from Norton down to these two houses with a
10-inch main. They plan to go underneath the railroad
tracks at a tremendous cost of $125,000.00. I’'ve spoke with
the Mayor or Attleboro. I’ve spoke with a number of
councilmen. I’ve spoke with the superintendent of Water.

We do have a. water service on the Peckham side. It’'s
almost 500 to 700 feet closer to these two homes. We do not
have to go under a railroad line to supply those units with,
with water. There is an immediate savings of over
$125,000.00.

What I propose is that, or have, at least, the EPA
look at allowing the water line to come in from Attleboro.
Attleboro is agreeable to that. We have an eight-inch main
that we can send down there. There is more than enough
water to supply the two houses in, in Norton.

I don’t think the water bill is going to be much

different than what it is in Attleboro. We’'re talking
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pennies. That would save a tremendous cost. I believe
that, that $660,000.00 cost to extend the water line could
be reduced by as much as $250,000.00 if the Town of Norton
and the City of Attleboro and the EPA agree to this.

You’'ve got to remember that we’re all part of
this. We’re all going to pay the cost of this. We’re all
PRP's. As your agent just informed you, whatever the cost
of this, it’s not going to be paid by TI. It’s going to be
paid equally by all the PRP’s. Whether we want to spend,
initially, the cost of $128 million to clean this site,
there isn’'t that many PRP’'s out there. 1It’s going to be an
equal cost to all of us, the City of Attleboro, the Town of
Norton.

You have to look at how many PRP’s are out there.
There is about a dozen PRP’'s. If this project goes on, and
we go with 50 or a 100 million dollar cost, it’s going to be
divided by all the PRP's. The Town of Norton could be faced
with a five, three to five million dollar cost. So, I'm
just, I just hope that the Town of Norton recognizes that.
The City of Attleboro recognizes that.

The cost is going to be directed through the town
because the citizens of Attleboro and the Town of Norton did
use the Shpack Site, as did the City of Attleboro. When I
say, "The Shpack Site," I mean that little two and a half

acre pie that’s considered part of the Shpack Site. 1It’s
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part of Attleboro.

I don’t know if the residents are aware of this.
I don't know if the Town officials are aware of this, but
there is a hell of a liability to your town, as there is to
Attleboro. I will not do anymore talking about Norton
because I think you make your own decision, and my thoughts,
privately, I have thoughts about what I‘'d like to see you
people do, but from may authoritarian point of view, my
jurisdiction ends at the property line.

The first alternative I think is acceptable to
ALI. I think what would happen to ALI, the City of
Attleboro, I think what would happen with the capping
probably would happen with ALI; but it would probably be
somewhat corrected by an extension of another two and a half
acres of f£illing; hopefully, that addressed some of the
problems they have over there, and the rest of it I leave up
to Norton, but I would entertain that the federal government
look at saving some money and look at putting the water line
through the City of Attleboro.

MS. STUDLIEN: Thank you, very much.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Our next speaker is Heather Graf.

MS. GRAF: My name is Heather Graf. I’m the
Coordinator of the Citizen’s Advisory Shpack Team. The

spelling is G-R-A-F, as in Frank. One F.
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To Dave Lederer comments. The US Environmental
Protection Agency has always referred to the Shpack Site as
a landfill. We never paid much mind to the use of this
word, but, in hindsight, we should have because, now, the
EPA and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection Agencies are attempting to justify their cover
and cap proposal for Shpack by saying, "All landfills are
capped."

Well, we would not argue that landfills are
typically capped, but we do counter that the Shpack Site is
not a landfill, and cannot be designated or treated as such,
and while Isadora Shpack accepted any wastes that needed
disposing of in order to fill his wetland property, this
site was, in fact, a privately owned and operated illegal
dump. The Shpack Superfund Site must be classified and
correctly dealt with for what it is, a toxic waste dump, not
a landfill.

The Shpack dump site, also, differs from landfills
in having commingled waste materials; that béing a mixed up
mess of both radiological contaminants, uranium and radium,
chemical wastes, some of which are classified as
carcinogenic, volatile inorganic and organic compounds,” as
well as high levels of heavy metals; including lead and
arsenic.

The presence of high grade radicactive materials
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had complicated the cleanup process at Shpack. Since 1979,
when the RAD contamination was first detected, numerous
agencies were called upon to investigate the site; including
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the US Department of
Energy. The acronym for that is DOE.

In 1980, the DOE removed approximately 800 pounds
of radiological contaminated material from the surface of
the site. Ultimately, the responsibility for dealing with
the uranium and radium fell to the US Army Corps of
Engineers, ACE. Their plan is to excavate, remove and
dispose of, off site, all radiological wastes that exceeds
standard levels for human health and safety.

Considering the fact that these hot spots are not
iscolated or centralized, but widely scattered all over the
property, a map identifying the hot spots looks like a bad
case of the measles, and the fact that the radiological
contamination does not lie on the surface but goes to a
depth of up to 20 feet, it is safe to assume that the
activities undertaken by the Army Corps, the first
responders on this site, will greatly decrease the amount of
waste material left for the EPA.

Is it logical even to a layman, just glancing at
the big picture, to see that the lion’s share of the waste
material on this site will be taken away by the Army Corps.

In most of the dump, the contaminants are
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commingled. The radiological with the chemicals and heavy
metals. The construction crew working for the Army Corps
must continue digging and removing until they reach the
perimeter where soil tests indicate they are clear of
radiological contamination.

Even in the EPA’s current plan, their estimated
volume of RAD material expected to be removed by the ACE is
several thousand yards less than the Corps’ estimate, and a
spokesman for the Army Corps admits that their own estimates
always fall short of the actual amount of material they
windup removing.

The excavation, removal and disposal by the Army
Corps of all the radioclogical contaminates, which cover the
site heterogeneously and go to considerable depth, will also
take out and away much of the chemical and heavy metal waste
leaving less material for the Environmental Protection
Agency to have to deal with.

To those reviewing the Feasibility Study, FS,
intended to support EPA’s chosen plan, it does not appear
that this has been given adequate attention.

Also, in the FS, has the draft considered the most
or likely that most, or likely all of the soil with combing
of waste will already have been removed from the site by the
Corps, or did the authors of this report factor in disposal

costs that the contractor working for the possible
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responsible party, PRP Group under EPA, will be charged
factoring it at the highest cost, which is associated with
combing of the waste? )

It is apparent that the Feasibility Study is
flawed in overestimating the amount of contaminated material
the PRP’s working with EPA will be left to deal with and,
also, overestimating, on top of that, the disposal costs.

In fact, the cleanup alternative preferred by the Town of
Norton would cost considerably less than reports for the EPA
indicate.

It should be noted here that the draft final
Feasibility Study, dated June 17th, 2004, was prepared by
ERM, Environmental Resources Management, "For the Shpack
Steering Committee."

I expect many people reading this testimony
understand that the Shpack Steering Committee is, in fact,
the PRP Group, responsible parties; six companies being held
responsible for the contamination at Shpack and the cost to
cleanup the contamination that is not radiological.

The Shpack, the Shpack Steering Committee should
not be viewed as unbiased. They are a special interest
group whose'goal must be to get EPA to accept a cleanup plan
that lets them off the hook as quickly, easily and cheaply
as possible.

It is obvious that EPA has complied choosing the
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alternative that, above all, satisfies the PRP needs, but
still, according to EPA officials, meets the criteria for —
their task under Superfund. It would appear a-new line time
has been added to the EPA’‘s list of qualifying criteria;
that being PRP satisfaction. o

Why would the US Environmental Protection Agency
go in this, go in this direction? Perhaps, because having
the Shpack Site stiilVOﬁ their national priority list of
Superfund Sites, after almost 20-years, is an embarrassment.

More embarrassing for EPA and -incomprehensible is
the fact that after four and a half years of working with
the Town of Norton, or so we thought; after 13 public  --
meetings in the Town of Norton, and five smaller meetings
where the Ad Hoc Shpack Technical Committee discussed reuse
scenarios for this site the agency pretends it just doesn’t
get it. B

At the 11th hour, they pull the rug out from under
us with this stupid plan. Instead of negotiations occurring
between EPA and the PRP Group, which were suppose to start
after the upcoming record of decision and take one to two
years, the Environméﬁta}—Protection Agency has instead put
the Town of Norton in the extremely difficult position of
having to negotiate for an acceptable cleanup plan.

Although fully engaged in this process for the

entire period, I never saw this comiang. Had there been an
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inkling to us during the four and a half year process, that,
in the end, this cover and cap plan would be EPA’s preferred
alternative for remedial action at the Shpack Superfund
Site, we would have had an opportunity to fight back and
time to change the course of EPA’s decision.

In four and a half years of discussions with EPA,
the project manager, who has been on this Superfund Site
since the beginning, never, ever, in our presence, uttered
the word "cap".

While I would not be here tonight if I thought it
was too late to alter their course, obviously, EPA has put
the Town of Norton at a tremendous disadvantage.

One of the criteria the US Environmental
Protection Agency must consider, must consider in their
record of decision for cleanup of Superfund sites is
community acceptance.

Let us all be perfectly clear here. The Town of
Norton is united and steadfast in our opposition to EPA’s
preferred Alternative SC-2B, which does not meet the needs
of the community now or in the future. It does not provide
a remedy, does not allow reuse of a site for passive
recreation, does not have permanence as in a permanent
solution, and places an unfair burden on the Town.

The Town, further, the Town of Norton is united

and steadfast in our declaration that Alternative SC --
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SC-3B is not only the preferred alternative of the Town, it
is the only acceptable alternative for the Town.

Any alternative which provides a level of cleanup
lower than the SC-3B will be unacceptable. We do expect
EPA's final chosen plan of action and record of decision to
support Alternative SC-3B for remedial action at the Shpack
Superfund Site.

Finally, if my state tax dollars are going to the
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, DEP,
to support this plan, I‘'m not going to pay, and if my
federal tax dollars are going to the US Environmental

Protection Agency to propose this dumb plan, I'm not going

to pay.

Thank you.

(Applause.)

MS. STUDLIEN: Angela, are there any other
speakers?

MS. BONARRIGO: No, that's it.

MS. STUDLIEN: Pardon?

MR. LEDERER: No one else has signed--

MS. STUDLIEN: I'm sorry. Is there any other
person that wants to speak?

(No verbal response.)

MS. STUDLIEN: ©Okay. Thank you, very much, for

participating in the hearing, and, please, remember that the
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public comment period for making written comments doesn’t
close until August 25th.

This hearing is now officially closed.
(Whereupon, on August 4th, 2004, at 8:45 p.m., the

above-entitled public hearing is closed.)
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7-28-2004 8:18AM FROM CP RICH PLUMBING CO 5@82854304

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

. To Dave Lederer

US.EPA
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
'FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

i

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site. '

EPA's preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.

In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which wil] at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature
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Mr. David Lederer
E-Mail: JSprague®senate state ma.us
US EPA

One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

RE: Shpack Superfund Site Cleanup

Dear Mr. Lederer:

I am writing on behalf of my constituents in the Town of Norton to strongly
support the Town’s choice of SC-3b as the best cleanup alternative for the Shpack
Superfund Site. I am steadfast in my opposition to the EPA’s choice of SC-2b as the best

cleanup alternative.

My constituents and I demand that the old Shpack Dump property be returned to a
safe enough condition that it can be used for passive recreation within the Norton
Conservation Commission’s Open Space Plan. This use conforms to our understanding
of what the term “use” has meant during the meetings between the Adhoc Shpack
Committee, the Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. EPA.

The EPA alternative, SC-2b, will remove only some elements of the waste and
contain the remaining contaminants under a cap. We know that caps deteriorate, which
could re-initiate the pollution cycle. Also, SC-2b would not allow my constituents the
kind of use they had been led to expect. The requirement of fencing and a “No
Trespassing” sign is evidence that SC-2b would not be a full fledged cleanup. therefore.
the Town and its citizens would be left to bear the burden of fighting future

contamination and policing problems at the site.

The EPA’s decision in this case should not be based on what the remediation
costs. but on what is in the best long term interest for Massachusetts citizens, all of whom
are taxpayers with a vested interest in a clean environment for our families, friends and

neighbors.
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Through the years, my Norton constituents have paid millions of dollars of their
hard earned money in taxes to the state and federal government. In this way, the
townspeople, for years, have paid for government actions that benefit not only
themselves, but actions that provide, also, for the common good for citizens throughout
this great country.

It is now time for the EPA to stand tall and acknowledge that the common good
requires a permanent and proper clean-up of environmentally unsafe waste. There is no
better use for our citizens’ tax dollars than to provide for the environmental safety of the
citizens residing in this area now, for the generations to follow, both of which will
ultimately be of benefit to all the citizens of our country.

Mr. Lederer, my constituents, their local officials and I, along with other state and
federal officials demand that government do the right thing for the environmental safety

of us and future generations by adopting choice SC-3b for the cleanup of the Shpack
Superfund Site.

We will be proud to stand by you in this action, and in doing so we will be proud
to say we won one for the environmental protection of our land and people.

Sincerely,

a 7“'/
Ann Sprague
tate Senator
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MAS HUSETTS SENATE

JO ANN SPRAGUE
BRISTOL & NORFOLK DISTRICT
WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE

ROOM 206, STATE HOUSE 305 ELM STREET
BOSTON, MA 02133-10563 WALPOLE. MA 02081
TEL (617) 722 1222 DISTRICT TEL (508) 668 6511

E Mail: JSprague®senate state.ma us
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SITE: __J/80 K _
Heather A. Graf BREAK: % g
Citizens Activist, Town of Norton OTHER: 7/

229 N. Worcester St.
Norton, MA 02766
Ph. (508) 226 - 0898
FAX (508) 226 — 2835

To - Dave Lederer

US EPA

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Comments On the US Environmental Protection Agency’s “Proposed Plan For Cleanup
Of The Shpack Landfill Superfund Site, June 2004”

The US Environmental Protection Agency has always referred to the Shpack Site as a
“Landfill”. We never paid much mind to the use of the word. In hindsight, we should
have. Because now the EPA and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection Agency are attempting to justify their Cover & Cap proposal for Shpack, by
saying - “ all landfills are capped™. While we would not argue that landfills are typically
capped, we counter that the Shpack Site is not a Jandfill, and cannot be designated or
treated as such.

And while Isadore Shpack, accepted any waste that needed disposing of, in order to fill
his wetland property, this site was in fact a privately owned & operated Illegal Dump.

The Shpack Superfund Site must be classified (and correctly dealt with) for what it is —
A Toxic Waste Dump, Not A Landfill!

The Shpack Dump Site also differs from landfills in having “Commingled Waste
Materials”, that being - a mixed up mess of both radiological contaminants (uranium &
radium), chemical wastes (sorne of which are classified as carcinogenic), volatile
inorganic & organic compounds, as well as high levels of heavy metals (including lead &

arsenic).

The presence of high-grade radioactive materials has complicated the cleanup process at
Shpack. Since 1978, when the rad contamination (including enriched uranium) was first
detected, numerous agencies were called upon to investigate the site, including the
Department of Environmental Quality Engineering (DEQE), the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC), & the US Department of Energy (DOE). In 1980 the DOE removed
approximately 900 pounds of radiological contaminated material from the surface of the
site, which was transported to the Oak Ridge National Laboratories in Tennessee.

Ultimately the responsibility for dealing with the uranium & radium fel} to the Us Army
Corps of Engineers (ACE). Their plan is to excavate, remove and dispose of (off site) all
radiological waste that exceeds standard levels for human health & safety.
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Considering the fact that these hot spots are not isolated or centralized, but widely
scattered all over the property (a map identifying the hot spots looks like a bad case of the
measles), and the fact that the radiological contamination does not lie on the surface, but
goes to a depth of up 10 20 feet, it is safe to assume that the activities undertaken by the
Army Corps (first responders on site) will greatly decrease the amount of waste material
left for the EPA. It is logical, even to a layman, just glancing at the big picture, to see that
the lion’s share of the waste material on this site, will be taken away by the Army Corps.

In most of the dump, the contaminants are commingled, the radiological with the
chemicals and heavy metals. The construction crew working for the Army Corps must
continue digging & removing until they reach the perimeter where soil tests indicate they
are clear of radiological contamination. Even in the EPA’s current plan, their estimated
volume of rad material, expected to be removed by the ACE, is several thousand yards
Jess than the Corps’ estimate. And a spokesman for the Army Cotps admits that their own
estimates always fall short of the actual amount they wind up removing.

The excavation, removal & disposal (by the Army Corps) of all the radiological
contaminants (which cover the site heterogeneously, and go to considerasble depth) will
inevitably also take out and away - much of the volatile organic & inorganic compounds,
including chemical & heavy metal waste, leaving far less material for the Environmental
Protection Agency to dea] with. To those reviewing the Feasibility Study (FS), intended
to support EPA’s chosen plan, it does not appear that this has been given adequate
attention, in fact it has been ignored.

Also in the FS, Question? - Has the draft considered that most (or likely all) of the soil
with commingled waste will have already been removed from the site by the Corps? Or
did the authors of this report factor in disposal fees (that the contractor working for the
Possible Responsible Party (PRP) Group, under EPA) - will be charged, at the high cost
associated with commingled waste?

It is apparent that this Feasibility Study is flawed, in over estimating the amount of
contaminated material the PRPs (working with EPA) will be left to deal with, and over
estimating (on top of that) the disposal costs.

In fact the cleanup alternative preferred by the Town of Norton would cost considerably
less than reports for the EPA indicate.

It should be noted here that the “Draft Final Feasibility Study” dated June 17, 2004 was
prepared by ERM (Environmental Resources Management) “For The Shpack Steering
Committee”. I expect many people reading this testimony, understand that the Shpack
Steering Committee - is in fact the PRP Group (responsible parties), six companics being
held responsible for the contamination at Shpack and the cost to clean up the
contamination that is not radiological.
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The Shpack Steering Committee should not be viewed as unbiased. They are a special
interest group, whose goal must be to get EPA to accept a cleanup plan that lets them off
the hook as quickly, easily and cheaply as possible. It is obvious that EPA has complied -
choosing the alternative that above all satisfies the PRPs’ needs, but still (at least
according to EPA officials) - meets the criteria for their task under Superfund.

It would appear a new line item has been added to the EPA’s list of qualifying criteria —
that being PRP satisfaction!

Why would the US Environmenta] Protection Agency go in this direction? Perhaps,
because having the Shpack Site still on EPA’s “National Priority List (NPL) of
Superfund Sites”, after almost 20 years is an emibarrassment.

In its haste to de-list the Shpack Site, the Environmental Protection Agency (in a mad
dash to the September 30, 2004 finish line), is rushing to approve a plan which ignores
EPA’s stated goals & responsibilities. In choosing SC-2b as their “Preferred Alternative”
the Environmental Protection Agency has given notice that it is renouncing its
commitment to the Town of Norton.

What should be most embarrassing for the EPA, and what I find incomprehensible, is the
fact that after 4 & V4 years of working with the Town of Norton (or so we thought), after
13 public meetings in the Town of Norton, and five smaller meetings - where the Ad Hoc
Shpack Technical Committee discussed reuse scenarios for the site, this agency pretends
it just didn’t get it!

And at the eleventh hour, they pull the rug out from under us with this stupid plan.
Instead of negotiations occurring between EPA & the PRP Group (which were supposed
to start after the Record of Decision, and take 1 to 2 years), the Environmental Protection
Agency has put the Town of Norton in the extremely difficult position of having to be the
ongs negotiating, just to get an acceptable cleanup plan. Although fully engaged with this
project for the entire 4 and 4 year period, I never saw this coming.

Had there been an inkling among any of us involved with the process, that in the end -
this “Cover & Cap Plan’ would be EPA’s preferred alternative for remedial action at the
Shpack Superfund Site, we would have had an opportunity to fight back and time to
change the coarse of EPA’s decision. Since December 1999, in the 4 & ¥; year period of
discussions with EPA, the Project Manager (who has been on this Superfund Site since
the beginning) never, ever, in our presence (prior to June 2004) uttered the word “cap”.
While ] would not be here tonight, if I thought it was too late to alter their coarse,
obviously EPA has put the Town of Norton at a tremendous disadvantage.

One of the criteria the US Environmental Protection must consider in their Record of
Decision for cleanup of Superfund sites is - “ Community Acceptance”. Let us all be
perfectly clear on this critical point -
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The Town of Norton is united and steadfast in its opposition to the EPA’s Preferred
Alternative SC -2b, which: does not meet the needs of the community now or in the
future, does not provide a remedy, does not allow reuse of the site for the cornmunity’s
intended use - passive recreation, does not have permanence (as in a permanent solution),
and places an unfair burden on the town, now and in the future.

The Town of Norton is united and steadfast in its declaration that alternative SC — 3b is
not only the Preferred Alternative OF the town, it is the only acceptable alternative FOR
the town,

Any alternative, which provides a level of cleanup Iower than SC-3b will be
unacceptable to the Town of Norton.

We do expect EPA’s final chosen plan of action, and Record of Decision to support
Alternative SC — 3b for “Remedial Action” at the Shpack Superfund Site.

Should the US Environmental Protection Agency choose to ignore our reasonable
demand -
Be it resolved — The Town of Norton will have no reservations about appropriating
the necessary funds to take whatever legal action which may be required

to secure the SC-3b REMEDY.

It is our obligation now to ensure that the Shpack Toxic Waste Dump is not left as a
legacy to future generations, and we will not be deterred.

Finally, if my state tax dollars are going to the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection,

To Support EPA’s Proposed Plan —
I’m Not Going To Pay!

And if my federal tax dollars are going to the US Environmental Protection Agency
To Propose This Dumb Plan —
I’'m Not Going To Pay!

Heather A. Graf
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Citizens Advisory Shpack Team OTHER: 7

229 N. Worcester St.
Norton, MA 02766
Ph. (508) 226 — 0898
FAX (508) 226 — 2835

Dave Lederer

US EPA, Region 1

1 Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Ph. (617) 918 — 1325

FAX (617) 918 — 0325

Re: Public Comment Period for EPA’s Proposed “Cleanup Plan for the Shpack Landfill
Superfund Site” -

Please consider this a formal request (in a timely fashion), on behalf of the Town of
Norton - for a 30 day extension of the Public Comment Period, on EPA’s “Proposed Plan

for the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site, Norton, MA™ dated June 2004.

Thirty days is not nearly enough time to review, digest and discuss: (1) The “Draft Final
phase 1B Remedial Investigation Report” (Prepared by ERM, under contract with the
“Shpack Steering Committee”, AKA — The PRP Group), dated June 17, 2004, (2) The
“Draft Final Feasibility Study for the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site” (Prepared by
ERM, under contract with the “Shpack Steering Committee”, AKA ~ The PRP Group),
dated June 17, 2004, (3) “The Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment” (Prepared by
Metcalf & Eddy, under contract with EPA), dated June 2004, and (4) The “Draft
Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment” (Prepared by Metcalf & Eddy, under contract with

EPA), dated June 14, 2004.

Thirty days is certainly not enough time to formulate logical, intelligent, concise &
coherent comments on this plan, or the voluminous documents in support of EPA’s Plan.

Assuming the original deadline for public comments was (“postmarked by”) July 26,
2004, extending the period another 30 days (60 day total) - should make the new
deadline, as requested here — no earlier than August 24, 2004.

This request sent by FAX, Thursday, July 1, 2004 at 4:15 PM. Hard copy to follow.

Heather A, Graf
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Richard Krumm To: Dave Lederer/RIUSEPAUS@EPA > 2rfun ! Recorde Canter
<RLK117@peoplepc.c cc: N o

om> Subject: Shpack Proposed "Cleanup” SIT1. RS/,{,”/{{/(
07/28/2004 06:01 PM BRi AL /

OTHE: .

“.

My dear Mr. Lederer,

Just whose environment are you supposed to be protecting? Certainly not the environment in Norton, where you
propose leaving a site that is badly contaminated for future residents to deal with.

How on earth can you in good conscience propose such a "solution” to this problem after promising for years that
your agency will clean up the site?

The citizens of Norton strongly oppose your proposed plan. Our elected representatives, both at the state level as
well as at the federal government level, also have expresessed their opposition.

You claim that you will take under advisement the will of the citizens in arriving at your decision.
I hope that you are sincere in that promise.

If so, I think you should reconsider your recommended plan and opt instead for your Alternative CS-3b.

Richard L. Krumm
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July 14,2004 , Superfund Records Center
Heather A. Graf, Coordinator SITE: .:% ﬁ /;N —

Citizens Advisory Shpack Team BREAK: ¥,
229 N. Worcester St. OTHER:

Norton, MA 02766
Ph. (508) 226 — 0898
FAX (508) 226 — 2835

To ~ Dave Lederer

US EPA

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Position Paper For The Citizens Advisory Shpack Team (CAST)
Comments On the US Environmental Protection Agency’s “Proposed Plan For Cleanup
Of The Shpack Landfill Superfund Site, June 2004”

Our position is clear. We are united and steadfast in our opposition to EPA’s “Preferred
Alternative — SC-2b”, which does not meet the needs of the community now, or in the

future.

We are united and steadfast in our declaration that Alternative SC-3b is not only the
Preferred Alternative Of The Town of Norton, but the Only Acceptable Alternative For

The Town of Norton.

Please make note under EPA’s “Modifying Criteria” for approval of the cleanup plan —-
(that being) “Community Acceptance”, that EPA’s Preferred Alternative SC-2b gets an
“unsatisfactory rating”.

We expect EPA’s final chosen plan of action, and Record of Decision to support the
modification requested here — changing to Alternative SC-3b for “Remedial Action”.

EPA’s Preferred Alternative SC-2b does not provide a remedy, as promised by the
Agency. (Ref. Numerous documents - including meeting handouts etc., EPA’s web page-
New England Superfund Site, Shpack Landfill, 8/31/00 — “Cleanup Approach, The site is
being addressed in a long-term remedial phase focusing on cleaning up the entire site.”
Remedy is understood to mean “ the removal of evil, to make right, correct”. It is not
intended to be a partial or temporary fix, but a total and permanent restoration of the
property to a safe condition for reuse.

Quote from EPA spokesman John Sebastian “ The goal is to return the property to a safe
enough condition so that it can be used again”. (Boston Globe, 8/11/91)
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The Shpack property is owned by “The Inhabitants of the Town of Norton, through its
Conservation Commission — for administration, control & maintenance as provided for in
Section 8C of Chapter 40 of the Massachusetts General Laws”. (Ref. Deed signed June 1,
1981, transfer of property from Lea Shpack to the Town of Norton). As such the land is
designated as Open Space, intended for Passive Recreation.

The Ad hoc Shpack Committee, appointed by the Board of Selectmen, to work with the
Army Corps of Engineers, on Re-Use Scenarios for the Shpack Site (July 2002 - Jan.
2003) selected the reuse option of Passive Recreation, with the Army Corps’ approval.

According to The Environmental Protection Agency’s Directive -~ “Land Use in the
CERCLA (Superfund) Remedy Selection Process” 5/25/95 “The EPA believes that early
community involvement, with a particular focus on the community’s future uses of
property should result in a more democratic decision-making process; greater community
support for remedies selected as a result of this process; and more expedited, cost-

effective cleanups.”

According to The Environmental Protection Agency’s — “ Reuse Assessment Guide”,
“The scope and level of detail of the reuse assessment should be site-specific and tailored
to the complexity of the site, the extent of contamination... and the density of
development in the vicinity of the site.”

It should be noted here that there has been a tremendous increase in residential
development on Maple St. (at the rear of the Shpack site). And an increase is also
anticipated on Union Rd., once the town water main is extended.

“The Superfund land use Directive states that in cases where the future land use is
relatively certain, the remedial action objective(s) generally should reflect this land use.”
“Reuse assessments should have greatest applicability to sites with waste materials on the
surface and/or contaminated soil.”

“EPA is responsible for ensuring that reasonable assumptions regarding land use are
considered in the selection of a response action.”

Workshops were conducted with the Army Corps, and the committee appointed to
represent the Town of Norton & City of Attleboro, to consider reuse scenarios for the
property. The Project Manager for EPA attended these S meetings, and was aware of
Norton’s intentions for future use of the site. Still, there was no effort by EPA personnel
to discuss with, or involve the community in “assumptions regarding land use” of the site.

It was only after EPA announced their preferred alternative, June 23, 2004 (at the 14™
public meeting, 4+ years after the first public meeting), that Norton officials & citizens
realized the Environmental Protection Agency was not factoring in to the selection of
their “cleanup” plan - the community’s intent for future use. EPA’s plan — which includes
fencing off & securing the site to restrict access, institutional controls & monitoring, with
human health risk potential considered only for an adjacent resident and *“trespassers”,
made it clear that EPA had totally ignored the Town’s intended reuse of the site
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(that being passive recreation, within the Norton Conservation Commission’s Open
Space Plan).

The Environmental Protection Agency’s own standards for - * Selection of a Response
Action” had been absent from the EPA process in the assessment of the Shpack Site.

(A process, which in its most recent running with the public in Norton has taken 4 & 1/2
years).

Since December 1999, when representatives from EPA and the US Army Corps of
Engineers came to Norton, to discuss renewed investigations at the site, and at 13 public
meetings from February 2000 to November 2003, EPA gave the same presentation:

The Army Corps would first excavate and dispose of (off-site) all the radiological waste
(uranium & radium), then the EPA, working with the “Possible Responsible Party” (PRP)
Group, under Superfund, would cleanup the remaining contaminants (chemicals & heavy -
metals).

We understood cleanup to mean “removal (excavation and off-site disposal) of all
contaminated materials from the site that pose an unacceptable risk”, not just the
radiological waste, and some dioxin & PCB contaminated soil.

The EPA’s preferred alternative does not accomplish this.

EPA’s plan (after the Army Corps has removed the radiological waste), is to excavate
only soil & sediment that is close to the surface in a certain wetland area (even though
EPA admits “the waste extends to 15 feet below the water table in some wetland portions
of the site”), to consolidate waste from the one wetland and leave it in an upland area on
site. EPA plans to remove only the soil that is contaminated with dioxin or PCB for off-
site disposal. The majority of the chemical & heavy metal contaminated soil (the
responsibility of EPA & PRP Group), in addition to that transferred from the wetlands to
a central on- site location, would be left in place, some portion of which would be
covered over with a cap.

The only alternative acceptable to residents of the Town of Norton SC-3b would -
“Remove all radiological and chemically contaminated materials from the site that pose
an unacceptable risk. As a result, alternative SC-3 provides the greatest degree of overall
protection.” * Both chemical and radiological source materials exceeding cleanup levels
would be permanently removed from the site, thereby ensuring that this remedy remains
effective in the long-term.” “SC-3 would greatly reduce the toxicity of the material that
remains at the site to acceptable levels. Because all soil and sediment above cleanup
levels will be removed from the property, both the volume and mobility of contamination
is greatly eliminated”.

EPA maintains that Norton’s preferred alternative provides only “slightly greater
protection at a significantly greater cost”. We counter that the opposite is true.
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The difference in cost (EPA’s preferred alternative at $30 million & Norton’s selected
remedy at $50 million) is insignificant compared with the enormous disparity between
the two plans. EPA’s — “Capping Alternative” = Contain & Cover.

The community’s chosen remedy = Removal.

Considering the most expensive alternative in the Feasibility Study, rings in at $126
million, the plan chosen by the Town of Norton is a compromise, already meeting EPA &
the PRP Group halfway. It is also not an unreasonable sum of money to expect for this
project.

Along the way, we were reminded that the contract between the PRPs & EPA was for
the investigative phase only, no design or construction of remedial measures, and that
negotiations for the actual cleanup could take 1-2 years. Norton officials & citizens
accepted this, expecting that the Environmental Protection Agency’s “high standards”
would require an extensive cleanup, at a fairly high cost to the responsible parties.

Given the EPA’s preferred alternative — actually the least expensive, easiest and quickest
action, that could be reasonably considered, the PRP Group should jump at it.

Nowhere in the EPA’s list of criteria for approval of their cleanup plan, is —

‘PRP Satisfaction’.

But it does appear that The Environmental Protection Agency is making PRP Satisfaction
a top priority, and placing the Town of Norton in the totally unexpected and extremely
difficult position of having to be the ones negotiating with the EPA, now at the eleventh
hour.

The time frames, and impacts on the community, between the two alternatives being
considered for the EPA/PRP construction phase of the cleanup, are not that different.
“Both are easily implementable.” “The personnel, equipment and materials required to
implement each of these technologies are readily available”. Impacts to air quality and to
local roads can be managed by good construction practices and working with the
community.

On this issue, we do request that EPA consult with Town Officials: the Board of
Selectmen, Board of Health, Norton Police Department and Norton Fire & Rescue, with
regard to truck routes and times of transport.

EPA’s preferred alternative, which requires long-term monitoring of the still
contaminated capped parcel - by the PRP Group, is unacceptable, and could result in a
permanent financial and regulatory burden for the Town of Norton. While the town is
given assurances that the PRP companies, entering into the consent agreement with EPA,
are financially stable at that time, there is no guarantee that will still be the case “long-
term”.

Should those parties disappear from the corporate universe, or simply bail out on Shpack,
the Town of Norton (with the longest standing on the PRP list - as owners of the
property) could be left holding the bag. The other scenario, we are told could occur, is for
the State to be left with the responsibility of Operation & Maintenance of the site.
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It is irresponsible for the Environmental Protection Agency to maintain the Shpack Site
can be secured with fencing. Even though it has been on the EPA’s National Priority List
of Superfund sites since 1986, the Consent Order was signed with the PRPs in 1990, and
extensive investigative work was done on site by ERM (under contract with the PRP
Group) in 1993, neither EPA nor the PRPs were monitoring the site for security, even
though they knew the dangers posed to anyone who entered the property unprotected.

The old fence (put up in the 1980s) was busted through, the small green “No
Trespassing” sign was falling down (and hardly threatening even in its better days), a
small person could slip through the chain- connected gate, and the property could be
entered from the ALI side. The Environmental protection Agency is fully aware of the
unsafe, unsecured state the Shpack Superfund Site was left in, for a period of at least ten
year - while supposedly on EPA’s watch.

Beer cans, shot gun casings etc. provided evidence of trespassers onto the contaminated
land, likely others curious about an old dump site ventured there as well, individuals who
had no idea what lay beneath them.

Under the EPA’s plan, the Human Health Risk was calculated based on the adjacent
resident entering the property, and trespassers. The impacts on human health are
dependent on many variables, including age of the person, which is impossible to
determine with “trespassers”, or even adjacent resident, as that person, or persons will
undoubtedly change.

The 5- acre parcel of land, on which the Shpack residence sits, not including the house
was valued at $86,700 in the year 2000 (in spite of its location). Even if the house falls
down, a family could build a2 new home there - not inconceivable down the road,
particularly with town water being supplied under EPA’s plan, and land at a premium in
Norton.

The extension of the town water main to the end of Union Road, (Attleboro Line), also
raises concerns over increased development in the residentially zoned area near the site,
which will expose more residents to EPA’s “accepted minimum risks” at Shpack. It will
likely also bring an increased number of trespassers & vandals, thereby increasing
exposures, as well as maintenance and policing costs. The burden of monitoring &
ensuring security at the site will fall on the town. Additionally, and significantly - the
Norton Fire Department could be called upon, should an emergency (fire, explosion,
personal injury etc.) occur on the site.

Capped sites do present additional problems: with the buildup of gases beneath the liner,
venting of gases - which creates air pollution & odors, maintaining the security and
efficient operation of the systems, the noise associated with operations, as well as the
threat of an explosion or fire.
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The residents of this area have already endured the hardships & health hazards associated
with the capping of ALI (Attleboro Landfill Inc.), which abuts the Shpack Site.

There is legitimate concern that flooding (particularly at this location, adjacent to
Chartley Pond), erosion or other natural occurrences, as well as man made factors, will
cause deterioration of the cap. Even if we could trust some entity, outside the town, to
guarantee effective monitoring, operation & management of the site for 30 years, what
happens after that? Will Norton still be stuck with a mess that needs to be cleaned up, at
some unbearable cost to the town?

We did not invite or encourage this blight on our community. It is not our responsibility
to clean up a mess we had no part in making. But it is our problem (a problem many of us
feel has had serious consequences, and will continue to have — if not dealt with properly).

In response to the rationalization that “typically” all landfills are capped - The Shpack
Site, if it is anything — It is not typical. In fact, although residential & industrial waste
was disposed of there (in order to fill a wetland), the Shpack Superfund Site does not
technically fit in the category of municipal landfills, and the standards and regulations
applied to those licensed facilities (like the neighboring ALI), should not be assumed the
rule for Shpack, which was in fact a privately owned & operated illegal dump.

Once the Shpack Site is properly cleaned up, we do expect a “cap” - that being a cover of
clean soil and grass, to return the land to as near a natural state, as possible.

EPA’s scheduling of this critical part of the decision making process (the presentation of
their cleanup plan, the public comment period and the public hearing) — from the end of
June through August, is unfortunate. It was evident at the public meeting held June 23,
2004 in Norton (two days after school recessed), that attendance and interest had
diminished. This can be partially attributed to formerly interested parties - being sick &
tired of all things Shpack, or bored (after four years and thirteen public meetings -
rehashing the same old stuff). The decline in attendance for the end of June meeting can
also be attributed to summer vacations and other pleasant distractions, which occupy
much of the public’s time.

The Environmental Protection Agency’s announcement of their proposed plan — June 23,
2004, and the timing of the comment period & public hearing, is such that -
(intentionally, or not), the EPA & PRP Group can feel fairly confident that the number of
commenters will be significantly lower, than at any other time of the year.
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In Conclusion: The US Environmental Protection Agency’s Proposed Plan For The
Cleanup of the Shpack Superfund Site, 2004, their “Preferred Alternative SC-2b”
(The Capping Alternative) — Is Unacceptable To The Town Of Norton Because:

It does not adequately address the community’s planned reuse of the site.
It appears (contrary to the Environmental Protection Agency’s own stated policy), this
was not a consideration by EPA in the selection of their response action.

EPA’s preferred alternative is not as effective in the long or the short term, as Norton’s
preferred alternative.

EPA’s proposed plan does not provide a permanent solution.
The contaminants left on site pose an unacceptable level of residual risk.
EPA’s preferred alternative leaves the Town of Norton with a still contaminated site.

The Town should not have to tolerate the stigma attached to a toxic waste Superfund Site
any longer.

The EPA’s proposed plan places an unfair burden on Norton’s Police & Fire
Departments.

It could also result in a permanent financial & regulatory burden on the Town.

The Norton Board of Health cannot support the EPA’s preferred alternative, and strongly
recommends implementation of cleanup alternative SC-3b (Ref. Letter July 8, 2004)

The Norton Board of Selectmen voted to support EPA’s alternative SC-3b (July 14, 2004
meeting).

The EPA’s Proposed Plan is not considered to be a “Remedy”.

It is our position that Norton’s Preferred Alternative, SC-3b is a fair compromise, at a
realistic cost to EPA & the PRP Group. This alternative is easily implementable, with an
acceptable time frame, to provide a reasonable and permanent solution - to the decades
old problem of the Shpack Superfund Site.

Finally, we hope the US Environmental Protection Agency is sincere when it says
“YOUR OPINION COUNTS!” “If you have comments regarding EPA’s proposed
cleanup plan for the site, we want to hear from you before making a final decision.”

Heather A. Graf

Abeeir & g«»ﬂ_\



Paul Farrington, PE. Chairman TOWN OF NORTON

Frederick J. Watson, RS Clerk

Robert Curry, Health Agent
Gary Covino, Health Agent Commonwealth of Massachusetts

Phone: (508) 285-0263

Fax: - (508)285-0269 Board Of Health

Norma Napoleone, RN, C

Public Health N .
ubiie Health arse 70 East Main Street Norton, MA 02766
July 8, 2004
Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA Surerfund Recer's C
1 Congress St, Suite 1100 (HBO) e, 2 o L
Boston MA 02114 ST ok _—
- BELLAK: 9. 3
Re: Comments preee T AL
Proposed Cleanup Plan CTi. e

Shpack Landfill Superfund Site

Dear Sir,

The Town of Norton Board of Health appreciates this opportunity to comment of the Proposed Cleanup
Plan for the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site.

We cannot support any remediation altemative, which does not provide and overall protection of human
health and the environment. We are in general agreement, following the Public Information Meeting, that
the two altcrnatives deserving further consideration are SC-2 and SC-3 in their variations that provide
protection to the Adjacent Resident without Groundwater Consumption. That is SC-2B, the EPA's

preferred alternative and SC-3B.

Both of these alternatives include installation of a waterline to two residences adjacent to the Superfund
Site. Recent history has shown that installation of a waterline in an area where development could occur
has invited residential development. The Board will not allow residential potable water wells in the area of
the Superfund Site. However, we cannot deny, nor can the Water Department, connection to 2 water main
installed adjacent to a property. It has been noted that much of the open land along the waterline routes is
conservation land. But, we believe any developable land will be developed following the waterline
installation. We doubt that a restriction on connections would be enforceable and we have to agree with the
Water Department policy of sizing pipe installations for fire protection and future looping. So, any
waterline installed will have capacity for development.

We are concerned with the differences between the two alternatives in permanence of the solution and
effectiveness in protecting the recreational or occasional user of the site. The least protective of the two
alternatives, SC-2B, consolidates waste is a new landfill area, seals if off from normal activities and
provides of monitoring and maintaining the new landfill. The Board presently maintains and monitors a
closed landfill. It has been subject to trespass, vandalism and damage from natural causes. There is an
ongoing concern that, at some time in the future, the Board will be required to meet some new regulation;
deal with some previously undetected contaminant; or spend an inordinate sum dealing with bad laboratory
data. These same ongoing maintenance costs and concerns would apply to a new landfill on the Shpack

Superfund Site,

While EPA can argue that the cost of all future maintenance and monitoring of the Shpack Superfund Site
will the responsibility of the PRPs, we are concerned that the Town of Norton is a PRP. The Town is the
PRP with the longest history and will be around afier all the other PRPs disappear from the corporate
universe. The Town cannot be sold off to another company and disperse its liability. Most importantly,
should the Town be lefi holding the proverbial bag as the last PRP somewhere in the distant future or even
as one or several PRPs at some point in time, the Commonwealth and Federal governments have control of
funding to the Town that could be used to coerce simple maintenance requirement or compliance for with

some future regulatory requirement.

The lack of permanence in the EPA’s preferred alternative will result in a permanent financial and
regulatory burden for the Town of Norton.

Page 1 of 2
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The Town of Norton Board of Health is concerned that the EPA’s preferred alternative SC-2B is not as
effective as the other altcrnative, SC-3B, in the long term or short term. While it could be argued that the
new landfill on the Superfund Site in alternative SC-2B will result in better protection from the
consolidated wastes and less risk than the existing condition, the alternative will bring more people to the
area of the site as development occurs along the water line. More residents living closer to the site will
increase the “recreational” use site and number of residents exposed to the EPA accepted minimal risks.

The increased development will also increase the number of potential trespassers and vandals entering what
is supposed to be a secured landfill area thereby increasing exposures as well as maintenance costs. This is
not a result that would be peculiar to Norton and we would expect that you have seen similar results in
other locations where landfills have been consolidated in residential areas.

The Norton Board of Health cannot support the EPA’s preferred alternative and strongly recommends
implementation of cleanup alternative SC-3B - installation a water line and removal of all radiological and
chemically contaminated materials that pose and unacceptable risk.

The Norton Board of Health understands that there are potential impacts to the community from the
implementation of the preferred cleanup plan and possibly more significant impacts from the alternative we
recommend. The impacts to air quality and to local roads by truck traffic can be managed by good
construction practices and working with the community.

The air quality of the areas surrounding the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site will not be derogated by any
cleanup activities on the site. Standard construction activities and strict monitoring can be specified and
implemented to assure this. The Board of Health may require that monitoring reports be provided to the
Board and may require specific monitoring during cleanup operations.

Spillage from trucks leaving the site will not be acceptable and the roads in the area of the Shpack Landfill
Superfund Site are generally not in a condition to support long term truck operations. Again, standard
construction activities and strict monitoring can be specified and implemented to assure that materials are
not carried off the site onto local roads and that transported materials are not released from trucks. The
Board recommends that rail transport using the nearby rail lines be considered and implemented if at all
possible.

Activities at the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site and the adjacent Attleboro Landfill will require removal of
materials and the import of cover materials. The Board recommends that rail transport using the nearby rail
lines be considered and implemented if at all possible. If rail transport cannot be implemented and the
existing road network must be used, the Board recommends that all parties involve, PRP, Corps of
Engineers, Attleboro Landfill Inc., Mass DEP, EPA work to improve specific roadways to a standard that
will support the level of traffic needed. The Board will work with local public safety officials the other
Town boards to reduce the impacts of truck traffic on the Town of Norton and its residents during
construction work at the Shpack Superfund Site.

Respectfully submitted.

Town of Norton Board of Health

I —~—
Frederick J. Watson, R.S
Clerk

CC: Town Manager
Board of Selectmen
CAST
Congressman — Barney Frank
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts

Division of
Fisheries & Wildiife

Wayne F. MacCallum, Director

MassWildlife

July 30, 2004

David O. Lederer Supert 2d Hiecords Center
Remedial Project Manager

USEPA, Region | SITE: /[7/9 \

1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 BREAK:

Boston, MA 021142023 T ,
OTHLR:

RE: Shpack Landfill Superfund Site Remediation
Norton & Attleboro
NHESP File No. 03-11882

Dear David:

Thank you for providing the Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program (NHESP) of the MA Division of
Fisheries and Wildlife with the Draft Final Phase 1B Remedial Investigation Report for the Shpack Landfill Superfund
Site (dated 6/17/04). The NHESP would like to offer the following comments.

As indicated in the Shpack Landfill Habitat Assessment, the remediation site provides actual habitat for the
SpottedTurtle (Clemmys guttata), a state-protected rare species. In addition, the Marbled Salamander (4dmbystoma
opacum) has been documented to occur in the vicinity of the proposed project site, and the site contains potential
habitat for this species. The Habitat Assessment also documents the presence of four vernal pools on the site.
Vernal pools provide important habitat for the Spotted Turtle and Marbled Salamander, and amphibians occurring
within vernal pools are a significant food source for the Spotted Turtle.

We request that any proposed remediation be designed to minimize impacts to the above-listed rare species and their
habitats, including vernal pools. In addition, a plan should be developed to restore rare species habitats once the
remediation is complete. The impact minimization and habitat restoration plan should be submitted to the NHESP
for review and approval prior to start of work. Finally, if they haven’t done so already, we also request that
Environmental Resources Management submit Rare Animal Observation Forms and Vernal Pool Certification
Forms to the NHESP, in order to document their observations reported in the Habitat Assessment.

If you have any questions about this letter, please call Jon Regosin, Ph.D. at (508) 792-7270, ext. 316.

Sincegely, P
Znﬂ L{) g
; 2 ]
. 2
[¥2]
g

Thomas W. French, Ph.D. % »

Assistant Director

[
o
N
cc: David Buckley, DEP -
Norton Conservation Commission o

Attleboro Conservation Commisssion

www.masswildlife.org

Division of Fisheries and Wildlife

Field Headquarters, One Rabbit Hill Road, Westborough, MA 01581 (508) 792-7270 Fax (508) 752-7275
An Agency of the Department of Fisheries, Wildlife & Environmental Law Enforcement



TOWN OF NORTON
BOARD OF SELECTMEN Superhund Recards Center

70 EAST MAIN STREET SITE: Q;fﬂ// oL
MUNICIPAL CENTER, NORTON, MASS. 02786, -AK: ¥ ?

TELEPHONE (508) 285-0210 OTHER:

POSITION PAPER FOR THE TOWN OF NORTON

Comments on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
Proposed Plan For Cleanup Of The Shpack Landfill Superfund Site, June 2004

On behalf of its 18,000 resi'dents, the Town of Norton Board of Selectmen hereby submits
its response to the EPA’s Proposed Plan For Cleanup Of The Shpack Landfill Superfund
Site, as presented at the June 23, 2004, public meeting.

The position of the Board and the citizens of the Town is clear. We are united and
steadfast in our opposition to EPA’s Preferred Alternative — SC-2b, which does not meet
the needs of the community now or in the future. We are united and steadfast in our
declaration that Alternative SC-3b is the only acceptable alternative for the Town of

Norton.

OWNERSHIP/LAND USE

The Shpack property is owned by the Town of Norton, through its Conservation
Commission, “for administration, control and maintenance as provided for in Section 8C of
Chapter 40 of the Massachusetts General Laws” (see deed signed June 1, 1981, transfer of
property from Lea Shpack). As such, the land is designated as Open Space.

The Ad Hoc Shpack Committee, appointed by the Board of Selectmen to work with the
Army Corps of Engineers on reuse scenarios for the Shpack Site (July 2002 — January
2003), selected the reuse option of Passive Recreation, with the Army Corps’ approval.
Those decisions are consistent with the Norton Conservation Commission’s statutory
charge and underpin the Town’s Alternative SC-3b position. The Environmental

Protection Agency’s Directive Land Use in the CERCLA (Superfund) Remedy Selection S
Process (5/25/95) states: § =
n =
“The EPA believes that early community involvement, with a particular focus v =
on the community’s future uses of property should result in a more democratic 2 %
decision-making process; greater community support for remedies selected as ==
a result of this process; and more expedited, cost-effective cleanups.” 8 %‘_—'
j=}
N E
s B=
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Further, the Environmental Protection Agency’s Reuse Assessment Guide states:

“The scope and level of detail of the reuse assessment should be site-
specific and tailored to the complexity of the site, the extent of
contamination ... and the density of development in the vicinity of the
site”

“The Superfund land use Directive states that in cases where the future
land use is relatively certain, the remedial action objective(s) generally
should reflect this land use.”

“EPA is responsible for ensuring that reasonable assumptions regarding
land use are considered in the selection of a response action.”

EPA’s current plan, which includes fencing off and securing the site, institutional controls
and monitoring, with human health risk potential considered only for an adjacent resident
and trespassers, clearly ignores the Town’s intended reuse of the site, that being Passive
Recreation within the Norton Conservation Commission’s Open Space Plan.

CLEAN UP

« Since December, 1999, when representatives from EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers came to Norton to discuss renewed investigations at the site, and at 13 public
meetings from February, 2000, to November, 2003, EPA gave the same presentation. The
Army Corps of Engineers would first excavate and dispose of off-site all the radiological
waste, including uranium and radium, then the EPA, working with the “Possible
Responsible Party” (PRP) Group, under Superfund, would clean up the remaining chemical
and heavy metal contaminants.

We understood “clean up” to mean excavation and off-site disposal of all contaminated
materials from the site that pose an unacceptable risk, not just the radiological waste, some
dioxin and PCB contaminated soil.

The EPA’s preferred alternative does not accomplish this.

After the Army Corps has removed the radiological waste, the EPA’s plan is to excavate
only soil and sediment that is close to the surface in a certain wetland area, even though the
waste extends to 15 feet below the water table in some wetland portions of the site, to
consolidate this waste, and leave it in an upland area on site. Outside of the wetland area,
EPA plans to remove only the soil that is contaminated with dioxin or PCBs for off-site
disposal. The majority of the chemical and heavy metal contaminated soil (the
responstbility of the EPA and PRP Group), and the aforementioned wetlands excavation
would be transferred to an on-site location and be capped.



The only alternative acceptable to the Town of Norton, SC-3b would:

“Remove all radiological and chemically contaminated materials from the
site that pose an unacceptable risk. As a result, alternative SC-3 provides
the greatest degree of overall protection.”

“Both chemical and radiological source matenials exceeding cleanup levels
would be permanently removed from the site, thereby ensuring that this
remedy remains effective in the long term.”

“SC-3 would greatly reduce the toxicity of the material that remains at the
site to acceptable levels. Because all soil and sediment above cleanup levels
will be removed from the property, both the volume and mobility of
contamination is greatly eliminated.”

EPA maintains that Norton’s Preferred Alternative provides only “slightly greater
protection at a significantly greater cost”. We counter that the opposite is true. The
difference in cost is insignificant compared with the enormous disparity between the two
plans. EPA’s strategy is to contain and cover; the community’s chosen remedy is removal.

EPA’s Preferred Alternative cost is approximately $29 million. The most expensive
alternative considered under their Feasibility Study exceeds $126 million. At $55 million,
the plan chosen by the Town of Norton is a compromise, already meeting EPA and the
PRP Group halfway. It is not an unreasonable demand given the true magnitude of this

problem.

The time frames and impacts on the community, between the two alternatives being
considered for the EPA/PRP construction phase of the clean up, are not that different.
“Both are easily implementable.” “The personnel, equipment, and materials required to
implement each of these technologies are readily available.” Impacts to air quality and to
local roads can be managed by good construction practices and working with the

community.

POST CLEAN UP

EPA’s Preferred Altemative, which requires long-term monitoring of the still
contaminated, capped parcel by the PRP Group, is unacceptable and could result in a
permanent financial and regulatory burden for the Town of Norton. While the Town 1s
given assurances that the PRP companies entering into the Consent Agreement are now
financially stable, there is no guarantee that will hold true in the future.



Should those parties disappear from the corporate universe or simply bail out on Shpack,
the Town of Norton, with the longest standing on the PRP list as owner of the property,
could be left holding the bag. It is also possible that the State would be left with the
responsibility of operation and maintenance of the site.

[t 1s naive for the Environmental Protection Agency to believe that the Shpack Site can be
secured with fencing. Over the last decade, neither EPA nor the PRPs have monitored the
site for security, even though they knew the dangers posed to anyone who entered the
property unprotected. Fences are broken, “no trespassing” signs are faded or have fallen,
and beer cans, shot gun casings, etc., provide evidence of trespassers onto the contaminated
land, likely others curious about an old dump site ventured there as well, individuals who
had no idea what lay beneath them.

Under the EPA’s plan, the Human Health Risk was calculated based on the adjacent
resident entering the property and trespassers. The impacts on human health are dependent
on many variables, including age of the person, which is impossible to determine with
trespassers or the adjacent resident, as that person, or persons, will undoubtedly change.

» The extension of Norton’s water main to the end of Union Road at the Attleboro city line
raises concerns over new development in the residentially zoned area near the site, which
will expose more residents to EPA’s “accepted minimum risks” at Shpack. Redevelopment
of the 5-acre parcel of land on which the Shpack residence is situated is also likely.

In response to the rationalization that “typically” all landfills are capped, the Shpack site, if
it is anything, is not typical. In fact, although residential and industrial waste were
disposed of there in order to fill a wetland, the Shpack Superfund Site does not technically
fit in the category of municipal landfills, and the standards and regulations applied to those
licensed facilittes (like the neighboring Attleboro Landfill, Inc.) should not be assumed the
rule for Shpack, which was in fact a privately owned and operated illegal dump.

Once the Shpack Site is properly cleaned up, we do expect a cap, that being a cover of
clean soil and grass, to return the land to as near a natural state as possible.

PROCESS

EPA’s scheduling of this critical part of the process (the presentation of its clean up plan,
the public comment period, and the public hearing) from the end of June through August is
unfortunate. Attendance at the public meeting of June 23, 2004, in Norton was very low
compared to past meetings. The low turnout can be attributed to summertime vacations
and other pleasant distractions which preoccupy much of the public. However, neither the
EPA nor the PRP Group should underestimate Norton’s resolve: We will exhaust all
regulatory, political, and legal means possible to effect the SC-3b solution.



CONCLUSIONS

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Proposed Plan For The Cleanup of the
Shpack Superfund Site, 2004, its Preferred Alternative SC-2b (The Capping Alternative) is
unacceptable to the Town of Norton because:

It does not adequately address the community’s planned reuse of the site, now or in the
future. It appears in fact that, contrary to the Agency’s own stated policy, this was not a
consideration in the selection of its response action.

EPA’s Preferred Alternative is not as effective, in the long term or the short term, as
Norton’s Preferred Altemnative.

EPA’s proposed plan does not provide a permanent solution to our environmental
concerns.

EPA’s Preferred Alternative leaves the Town of Norton with a still contaminated site and a
consequentially unacceptable level of residual risk.

The Town should not have to tolerate the stigma attached to a toxic waste Superfund Site
any longer.

SC-2b results in a permanent financial and regulatory burden on the Town.

The EPA’s Proposed Plan is not considered to be a “Remedy”.

It 1s the Board of Selectmen’s position that Norton’s Preferred Alternative SC-3b is a fair
compromise, at a realistic cost to EPA and the PRP Group, with an acceptable time frame

that provides a reasonable solution to the decades-old problem of the Shpack Superfund
Site.

Respectfully submitted,

NORTON BOARD OF SELECTMEN

R /i

Robert W. Kimball, Jr., Chairman

mtb
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Environmental Protection Agency

One Congress Street
_ Boston, MA 02114

Dear Mr. Varney:

I would like to submit the following comments conveying my strong support for
the town of Norton and its preferred cleanup alternative known as SC-3B for the
collection and removal of both chemical and radiological contaminants at the Shpack
Superfund Site. As you are aware, the Shpack landfill has the distinction of being both a
Superfund Site under the cleanup authority of the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and a Formerly Utilized Site Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP) site under the
cleanup authority of the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). The final decision on a
cleanup alternative has caused an understandable amount of worry for the citizens of
Norton. They are not only concerned about the actual cleanup of Shpack, but the long
term public safety and reuse potential of a fifty year old dump site that has soil

contaminated with radiological, chemical and heavy metal wastes.

The legislation authorizing the radiological cleanup of Shpack through FUSRAP
was originated by Congressman McGovern and me to ensure that a responsible and
permanent remediation of harmful radioactive waste would occur. This authorizing
legislation was passed by Congress in 2002 and the federal government, through the
ACOE, is now responsible for a significant amount of the final clean up cost outlined in

the EPA’s proposed plan.

The ACOE recently agreed to work under the EPA’s Record of Decision and is
scheduled to commence work on the collection and removal of more than 13,000 cubic
yards of radiological waste as early as 2005. The town of Norton has asked that the EPA

oversee the removal of collected chemical waste to a level that would provide a true
passive recreational use. However, the EPA’s preferred alternative for cleanup, or SC-28B,
provides only a limited removal of chemical material and would cap most contaminants
on site. The subsequent fencing, monitoring, and trespass restrictions resulting from such
an option would require a level of perpetual oversight that is both impractical and
difficult, if not impossible, to enforce over a long period of time. Town officials have
raised legitimate concerns that they might ultimately be responsible for this type of

management.
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August 4, 2004
Page 2

Obviously, the EPA has given significant consideration to the cost of each
cleanup option in choosing a preferred alternative. The agency’s preferred option is one
of the least expensive. The town’s request is not only the safest solution, but a financially
sensible one that is comparatively reasonable when one Jooks at the variety and level of
contamination on site. It is also far less expensive than other costly alternatives that were

considered.

For more than four years, I have hosted and/or participated in many meetings with
“ the EPA, ACOE, state officials, and local officials at various times to facilitate the

lengthy process that has brought us to where we are today, i.e., making final decisions on
cleanup proposals for use in a Record of Decision. The town, which has a voice in a final
removal determination through the EPA’s Community Acceptance component, should be -
protected through the best option under Superfund. No one person or agency can say with
absolute certainty that with the passage of time the integrity of capped materials would
not become compromised through a variety of potential degradations, natural or man

made.

Again, the government is making a significant financial commitment to the
FUSRARP portion of this project under a cleanup that invelves the removal of collected
radiological material. Also, the ACOE plans on removing more material than those
options being considered by the EPA which should further reduce the costs associated
with the chemical cleanup as commingled contaminants, chemical and radiological, are
not only collected, but removed by the ACOE.

The citizens of Norton have every right to expect the EPA will oversee the
collection and removal of the chemical and heavy metal wastes at the Shpack site with
the cost shared among those companies already identified with the responsibility of its
cleanup. Therefore, I urge EPA’s approval of SC-3B to provide a comprehensive cleanup
and removal of both chemical and radiological contaminants and afford the greatest level
of protection possible to the people and their surrounding environment.

Sincerely,

BARNEY FRANK
Member of Congress
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July 30, 2004

Mr. David Lederer
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

RE: Shpack Landfill Superfund Site, Norton, MA

Dear Mr. Lederer:

We write in response to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA)
proposal to clean up the contamination of the Shpack Landfill Superfund site in the

Town of Norton.

After reading information about the various cleanup alternatives, as well as
attending public meetings on this issue, we strongly oppose the EPA’s proposal known
as option SC-2B, at an estimated cost of $30 million. We believe option SC-3B is a better,
more permanent solution to rid the landfill, and the surrounding residential area, of
hazardous pollutants, at an estimated cost of $55 million.

To spend $30 million on a partial clean-up (option SC-2B) is money poorly spent
and requires long-term monitoring and a perpetual restriction on access. However,
option SC-3B is a complete clean-up of contaminants and a total and permanent
restoration of the former landfill, requiring minimal monitoring and no access

restrictions.

dpoqg swas

The wishes of the Town of Norton for the future use of the property - passive
recreation - have been totally ignored. An additional issue of great concern is the
possibility, at some time in the future, that the Town of Norton and the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts could be held responsible for the operation, monitoring and
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Mr. David Lederer
July 30, 2004
Page 2

maintenance of the site. The possibility of these costs, at some point in the future,
would far surpass the SC-3B option.

Our position, as legislators for the Town of Norton, is clear. We stand united
with the Citizens Advisory Shpack Team in our opposition to the EPA’s “Preferred
Alternative SC-2B.

We truly hope you will take the concerns of the town and its residents into
consideration and choose option SC-3B as the preferred clean-up plan for the Shpack

Landfill Superfund site.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.

Z Very truly yours, é 2
MICHAEL COPIE;OLA ELIZABETH A. QIER }

State Representative State Representative




Mr. Dave Lederer o

USEPA upe? fu whie s Center
1 Congress St. Suite 1100 (HBO) ST R ”/ ,/' w/\ L
Boston, MA 02114 BOUAK: .

Re: Shpack Landfill Superfund Site — Formal Comment on the p}bpdsed'R}fFS~ e —

Dear Mr. Lederer,

As a concerned citizen of Attleboro, MA, 1 am writing to support EPA’s proposed plan
to remediate the Shpack Landfill Superfund site using the EPA proposed clean up
scenario (SC-2B). I believe this provides the necessary protection for the environment,
the town and the citizens who live there. In fact I believe the risk of a total material
removal (option SC-3B, C or D) would in fact result in a higher risk to town citizens
because of the required additional excavation activities and material transport issue
through the town.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to provide you with formal comments
regarding the Shpack Landfill RUFS proposal.

Sincerely,

¢50 Wueaet St
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Superfund Reco; am Center

Mr. Dave Lederer S}Ti'iﬂ 74

USEPA. / 7 vien

1 Congress St. Suite 1100 (HBO) BROAK “/« O
Boston, MA 02114 OTH};.H. e

Re: Shpack Landfill Superfund Site — Formal Comment on the proposed RI/FS

Dear Mr. Lederer,

As a concerned citizen of Norton, MA, I am writing to support EPA’s proposed plan to
remediate the Shpack Landfill Superfund site using the EPA proposed clean up scenario
(SC-2B). I believe this provides the necessary protection for the environment, the town
and the citizens who live there. In fact I believe the risk of a total material removal
(option SC-3B, C or D) would in fact result in a higher risk to town citizens because of
the required additional excavation activities and material transport issue through the

town.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to provide you with formal comments
regarding the Shpack Landfill RI/FS proposal.

Sincerely,

/%/ /jwé\
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Leanne & Stevens Cobb
166 Plain Street
Norton, MA 02766

MR. Dave Lederer

US.EP.A.

1 Congress St. Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Re: Shpack Landfill Superfund Site — Formal Comment on the proposed RI/FS

Dear Mr. Lederer,

“Think globally, act locally”. Important words to environmentally concerned
organizations. As a concerned citizen of Norton, MA, I too live by these words but I use
them in a much different context than most other “environmentalists” would. I am writing
in SUPPORT of EPA’s proposed plan to remediate the Shpack Landfill Superfund site

using the proposed SC-2B clean up scenario.

[ interpret this saying “think globally, act locally” to mean that: global
environmental problems must be addressed, and to accomplish that goal, they should be
addressed by whatever means are available at a local level. In the case of the Shpack
landfill, removing the radioactive waste and constructing a suitable “engineered landfill
cap” with long term monitoring provisions, meets that need.

It would appear to me that exposure (therefore risk) is at it’s lowest by leaving the
material where it is! If it is excavated as proposed by alternative SC-3A, B, C and D there
is a possibility for exposure during excavation activities. It then must be transported
through our town (more exposure possibilities), and transported hundreds (maybé even
thousands) of additional miles, with many opportunities for exposing more citizens of the
country during that activity. Finally, the material would be placed in another landfill
(exposing workers and potentially any community surrounding that landfill) and covered
with an “engineered landfill cap”. The additional opportunities for exposure do not make
sense AND the material will be protected exactly the same (and therefore apparently
result in the same risk) at this proposed, remote, final disposal location, as it would be if

it were left in the ground at the Shpack landfill. Again, “think globally, act
locally”.

The companies that PAID to have that waste disposed of at Shpack in a completely
lawful manner 30 to 40 years ago, did nothing wrong. The town benefited by having a
local, low cost landfill for disposal of its trash. And in its early life, the landfill was
actually on the tax rolls of the town as a privately owned landfill, which benefited the
town. Times change. Science now tells us this is not the optimum way to dispose of these
types of waste. The total material removal scenario (SC -3A, B, C and D), I suspect,

anog sias
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would encounter opposition at the remote landfill site from a local ‘Concerned Citizens’
group near that landfill, BUT that group has no voice in the Shpack clean up process.
They will be concerned about their increased risk from this new waste being brought to

their Town by the removal and again does nothing to support the “think globally, act

locally” philosophy. The other proposed alternatives do nothing to support this
philosophy, either.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to provide you with formal comments
regarding the Shpack Landfill RI/FS proposal.

Sincerely,

LeW Stevens L. Coyé % ’



4> TEKNOR APEX COMPANY

Superfund Records Center

July 7, 2004 y
SITE: I 'ij e
BEY WV ¢ _(_, A AT

Oligeat:

Mr. Dave Lederer

USEPA
1 Congress St. Suite 1100 (HBO)

Boston, MA 02114 - 2023

Re: Shpack Landfill Superfund Site — Formal Comment on the proposed RI/FS

Dear Mr. Lederer,
As a recipient of a “Potentially Interested Party” letter regarding the Shpack
Landfill clean up proposals, Teknor Apex would like to respond to the recently
published RI/FS. Teknor Apex Company is writing in support of EPA’s
proposed plan to remediate the Shpack Landfill using proposed clean up
scenario (SC-2B). This proposal reduces risk to acceptable levels for all
reasonable foreseeable uses. Additionally, given the fact that the proposal to cap
the former landfill site is in agreement with past EPA decisions regarding landfill

clean ups, continuing that methodology makes sense from all points of view

Thank you for the opportunity to provide you with formal comments regarding the
Shpack Landfill RI/FS proposal.

Sincgrely,
David F. Yopak

Director of Regulatory Affairs

cc: file

505 CENTRAL AVENUE - PAWTUCKET, RHODE {SLAND 02861-1900
TELEPHONE: (401) 725-8000 - FAX: (401) 725-8095 - www teknorapex.com
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Mr. Dave Lederer Superim};}j ;“.v’:?)fflf‘i‘\'C'i‘;'ji Centey
USEPA SITE: oAl
1 Congress St. Suite 1100 (HBO) BREAK: o
Boston, MA 02114 PN

OTHER:

Re: Shpack Landfill Superfund Site — Formal Comment on the proposed RI/FS

Dear Mr. Lederer,

As a concerned citizen of Attleboro, MA, T am writing to support EPA’s proposed plan
to remediate the Shpack Landfill Superfund site using the EPA proposed clean up
scenario (SC-2B). I believe this provides the necessary protection for the environment,
the town and the citizens who live there. In fact 1 believe the risk of a total material
removal (option SC-3B, C or D) would in fact result in a higher risk to town citizens
because of the required additional excavation activities and material transport issue

through the town.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to provide you with formal comments
regarding the Shpack Landfill RI/FS proposal.

Sincerely, /
Opnats P edeizm—
R9 fhdSect onpsee
M %brne, SHE D23
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Superfund Eecords Center

Mr. Dave Lederer SIT? - M/}%“_““”
USEPA. BREAK: %, 9
OTHER:

1 Congress St. Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Re: Shpack Landfill Superfund Site — Formal Comment on the proposed RI/FS

Dear Mr. Lederer,

As a concerned citizen of Attleboro, MA, I am writing to support EPA’s proposed plan
to remediate the Shpack Landfill Superfund site using the EPA proposed clean up
scenario (SC-2B). I believe this provides the necessary protection for the environment,
the town and the citizens who live there. In fact I believe the risk of a total material
removal (option SC-3B, C or D) would in fact result in a higher risk to town citizens
because of the required additional excavation activities and material transport issue

through the town.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to provide you with formal comments
regarding the Shpack Landfill RI/FS proposal.

Sincerely,

GIDOG SWGS
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Supertund Records Ceiiles
To: Dave Lederer/R1/USEPA/USQ@EPE - ' j[ 4/"_ 4 é -

michart@onebox.com
08/10/2004 09:41 PM . BREAK o
Subject: Shpack Comments e, T TR
CTHER:

I live at 13 Shelly Road in Norton and would like to offer my comments about

the Shpack cleanup.
For

How are area residents protected if you remove the contaminated soils?
how are procedures in place so that disturbed

example, in the removal process,
particles of soil do not get distributed in our area while in transit?

Is the water supply beyond the site affected now, and will it be affected
during the cleanup? How can we feel confident as patrons of the businesses
around the site, ie. the Chartley Store, the Creamery, the Rainbow Kids Day
Care? I have to admit that I am hesitant to shop at those businesses and
decided not to put my daughter into the Rainbow Day Care because I was

concerned about their water.

I support 23B because of the statement that it is the "most effectiven.

Michelle

dldog SWas
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mailto:michart@onebox.com

87/22/20884 18:33 5882858430 HASKINS PHARMACY PAGE @1

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of

The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA
Sﬁ%ﬂgnd Records Center
S

Pl B \/7 e N »
To Dave Lederer L B //7%/ o zl
U.S.EPA N~ 451 §
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO) ) AR e
Boston, MA 02114 OfHER:

Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
'FAX (617) 918 — 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

[ am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’

of the Shpack Superfund Site.

EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. 1t would leave the Town of Norton with a sti]l contaminated
site. and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,

EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the

cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of

mind they deserve.

Signature qz,cmm\%é;/&»
Print Name 655 MARIE %L/(.é‘

{

Address 47 @/’U & 57—
/%@dej Mo sa7ec

Q1304 siwas
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JUL-23-04 FRI 08:12 AM  ECI-HOLBROOK FAX NO. 781 807 5792 P. 01/01

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer SUDG-Yf:%?ld Zﬁec ords Center
U.S. EPA SITE: SHp-did

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO) BREZAK: ‘V \2w
Boston, MA 02114 PR £ N ——

Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004 CregR:
FAX (617) 918 — 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I arn writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.

EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence™ and is
therefore not a “remedy™. It would leave the Town of Norton with & still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.

In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature /{/% Q ‘ /d‘—/%

a2

Wavire £ &R pE

Print Name
73]
[}
729 W Hiecesren J 7
Address g
O
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JUL-26-04 MON 12:51 PM ECI-HOLBROOK FaX NO. 781 807 5792 - P.01/01

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Nortor/Attleboro, MA

To Dave Lederer Superfund Records Center
U.S.EPA o wond SO AT
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO) SITE: Sfﬁ/# -
Boston, MA 02114 PRUAK. AL
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004 g}T}—{QR- '
) FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 200 S T e

August 2004

| am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.

EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.

In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature J.<§;222»—— <§;¥ (:2(44¢;7A\

Print Name Sravev J. AwcauT

Address 1L Bow D 1T 1) é)
~ 9
150 ey m A 02130 5

E112000



JUL-27-04 TUE 01:28 PM  ELECTRICAL CONTROLS FAX NO. 781 607 5701 P. 01

qtmerf mnd Bece lxlb Center

B CH AW

Comuents to The US IIPA on the Junc 2004 Proposed Plan For gpﬁ}s’tmup of // T

The Shpack Superfund Site, Notton/Attleboro, MA OTHR: B
‘I'o Dave Lederer

US.EPA

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (F130)

Boston, MA 02114

Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
TAX (617) 918 -- 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

i

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.

EPA’s prelerred elternative (SC-2b) is unaceeptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionablc is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. Tt would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.

In the face of the promise the Bnvironmental Protection Agency made to the town,
LEPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible,

[f comrunity acceplance, plays any rolc in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give scrious consideration to these comuents, and select
Alteenative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature. }m e t{mﬂQ

Print Nawe “Jomes A. Harvod

Addruss /O gllcé(wf v/ é?ne.

gf/iavo n MA 04067

arod sWas
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JUL-28-04 WED 09:28 AM  ECI-HOLBROOK FAX NO. 781 607 5782 P.01/02

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan Fofmgﬂ)m?nmi%ﬁ@c ords CEnter

The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA Qe SHER A
- To Dave Lederer BRuAC. if?_'—;#?w—»~
U.S.EPA Clhe:

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)

Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 — 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

[ am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’

of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail

here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “‘remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,

EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the

cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of

mind they deserve.

PrintNamM.,’/’A)/[&//) /u’./”) /l -/{Zd//'&[(ﬁ%

Address 6 }7 /744}//‘/;’7{/ b/’fﬁ/x //0

Spow) b Mp 05 777
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JUL-28-04 WED 08:28 AM  ECI-HOLBROOK FAX NO. 781 807 5792 P. 02/02

Superfund }*zL(,uluc (..enter

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For theX{Tdanup of S pe i

The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA EREAK. % }‘
To Dave Lederer CTHER: I ,
U.S. EPA

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
_FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of

mind they deserve.

Simarura%ﬁ,» Qs (12—-———'>

o
Print Name ~ (ot M. “Covatoee
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Address 6/‘2 '4—\() waeins il Lo
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FROM : RMAlnc PHONE NO. : 14314665488 Jul. 28 2884 B6:37PM P1

o o i
Superfund hecords Center

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For ﬂfg’éﬂfea.nupngIf_ s IO A X L

The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA BREAR: “ A
CTHIR: T
. To Dave Lederer e _
U.S. EPA

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

3

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup
of the Shpack Superfund Site. ,
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated

site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.

In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,

EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of

mind they deserve.

mselNNBT £ Qv ( fapft—
= 7 N

PrintNameDah&{ti G ‘# ’j“:«l#\ 74 /6%7:
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JUL-29-04 THU 04:16 PH  TOWN OF NORTON FAX NO. 5082850287 P. 01

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For theX0i@aenpioficd Records Center

The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA SITE: w774 o A

T R A -
To Dave Lederer B E'_‘_"I_E;"_""“V S -,_%;);_“__“_m__*
U.S.EPA ClHLR: ,

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
_FAX (617) 918 - 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

¢

August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.

EPA’s preferred altemative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence™ and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve.

Signature QM\/ EW

/) .
Print Name #ﬂ/ﬂ/E KODK | /\:‘ME S
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ALUG-3-2004 O7:34P FROM:

TO: 16173181291 P:1-1

Comments to The US EPA on the Junc 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of
The Shpack Supcrtund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA Superfund Records Center

S

To Dave Lederer
U.S. EPA N
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO) CTHIR:
Boston, MA 02114
Dcudline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 — 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

)

August 2004

[ am writing to cXpress my tirm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfuad Site.

EI'A’s preferred altcmative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous (v detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide ““permancnce™ and 1s
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminuted
site, und the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmcental Protection Agency made 1o the town,
EPA’s choscn course of action, is reprchensible.

[{ community acceptance, plays any rolc in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack. please give serious consideration to these comunents, and select
Alicrnative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this comununily the peace of
mind they deserve.

Print Name _ Jok T fu/p/leT7™

e

Address Y5 Arel/c s/
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Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For the Cleanup of

The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA Superfund Hiecords Center
To Dave Lederer SITE: Mb%’%}_/\:~ R
U.S. EPA BREAK: g /

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO) OTH“—‘R'N A

Boston, MA 02114
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004
FAX (617) 918 — 1291, No Later Than Wednesday, August 25, 2004

August 2004

[ am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of

mind they deserve.
i~ & L (G

Print ngeTOm X KQ € CQ NN, N %

Address (Oq Hﬂtple <\5+ /
Uocton, MB._NDITNGL

88/06/2004 @7:17 50822239128 THOMAS CANNINNG PAGE 81
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Aus.

oo 04 9:06PM PAYTRAK PAYROLL SERVICES. INC. No. 0837 P 1/

Comments to The US EPA on the June 2004 Proposed Plan For tile Cleanup of
The Shpack Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro, MA

Qe d 2 im e e -
uperfund Recordls Ce

To Dave Lederer ;'-'r"* : enter
e ST Stgrcs

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO) BRI 17/ 5 T
Boston, MA 02114 CTHIR: T
Deadline - Postmarked By Wednesday, August 25, 2004 e
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August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.

EPA'’s preferred altemative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a sti]l contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmenta] Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Altemnative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of

mind they deserve.
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August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.
EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.
If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Ahemative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of

mind they deserve

SignaturC// t,"/a/wu/» /é ){M

Print Name V27275 £ /Q 777 L

Address 73 Chycs ST

NORTIN, mn 02766
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August 2004

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for the ‘cleanup’
of the Shpack Superfund Site.

EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too numerous to detail
here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not provide “permanence” and is
therefore not a “remedy”. It would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated
site, and the responsibility & burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future.
In the face of the promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town,
EPA’s chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for the
cleanup of Shpack, please give serious consideration to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give residents of this community the peace of
mind they deserve

Signature M&C/ K// WQX«%/

PintName ALz e. K. Pas//e

Address 73 Crpss S -

Norton, Ma 0R764
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CONSERVATION COMMISSION

70 EAST MAIN STREET Site: -
NORTON, MA 02766-2320 Break:

(508) 285-0275 Other:
Fax (508) 285-0277 ™~
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August 10, 2004

David Lederer

US EPA

One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston MA 02114

Dear Mr. Lederer,

The Conservation Commission has reviewed the “Draft Final Feasibility Study, Shpack
Superfund Site, Norton/Attleboro MA” as well as the “Draft Final Phase 1B Remedial
Investigation Report” dated June 17, 2004 prepared by ERM, the Shpack Steering
Committee’s consultant. The Conservation Commission voted at its regular meeting of
August 9, 2004 to strongly support the option SC-3B for the clean up of the Shpack. Any
option less than SC-3B will not result in an acceptable clean up level. Option SC-3B
allows the Town of Norton to utilize the property for passive recreation after the clean up
while the SC-2 options do not. Option SC-3B also allows for a full restoration of the
spotted turtle (Special Concern on the Massachusetts Endangered Species List) habitat
and vernal pools while the SC-2B options are highly likely to result in a “taking” of rare
species habitat.

During the recent investigations, it has been documented that the Attleboro landfill (ALI)
is not functioning properly and contaminants from ALI are entering the Shpack site. The
Town of Norton is not confident that the proposed capping in the SC-2 option will result

in an acceptable level of clean up. The necessary repairs to the ALI cap must be
immediately addressed and adequately to cease to pollute the Norton site. The ALI site
ceased in being a “separate issue” with the acknowledgement of ALI’s contamination of
the Shpack site. The Town of Norton will not accept a capping solution when the
adjacent cap has failed and there has not been sufficient action to repair it. Option SC-3B
will be the only option for the Town of Norton.

The SC-2 options list an Operation and Maintenance (O & M) component. It is unclear
whom the responsible party for the O & M will be. The feasibility study does not give the
Town of Norton any assurances that the Shpack O & M will be better implemented than
the ALI O & M. It is unclear whom will be responsible for funding the O & M. It will be
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fiscally irresponsible to approve a plan that requires the Town of Norton to maintain a
parcel of land that cannot be utilized for public uses. Option SC-3B eliminates the need
for future maintenance of a capped site and is the only suitable option for the town.

In reviewing the Feasibility Study it is clear that several items do not include adequate
detailed information. These items must be required in the Record of Decision. The
Conservation Commission respectfully requests that the following items be included as
requirements in the Record of Decision.

1.

The vernal pool and spotted turtle habitat appear to be grossly overlooked in the
feasibility reports despite conversations regarding the potential negative impacts the
clean up actions could have on the ability of the wetland and buffer zone to provide
such habitat. The rare species survey should specifically focus on the spotted turtle,
potential for the vernal pools to provide significant wildlife habitat for the spotted
turtle and marbled salamander and should evaluate the habitat for any other rare
species that may be found on the Shpack site. The Rare Animal Observation Forms
and the Vernal Pool Certification Forms for all vernal pools should be completed and
submitted to the Mass Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP)
as requested by NHESP in their letter of July 30, 2004 (enclosed). The Conservation
Commission should be involved in all evaluations and any Conservation Permit
applications required by NHESP.

The wetland replication and restoration must comply with the Wetland Protection Act
Regulations 310CMR10.55 and 310CMR10.59. The wetland replication/restoration
must include at a minimum, detailed plans illustrating all existing and proposed
contour elevations; soil profiles for imported soils; a construction schedule; a planting
plan including the number, size and species of all plants, groundwater elevations;
description of the replicated wetland functions and values; physical features that
replicate the vernal pool habitat and rare species habitat functions of the existing
wetlands including coarse woody debris, snags and pit and mound topography; and a
S-year monitoring plan. The Record of Decision must specifically state that the
wetland replication/restoration should commence in the first growing season of the
construction activity and should not be left as the last aspect of the clean up or the
Town of Norton should receive a cash bond to ensure that the wetland replication/
restoration will actually be accomplished according to the Regulations. The
Conservation Commission should be consulted for the appropriateness of the
proposed replication/restoration projects, have the opportunity to provide comments
on the plans and have the ability to conduct site inspections.

. Options for dewatering the wetland areas must be evaluated. The Conservation

Commission should be consulted and be able to provide comments for all options of
dewatering.

A transportation and emergency spill contingency plan must be required in the
Record of Decision. All materials proposed for removal to off-site facilities will be
transported past Chartley Swamp, Chartley Pond and over the recently renovated


http:310CMR10.59
http:310CMR10.55

Chartley Pond Dam. The plan, at a minimum, must map the transportation routes,
identify all wetland resource areas along the transportation routes, list the emergency
spill materials to be stored on each truck in the event of a spill, a contact phone list in
the event of a spill, and available funds for the immediate purchase of materials
necessary to deal with a spill. The Conservation Commission should be able to
provide comments on any such plan.

S. Any proposal to extend a water line down Union Road must file the appropriate
permit applications under the Wetland Protection Act and Regulations. The
Conservation Commission feels that the extension of the water line would require a
separate permit under the Wetland Protection Act and the Record of Decision should
specifically require a Notice of Intent be filed with the Conservation Commission for
this portion of the proposed Shpack clean up. The water line extension must include
at a minimum, detailed plans of the water line, elevations and inverts, all wetland
resource areas, dewatering methods and the options for installing the water line at the
railroad crossing.

6. The ALI cap must be repaired.

7. The Conservation Commission manages the Shpack property for passive recreation
and wildlife habitat uses consistent with the Conservation Commission Act, MGL.
Chapter 40, Section 8C. Therefore, the Conservation Commission should be
consulted on the deed restriction language. The Shpack Future Use Committee should
also be consulted and be able to provide comments.

8. A plan should be created to prevent access of motorized vehicles onto the Shpack
site. Motorized vehicle use is not consistent with the Conservation Commission Act
and must be addressed in the future use plan.

The Conservation Commission reiterates their desire for Option SC-3b as the most
appropniate clean up option for the Shpack Superfund site. If you have any questions
please do not hesitate to contact me. Thank you.

Sincerely,

M @L/Q(W
Jennifer Carlino
Conservation Agent

CC: Congressman Bamney Frank
Senator Jo Ann Sprague



Representative Coppola

Representative Poirier

Representative Travis

Heather Graf, CAST

James P. Purcell, Norton Town Manager

Tom French, MA NHESP

Ken Munney, US F& W

David Buckley, MA DEP

Ed Tanner, Attleboro Conservation Commission
Francis Veale, Texas Instruments
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August 24, 2004

Dave Lederer

U.S. EPA

One Congress Street
Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for
the 'clean-up’ of the Shpack Superfund site.

EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too
numerous to detail here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not
provide “"permanence” and is therefore not a "remedy.” It would leave the
Town of Norton with a still contaminated site, and the responsibility and
burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future. In the face of the
promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town, EPA’s
chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process
for the clean-up of Schpack, please give serious consideration to these

comments and select Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give
residents of this community the peace of mind they deserve.

Yours tru/y,
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NORTON FIRE RESCUE

CHIEF
GEORGE F. BURGESS

R /j,/w‘k
August 24, 2004 “inee vl

Mr. David Lederer

United States EPA

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

RE: Comment on Shpack Superfund Site

The site on Union Road is referred to as a landfill, but it must be remembered that it is
really a dump in that there was no regulatory oversight. It operated as a pre-regulation
dump where known and unknown waste was dumped randomly and obviously
commingled.

Over the years the fire department responded to and extinguished fires of various types
including rubbish and brush. It was not known during those years of operation, or
subsequent years, what was handled there. When our personnel were working fires on the
site (or anywhere else for that matter) they were coming in contact with solid materials,
dust, products of smoke, etc. They have inhaled, ingested, and absorbed the results of this
activity. From the start of the operation of the site until and after its closing, Norton
firefighters have had and/or died from various types of cancer. Obviously we have no
way of knowing for sure what was the cause or contributing factor in those cancers. The
point is we did not know.

The proposed remedy by your agency, alternative SC-2b, is to remove some types of
contaminants and stockpile others. A cap would be installed and monitored. In future
years visitors, trespassers, and the fire department will not be aware of any hazard, and
certainly will not know if the cap has deteriorated, or functioning properly. Ground water
contamination will not, and really cannot, be detected until contamination occurs. Future
generations will not know, just as the fire department did not know of any hazards.

The towns preferred plan of action, alternative 3b, would serve the future generations of
residents in a permanent way. I see little benefit short term, and no permanent benefit as
release and/or contamination is possible by “condensing” contaminated material on site.
The fire department officially supports the board of selectmen and the advisory
committee in selecting alternative 3b.

70 E. Main Street - Norton, MA 02766
508-285-0249 - Fax: 508-285-9633
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August 24, 2004
Mr. David Lederer
Page 2 of 2

The town had no regulatory authority in the beginning of the use of the site, and is really
involved by taking over the site in response to the contamination found more than twenty
years ago. To now put the town in a position to have to live with contamination on site
and possible future health and financial risks is unnecessary.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this issue.

Yours truly,

Richard J. Gomes
Deputy Fire Chief

Copy: Advisory Committee
File



NORTON FIRE RESCUE

CHIEF s TS
GEORGE F. BURGESS L

Dave Lederer August 24, 2004
U.S.E.P.A\

One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Dear Mr. Lederer,

I am writing this letter to express my strong opposition to the proposed cleanup plan for the
Shpack super fund site. I have attended many a classroom session as well as many committee meetings
as a representative of the Norton Fire/Rescue Department. While I realize there is a time and place for
“capping” of material, the Shpack site is not one of them. If you are already excavating the material,
there is no legitimate justification for not removing the material from the site. [ say legitimate, because
the added cost to do this job “right” when factored over future generations is not a justifiable factor.
The E.P.A.’s proposal to use Alternative SC-2b should be abandoned for Altermative SC-3b. This true

“long term” cleanup proposal, will provide the Town with the minimal level of cleanup that will
guarantee that future generations need not “re-visit” the Shpack site.

As a member of the Ad Hoc advisory committee appointed by the Selectman, we discussed
many different “use” scenarios. We discussed at many of the sessions, the scenario referred to as the
“residential farmer scenario”. We decided not to push for this scenario because of the huge cost and
logistics in making it happen. It was a “Major” concession on the Town’s part. Alternative SC-3b is

the best alternative for all parties involved. It prevents the need for future concemns on the PRP’s part
as well as the Town’s part.

For the record, I have spent most of my life growing up in Chartley and own a considerable
piece of property in the Chartley section of Town. | want to see my future generations be able to enjoy

the Chartley pond area without fear of health risks associated with contaminants “capped” in place. I

hope you will do what is right for the future generations of this Town and scrap Alternative SC-2b for,
at the minimum, Alternative SC-3b. While this level of cleanup doesn’t truly restore the property to
its “pristine” state, or allow the use of water from on site, it does offer a truly permanent solution.

[}
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z
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Sincerely, 9
< g,
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o
; 8
Paul J. leicher <
Lieutenant ‘o§
H

70 E. Main Street «- Norton, MA 02766
508-285-0249 - Fax: 508-285-9633
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Janet O'Reilly

29 Union Road N T

Norton, Massachusetts 02766

August 24, 2004

Dave Lederer

U.S. EPA

One Congress Street
Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

I am writing to express my firm opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan for
the ‘clean-up’ of the Shpack Superfund site.

EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for reasons too
numerous to detail here. Most objectionable is the fact this option does not
provide “permanence” and is therefore not a "remedy.” It would leave the
Town of Norton with a still contaminated site, and the responsibility and
burdens of dealing with it, in the near and distant future. In the face of the
promise the Environmental Protection Agency made to the town, EPA’s
chosen course of action, is reprehensible.

If community acceptance plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process
for the clean-up of Schpack, please give serious consideration to these
comments and select Alternative SC-3b, which will at long last, give
residents of this community the peace of mind they deserve.

Yours truly,

N
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GEORGE F. BURGESS

NORTON FIRE RESCUE

CHIEF

August 24, 2004

Dave Lederer

US.EP.A\ :
One Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO) f SW/%PA_,,,_
Boston, MA 02114 % 7/

Dear Mr. Lederer,

I am writing this letter not just as the Town of Norton’s Fire Chief throughout this whole
Shpack affair, but also as a life long resident of Chartley. I am totally opposed to the E.P.A.’s
proposed plan to handle the cleanup of the Shpack property. To think that you, as a government
agency, would even think of just “sweeping the contaminants under the carpet” as a long term solution
to an ongoing nightmare is ludicrous at best. The E.P.A’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is not a
permanent solution to the problems at the Shpack superfund site.

The minimum proposal that should be considered for the site is Alternative SC-3b, which will
give a level of cleanup that the Town can feel comfortable with for generations to come. Even a t this
level of cleanup, the site is still not back to “virgin territory”. The Town has made concessions in not
going for the “residential farmer” scenario which would cost over twice what SC-3b will cost. When
you look at the cost difference between the E.P.A’s proposed plan and the plan acceptable to the Town,
the cost difference, when amortized over time, is minimal at best.

I want to go on record as being strongly opposed to the plan SC-2b and hope that you will do
what is right and just for the Town of Norton in cleaning the site to the SC-3b alternative.

ai2eqg sWwags
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70 E. Main Street - Norton, MA 02766
508-285-0249 - Fax: 508-285-9633
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NORTON POLICE DEPARTMENT

82 EAST MAIN STREET
NORTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02766

BRUCE R. FINCH, JR. ADMINISTRATIVE (508) 285-3300
CHIEF OF POLICE ADMINISTRATIVE FAX (508) 285-3337
PATROL FAX (508) 285-3338

DETECTIVE FAX (508) 285-3339

TO: DAVE LEDERER : SM#G/Q :
FROM: LIEUTENANT STANLEY J. WALASAVAGE Lot % 7 o

DATE: 08/20/2004
RE: SHPACK SUPERFUND SITE

Dear Mr. Lederer,

The Norton Massachusetts Police Department recently became aware of clean up work
to be done at the Shpack Superfund Site located on Union Road in Norton. This clean up
and future security of the property is apparently different than what had been originally
proposed. Please be advised that this agency is small in size, numbering approximately
27 officers. As you can imagine, we are constantly under pressure to stay within budget
restrictions. Officers do routinely patrol the area of the clean up but because of the remote
location and lack of calls into the area, this area may not have the number of officers
patrolling as would other high crime areas. If this department becomes burdened with
having to patrol and maintain a security presence at the site, we would quickly deplete
our budget and in all likelihood not be able to provide officers. I am still unclear on how
the clean up will affect public safety, but assuredly the Police Department would become
over-burdened and under-funded if asked to maintain a police presence.

Respectfully Submitted,

Lt. Stanley J. Walasavage

Norton Police Department

ampoqg sWas
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www.nortonpolice.com
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Town of Norton

Emergency Management Agency

22 August 2004
David Lederer, o ﬂ ///j/* -
US EPA - 7
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBO) S

Boston, MA 02114

Comments on the US EPA’s “Proposed Plan For Cleanup of the Shpack Superfund Site,
June 2004

These comments are to express my firm opposition to EPA’s plan for the
‘cleanup’ of the Shpack Superfund Site.

The Boston College Weston Observatory, analysis of earthquakes that occurred
between 1989 and 1998, there is a “66%" chance that the next earthquake of
magnitude 2.7 or greater will occur in one of the shaded zones shown on the map that
was released after the study. Norton lies within a shaded zone in southeastern
Massachusetts. This area of New England has been classified a “red” zone for possible
serious earthquake for many years. While the fault line may be deep — no one can
predict when one will occur. Thus, in the interest of safety all the mixed up waste of
radiological contaminants and carcinogenic chemical wastes, volatile and inorganic
compounds, as well as the heavy metals must be removed from this illegal dumpsite.

Staying with Alternative SC-3b of the “Feasibility Study” for the Shpack Site will
ensure that when the earthquake does occur Norton will not have to be concerned of
the impact of an otherwise contaminated site.

EPA’s preferred alternative (SC-2b) is unacceptable for other reasons to
numerous to detail here. The fact this option does not provide “permanence” and
cannot be a “remedy” can cause other problems than the earthquake alone. SC-2b
would leave the Town of Norton with a still contaminated site and the financial and
physical burdens and responsibility of dealing with it. Remembering the promise the
Environmental Protection Agency made to the Town, EPA’s chosen course of action, is
culpable.

If community acceptance, plays any role in the EPA’s decision making process for
the cleanup of Shpack, please give serious thought to these comments, and select
Alternative SC-3b, which will finally, give the residents of this community the peace of
mind they merit

espectfully,
oward B Baker,

Director, NEMA
258 Plain Street
Norton, MA 02766
508.285.4454

oo

P,

- dew

a1°0a SWas
|
|

808£12000



giw\b*f ek
?\Aa.\z acO&\\cn'b - OoMN\SM\iS
Yecrud R he Smn At Oordon -
°n  EPA's wﬁﬁw“q DA b

Ak, cbza’\‘a o e é&\@ad’\
%‘*?«r'&m&\ 8\‘\&

Dithiam %wb‘“’(‘; =/
\oﬁ‘\—\-\‘mn Cey il st aeal

Cral ’Q’(‘r\u Syzj(c\maj\
g-LA.'\' 'e Couﬂ'"‘te% "B'F"

N\eathnr 64" ' obea.

608€12000 qaI20a SiWas

27

DRI



Notron (Nirrec 9//\1/04

Ci‘Q\'-\—'oriav\

Plan sweeps
itallunder
the bed

When [ was a kid, my mother would
send my brother and me upstairs to clean
our rooin. This was not our favorite activ-
ity.
We would go up and perform our own
version of “cleaning.” Primarily, this in-
volved shoving as much stuff under our
beds as we could fit.

When we were done, the room looked
pretty good. The floor would be free of
clutter, no dirty laundry would be visible,
and unless my mother took the time to ac-
tually bend down and look under the bed
(which unfortunately she often did) it ap-
peared we had done our job and solved the
problem.

Little did the two of us know then that
our actions might well be preparing us for
a glorious career in the EPA (Environ-

AN INSIDE LOOK
BILL GOUVEIA

mental Protection Agency.) Apparently
the people charged with protecting our
environment, and through that our health
and safety, also grew up shoving stuft
under the bed.

How else can you explain the EPA’s
proposal for cleaning up Norton’s Super-
fund site, the Shpack property near the
Ardeboro landfill? The EPA has proposed
to mitigate the problem of hazardous ma-
terial Jocated on the Norton site by pretty
much sweeping the stuff under the bed
and leaving it there. And they propose to
spend about $20 million to do it.

The Shpack property is a parcel of land
adjoining the Artleboro Landfill off Union
Road near the Auleboro border. It was
contaminated with radioactive materials in
the 1950’s, dumped there by a company
that eventually became Texas Instru-
ments.

Norton took ownership of the site in the
early 1980’s in hopes of removing obsta-
cles to the cleanup of the property and
getting it on the national Superfund list.
The property was placed on the Super-
fund list in 1986.

Since that ume, the wheels of bureau-
cracy have been grinding in agonizingly
slow motion. There have been studies,
tests, hearings, proposals and reports. t
has been more than 20 years of slow
progress, federal foot-dragging, and ex-
treme patience by local residents and
abutters. -

After all that, the EPA has suggested the
life-threatening materials buried on the
property merely be covered up. Greatly
simplified, they want to cap the materials
and throw a nice cover over it. If their pro-
posal is adopted and instituted, the Shpack
property will look beautiful upon comple-
tion. You would never know there was a
problem there.

Sort of like how my room looked clean
when my mother would poke her head in.
But Mom didn’t let us get away with that.
She knew that, sooner or later, that stuft
we shoved under the bed would be a prob-
lem. She knew that just because it couldn't
be seen and couldn’t be smelled today,
after a while things would change.

“You're just making more work for
yourselves when you do this,” she would
lecture to us patiently. “You might as well
do it right the first time and save your-
selves a lot of ime and trouble.”

Mom was right back then, and Norton’s
federal, state and local officials — along
with a wonderful group of concerned ciu-
zens — are right today. Like Mom, they
don’t want the stuff under the bed — or in
this case under the ground — to come
back and cause Norton problems in the
future. They know the only way to solve
the problem is to do the clean up right.

The EPA should immediately abandon
their proposal to simply sweep contami-
nants on the Shpack site under the bed
and lull us into a false sense of security. It
is their job to solve the problem, not
merely cover it up. While the cost in dol-
lars to do this may be double the cost of
merely hiding it, the cost in quality of life
for Norton citizens could be considerably
higher should they not.

In the meantme, I believe the mothers
of these EPA officials should come testify
at the next public hearing. I want to know
just what it looks like under their beds,
and how comfortably they sleep at night.

Bill Gouveia is a colummist for the Norton
Mirror. He can be veached at Anlnsidel.ook@
aol.com.
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August 25, 2004

5 Goldenwood Dr.
Norton, MA 02766

Dave Lederer

U.S. EPA
1 Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)

Boston, MA 02114

RE:  Shpack Landfill Superfund Site, Norton, MA

Dear Mr. Lederer,
After carefully reviewing the Feasibility Study performed in regards to the Shpack

Landfill, along with the EPA’s Proposed Plan and our attendance at the town meeting
held on August 4, 2004, we are writing to express opposition to the EPA’s proposed plan

SC-2B. Although this plan does remove the radiological contaminants along with dioxin
and PCB contaminated sediment, the remainder of the chemicals will be left on site under
a cap. While the cap would be impermeable, groundwater may still come into contact
with contaminants. Due to the close proximity of many Norton residents, this is

concerning. The worry about safety may result in a diminished interest to live in the area
which will result in hardship on the town. Additionally, it would not be a permanent long

term fix. Based on the utilization of caps at other landfills, it seems that the longevity of
caps is questionable. We feel that the EPA’s plan which includes the ongoing monitoring

of the groundwater proves that this is true.

We support the alternative plan SC-3B as it proposes to remove radiological and
chemical waste, thereby providing a permanent solution. A permanent solution is needed

to ensure the safety of current and future residents.

The EPA states in the Proposed Plan that both plans are easily implementable and
technologies for both plans are readily available. Although a cap may be cost beneficial
at this time, a cost will remain for water and site monitoring. In the long run we believe
that the benefits of a complete site clean up under SC-3B greatly outweighs the potential
savings of plan SC-2B.

Respectfully Yours,

Charles and Katie Magri
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Ronald O'Reilly
29 Union Road
Norton, Massachusetts 02766

August 24, 2004

U.S. EPA

Mr. Dave Lederer

1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Dear Sirs:

| am writing to express my opposition to the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA)
“Proposed Plan” (The Plan) for the clean-up of the Shpack Landfill Superfund Site (SLSS) in
Norton, Massachusetts. EPA proposes a limited clean-up and capping of the SLSS identified as
alternative SC-2B.

Judicial Intent:

EPA is using criteria for the SLSS clean-up that apply to landfills. This approach is a procedural
error and is contrary to judicial intent when Title 42, Chapter 82 was passed by Congress. The
Shpack Dump operated for over twenty-five (25) years. The Shpack site was operated as an

unregulated dump and was never in compliance with the regulations promulgated under Title
42, Chapter 82, Sub-chapter IV, Section 6945.

The legislative intent to treat landfills and dumps differently is obvious in the way the legislation
was written. Title 42, Chapter 82, Sub-chapter |V, Section 6944 prescribes the criteria for
sanitary landfills. Section 6945 of the aforementioned promulgates the criteria for closing open
dumps. Section 6945 differentiates dumps from landfills. The judicial intent is that landfills and
dumps are different and requires that they be treated differently.

EPA’s approach to the clean-up of SLSS is an erroneous attempt to treat a dump as though it is

a landfill which is contrary to the judicial intent of Title 42, Chapter 82, Sub-chapter IV, Sections
6944 and 6945.

DEP's Inability to Enforce lts Regulations:

EPA's proposed limited clean-up of the site is based on the erroneous assumption that the
engineering and execution of the work will be performed flawlessly. The history of the adjacent
Attleboro Landfill, Inc. (ALI) shows these assumptions to be based on fiction. ALl was capped
beginning in 1996. Eight years later, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP) is attempting to correct the work that has taken place under its supervision.

The capping of ALl is an example of the inability of regulatory agencies such as DEP and EPA
to control such a complex engineering feat.
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U.S. EPA

Mr. Dave Lederer
August 24, 2004
Page 2

The capping plan for ALl was approved by DEP two years after capping commenced. During
the capping, there was an explosion and fire that burned over an acre of the membrane. DEP,
The Norton and Attleboro Fire Departments were not aware of the explosion and fire until |
notified them a week after it happened. | waited a week to see if DEP would notice the incident
during DEP’s scheduled weekly visits. DEP either failed to visit the site weekly or missed a one-
acre hole in the membrane.

After the capping was completed, DEP became aware that the slopes were too steep to prevent
erosion. The slopes were too close to the street to control water run off and the applicant failed
to post the required bond to insure the site would be properly maintained.

All of the aforementioned deficiencies occurred while the capping was being closely monitored
by DEP or were missed in DEP's review of the capping plan. The personnel ranks of DEP have
been drastically reduced over the past five years. DEP is currently staffed to respond to
emergencies only. The department does not have sufficient, qualified and experienced staff to
monitor the capping and continue to inspect the cap in the future. More importantly, the failure
of DEP to enforce its regulations at ALl is proof that the DEP is not competent to perform the
same task at SLSS.

The serious deficiencies of the ALI capping are not a matter of conjecture. Plans are currently
being prepared to reopen the ALI cap to correct the aforementioned deficiencies. DEP is
negotiating with a third party to allow the site to be reopened as a landfill. The revenue from the
reopened ALl would be used to remove the existing cap, reduce the slopes, install a water
collection system, recap the entire site and purchase a bond to finance maintenance of the new
cap and the monitoring wells.

Additional evidence of the inadequate capping of ALl is EPA’s acknowledgment that run-off from
ALl is continuing to contaminate SLSS.

There is no reason to assume that the capping of SLSS will be any more successful than the
capping of the adjacent ALl. DEP has less staff now than it did during the ALI capping. To
avoid a recurrence of the debacle at ALI, EPA should select alternative SC-3B as the preferred
clean-up under The Plan.

Fencing of the Site:

The Department of Energy (DOE) erected a fence around SLSS in the early 1980’s. When the
Army Corp of Engineers (ACE) began fieldwork in 2000, the fence was broken open in several
places. There was much evidence of trespassing on the site. This was a site known to be a
nuclear and hazardous waste dump.

The fence had been allowed to fall into disrepair despite DOE, EPA and DEP having knowledge
of the nuclear and hazardous waste at the site. The site is relatively small and out of the way.
Much of the site is not visible from the road. Currently, the vegetation has overgrown the fence
to such an extent that a trespasser inside the fence cannot be seen from the street.
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In the future, trespassers will not have to be concerned about the nuclear waste and under
EPA’s proposed clean-up; the hazardous waste will be contained under a cap. Trespassers will
be able to enter from the rear by accessing the highly traveled high tension wire right of way.

A fence will restrict wildlife that passes through the area including deer, coyotes, fox, waterfowl,
large snapper turtles and an endangered species, the spotted turtle, which have been observed
around the Chartley Swamp. The failure of the fencing in the past will be repeated. The
present fence is so overgrown it can be easily scaled and the vegetation shields trespassers.
This condition exists after only two years since the last cutting of vegetation from this fence.

The need for a fence would be obviated by EPA selecting alternative 3C-3B under The Plan

Massachusetts Electric Right of Way:

SLSS is bordered on one side by a Massachusetts Electric Right of Way. This right of way is
used like a bike path, but it is used by ATV's, motor bikes, snow mobiles and trail bikes. The
right of way runs for miles in both directions. It is accessible from many area roads in North
Attleboro, Attleboro, Norton, Rehoboth and Seekonk, to name only a few towns. The long
distance that can be traveled along this right of way makes it a popular trail for these vehicles
particularly at night and on weekends.

These vehicles used SLSS as a meeting place when the old fence deteriorated. No warning
signs on the fence were visible because of the over-growth of vegetation. Hunters chased deer
into the opening in the fence. A deer carcass was found at SLSS when ACE began to survey
the site in 2000.

The varied unauthorized uses of this site have been underestimated by EPA. There is no
reason to believe this site will be able to be secured in the future as would be required under the
EPA proposed limited clean-up and capping under alternative SC-2B.

The use of alternative SC-3B under The Plan would eliminate this problem.

Cap/Jump Ramp

As noted above, the site is along a highly traveled right of way for off-road vehicles. The cap
will be the ultimate challenge for these off-road vehicles that are always looking for a new ramp
to jump. The location of the ramp will be posted on Internet chat sites and will be a gathering
point for large numbers of these vehicles because of its easy access.

In time, the cap will be damaged and the material disbursed over SLSS. These vehicles will
easily pull the fence down from the back side and will not be visible from the road due to the
overgrown vegetation.

EPA has failed to consider unauthorized use of the SLSS by off-road vehicles even though the
failure of the fence erected by DOE is well known and documented.
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The use of alternative SC-3B under The Plan would eliminate the reason for these vehicles to
use the site for jumps.

Future Maintenance of the Site:

Under EPA’s proposed, limited clean-up, alternative SC-2B, there will be significant future
maintenance costs. The most significant costs in addition to monitoring wells will be
maintenance of the cap and the fence in perpetuity.

The cost of this maintenance cannot be quantified with any reasonable certainty. Experience at
many such sites has shown the estimates of the engineers to be substantially below actual
costs shortly after completion of the capping.

The future maintenance costs can be substantially reduced by eliminating the need for a fence
and cap using alternative SC-3B. This approach would remove much of the uncertainty in
estimating future maintenance costs.

It is unreasonable to believe that the maintenance costs can be estimated for a site in
perpetuity. In the future, it is likely that EPA and DEP will shift these costs to the Town of
Norton. In forty or fifty years, it will be the taxpayers of Norton who will be required to shoulder
this burden. There is no reason for this to happen and it can be avoided by selecting alternative
SC-3B.

Norton Water Supply:

The SLSS is surrounded by the Chartley Swamp which drains to Chartley Pond. The outflow of
Chartley Pond eventually flows to the Taunton River.

The Town of Norton has signed a contract with a firm which proposes to construct a
desalinization plant on the Taunton River to supply water to the Town of Norton and the City of
Brockton. This firm is actively soliciting other communities to purchase drinking water produced
at the proposed water treatment plant on the Taunton River.

EPA’s proposed limited clean-up of SLSS has not considered the effect of a future chemical
release into Chartley Swamp on the drinking water of the communities that will be processed
from the Taunton River.

The preferred alternative, SC-3B, would remove SLSS as a potential source of contamination of
the drinking water for a number of communities in southeastern Massachusetts.

Incidents of Cancer:

There are numerous instances of cancer in residents of the immediate area of SLSS which have
not been adequately considered or the causes identified.
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In the two house nearest SLSS, all four residents died of cancer in the late 1970’s to mid-1980.
The brother of one of these families lived further down Union Road. Both that brother and his
wife died of cancer in the late 1970's. Two unrelated residents of Union Road were stricken
with stomach cancer, a statistically unlikely event unless caused by the environment. Both were
long-time residents of Union Road. In 2002, two long-time residents of the area died of
pancreatic cancer within a few months of one another. A physician advised me that this was a
statistical impossibility unless there was an environmental cause.

In June 2003, numerous former residents attended a public meeting to hopefully learn the cause
of their or a relative’s cancer. Residents of Sturdy Street in the 1950’s to 1970’s reported
extremely high incidences of cancer in their families. The same was true of long-time residents
of Maple Street. Two former residents of Maple Street told of multiple incidents of cancer
among their siblings in their 20’s and 30’s.

Although no definitive cause of these incidences of cancer in the area has yet been identified, it
is unreasonable to deny that a causal relationship exists and the environment appears to be the
cause.

EPA’s proposed limited clean-up would leave the hazardous chemicals known to cause cancer
at SLSS. The preferred alternative SC-3B would remove these cancer causing chemicals from
the area and eliminate this potential risk for future generations.

AL| Run-Off:

EPA and ACE acknowledge that currently ALl is a continuing source of contamination at SLSS.
EPA'’s proposed limited clean-up of SLSS will allow ALI to avoid liability as to the future source
of contamination at SLSS.

In the future, ALI will claim that contamination at SLSS is caused by the material left on site
under EPA’s proposed clean-up under SC-2B. Using alternative SC-3B would remove
hazardous chemicals from the site. Future contamination could then be traced back to its likely
source, ALL.

Prospective Responsible Parties:

Texas Instruments (T1) is the leader of the Steering Committee for the Prospective Responsible
Parties (PRP). This position contrasts with TI's reluctance to step forward in 1378 when a
young college student discovered the presence of nuclear material in the vicinity of SLSS and
AL!l. The student attempted to report his discovery to Attleboro City officials who refused to
investigate his findings. The local newspaper carried articles ridiculing his findings. He became
the problem--not his discovery of a dangerous nuclear waste dump,
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No one from Tl stepped forward to investigate the possible discovery of nuclear material at
SLSS even though Tl had a Nuclear Materials Division that produced such material. T| must
have known that one thousand (1,000) pounds of enriched uranium pellets used to fuel nuclear
submarines had been missing for more than twenty-five years. DOE was also a party to hiding
the fact that 1,000 pounds of enriched uranium pellets were missing for 25 years in the Attleboro
area.

TI's silence and inactivity at the time the young student was being ridiculed for making such a
preposterous find indicates that Tl expected the problem to “go away” quietly and at no cost.

Today, as the leader of the PRP Steering Committee, Tl is still trying to minimize the company’s
financial exposure, an understandable position for a publicly traded corporation. The financial
difference to Tl would be the cost differential between alternatives SC-2B and SC-3B. The
difference is estimated to be $30,000,000 to be shared by the PRP’s in proportion to their
contribution to the problem. Tl earned over $1,100,000,000 in 2003. The total cost differential
to Tl alone is insignificant and even less when allocated among all the PRP’s.

EPA has the responsibility to consider input from local officials and residents of the Town of
Norton and the effect on the environment today and in the future. The cost of the proposed
clean-up alternative should not be the determining factor in the selection process.

The preferred clean-up alternative under The Plan is SC-3B.

Citizen Input:

For the past four-and-one-half years, EPA has held a number of public meetings in Norton to
explain the status of the SLSS studies. ACE requested that the Town of Norton form a technical
committee of Norton residents to provide input for the future use of SLSS.

EPA has chosen to ignore all input from the technical committee and every official of the Town
who has expressed an opinion on the preferred clean-up alternative. The Town of Norton
officials and citizens have stated on the record that alternative SC-3B is the preferred alternative
under The Plan. EPA has chosen to ignore the input of residents; officials of the Town of
Norton and the Town's state and federal representatives.

The aforementioned are significant reasons that EPA should consider in selecting the

alternative clean-up method under The Plan. The only logical clean-up for SLSS is the Plan
alternative SC-3B.

oy

Ronald O’'Reilly
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Taunton River Watershed Alliance, Inc.
PO Box 146 Bridgewater, MA 02324
Tclephone (508) 697-5700

Internet: http://tauntonriver.tripod.com
E-mail: trwa@adelphia.net

August 23, 2004

M. Dave I.ederer

S

US.EPA. i
1 Congress Street. Suite 1100 (HBO) , LA L ,/
Boston, MA 02114 kf\_’ oy /
Subject: Comnicnts on Proposed Cleanup Plan

Shpack Site

Norton, MA

Dear Mr. Lederer:

The Taunton River Watershed Alliance (TRWA) is providing commenls on the Proposcd Cleanup Plan for the
Shpack Superfund Site located on the border between the Town of Norton and the City of Attleboro, MA.

The TRWA is a non-profit alhance of concerned individuals, businesses and organizations who are dedicated to
protecung and restoring the Taunton River watershed--its tributaries, wetlands, {loodplains, river and lake corridors
aud wildlife. The Taunton River watershed draing water for all or part of 38 communities in southeastern
Massachusetls, providing the cssential sponge for drinking water aquifers, flood storage areas, and habitat for
wildlife in this part of the State. The Taunton River is currently being studicd for inclusion mnto the Nationa) Park
Service, National Wild and Seenic Rivers Program (www. TauntenRiver.org). It 1s considered by many to be one of
the most ecologically diverse water bodies in the Commonwealth.

Chartley Swamp in the weslern part of the watershed feeds the Wading River which drains into the Three Mile
River, a primary tributary to the Taunton River. Chartley Swamp has been impacted with dangerous wxic chiemicals
and radioaclive water from many years of illegal dumping at the Shpack site. Based upon EPA's own risk
assessments. contaminated scdiments in Chartley Swamp currently present an “unacceprable risk to wildlife” and
contaminants tn groundwater present a carcinogenic nsk of exposure to humans via drinking water consumption. Tt
is apparent to this organization that the only complete way to prevent fully risk of harm from contaminants at the
site is the permancnt elimination of contanunation that exceeds cleanup levels at the Shpack site. That scenario is

provided only in Cleanup Alternative SC-3B.

Therefore TRWA strongly supports Cleanup Plan SC-3B as the only real plan that would lead to the
achicvement of a Permanent Solution and provide protection and prescrvation of resources in this portion
of the Taunton River watershed. We thank you for consideration of our concems.

Sincerely.

N;ﬂ«é\/ W

Joseph Cullahan
TRWA Board of Directors

CF.  Cathy Kuchinski, TRWA President
Robert W. Davis, TRWA Director of Advocay
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Wednesday, 25-Aug-2004

Mr. Dave Lederer M/ /;’CK/“,

1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBO) +

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency %7 “
Boston, MA 02114 Ry

Dear Mr. Lederer,

I am writing this letter to express my concern and dismay regarding the EPA's proposal for
applying Altemative SC-2B as the preferred cleanup aftemative for the Shpack
FUSRAP/Superfund site in Norton, MA.

As a member of the Ad Hoc Shpack Technical Committee, | was closely involved with the
Committee’s endorsement/recommendation for the Passive Recreation, Adjacent Resident without
Groundwater Consumption, maost closely mimicked as Altemative SC-38 in the EPA’s proposal.
As a Committee, we worked in good faith given the information provided by Cabrerra Engineering
Services, the Amy Corps of Engineers, and the EPA. We carefully weighed all of the varous
concems for public safety, worker safety, future community liability, and yes, even cost. We did not
opt for something as restrictive as a resident farmer scenario or ncighborhood daycare center. We
concluded it inappropriate to apply the concept of “not a single atom shall remain’, and made a
concerted effort to balance costs in terms of monetary expenditure, ecological impact, and worker
safety with the benefits of acceptable dose risk, and felt the resident farmer scenario was not a
practical consideration. | hesitate to use the word, but yes, we “compromised” in our decision
making process. We weighed all of the costs and benefits, and put forth our best and most logical
recommendation for a cleanup alternative that we felt was appropriate and acceptable. Again, we
worked in good faith to arrive at our proposal, and recommended it to the Town of Norton, the
Army Corps of Engineers, and the USEPA. We feel that anything short of Alternative SC-3B
violates our “good faith” approach, and negates the diligent efforts of the Ad Hoc Committee.

From a technical standpoint, | feel the SC-2B proposal falls short in the long-temm. Several
examples were raised at the 04-Aug-2004 Town Meeting regarding the respoasibility and liability
tor tuture monitoring efforts. By its very nature, the deliberate onsite “disposal” of some of the
material would require greater levels of monitaring effort out into the future. Although Alternative
SC-3B would not be devaid of future monitoring concerns, the fact that less matenal would remain
onsite would help diminish the need for monitoring. Cenainly, the monitoring efforts could be
scaled back accordingly under the SC-3B Altcmative. All of these arguments can be also made for
the case of controlling personnel access. Taking on the burden of perimeter fence upkeep and
trespasser control into the foreseeable future under SC-28B just doesn't make sense in comparison
to SC-3B, where such controls and upkeep would be unnecessary. The actual monetary cost for
additional monitoring and upkeep under Proposed Alternative SC-2B could actually exceed the
total cost associated with Alternative SC-3B.

Also from a technical foundation, | would question the rationale for choosing ta leave additional
contaminants onsite, as proposed in SC-2B. Although the proposed grade and cap barrier pictured
in the EPA Handout employs all of the sound enginecring features designed to isolate wastes, the
presence of left-behind wastes under this cap raises the potential consequences of any future
failure or breach of this barrier. Although it is widely recognized that radionudlides such as
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uranium, thorium, and radium, and to a certain extent heavy metals, are relatively immobile once
they are bound to soil, adequate consideration has not been given to the other factors that could
impact future isolation of the contaminants. Organic acids resulting from the breakdown of organic
materials may increase the mobility of these contaminants. The RESRAD computer mode!s used
to assess the dose impacts from the various treatment alternatives most likely assumed default soil
transfer coefficients and leachability characteristics. As such, the potential impact for higher-than-
expected contaminant mobility as modified by organic decay products may not have been
addressed. While this argument could be made for both Altematives SC-2B and SC-3B, the
ramifications of such an oversight are greatly diminished under Altemative SC-38, because less
matenal and contaminants will remain onsite.

Again, | wish to express my concern and dismay regarding the EPA’'s endorsement of cleanup
Altemative SC-2B. Adequate technical justification has not been put forth to elevate it above the
SC-3B Alternative recommended by the Ad Hoc Technical Committee, based on the reasons
stated above. | therefore respectfully request that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
reconsider their proposal, and adopt and implement Alternative SC-38.

Sincerely,

/.-

Kenneth J. Sefkora, Ph.D.

Health Physicist/Radiological Environmental Specialist
136 Pine Street

Norton, MA 02766

Cc: Heather Graf, Ad Hoc Shpack Technical Committee
James P. Purcell, Norton Town Manager
Robert W. Kimball, Jr., Chairman, Norton Board of Selectmen
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Robert W. Varney, Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency
One Congress Street

Boston, MA 02114
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Dear Mr. Varney:

I would like to submit the following comments conveying my strong support for
the town of Norton and its preferred cleanup alternative known as SC-3B for the
collection and removal of both chemical and radiological contaminants at the Shpack
Superfund Site. As you are aware, the Shpack landfill has the distinction of being both a
Superfund Site under the cleanup authority of the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and a Formerly Utilized Sitc Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP) site under the
cleanup authority of the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). The final decision on a
cleanup alternative has caused an understandable amount of worry for the citizens of
Norton. They are not only concerned about the actual cleanup of Shpack, but the long
term public safety and reuse potential of a fifty year old dump site that has soil
contaminated with radiological, chemical and heavy metal wastes.

The legislation authorizing the radiological cleanup of Shpack through FUSRAP
was originated by Congressman McGovern and me to ensure that a responsible and
permanent remediation of harmful radioactive waste would occur. This authorizing
legislation was passed by Congress in 2002 and the federal government, through the
ACOE, is now responsible for a significant amount of the final clean up cost outlined in
the EPA’s proposed plan.

The ACOE recently agreed to work under the EPA’s Record of Decision and is
scheduled to commence work on the collection and removal of more than 13,000 cubic
yards of radiological waste as early as 2005. The town of Norton has asked that the EPA
oversee the removal of collected chemical waste to a leve) that would provide a true
passive recreational use. However, the EPA’s preferred altemative for cleanup, or SC-2B,
provides only a limited removal of chemical material and would cap most contaminants
on site, The subsequent fencing, monitoring, and trespass restrictions resulting from such
an option would require a level of perpetual oversight that is both impractical and
difficult, if not impossible, to enforce over a long period of time. Town officials have
raised legitimate concerns that they might ultimately be responsible for this type of
management.

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS
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Obviously, the EPA has given significant consideration to the cost of each
cleanup option in choosing a preferred alternative. The agency's preferred option is one
of the least expensive. The town’s request is not only the safest solution, but a financially
sensible one that is comparatively reasonable when one looks at the variety and level of
contamination on site. It is also far less expensive than other costly alternatives that were

considered,

For more than four years, I have hosted and/or participated in many meetings with
* the EPA, ACOE, state officials, and local officials at various times to facilitate the

lengthy process that has brought us to where we are today, i.e., making final decisions on
cleanup proposals for use in a Record of Decision. The town, which has & voice in a final
removal determination through the EPA's Community Acceptance component, should be -
protected through the best option under Superfund. No one person or agency can say with
absolute certainty that with the passage of time the integrity of capped materials would
not become compromised through a variety of potential degradations, natural or man

made.

Again, the government is making a significant financial commitment to the
FUSRAP portion of this project under a cleanup that involves the removal of collected
radiological material. Also, the ACOE plans on removing more material than those
options being considered by the EPA which should further reduce the costs associated
with the chemical cleanup as commingled contaminants, chemical and radiological, are
not only collected, but removed by the ACOE.

The citizens of Norton have every right to expect the EPA will oversee the
collection and removal of the chemical and heavy metal wastes at the Shpack site with
the cost shared among those companies already identified with the responsibility of its
cleanup. Therefore, I urge EPA’s approval of SC-3B to provide a comprehensive cleanup
and removal of both chemical and radiological contaminants and afford the greatest level
of protection possible to the people and their surrounding environment,

Sincerely,

BARNEY FRANK
Member of Congress
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OFFICE OF THE MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
Government Center, 77 Park Street
Attleboro, Massachusetts 02703
508-223-2222 » Fax 508-222-3046

August 24, 2004 Certified Mail
Return Receipt Requested

Mr. David O. Lederer L "g’ ";ﬂ' iy~
United States EPA — Region I LS % )
, SRR SV

One Congress Street

Suite 1100 (HBO) '.;;.ur’.'.. | e

Boston, MA 02114 - 2023 ‘.

RE: Shpack Superfund Site Remedial Action Plan Proposal

Dear Mr. Lederer:

As President of the Attleboro Municipal Council, I am along with my colleagues,
Councilors Peter Blais, Robert Schoch, Carolyn Tedino, Kate Jackson, Frank Cook, Brian
Kirby, George Ross and Kim Allard writing in support of the EPA Region. We preferred
cleanup alternative (plan SC-2B) for the Shpack Superfund Site as presented by EPA,
Region 1, at the public hearing held on 4 August 2004.

After reviewing the overview handout distributed by EPA at the public hearing, and as a
City official concerned with the health and safety of our residents, the environment in
which they live, and the economic well-being of our business community, we concur that
SC- 2B, rather than SC-3B, is the right choice to insure protection of human health,
safety and the environment, and to do so in a cost effective manner. We have come to
this conclusion based upon the following points:

As both SC-2B and SC-3B are protective of human health and the environment and
comply with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS), and,

As EPA has a long standing precedent for preferring consolidation and capping at
Superfund landfill sites (Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites,
EPA Guidance, 1993), including over 50 sites in New England and more than a dozen in

Massachusetts alone, and

As “‘presumptive remedies” are preferred technologies for common categories of sites
and can be expected to be applied at all appropriate sites unless unusual site-specific

circumstances exist, and
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As, after removal and off-site disposal of approximately 10,500 cubic yards of soil
containing radiological contaminants of concern above the cleanup levels, and
approximately 2250 cubic yards of dioxin and PCB contaminated sediment the Shpack
Superfund Site will not exhibit “unusual site-specific circumstances”, and

As EPA guidance notes the CERCLA and NCP requires that a selected remedy must be
cost-effective, and

As both SC-2B and SC-3B are deemed protective, but SC-2B at an estimated cost of
$28.1 Million is also cost-effective, while SC-3B, at a estimated cost of $55.6 Million is
unnecessarily expensive, and

As many of our local businesses, large and small, will likely be brought into the existing
Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) group as new members at a time when many are
struggling economically to compete with off-shore low cost labor, and

As SC-3B will necessitate the trucking of thousands more cubic yards of contaminated
soils over local roads whether in Attleboro or Norton, incurring not only added cost, but
increased heavy truck traffic, wear and tear on roads and potential risk , and

As both the EPA and the MADEP have found SC-2B to be the preferred remedy,

We support the EPA and MADEP preferred choice — SC-2B as the proper remedial
action plan for application at the Shpack Superfund Site.

Verytruly yours, -




@ity Of Attlehoro, Massachusetts

HEALTH DEPARTMENT
Government Center, 77 Park Street ,
Attleboro, Massachusetts 02703-2355 ro S
508-223-2222 « Fax 508-222-3046 R z/ 7

Christopher M. Quinn, M.D. . '
Health Ofticer ; o

James P. Mooney, C.H.O.
Health Agent

Charles E. Flanagan
Deputy Health Agent

Jacqueline Joyal O'Brien, RN
Public Health Nurse

Nancy Daday
Solid Waste Administrator

August 23, 2004

Mr. Dave Lederer

US EPA

1 Congress St. Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Re:  Written Comment on Proposed Cleanup Plan
Shpack Landfill Superfund Site
Norton, MA 02766

Dear Mr. Lederer:

After reviewing both clean up proposals the Attleboro Health Department supports
proposal SC-2B and acknowledges that the clean up will provide both short-term and
long-term protection of human health and the environment. The proposal does attain all
federal and state applicable environmental