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Mr. Stephen M.  Johnson

Deputy Regional Director

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection

Northeast Regional Office

One Winter Street

Boston, MA     02108

Dear Mr. Johnson:

Re:
Operation, Maintenance, and Monitoring (OMM) Year Two

Semi‑Annual Report Number 2


RTN: 3‑3939 Former Landfill (Site), Former General Motors Corporation Assembly Plant


63 Western Avenue, Framingham, Massachusetts (Property)

This letter documents the inspections, maintenance, and monitoring conducted by Conestoga‑Rovers & Associates (CRA) on behalf of General Motors Corporation (GM) for the second semi‑annual event of Year Two (Year Two Event Two) of the OMM for the above referenced Site.  In accordance with CMR 40.0996(5), ongoing monitoring is required to ensure that a Condition of No Significant Risk is maintained where a Permanent Remedy has been achieved and the concentration of one or more oil and/or hazardous materials (OHM) is greater than the Upper Concentration Limits (UCLs).  The results of the monitoring are required to be submitted to the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MADEP) [40.0996(9)]. The OMM activities support the Class A‑4 Response Action Outcome (RAO) and ensure that the Obligations and Conditions of the Site Activity and Use Limitation (AUL) are met.  The OMM activities were completed in accordance with the final OMM Plan submitted to the Massachusetts MADEP as Appendix D of the As‑Built Construction and RAO Report (CRA, January 2007).  This report documents the Year Two Event Two of the OMM activities which covers the period from September 2008 to February 2009.  The Site features are shown on Figure 1.

1.0
INSPECTIONS AND MAINTENANCE
1.1
ENGINEERED BARRIER
The engineered barrier was inspected with ADESA (63 Western Avenue property owner) and the completed Former Landfill Inspection Log is provided in Attachment A.  There were no significant integrity, erosion, or other maintenance issues identified with the engineered barrier (asphalt or soil cover), perimeter fence/berm fence, gates and lock, and access road.  ADESA also completed routine inspections during the OMM period.  

1.2
STORMWATER FEATURES
The stormwater features were inspected with ADESA and the completed Stormwater Controls and Stormwater Catch Basin and Sewer Inspection Logs are provided in Attachment A.  Some larger vegetation/tree growth may have to be addressed in 2009.  ADESA also completed routine inspections during the OMM period.  

1.3
MONITORING WELL NETWORK

The seven groundwater monitoring wells (MW‑1‑07, MW‑2‑07, MW‑3‑07, MW‑4‑04, MW‑5‑07, MW‑6‑07, and MW‑7‑07) were inspected as required by the OMM Plan.  There were no issues identified with the monitoring well network.  The repairs identified in the Year Two Event One report (CRA, September 2008) were completed.  The Monitoring Inspection Log is included in Attachment A.  

2.0
GROUNDWATER MONITORING

The second semi‑annual groundwater monitoring round for Year Two was completed in February 2009, and included:

· hydraulic monitoring of seven wells (MW‑1‑07, MW‑2‑07, MW‑3‑07, MW‑4‑04, MW‑5‑07, MW‑6‑07, and MW‑7‑07);

· sampling by low flow/low purging procedures for five wells (MW‑1‑07, MW‑3‑07, MW‑5‑07, MW‑6‑07, and MW‑7‑07); and

· sample analysis for semi‑volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) and metals.  

On February 25, 2009, the groundwater levels were measured at each of the seven wells.  Groundwater levels and elevations are presented in Table 1 and groundwater contours that identify the direction of groundwater flow are shown on Figure 2.  During the February 2009 monitoring event, groundwater levels indicate that the general direction of groundwater flow was to the north, towards the North Pond (stormwater management pond) and Beaverdam Brook, similar to the historic flow direction.  In general, the construction of the engineered barrier in 2006 has not significantly influenced the direction of groundwater flow beneath the Site.  However, it does appear that the storm sewer running through the Site is no longer impacting groundwater flow patterns as much now that it is lined, but the bedding material still exerts some eastward and westward influence.  

From February 25 to 27, 2009, groundwater samples were collected from five monitoring wells, including one duplicate sample from MW‑1‑07 and an equipment rinse sample.  The monitoring well low flow purging and sampling records are provided in Attachment B.

The samples were submitted to Accutest Laboratory in Marlborough, Massachusetts under chain of custody.  A CRA chemist performed an independent data validation assessment, which indicated that the data exhibited acceptable levels of accuracy and precision based on the provided information and may be used with the qualifications noted in the QA/QC Memorandum provided in Attachment C.  SVOC data were qualified and rejected in samples from two of the five wells (MW‑5‑07 and MW-7-07) due to surrogate recovery and laboratory control sample (LCS) violations.  Similar SVOC data were rejected during the data validation assessments for Year Two Event One and all quarterly monitoring events for Year One of the OMM.  However, none of the rejected SVOC parameters were detected in any of the other Year Two Event Two samples.  The samples and field and laboratory observations and data were verified to be consistent with the MCP Representativeness Evaluations and Data Usability Assessments (MADEP, WSC 0007‑350, September 2002) (REDUA) requirements and the laboratory also provided MCP compliance verification consistent with the Compendium of Analytical Methods (CAM).  

Year Two Event Two groundwater samples were analyzed for parameters that have Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) GW‑3 standards and the data are provided in Table 2.  For comparison purposes only (since a Phase II CSA Method 3 Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment was completed), the analytical data were compared to the MCP GW‑3 standards and historical data.  There were no SVOCs in three wells or metals in five wells detected at concentrations above the MCP GW‑3 standards and these data were similar to Year Two Event One, historical Phase II CSA and Year One quarterly data.  Certain total metals were detected in the groundwater samples at concentrations comparable to the previous event and historical Phase II CSA and Year One data.  

3.0
SURFACE WATER/SEDIMENT MONITORING

The Year Two Event Two OMM included sampling and analysis of SVOCs, and metals for up to two surface water and sediment samples.  Surface water samples were collected from manhole STM‑03, including a duplicate and the Wetland 'A' Inlet to the storm sewer.  Due to insufficient sediment present in the stormwater collection and discharge system, there were no sediment samples collected.  The stormwater sewer/manholes/catch basins will continue to be inspected for the presence of sediments as part of future OMM activities.  The surface water samples were sent to Accutest Laboratory in Marlborough, Massachusetts under chain of custody.  A CRA chemist performed an independent data validation assessment, which indicated that the data exhibited acceptable levels of accuracy and precision based on the provided information and may be used with the qualifications noted in the QA/QC Memorandum provided in Attachment C.  The samples and field and laboratory observations data are verified to be consistent with the MCP REDUA requirements and the laboratory also provided MCP compliance verification consistent with the Compendium of Analytical Methods (CAM).  The data are provided in Table 3.

For comparison purposes only (since a Phase II CSA Method 3 HHRA and ERA were completed), the surface water analytical data were compared to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.  EPA) freshwater ambient water quality criterion continuous concentrations (CCC) (for chronic exposure) and the criterion maximum concentrations (CMC) (for acute exposure), and historical data.  As indicated in Table 3, there were no SVOCs or metals detected at concentrations above the surface water quality standards, with the exception of total and dissolved aluminum.  

Total aluminum was detected in both STM‑03 samples and the Wetland 'A' Inlet at estimated concentrations of 0.163, 0.155, and 0.161 mg/L, respectively, above the ambient water quality CCC for chronic exposure of 0.087 mg/L, but below the ambient water quality CMC for acute exposure of 0.75 mg/L.  These concentrations are consistent with the previous Year Two event, Year One Round Four and the Phase II CSA data.  All other detected parameters and reporting limits for non‑detects were below both ambient water quality criteria.

The dissolved metals that were detected during the Year Two Event Two were similar to those detected during the previous event and historically.  During the Year Two Event Two antimony, arsenic, cadmium, chromium (total), cobalt, mercury, selenium, silver thallium and vanadium were not detected in either surface water sample. All other metals were detected at concentration or estimated (J qualified) concentrations in one or more samples, at concentrations consistent with the previous event, historical Phase II CSA and Year One data.  With the exception of aluminum, no other dissolved metals were detected at concentration or estimated concentrations in one or more samples at or above ambient water quality criteria.  Dissolved Aluminum was detected at concentrations above the ambient water quality CCC for chronic exposure but below the ambient water quality CMC for acute exposure.  Dissolved aluminum was detected in both STM‑03 samples and the Wetland 'A' Inlet at estimated concentrations of 0.113, 0.123, and 0.147 mg/L, respectively above the ambient water quality CCC for chronic exposure of 0.087 mg/L.    It is noted that the ambient water quality criterion for chronic exposure for aluminum is based on the total aluminum concentration, based on the assumptions identified by U.S. EPA for the non-priority listed pollutants, published pursuant to Section 304(a) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and provide guidance for states and tribes to use in adopting water quality standards.
4.0
CONCLUSIONS

The OMM inspections conducted for Year Two Event Two of the OMM Plan indicate that the engineered barrier, the stormwater management features, and other Site remedial components are as designed and constructed, generally are in good condition, and are being maintained, as required.  ADESA has been providing inspections and routine and unscheduled maintenance activities to the engineered barrier and stormwater features and monitoring well network.  

The Year Two Event Two groundwater and surface water hydraulic and water quality data are consistent with the previous Year Two event, historical Phase II CSA (CRA, August 2005) and Year One Quarterly OMM data and meet CAM and REDUA requirements.  The results of Year Two Event Two groundwater and surface water monitoring do not change the conclusions of the Method 3 HHRA and ERA completed as part of the Phase II CSA and supports the RAO conditions that No Significant Risk and No Substantial Hazards are still present for the Site.

Please contact the undersigned at 508‑651‑0060 or 1‑800‑265‑6102, if you have any questions.

Yours truly,

CONESTOGA‑ROVERS & ASSOCIATES 
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Fred K.  Taylor, LSP

AS/ja/30

Encl.

c.c.:
Jim Hartnett, GM


Kevin Neal, ADESA


Jack Neshe, ADESA


Randy Moore, CRA
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