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1.

INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND
A, Introaqcﬁicn

_ : LSPCO ;& pleasaé‘to‘
provide this FPhasge TI¥ Bemedmal Aetion Plan Repert {Phase Iir) as
required under tha.Maasachusetts centingenay BLan (MCR) fer =3
relense of petrelenm product o seils gxaundwatér, and surxfsce
water at  ACME

ACME L
The facility and iand where the facility is Iocated

is wereafter referred to @8 the “propexty.”  The portion of land
where the release is present” is hereafter referred te as the

“Dispmsal site.” The Property &8 l@ﬂated at the cdrher of
and : South Streets (See Figure ). A site

West

plan and the boundaty of the Disposal site axe shown Iff Figure 2.

This Phase ITT Report considérs that media defined in Phasé 1I,
which poses a Significant. Risk as defined ip the MEE; to evsluate
and .select a cemprehensive semedial action plan for the bispogal
site, BAn Trmediate Response Ackion (TRA}, which includes in-situ
piovemediation of groundwater and. saturated aquifer s0il losated
down gradient of the source Is gurrenily opergting at the Dispesal
site. No cther portieri of the Disposal Site has been kehediabed
under an IRA or Release Bbatement Measure. LSPCO  geotermimed
that the bioremadmatagn system meet regquivements of 310 CMR
40.085%71{2) such that detalled evaluation of remedial, act;cn
alternatives are not nécessary because the alteruvative Is:
» Proven to e effective in remediating petroleun at the
Disposal Site based on experience ab other disposal sites.
¥ Results in the reuse, recycling, degtrucizion,
- detogification, txestient, or gombination thereof of the

subiect eontamiparites;




& Has been 1mplemgntad 1h a manner that will not pose
51gn1f1cant rlsk of hanm e} health, safety, public welfare
‘or the environment; ané

¥ Is Likely to réduge &nd/or contxe&‘the contammnatlon 1o
fulfill the reguirements pf- & Class A Response action

outdone.

This Phase ITI Report focusss oh ﬁhat_pofﬁibh of ‘thé Disposal Site
that poses a Significant Risk ag defingd in thé MCP that has not
yetleEn remediated. Specifically, contaminatied $oil located
around & 3,000-gallen undargrbund petroleuwn stordayge tank (98T}, "
the source of ‘the release, poses a,slgnaﬁxcant Eizk. The UST was
cloged in-plage in 1991 in agdordance with 527 ¢MR 9,00, The UST

and contaminated soil is located beneath the ACHE facility.

B. Badkground

The Massachﬂ%etts Departmant of Environmental Protection (MADEP)
advised . of & reledse of petrolevn produst ta the
Brook Gndergreund culvert on Ookobex 1, 1998 based on
findings reported hy The - local Department 6f Publiec Health
{ DPH) & Code Fxforcement. DPH obsexved lidhfunonwaqueous‘ghaSe
liguid (LNEBRL) petroleum seeping inty the underdround eulvert
through a 4~inch dismeter weep hele in the culvert’s wall. Weep
holes are gveinly spaces along the colvert’s wall. The ‘
undarqrbuﬁd eulvert Is located in an easement,'éhieﬁ pa%sés
t‘hrou'gh the east end of the ~°ME  ‘picperty (See Figure 2). It
twin hox underground culvert with each box about 12-feet

wide and Tvﬁeat‘hlgh. surfate waber Lrom Big Lake flﬁwa-scuth



| o . Two Small
through the underground culvert to TwoSmall pond. Pond

is 1ocated about B00~foet down stream to the south. The
undexgraund calvert alge reseives stofm water zum pff througheut
this pertien of the town wis watch basins that discharge
directly to the underground ciilvért and via fributary stérm water
drain lines, The release resulted in a petroleum sheen on. water
in the culvert. LNAPL did not actumilatie on Waker in the
underground syl vert. The ralease o EHe undepground culyert wWas
temporarily abated by the bbH at the time of their inspection.

LSPCO  getesmined that a @-hour reperking condition (310 GMB
40.0811(8)] was pxesent at the Disposal Site where petroleun
praoduct had#fwleased; or could pmtent;ally relsase teo a stoxm
drain, A Condition ‘of Substantial Release Migratien [318 CMR
40,0413(2) a)}-wEs also met. The MCP requare§ Immadiate Response

Actions (1333 in both caszes. _ e 5 ST

LSPCO
Belease condltlpns were verbally repéorted by to

MADER on Maich i9, 1999, Assgssmept-only IRA
activities were verbally approved at the time of
reporting. The Ipllowing documents were submitted to MADEP since

releage reporbing:

+ Release Notification Form, April 8, 1999; )

o ‘tRA‘Plan, May 18, 1999 e
« TRA 120-Day Status Report, August 2%, 1999;

v IRA First 6-Month Btatus Repqrt, Januaxy 20, 20005

e Revised MADEP transmittal foims; Fébxuary 11, 2000

¢ Phase I Report & Tier II tlassification, March 20005

e IRA Second 6-Month Status Report, Jduly 21, 2008;

o Modified IRA Plan, November 3, 20007

o IRA Third &-Mondth Status Report, Jannary 28, 2001;

o.—LF

By

Fourth G-Mopnkh Status Report, July 19, 2002

o IRA Fifth G-Month Batus Report, January 23, 20027 and
¢ Phase LI Report and Completion Statement, May 2002,



IRA activities are summardzed in section Il of this report. A

‘Phase I and Tiex classification was submitted to MADEP, whigh

pased on & plmericsl tanking scoxe of 242 polnts, classified the
Pilsposal Site as Tier Il under the 1 564: 0 '

¢




II.

THMMEDIATE RESPONSE ACTION
A. Background and Summary

The initial IRA Plan summarized findings from the assessnent,
which identified a small volume of light non—aqueous phase

petroleum liquid (LNARL) located adjacent to the exterior wall of

the underground culvert, The pefxcleum product was determined to

have been released from a 3,000~gallon underground storage tank
iocdted about 45-feet up gradiefit of the undeﬁgxmunﬁ eylvery.
Acoording to Gity sonstruction drawings for the
uriderground culvert, a 12wiﬁch.thick‘beﬁ of screened gravel is
located beneath the culvert and l8-inches of screened gravel was

back~filled ‘along the -culvert’s wall.

The TRA plan proposed 1) removal of LNARL logated next to the
underground culvert's wall. Collection would oceur From inside
the un&érgﬁ@und-culvert at the weep hole WhereiLNAB$ was.qbéﬁrved
and 2) groundwater and petroleum product layer menitoring. The
plan was presumptively approved by MADER in 2l-days in accordance
with the MCP. Because work was to be conducted ingide the
underground culvert and could aggecy |woSmaliPond,a

determination .of applicability ﬁnder‘wetland regulations was
sought from the Conservation Commission., In September
1999, the Commission determined that fhe.regulations-did:not
apply, but required notice of f£ield astivities to their department
and to the, DPH. -

0il recovery was conducted‘using a vacwm truck. About 150-gallons
of oily water was collected via the wgep hele in sﬁptember 1998,
After observation of activities by the DPH, their department
believed that pétreleum product recovery inside the undergrownd
culvert posed an unacceptable risk to surface water gquality and

required future remedial activikies to ogeur outside the



whdexground culvert. Ne further petroleum product recovery was

conducted s&nmé the initiai-efforta

A Modified TRAE Plan was subndtted to MADEF in November 2000. The
Médified IRA Plan proposed construction and vperation of an in-
situ bioremediation system. The system’s layout is shown in
Figube 3. The: bioransdiation system includes a groundwater
recovery trench, recovery well, nubfrient tigatment shed, and a

groundwater recharge trench, Its hydraulic flow schematic is

shown in Figuwe 4. Ooumstrustion, operavion, and maintensnce of

the bioremediation.system were performed by thesubcontractor (the Sub)

a5 a stbdoritractar t6 ~oTCO . The system was
construcbed in April and May 2001. Continuous operation of the

system begdn on May 23, Z001. Weekly €O bi~weekly operation and

. maintenance of the system has been conducted by the Sub to

mahially Eembve LNARL from ofl/water separator dpufis, maintain
nutrielt and micscbe levels, and chedk and maintadin system ‘

hydravlic eguipment as necdessarys

Environmental menitéring uhder the IRA includes quarterly
groundwater monitoring fox depth to watex, LNABL thickness,

dissolved petrolewns product by MADEP Extractable petroleum

Hydrocsrbon (BFH] and Velatile Petroleum Hydrocarben analyses, and
nutxient anaiysis-that'ingludes nitrogen-ammonia, nitrogen-
nitrate, ang bomal‘phaaphorus.'Wmter in the underground eculvert is.
monitored quarterly for nutrients and visually ihspected for a
patrelénﬁ=5heen ont the water!s surface, ACME continues to

operate the bioremedistion system.

MADEF augited the IRA, which ipeluded an inspection of the
Disposgl Site, on Fébruaty 14, 200Z. Only ene violation was
identified hy MADEP where the nutrient tregtment shed should have

a menitering rogbook for spperation and madintenance of the

biloremsdiation systeém.



' B. Performance of the Bioremedistion System

During the IRA Status Repert petriod frem July 5, 2001 te January
2, 2002, the bivremediatiop system had removed 23~gallons of
INAPL. LNAPL was recovered fiom oil/water separator drums
located in the treatment shed, About an 80/20 mixture of LNAPL
and biomass is decanted weekly from the drums andl stored ih DOT-
approved 55-gallon dxui and labgled a8 hmzardous waste. The drum
is a designated RCRA satellite acounulation container and is
pumped aqug~w$th‘@than waatﬁ-éil strgams For Hulk transport from
the ﬁagiiigg" 4g--gallions of
LNBERL had beeh &&mﬁvéﬁ“&gﬁégiﬁyﬁﬁém.ﬁtaﬁtug.qg'May,gga 2001, The
drum was emptied once ginge system startup with disposal of the
waste oil reflecled in.ﬁ Noveriber §, 2001 bulk shiprient from the

ol

fagility.

168,258 gallons of centaminated groundwater bas been treated

since system startup.

The next 6-month IRA Stathis Reporf will He submitted to MADEP by
July 19, 2002.




TTT, NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION

The nature and exterit ﬁf petiglelin contamination at thé Disposal
Site is discussed below. Soll and groundwater analyta,cal data,
which were presentéd in the Phase IT Report for the stposal Hite
are included in Tables 1 through 4. Figuie 5 lllﬂstrates a
conceptual odel of the petroleum release from the 3,000-galiow

UST and the jmpact to down gradient environmental media and
@ receptors.

§

A, Sou¥pe Arean

The 3, 000~gallon UST was determined to pe the source of the
rélease based on the following conditions:

s LNAPL is presént at well MW-4 located about H-feét directly down
gradient of the 3. OOngallan UaT. Measuraﬁle“ﬁNAPL-has‘nct
been. present at well Mu-l which i located about 5-Feet directly
down gradient of the 8§, 000-gallen UST.

» Dissolyed pﬁtxoleum concentrations in granndwater located

meediately down qradxent of the USTs were 22 times lower at the
8, 000~gallon UST (MN-1) compared 6o qancentratlons at the 3,000~
gallon UST (MW-4) wheh tastedubefoxe.staxxgp of the
bioremediation system in 19&9; The evncentrations at MW-1 were

below gréuﬁdWater.quality standards. LNAPL at MW-4 was purged
prier to samplisg groundwater for dissolved petroleum analysis.

s Ppetroleun measured on soll collected from the eapillary zone 18~
10 feet belpw~thé ground surface} revealed concentrations dbout
15 times lower immediately dowh gradient of the 8,000-gallon UST
(MW-1, 8-107 )cémpared.to capillany soil located immediately
down gradient. of ‘the 3,000-gallon UST {(MW-4, 8~10').

© Geoprobe suvil danple collected &t borings GP-2 and GB-3 which
were lLocated within 3-feet of the 3, 080-~gallor UST revealed

elavated peEtEgLetin cdm¢entrati¢n$ in soll o epncentrations that

exoeaded MCP Uppeér CoTiceRtraTion Limity (UCns - Borkiy 617

B R,




which was loeated between the usts, had petrplélm concentrétions
in soil below Method 1 8-1 soil standards.

The nature and extent of contaminabed sgil and groundvater located
beneath the 3,000-gallon UST was determined by field '
investigation. DEilling refusal by what is believed te be a
concrete slab waa'anﬂgunteréd.frém-4ﬁ6 feet below the top of the
flooy slab. Dfil&ing through this subsurface obstrugtion wouwld
require a large rotany drill rig inside the operating facility.
pEilling at the UsT ingide the ﬁaailiﬁy was not feasible using

' guch equipment because it was not physically accessible and

drilling activities would subsbantially disript manufadtiwing

eperations.

Because petroleum cohcentrations in soil decyease with depth at
borings GP~2 and GP~3, the release appedrs to have occiried from
overfilling the gIT and/ox ‘leaking pipes connecting to the tep of
‘the UST. The relkass dppears to have migrated down to fhe
subsurface concrete obstruction impediately bemeath the UST,
traveled over the obstivdction dhd codtinted to w&éﬁéﬁe déWhﬁaﬁd te
groundwater below. Betxoleum product that reached the graundwater
talile migrated eastwird via graoundwater flew dnd disaharged to the
underground culvert located .approximately 45-feet te the east.
Severest petroléin conéentrations in soll are believed to be
present in soil losated gbove the subsurface corctete obstructien.
Contaniinated seil and hrotndwitez may be Phessnt benesth the UST
but LNAPL is not believed tw be lovated beneath the -tank, because
the subsurface concrete obgtrudtion id hHelisvad to have diverted
the majority of the:raiease to the 'east end»&f‘thg-¢S@_ﬁmward well
MW-4. Because planfied resporise actions at the Dispogal Site ko
achieve a Comrdition of No Significant Risk include bioremediation
6f the petroleum plure lotated down gradient of the UST and

.1mp¢é“‘ﬁaﬁtﬁﬁ“ﬁf‘ﬁn“actxvxtywanﬂ“ﬁse—ﬁmmiﬁaﬁfon—f@x—cﬁﬁtamina%eé
soil located arotund the UST, and where restiictive vhwsidal access
to the UST prevented additional investigation, LSPCO. cencluded



‘that collecting data to validate subsurface congitions beneath the
3,080~gallon UST was not critical to the response action outconie.

B. Down Gradient Plime

A plumg of petreléum protuct contaminatibn is present at the
Disposal $ite and extents From the 3,000-gallon UST to the
Brook uhdetgrouhd culvert. The plume cohsists of LNAPL as

measured at we&i.M$~a,and,aiung'tﬁg'unﬁéxgrgung eulvert’s wall,
disdgolvéd petiroleum In groundwatex, and contaminateéd soil in the
capillary zone. The p@ﬁrpleéﬁ'piumé has not migrﬁteﬁ beyorid the
undérgroﬂnd culvert because 1) the &ndergrqund culvert had been a
dischaige point for groundwater flewing from tﬁe Pisposal Site.
dnd 2) The undetground éulﬁérﬁ iz located at the bottom of a
steep hill located to the east whexrs greundwater heneath this
amaa”ﬁlﬁws west. also disgharging to the underground culvert.

LSPCO  yyau concetned that the petroleum plume would migraté
alony the west side of the underground oculvert’s wall in the down
gradiént difection and thérefore installed well MW-2 to mofitor
qroundwaéér’quaiity-fbr éhis purpese. Diggplved petroleom
concentrations hgve décréased at this well indiéating that
migration of the plume in this direchjion has nét-occuxxéﬁ.
LSPCO  wise visually inspested wesp bules logated in the
underground culvert’s wall: about. 25-Feet down stream (gouth) of
the Disposal Site and did not identify petroleuf migkating imto

the eulvert at these locations.

Down gradient contaminant plume conditions reported to MADER in
the last IRA Status Report dated Januaiy 23, 2002 are sumparized
here., The hioremediation. system had been operating about g~
months at thé timé theé status répbrt was submitted {6 MADEP.

Except for well MW~5, dissolved comncentrations of petroleum
spiked since the system began dperating on May 23, 2001,

10




COncéntrationS'showéd a signifidant increase when sampled on July
23, 2001 and then showed a signifieant ﬁeérease when sampled on
October 11, 2601, Coneentrations at Mﬁ—ﬁ did not spikeé, bnit have
gradually inereased sidce the system began qperatiqn, The .
éoncantxatinn spike was expected and reflects mobili#ation-nf
petroleum inh groundwater and af s6il from enhanged yroundwater
movement and microbial asction cgused by the treatment system.
Mahilizatieh-of,petrolgumwin the subsugface is alse evident at
well Mu-1, which is locsted ¥rosg-gradient of the ,000-gallon
8T, The subseguent dgergase.af petroleun reflects the
consumpticn of petrdleum by thﬁzdii*eatingzmicxﬁbes. Further
evidence of effective treatment it the increase in nutrient
levéls (See Table 3} in grountwater infrpduced by the sysbem and
a spike in petroleum concentrations measured in groundyater
influent to the treatment system. The petroleun spike in the
influant occurred in the menitoring ronnd after the spike
ncourred in groundwater, and reflects the lag in travel time fox

* .

liberated petroleum to reach the recovery treadh. ' LS

virtually no disselved petroleum was present at well M§=2. This
well was mohitoféd to. determine if petroleum was migrating off-
site élangytnarundérgxgﬁmétgdlvéﬁt wall, Results continue to show
that no significant petroleum has migrated along this pathway
prior to operation of the remediation system. Overall, the " . .

treatiment system bLs operdting as designed.

11



IV, PHASE I CONEUSIONS

The following conclusions were made after completion of Phase I1l:

¢ Contamination at the Disposal Site has been characterized
as No. ¢ fuel oil, which originated from the 3,000-gallon
UST located bénkath the eastern end of the facility.

e The petroleum release resulted in contamination to soll
lécated around the UST, and contaminatioh te groundwater
and seil-in the capiliary*zane down gradient of the UST
extending From the UST to the . Brovk undergréund

culvert.

* LNAPL is present immediately dowh gradient of the UST at
well Mit~4 and along the west wall Yo underground culverti
INAPL has dischatged to surface Watey in the uhdergreund
sulvert. The culvbft discharges to TwoSmallPond Located
about 500-feet from the Disposal aiﬁéu

A Method 1 wisk characterizatien has determined a Condition of
significant Risk at the Disposal Site where comprehénsive

response actions are reguiged as follows:

s The discharge of LNAPL t6 water in the undek¥ground eulvent
would oceur in ﬁbaence of the bioremediukion system
qﬂrfehtl& operating at the Disposal Site &nd in absence of
the plugs placed in the weep holes to the culvert.

« The preésence of LNAPL at wéll MW—-4¢ at a thickriess exceedihg
the threshold thickness to implement aqﬁ IRA would exist at
tHe Dispossl Site in absence of the bitremediation system
curréntly operating at the Disposal Site.

» The EPC of EPH ¢1%-¢36 Aliphatics in soil around the 3,000~

gallon UST lovsted Beneath the facikity exvesd—Method—1—5-3

soil standayds. UCLs are not exceeded.

12




* The EPC of EPH C1l9-C36 Aliphaties in seil aczoss the entire
Disposal Site exceed Method 1 $+3 soil standards. UGCLS are

not exceeded.

Eoe o WO e B
2] :
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v.

REMEDTAL OBJECTIVES:
The MCP reguirss that a pprmanenﬁ‘ﬁesggpge“ﬁcticn Outeome (RAC) is
achleved when 1) contaminant sources ate eliminates or controlled,

'2) substantial Hazards as defined in the MCP, are eliminated, 3) -

contaminants are rsduced to concehtrations that do net pose a
Significant Risk as defined in the MCP, and 4) contaminants axe
reduced to comcentrations approaching background #s definmed in the
MCP, if Feasible. The ebjséctive of the clean up at the AOVE
Disposail Site 'is to achleve a Class A-3 KAD where remedial aétions
have permanehtly aéhieved a level of o significant risk, the
Level of aenkamiﬁanta have ot bsen reditced to background, and an

Activity dnd Use Liritatidn i$ required.

th-place closyré of the 3,000-galleh UST in 1991 in accordance
with 627 c¥MR 9,80 has eliminated the source of petroleum,
substantial Hazards, as defined in the MGE, axe mot yressnf at ‘the
préperty.

The bieremediation sysﬁachurrenﬁiy operating at the Disposal Site'
is partﬁally‘fﬁifiiling the ébje@t&ve of achleving a permanent
soluticn, The bioremediation system is rémoving LNAEL afid
ﬁi@ibgiﬁﬁlly reducing petrolsw levels in aguifer down gradient of
the 3,0D0~gallon UST,

LSPCO believes that it will not be feasibls to achieve
backyround levels at all locations at thy Disposal. Site. The MCP

‘defined “B@ckgreund", in part, as leveéls of oil that wculd‘ékist

in,ghe-absenpg‘df the Disposal site which are either 1) ubiquitous
and consistently present in the environment and attributable to
geologic and eselogic conditions, or from atmospheric deposition;
and 2) petroleum residues incidental to the noxmal. Speration &f
motdr venicles, The bioremediation system Ly ekpected to reduce

concentrations of petroleum on s6il and in groundwatef located

dowh gradient of the 3,000~gallon UST to levels that approach

14



background concentrations. However, it is not readily feasgible te

reduce petroleum concentraticns in seil loeated at the UST, which

is logated beneath the ACME facility, to lgvels that appreach

background.

15




VI. AVAIUABLE REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES AND INETIAL SCREENING:

As mentioned earlier in this repert, thHe Bioremediation system

. instdlled ay & IRA and currefitly qgexatiﬂg at the Disposal Site
ts successfully remediating the down gradient portion of the

- pispbsal Site. This remedigtion system is pot stbjeet the Phase
IXI evaluabion. Rewview of-availabla-remeéial action alternatives
shd initial screenihg is limited to centamihated soil located at
the 3,000-~galion VST, which is the remaining portion of the
Disposal Site %hat poses a Significant Risk and has not yet been
remediated.

A. General

Remedizl Action Alternatdives (RAAs) for the site were determined
by igentifying ga@hﬁblqgieﬁ available to remdve cdontaminants from
unsaturated soils, and technvlogies avallable ko reduce
contaminant concertratiens to a level ¢f No significant Risk..
Thére are numérdus readily available alternatives to remediate
soil contaminabted with Extractable Petroleun Hydféaarbong and
intluder

1. Exeavahion;

2. Ip-sitt bioremediation;

3. Natural attenuations #nd

4. Land vse restxictions.

PORTIONS OMITTED

18




YIII.

SELECTED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE AND REMEDIAY ACTION PLAN:
Fodial Attion Alternative

Remedial Action Altevnative (RBA) # 4 - lamf use restriction was
seléctgd‘as-the‘mégt appropriate method to achieve a jevel of No
Signifieant Kisk from contaminated soil located arcund the 3,000~
gallosi UST. The estimated gost to implement this BRA 1s $9,000.
The AUL RAB was selected because 1} the probability of exposure to
contaninated soil locaked dvound the 3,000-Yallén UST is léw given
currént and foreseeable land use, 2j there is virtually no health
risk to wWerkérs to implement this RaA, Implementation of the
excavativn and ip~siﬁu bioremediation RAAs pose a risk to workers
and/or a risk o the-structhral integrity of the facility that is
not warpanbed compared to the health risk posed by the
dﬁnﬁamiﬁated-s%il.iﬁ$élf. apd 3) the inéremeital increasé in cost
for excavation or bioremediation compared to the incremental
envitormentsl/health benefit provided by these alternatives is mot
justifiéd. The Fwcavation and bioremediation RAAs cost three and
one-half, tires more thar the AUL RBA, but offer o greater
reduction $A health risk than that provided by an AUL because the
material 1§ lecated bensath a Buildim.

Bxcavation and. off~gite dispowsl of senraminated seil and the UST
would be a suibable RER i¥ the material wexe not located bepeath

the facility. If this portion of the facility were to be

significantly renovated or demolished at some time beyond the
foreseedble Fublre; the afﬁégtivanéss gf the AVL @ill be evaluated
and excavation of the material will be performed, if appropriate
to maintain a cundition of Ne gignificafit. Rigk undéf the MCP.

B. Hemsdial Action Plan

The remedial action plan would be implemented as fpllows:

28



pefine limits ef area subjegt & AUL, The ared of contaminated
soil located around the 3,000-gallon UST will be subject o the
AUL at a minimum. The AUL may include lapd area equal to the
1limit of the Disposai Site, degending on the concentration of
residual petroleum not treated by the curxently operating

bioremediation system.’

Implementation &f the AUL vould doduy after pemediation of sotl
and greundwater cnrrently being fxpeated down gradient of the
3,000-gallon USTE 45 considerad complete, I£ remedlatlcn of Soil
and ‘groundwater deown gradment of the 3,000~gallon UsT is reguired
beyond the Tigr I11. Classmflcatmon sxpiratisn date of April 15,
2085; & Class € RO will be submitted o MADEP. The AUL will be
implemented in éupport of -a Class Ar3 RAO for the Disposal Site
when in-situ b&eremﬂdiation of the down gradient plume is

conplete.

c. Tnplenentation

‘A Phasé TV -~ Ramedial’Im@leﬁantatimnlElan (RIP) is weauired by
April 15, 2008 in aceordance with the Mop, It is LSPCO's
prqfess;opal oplnxon that 2 Phasg IV RIP is not reégulyed -t
implement an AUL at the Dmsposal Site. ‘Rrbs apply to RERs that

involve construqtlon, treatment, tgmqual& ansg eperatlﬂn and,

maintenance of remedial systems. An BUL invelves none of these

aspects. Ner is a Fhase IV RIP requlred for the in-sitm
g bioremediation system currently operating at the Dispesal Site. A

plan to censtiuct, pperate, anﬁ mairntain tha system was approved
by MRADEP as IRRS.

Figures, tables of Phase Hl Omitted {see Phase 1)
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