RES

FINAL
INNOVATIVE
(S.I.T.E.) PROGRAM

Groveland Wells Superfund Site
Groveland, Massachusetts

EPA Work Assigrment No.: 428-1132.0 |
REM II Document Control No.: 270-CR1-OP-EXWX-1

Prepared by the REM IT Project Team under EPA Contract No. 68-01-6939
SEPTEMBER 1987

AR
SDMS Doc ID 563627




|0

GROVELAND WELLS SITE
Groveland, Massachusetts

FINAL RESFONSIVENESS SUMMARY
SUPERFUND INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGY EVAIIINTTON PROGRAM

mus.wmm(m)mmuymaapmm
period for um-mmm-mmmm' proposal to conduct a short-
term full-scale of vacuum gy at the Groveland
mhamm-iu. mmammmmmmmmﬂn
help EPA ic feasibility of vacuum
uamnmnmmmuunﬂmmmmmnm

The proposed proj
mmﬂwmaqymaﬂm (sx'l‘.x)pmgzn,amtlamiﬂa
program to evaluate new and waste
msxr.z.mmm1mmmscumzosn:mw
zation Act of 1986.

The S.I.T.E. program is designed to accamplish the following cbjectives:
o  To identify and, where possible, remove impediments to the
and ial use of i i

o To conduct a program of the more promising innovative
logies to establish reliable
for site ion and cleanup ision making.
-] To develop procedures and policies that encourage selection of
available a dies at sites.
o To a development program that
technologies.

mmmmmmmmmummmmmmm
July 16 until August 12, 1987. malnam caments on the
proposed project during a public nldrqatﬂnﬁ:wnlmﬂ'{bmmlmmly
29, 1987. This meeting was i and local,
state and federal officials. mpl-otﬂu_thgmmcript are available
at the information repositories located at the Groveland Town Hall and the
town library. A fact sheet ing the project and a
checklist ible envi impacts of the project (satisfying
the i ival under the i Envi 1 Policy Act, NEPA)
mmimmpum-mﬂnsiuptlich\tmﬁmmuimnztm«m
the public meeting. These and additional informational materials were
pzwidaiatmnpablicmaedm Copies of these materials are provided as
sumary. The transcript of the July 29,
1987 pablicmeedmispzwidedasm:tadm:t B.

The purpose of this responsiveness summary is to provide and document EPA
responses to public caments and concerns raised during the public camment
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OVERVIEW

The project for the Wells site will evaluate
vacuum a gy designed to treat soils contaminated with
volatile organi thnt—“-“ usilyvt-xupa-d
to air). Vacam is 1

it may be more effective, x-a:-tly,m;:mt-nr

-wim-u‘al
public health risks than other technologies currently available for
of 5

should identify the limitations of the technology, the
for pre-and post-processing, ﬁ-mmuﬂhyd:mlog

conditions to which the be applied, potential
problems, ital and operating costs. This information

provide a basis for evaluating performance, cost, reliability
and implementability of vacum extraction or use as a

gy at the and other Superfund

The S.I.T.E. project will be conducted on the
property of the Valley Company, Inc. (Valley,
Inc.), located on Groveland, .

an area th-nlnphnt
building. If approved, the demonstration project will be conducted by
Terra-Vac, Inc., a current and supplier of vacum extraction
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Public reaction to the project, as during the July 29, 1987
public meeting was generally supportive. At the public meeting,

were relative to impacts from the proposed
project, but no ific objecti were raised relative to
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EPA will not proceed with any S.I.T.E. demonstration project unless

input the town will have regarding the S.I.T.E. program.

*Note: These page mumbers refer to the pages in the hearing transcr: that
contain the specific comments and responses. e
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or system valves can be closed so that
carton filters, which will be

to ten minutes to change a carbon filter.
in during replacement of the filter.
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Comnent: (pg. 8)

on project
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in unsaturated soils at the Valley plant and will not impact in
way DEQE activities to recover and treat

Questions an Pruject Costs

a. Coment: (p. 31-32)
A citizen comented the $600,000 project cost seemed very high
for a six-week demonstration project.

mms&ooooo:m-mmmmmmmn
phase of the project, which

uwwmwmsxrz.m These
nummmmmmmmmmmtjm sampling
and during of all data and

and of a final evaluation repoct.

, the gy developer, will bear the manpower and

operating costs of the

mmmaﬂnmmummuam«
and in order to develop
an understanding of the effect of these parameters on the vacuum
process. nmmpmjnctwillbuwiMy
and ed from the

the
b-mmmmumu:mm:mmmtyammnrsum
of vacuum extraction at other sites across the country.

Comment: (pg. 37)
A citizen asked whether EPA’s evaluation of the project will rely
solely on tests conducted by Terra-Vac.

EPA Response:
Terra-Vac will probably do some testing for their own purposes, but
%glhmwmpdmzymlmaniamlyshmﬂn
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Coment: (pgs. 6, 18-20)
Mmmu;lmmloalutﬂdm,aminl

and citi the format, availability and
chedule of the final report.

contractor Enviresponse, in op:
publishing the final evaluation report. The projected date fi

2. Site Remediation

a state raised
and i the for the final source
were very that the
source control begin as soon as possible. They
cancern there be a long delay between the
demonstration project and the final site remediation, even if the
ect shows that vacuum isa ly feasible and

cost effective remedy for the Groveland site.

EPA Response:
EPA will conduct a feasibility study (FS) evaluating the technical
control
for the Valley site. The FS is required by law and
the

and ground water at the Valley site.

Cament: (pgs. 12, 13, 22, 32)
Several and town

a state
official, expressed interest in the application of vacuum extraction
for the final clearup. In particular, they questioned whether EPA
considered vacuum extraction to be a reasonable remedial altermative
for the Groveland site, what the costs of remediation might be, and
whether the demonstration project would predict the length of time
it would take to remediate the site using vacuum extraction.
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Vacuum extraction is an attractive, applicable approach for

motmmlqliumithmhﬂlmpzmm

no disturbance of the waste or the existing facility, and
xtpm-utthormh-ltham-nfotyrm‘l The technology is

be cost umm-ﬁmt-urﬂan

mammmmmmn using vacuum
extraction will not be available until after the source control
feasibility study is completed.

Coment: (ml 41-42)
of the town

and o cost lveness.
will then be developed into alternatives that can meet
A such as vacum extraction
be combined with soil flushing or some other technology to form a
a ing soil and ground

1y Parties (PRPs)

from
Comment: (Nutter, McClennan & Fish letter)

The (GRC) , owner, and Valley
Manufactured Products, Inc. (Valley), operator, are potentially
responsible parties (PRPs) at the Groveland site. They commented

mmmmuywwum'.mmmm
demonstration project but stated that they could not comment fully
on the project without a more detailed project work plan. The PRPs

comented that they will not incur costs during the demonstration
project except for their own monitoring and surveillance costs, and
added that may

i) GRC and Valley requested the right to share all field
data, including the right to split samples;

ii) GRC and Valley requested copies of draft reports and data
as soon as possible, prior to final approval by EPA;

iii) site work should be coordinated with the PRP’s consultant,
M. Anthony Lally & Associates;
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Valley will be allowed to cbtain field data as
and may coordinate the collectirn of samples with EPA;

As appropriate, Valley/GRC will be given draft reports for
their review;

EPA agrees with the commenter;
Valley/GRC will have the opportunity to review the final
draft demonstration plan; 1

EPA will arrange for the storage and disposal of wastes
generated from the system. Such waste will include water
removed from the soil vapor and carbon from the air
pollution control system;

EPA agrees with the commenter.

19q

JuawNo0p 8y} Jo Ayrend

2y3 03 onp 8| 3 “

$]Y3 UBY) Jes|d 888| 8]

obew| Wiy 9y3 J| :30LLON

QYODEY FAILVNLSININAY
STIEM ANVTIAC¥D




GROVELAND WELLS

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

ion of
apprised
remedial

ity
for
for
. The
ve,
and

site. EPA
and any
. The FS will
ground water
remediation
's Station 1

in the site commnity are related to water supply
at the .
of the
ey si
soil
plan for
ground
at

ahgsd 485

54 is
A
mu LET Y

Hiatlih



http:lll.gratJ.al

ATTACHMENT A
Handouts Dilbdhlw at t!l July 29, 19871"2?11: Meeting
Wells Site

Groveland Wells Superfund site, S.I.T.E. Demonstration Project Fact
Sheet

S.I.T.E. Program, Envirommental Review for Proposed Technology
Demonstration (NEPA checklist)

EPA fact sheet on S.I.T.E. program

Technology Summary Sheet, Terra Vac Inc. In-Situ Vacuum Extraction
Technology

Terra Vac Inc. brochure
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GROVELAND WELLS SUPERFUND SITE DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
FACT SHEET

) JULY 1987
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The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality Engineering

(DEQE) have been taking actions under the Federal and State hazardous
waste Superfund programs to investigate and remediate environmental

H contamination problems associated with the Groveland Wells Superfund
Site in Groveland, Massachusetts. This fact sheet describes a

short term technology demonstration project which is planned for

the fall of 1987 at the Valley Manufactured Products Company, Inc.
property on Washington Street. The Valley property is one identified
source area of volatile organic soil and ground water contamination
within the Groveland site. The demonstration project will involve
approximately six to eight weeks of field work. A final
demonstration report with results/evaluation will then be prepared.

The purpose of the project is to evaluate the feasibility and cost
effectiveness of this technology for use in developing remedial
action plans for the Groveland site and other sites which contain
volatile organic soil contamination. The technology under
consideration for the project 1s referred to as vacuum extraction
and would be used to demonstrate clean up capabilities on a portion
of the contaminated area. The project will be conducted under

the Superfund Innovative Technology Evaluation (SITE) program, &
nationwide program to evaluate new and promising hazardous waste
treatment technologies.

QUODEY FAILVNISININAY
STTIM ANVIIA0ND
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COMMUNITY RELATIONS

EPA seeks public comment on the proposed demonstration of the vacuum
extraction method for the Groveland site. Information on the
vacuum extraction technology and overall SITE program will be

| available for public review at the site information repositories

| at the Groveland Town Hall and Library. Materials that will be

| available consist of a generic cooperative agreement stating the
roles and responsibilities of EPA and Terra Vac Inc., the company i
that developed the technology and that would conduct the f
demonstration project, and a technology summary sheet describing
the vacuum extraction method.

Also, attached to this fact sheet is a checklist prepared by EPA
under requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
which shows that the SITE demonstration project will have no adverae
impacts to the environment. EPA solicts public comment on

NEPA checklist or any other aspects of the proposed demonsf.racion P
of the vacuum extraction technology method at the Groveland site.

L

A public meeting has been scheduled for July 29, 1987 at 7:00 PM ey
at the Groveland Town Hall. Representatives of EPA, DEQE and Terra
Vac will present information and answer questions on the proposed




project. EPA will also accept any oral or written comments

on the demonstration project at the public meeting. Comments may
also be submitted in writing to the Groveland Site Remedial Project
Manager:

James Ciriello

HRS 1903

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
JFK Federal Building

Boston, MA 02203

Written comments will be accepted until August 12, 1987. EPA will
prepare a document responding to comments received during the

public comment period. EPA will then issue a decision as to whether
to go forward with this project in consideration of the comments
received. If the project is approved, EPA will prepare a detailed
Demonstration Plan describing all aspects of the project, such as,
the operating parameters, monitoring plan, procedures and health

and safety plans.

In addition to the July 29 information meeting EPA will meet

as necessary with the Groveland Well Pollution Committee and public
to discuss the status and results of the project.

WHY WAS THE GROVELAND WELL SITE SELECTED?

EPA's criteria for selectigé the vacuum extracticn technology
e

method for the Groveland s was based on the type of waste at

the site and the overall site geologic conditions. The contami-
nation at the Groveland site consists primarily of volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), which can be effectively excracted from unsaturated
s0il by the vacuum extraction technique. Volatile organic
compounds are a group of chemicals which includes materials such

as cleaning solvents. Volatile organic compounds are characterized
by their greater tendency to evaporate/volatilize into the air

from water and soil, a characteristic which makes them ideal for
this technology. It is hoped that this technology will prove to

be more effective in treating the waste and less costly than any
soil cleanup technique previously considered for the Groveland

site (e.g., flushing contaminated soil in-place with water and
roco;ering and treating ground water or excavating and treating
soil).

VACUUM EXTRACTION TECHNOLOGY

The Vacuum Extraction Technology developed by Terra Vac, Inc. of
San Juan, Puerto Rico, would work in this way at the Groveland wells
site: three or four extracting wells would be installed in the
highest area of contamination on the south side of the Valley
building. A vacuum pump would draw the volatile organic vapors
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from the subsurface soils up through extraction wells and

to a separator device, which would remove any moisture from

the air. The air would then be pulled into a carbon adsorption
system, which adsorbs the contaminants prior to releasing the
treated air into the atmosphere. The concentrations of volatile
organic contaminants in the soil vapor and extracted and treated
air would be monitored closely.

A single extraction well can extract contaminants from tens to
hundreds of feet away from the well, depending on the soil type

and depth to groundwater. Typical contaminant recovery rates range
between 20 and 2500 1bs of VOCs/day (approximately 1.5 to 200
gallons/day) and depend on how easily the compounds present evaporate,
or volatilize in the air. The more volatile the compound, the
greater the compound recovery that can be achieved.

This system was first proven at a Superfund site in Puerto Rico, the
Upjohn facility in Barcelona, where carbon tetrachloride leaked

from an underground storage tank. A groundwater aquifer, located

300 feet below the surface, was the sole source of drinking water.
Most of the spilled contaminant was in the soil. Since this clean-up
began, over 80% of the carbon tetrachloride, (which is a volatile
organic compound) has been recovered by the vacuum extraction
process.

Monitoring and Safety Issues

The technologies tested under the SITE program are ones which hold
promise for wide-scale application, but which have not been

fully evaluated for use at Superfund sites. The vacuum extraction
process has been field tested and all data indicate that the

process shows promise for application at certain Superfund sites.

The purpose of the proposed study is to perform more extensive

testing and analysis of its performance. Therefore, careful monitoring
of treatment efficiency and air emissions as well as attention to

a wide range of safety issues will be part of the SITE demonstration
project.

Public and Worker Safety

The vacuum extraction process should pose no danger for local residents.
Air quality would be monitored and the test suspended if problems
ocecur, though no impact on air quality is expected from this project.

A health and safety plan would be developed to cover other safety
issues. The local fire department, county emergency services
coordinator, and local health department would be involved in the
development and implementation of this demonstration.
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OVERVIEW OF THE SITE PROGRAM

Through the first years of the Superfund program, land disposal

was the common method of handling hazardous waste. However, because
landfilling simply isolates the wastes and does not make them less
hazardous, and we are rapidly running out of landfills in which to
dispose of these wastes, landfilling is considered a less than

ideal method of waste disposal.

Environmental regulations enacted in 1984 and recent amendments to

the Superfund program discourage the continued use of landfilling

of wastes, in favor of remedial methods such as incineration that will
treat or destroy the wastes. The Superfund legislation now requires
that, to the maximum extent practicable, cleanups at Superfund sites
employ permanent treatment methods of hazardous wastes.

The SITE program is one major response to the need for finding the
safest and best ways for dealing permanently with waste sites.

Part of the program includes carefully planned demonstration projects
at certain Superfund sites to test new waste treatment technologies.
These new alternative technologies are ones which will destroy,
stabilize, or treat hazardous wastes by changing their chemical,
blological, or physical characteristics.

Under the SITE program, EPA will select approximately 10 Superfund
sites each year at which pilot studies of promising technologies

can be conducted. Sites are chosen that have specific waste material
and conditions that match the effectivness and use of a particular
technology. The monitoring and data collection are done to determine
how effectively the technology treats the waste, to determine how
cost effective the technology 1s, and how proteciive the technology is
of public héalth and the environment. The Groveland Wells site

was selected for such a demonstration project in 1987.

Anyone uich questions or comments may contact any of the agency
staff listed below. We are anxious to hear from you in regard to
this important project.

James Ciriello John Kingscott Mary Stinson
Remedial Project Manager HQ-SITE Coordinator ORD-SITE Proj. Mgr.
US EPA US EPA-OSWER US EPA-ORD

Region I 401 M Street, SW GSA Raritan Depot
JFK Federal Building Washington, DC 20460 Bldg. 10

Boston, MA 02203 202-475-8600 Edison, NJ 08837
617-565-3680 201-321-6683

Patty D'Andrea
Superfund Community Relations Coordinator

Region I

JFK Federal Building
Boston, MA 02203
617-565-3425
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Attachment 2

Superfund Innovative Technology
Evaluation (SITE) Program

Environmental Review for Proposed
Technology Demonstration

I. GENERAL INFORMATION

A. Description of Technology and Site*

The Groveland Wells Superfund Site is located in northeastern
Massachusetts in the Town of Groveland, Essex County. The Site
consists of approximately 850 acres of land within the lower
portion of the Johnson Creek drainage basin. Within this Site
are two municipal water supply wells which, due to contamination
by volatile organic compounds (VOCs), have been closed to service
since June and October, 1979. Also within the Site are three
identified sources of soil and groundwater contamination. This
proposed project is to be conducted at one of these three ident-
ified sources of aquifer contamination: the Valley Manufactured
Products Company property on Washington Street in Groveland.
Valley has operated a small screw machine business on the
property since 1964. Contamination on the property consists
principally of the VOCs trichloroethylene (TCE) and tetrachloro-
ethylene (PCE). TCE has been detected in soil above the water
table at concentrations as high as 2500 milligrams/liter or
parts per million (mg/l or ppm) and in groundwater downgradient
of the facility at concentrations as high as 80 mg/l or ppm.

The source of this contamination is believed to be from an
underground storage tank release and poor past operating
practices. The volume of identified soil contamination is
estimated to be 2000 to 3000 cubic yards.

The proposed project is a demonstration of a technology developed
by Terra-Vac, Inc. of San Juan, Puerto Rico. The Terra-Vac
Process extracts volatile organic compounds from soils. The
process is a mobile, in-situ treatment process for decontamination
of unsaturated soils. The process involves recovery of soil
vapor by vacuum extraction through large diameter wells

developed in the unsaturated soil zone. The recovered vapor

is then drawn through activated carbon beds, thereby removing
contaminants. Contaminant removal rates in the carbon are
anticipated to be great enough such that the air released to

the atmosphere has no detectable concentrations of VOCs.

The process requires only a small area for staging and operation
and will be performed entirely on the Valley property.

* For more information refer to the following fact sheets:
"Groveland Wells Superfund Site Demonstration Project Fact
Sheet, July 1987" and the "Superfund Innovative Technology
Evaluation (SITE) Program, Winter 1986" fact sheet.
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RESPONSE: The extraction of volatile organics occurs

in the unsaturated soil zone with no alteration of ground
water flow paths and no adverse impact to ground water
quality. By removing a portion of the unsaturated soil
contamination, it is probable that ground water quality will
be improved as a result of this demonstration. Wastewater
will be generated from a dehumidification step in the process.
This wastewater will be containerized on site and analyzed
to determine handling/disposal requirements. No direct
discharge to ground or surface water will occur which would
adversely impact surface water quality or promote erosion.

C. Wetlands

Are there wetlands/floodplezins present at the site, or affected
by the proposed project?

Yes No X
D. Environmentally Sensitive Areas

Describe any important featu-es of the site and briefly describe
any impacts to the following sensitive areas: a) wild and

scenic rivers, b) coastal zones, c) wildlife refuges and/or
sanctuaries, d) parks, beacnes, recreational areas, e) areas of
unique aesthetic value, £) historic and/or archaelogic sites listed
on the Federal Register or identified by the State Preservation
Officer, g) significant agricultural lands and h) mineral resources.

RESPONSE: This site is not located in or near any of the types
of sensitive areas described above.

E. Biota
1. Are d

there d ed or thr species (or their habitat)
which will be affected by the project?

Yes No X Mitigative Measures

2. Will the action significantly impact any terrestrial or
aquatic ecosystem or important wildlife habitat (i.e. coastal
zone, fishery/wildlife breeding areas)?

Yes No X Mitigative Measures

III. DECISION

Completion and distribution of this form constitutes the
functional equivalent of the environmental review required
under the National Environmental Policy Act.
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Attachment 3

“SEPA

Limitations of

United States Office of Emergency WH FS-86-006
Environmental Protection ana Remedial Respcrse Wirter 1986
Agen: Washington DC 20460

Superfund Innovative
Technology Evaluation
(SITE) Program

Since 1980, the U.S. Envi Agency's
Program has been ing up some of America's worst

waste probl The is by the Cosgre~
hensive Response, i and Liability Act y
(CERCLA), and the and ion Act of
1986 (SARA). Actions, both shorter-tem remvals and longer-term
remedials, have already been taken at hundreds of sites to deal
ummwnucmmuuum

cus waste The challenge at these sites is to

disposal practices.
£ind the safest and best ways for dealing with the wastes found at
the sites.
EPA is trying to find better solutions to hazardous waste
throuch its new Sup gy Evaluation (SITE)

technologies that destroy, neutralize, or otherwise manage hazardous
vastes.

The SITE program is one major response to a growing naticnal desire
to manage Superfund cleanups in the most effective manner. But,

‘hazardous waste through cne of the traditional ways—land
disposal——is becaming more difficult because many hazardous wastes
wuluwmmam muﬂtum. the new Superfund
law emph the use of over direct land disposal.
There is a need therefore for more research to develop needed
treatment alternatives.

EPA established the SITE Program in 1985 so that the Agency could

take positive steps to provide more information on treatment tech-

mlogi-ﬂuewnlb-m-ddinunm- mp:cgz-m:mv-
use of

l\l:h uf.mdvn ud\mlqi.-.

A national consensus for alternatives has grown from studies by
the scientific canmmnity and by EPA showing that in some cases land
disposal may not be an appropriate method to handle hazardous
waste. The costs of land disposal in the past have been relatively
low, however, with It has been diffi-
cult to move faster on using alternative technologies because the
Superfund program is required to select the most cost-effective
cleanup method considering reliability, permanence, and cost that
adequately protects pecple's health. In the past, this has fre-
quently meant choosing land disposal over more costly treatment
alternatives. The new Superfund law requires EPA to consider, in
addition to costs, the total effectiveness of available tech- .
nologies, with a preference for treatment over direct land disposal.
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Technology Summary Sheet

TERRA VAC INC.
IN=-SITU VACUUM
EXTRACTION TECHNOLOGY

The Terra Vac process works by air .tripping soils zontaminated with
volatile organics in place. The process is completely mobile and easy to
operate.

Once a contaminated area 15 completely defined, an extraction well or
wells, depending upon the extent of contamination, is installed. The
extraction well is connected by piping to a separator device. A vacuum
pump draws the sub surface contaminants through the well and separator
and discharges to a carbon cannister before the vapors are allowed to be
discharged to the atmosphere. Subsurface vacuum and soil vapor
concentrations are monitored via vadose zone monitoring wells.

The operating range of the Terra Vac technology extends to most any
geologic condition. The process is more cost effective where
contaminated soils are predominantly above the water table, although sys-
tems have been designed for vapor and groundwater recovery.

The radius of influence of a single extraction well can range from tens
to hundreds of feet depending on the soil type and the depth to ground-
water. Typical contaminart recovery rates range between 20 and 2500
1b/day and are a function of the volatility of the compound recovered.
The more volatile the compourd, the faster the process works.

This system was first proven at a Superfund site in Puerto Rico, the Up=
John facility in Barceloneta, where carbon tetrachloride leaked from an
underground storage tank. inree hundred feet below, the first aquifer
was the sole source of drinking water. Although groundwater con-
tamination occurred rapidly, most of the pollutant was in the soil.
Since this cleanup began, ver 80% of the spill volume has been recovered
by the vacuum extraction process.

There are several advantages to the TERRA VAC technology. The process
employs few equipment items; the equipment used is readily available; the
process 1s easy to operate and requires no soil excavation since it is an
in=situ process.

rd/82370

1oq

peuwijy
—

243 03 8NP 8| 3| ‘9930U
s143 URY3 JU9[D 88| B

ebew) wiyy 9y3 J) :301L0N

STIEM ANVIIA0¥D



http:seve,.al
http:occu,.,.ed
http:hund,.ed

GRO 007

GROVELAND WELLS
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

o ——— —
NOTICE: if the film image
is less clear than this
notice, it is due to the

quality of the document

being filmed

NI U¢ >

oL

S JuswyoeIIY  —




LEAK DETECTION
MONITORING
PRODUCT RECOVERY

DECONTAMINATION OF SOILS
ON-SITE TREATMENT
GROUNDWATER RESTORATION

{
What you can't see can hurt you. A leak
or spill from a storage or tra acility
may cause severe health hazards, c
taminated drinking water, polluted
streams and lakes and explosive condi-
tions. Liabilities and remedies can cost
millions of dollars-and take decades tax.
resolve-.

Frequently, underground pollution prob-
lems go undgtected for years. Once
contaminant$ seep underground, they
spread continually until problems grow
beyond control and result in undrinkable

ihoperable utility lines and
deadly explosions.

Until recently, most clean-up and moni-
toring strategies worked only after
groundwater became contaminated.
But today there is Terra Vac, a unique
mobile process that has created a
“Total Approach” to groundwater pro-
tection and cleanup. Years of research
and development have produced this
new technalogy that detects and re-
covers unseen, underground contami-
nants before groundwater is affected by
residual contamination within the soils.

Terra Vac's leak detection and moni-
toring system is unique because it can
simultaneously provide with one instal-
lation: 1) leak detection for an under-
ground storage tank, 2) differentiation
between subsurface contaminants
caused by a spill rather than a leak and
3) immediate on-site cleanup of lost
products from the subsoils.

The Terra Vac Process treats the prob-
lem at the source. After a leaky tank is
removed or a pipeline repaired or a spill
contained . . . the long-term source of:
groundwater problems are the contami-
nated soils. Standard technologies ga:
around or ignore- this: problen.. Only
Terra Vac solves the problem directly to:
eliminate continuous impact on ground-
water quality. Until now, soil cleanup:
has been expensive, slow, indirect and:
marginally effective. But today, Terra
Vac has developed a process to clean
up soils—without excavation.

Utilizing vacuum technology, the Terra
Vac Process monitors, delineates and.
extracts subsurface contaminants from
soils, rock, and groundwater. Our eco-
nomical in-situ treatment process works-
by air stripping soils in place at a rapid
rate.

The innovative Terra Vac Process has
been proven cost effective in a wide
variety of soils and for a broad range of:
common contaminants. Our versatile;
mobile recovery units are designed to:
monitor and/or recover pollutants at any
depth, extracting from hundreds of
thousands of cubic feet of soil—
simultaneously.

Early warning and pollution abatement
strategies have made Terra Vac's “Total
Approach” process the lowest cost,
most effective solution to common
underground pollution problems that
face industry, government and the
public today.
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The Problem:

A leaky tank, bad pipeline, or petroleum
surface spill can quickly contaminate a
huge volume of subsurface soil and rock.
As free product migrates to the aquifer
below, the residual hydrocarbons that are
left behind are a greater and more lasting
threat to groundwater quality than the
floating free product itseif.

Even if the hydrocarbon leak is small and
free product never shows up in the
groundwater, residual hydrocarbons will
be left in the vadose zone and will leach
out, undetected, contaminating the shal-
low aquifer for years.

Hydrocarbon vapors are also pnum as
a “halo” around residual hydrocal

along the path of free product flow. Ymu
vapors can migrate ahead of the lvu

carbon Recovery - The “Total Approac

because it simultaneously:
- remove liquid, vaporous, and ad-
sorbed phases of subsurface hydro-

carbons:

- is effective whether the groundwater is
shallow or deep;

- extracts residual hydrocarbons from
above and below the water table;

- mmmu-! the amount of groundwater
extracted:

- decontaminates in a shorter amount of
time, and thus at a lower cost.

How It Works:

Terra Var is the first to use enhanced

when our subsurface vacuum is applied.

product
um-mmnmdmmammm—
ings and basements at the surface.

The logical and obvious first step in
hydrocarbon cleanup is to begin at the
source—eliminate the leaky tank. bad
pipeline, or surface spill. Terra vun

A negative pressure gradient
induces mrigration of vaporized products
towards i

to the surfece for recovery and treatment.
Soils and ;jroundwater are essentially air
stripped in place.

Due to the rapid rate of volatization of
most liquid hydrocarbons in the soil
matrix, mh!lmmo-el product recovery
is relatively short: to weeks rather
than the months to years required by
common recovery systems.

- hydre
minated gmum-nr Finally, when resi-
dual hydrocarbons have been reduced

centrates on the cleanup of the ground-
water after residual hydrocarbons have
been removed.

Typical two-pump systems rely on ex-
tracting large quantities of groundwater
for indefinite periods of time in order to
skim small amounts of free product from
the water surface. This recovery ap-
proach spreads free product and creates
an enlarged “smear zone" of residual
hydrocarbons and vapor that only con-
tinues to contaminate groundwater
sources.

Terra Vac's “Total Approach” is better
than the common dual pump approach

o

water quality, groundwater is recovered,
then treated on-site at low cost.

Our “Total Approach” to clean up of sub-
surface hydrocarbons is more effective
because the source of groundwater con-
tamination in the vadose zone is removed
first. Our vacuum recovery unlike
dual pump systems, uses small diameter
wells, and is easily installed, completely
mobile, low-maintenance, and highly
reliable. Another difference is that our
approach gives you groundwater restor-
ation at a.reduced cost and in a shorter
clean-up time. Terra Vac's “Total Ap-
proach” solves the entire problem, not
just the symptoms.
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eak Detection

The Problem:

Terra Vac Leak Detection Systems discover
potential contaminants

present around an
underground tank.

The Soluti

tmvuwommm-u
of onsite testing

Atmany sites, it is impractical to monitor
groundwater quality to detect leaks from
storage facilities. Deep aquifers, clay soils,
or fractured rock formations, often pre-
vent adequate detection before substan-
tial environmental damage occurs. If
there is a leak at the surface, by the time
stored substances reach the water table.
significant losses have already saturated
subsoils. As a result. a huge volume of
soil and rock are the unseen source of
contamination that will continue to de-
grade groundwater quality for a very long
time.

Groundwater monitoring is often inef-
fective. Due to irregular geology and dip-
ping formations of bedrock, organic
solvents have been known to travel more
than 1,000 feet laterally before entering
the aquiter. Additionally, a small diameter
groundwater monitoring well onsite may
not intercept the path of leaked matenals
when they migrate into the aquifer.

Today, new technology is available to
detect leaks from existing storage tanks
before they enter the aquifer. Terra Vac
Leak Detection Sysems use proven tech-
nology to detect potential contaminants
that may be present around an under-
ground tank or storage facility. Reliable

Unlike other monitoring systems which
may detect the presence of stored mate-
rials at a specific point or within a small
area, the Terra Vac System has a large
radius of influence . .. from tens to hun-
dreds of feet underground. This system is
designed to find emerging leaks from any
and all points within the facility itself.
The mere presence of stored materials in
subsoils does not always lmpry Imm
Spills can occur from overfilled
quick-connect coupling operations, Imo
flushing and other activities that lead to
the inadvertent release of hazardous
materials 1o the environment.

Terra Vac monitors contaminants above
the water table where they are most
highly concentrated. Accurate chemical
analysis is done on-site; there is no two or
three week deiay between sampling and
the availability of results. If stored mate-
rials are found in these soils, the condi-
tion is verified immediately. The same
equipment used for monitoring also ex-
tracts potential groundwater contami-
nants. Therefore, based upon onsite data,
an owner can make an intelligent. in-
formed decision regarding implementa-
tion of contingency plans to prevent
groundwater contamination.

Terra Vac Leak Detection services

include onsite testing and analysis, evalu-

ation and reporting. Monitoring of the

storage facility is done on a continuous

monthly or quarterly basis, depending

upon the site emdmou After Ihl sub-
lled.

test methods using gas

surf;

discover leaks and spills before costly
groundwater problems erupt

How It Works:

The Terra Vac Leak Detection System
works by air stripping soils in the vicinity
of the storage facility. Vacuum technol-
ogy is applied to vadose zone (the under-
ground zone above the water table), with
a simple, one-time equipment installation.

Subsurface conditions are monitored
with portable vacuum and testing equip-
ment. The of

proof vacuum recovery equipment is
mobilized and connected to the subsur-
face extraction point by trained
technicians.

Representative samples of extracted
vapors are analyzed onsite in a mooile
laboratory. If stored materials are not
volatile, a highly volatile tracer can be
placed in the tank for verification of a
potential leak.

Leak detection using the Terra Vac sys-
tem can be conducted at any time. If there
is aspill while filling atank, itis imperative
to mobilize portable equipment at the site

equipment and leak detection proce-
dures are accomplished without interrup-
tion of operations at the storage location.

for recovery before potential
contaminants disperse into the soil
Rapid response to spills and leaks mini-
mizes the time and cost of clean-up.
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Relative Rates
for Cleanup

of Subsurface

Contamination

eanup Of contaminated solls

% 20

nation and cost of cleanup are minimized
or eliminated.

How It Works:

The Terra Vac treatment process works by
air stripping the contaminated soils in

|
|Groungiwater|
Extragtion Only

|

1
|
30
Years Since Clean-Up Began

The Problem:

Following the success of the prototype
system, Tera Vac has designed, installed
and operated contaminant recovery

Vac

including petroleum hydrocarbons, chiori-
nated solvents, ketones, alcohols and
others,

This method has been accepted by the En-
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA) as an
alternative to more expensive remedial
measures mm excavation of soils, bio-

place. Extraction is without
excavation of soils. Our in-situ treatment
process is fast, reliable and extremely cost
effective.

Once the contaminated area is delineated,
w-eewmummuw
and safely, even in congested indust

areas. Vacuum lalfm

recovery equipment
mwmmwmw

that
purge smsods of cmlammams in order to
protect groundwater resources.

Groundwater treatment and aquifer restora-

tion can become a short term process only

after decontaminating soils. The Terra Vac

System is the most effective, economical

method to cleanup solls contaminated with
poliutants.
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UNITED STATES® NF AMEIRICA

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

In the 'latter of:
RE: SUPTRFUND INNOVATIVE TECHNOTOGY
EVALUATIOU (SITE) PROGRAM.
BEFORE: Jim Ciriello, Chziraan
James 'falot, Professional Engineer
24 Malmans, Terra-Vac Industries

Peter A. Michaels, Professional Enagine=r

A PUBLIZ 'EETING held on iednesday, July 292, 1927,
at the Town Hall, "rnveland, 'lassachusetts,

zommencing at 7:20 o'clock p.m.

APEX Reporting
Ragisiered Professional Reporters
(617) 426-3077

1 - 46

g
2
H

QEODIY FALLVNLSININAY

i

STI3M ANVTIIAO¥D




s S e ST

)

INDEX
SPEAKERS PAGE
David Argyros 3
Jim Ciriello 3
G. E. Carlson 5
Michael Greenstein 5
Earl Sweetser 8
Representative Tom Palumbo 10
James Malot 14
Ken Galli 16
Dick Johnson 21
Ann McCarthy 24
Ed Malmans 31
Peter Michaels 31
Nernie Perron 35

APEX Reporting
Registered Professional R
(617) 426-3077




PROCEEDINGS
(7:20 p.m.)

MR. ARGYROS: Is there any chance that
with these site controls in place, that you're going to
redraw the contaminants back towards the well?

MR. CIRIELLO: It's a good question, it's
not really relative to this, but we do expect =-- The
reason that the carbon is on Well 1 is because we do
expect, under seme conditions, to be drawing contamination
into No. 1. Our predictions are that they will be drawing
in contamination from the area of Main and Washington
Strea2t, in that area, based on some gravel and flow model,
theve is influence out towards Johnson Creek, and we do
expect there will be some influence on Johnson Creed,
Station 1.

It will be widely dependent on recharge
conditions and what the base flow and the aquifer is.

With the conditions right now and real
flow, then there would be a greater risk of drawing
contamination.

This spring, only about four weeks ago,
there was a substantial amount of water in this aquifer,
the water table was very high, four or five feet below the
surface. Now I don't know, it's probably dropped a couple

of feet, but we do expect that, yeah, that's one of the

APEX Reporting
Registered Professional Reporters
(617) 426-3077

g

:

i

3
¥

RE




problems there.

Is that sort of an answer? I'll talk to
you about that later, too.

Any other questions on the site program?

MR. ARGYROS: 1Is the site program, you call
it a demonstration, but is it something that is really
going to clean up the problem and it's just demonstrated
here, or is it just going to, like tell you if it could
solve the problem at the sites?

MR. CIRIELLO: This demonstration is not
intended to clean up the valley site, although that could
potentially be an advantage to it. The idea is to, i3

to demonstrate this and be able to determine sort of the

ultimate effectiveness or the optimum effectiveness of

it

It's not our goal to necessarily clean up.
We will try to isolate -- I think Ed will talk about
this later -- we'll try to isolate an area and clean that
area up, or bring it as far as we can. The idea is to
generate enough information to be able to determine how
effective it can be, and what costs and times and so
forth, are associated with that.

Bit it's not the intent to necessarily
clean up the area with the demonstration.

Garret?
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MR. CARLSON: Well, you're only going to
drill one well, is that it?

MR. CIRIELLO: No, I'll defer that to
Ed, I think he's going to get into a little more specifics
on that.

MR. GREENSTEIN: Mike Greenstein,
Congressman's Marvoulis' office.

Jim, did you say that you haé not bagun
the feasibility study at the valley site yet?

MR. CIRIELLO: No, we've not begun a new
feasibility study, we've not carried the feasibility
study that was done. any further at this point.

I'm sorry, I guess I didn't really, you
know, talk about that, but the way this fits in to the
valle‘y site is, the feasibility study will be getting
under way very shortly. This information will go into,

the i ion that we from this demonstration

will be used to evaluate this technology as part of an
alternative for the valley site. It will coincide very
nicely with the development of the feasibility study, and
it will be evaluated and compared to other alternatives
that have been previously proposed, such as excavation
and treatment or another in-situ process is soil flushing.
MR. GREENSTEIN: S50 a previous feasibility
study has identified other options; is that correct?
APEX Reporting
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MR. CIRIELLO: Yes. There was a teuibilii

study that was completed in July of 1985, which evaluated
several options.

MR. GREENSTEIN: The length of this particu
lar study, the Terra Vac study, how long will that take
before you get the results, before you know what you

really have here?

MR. CIRIELLO: I think -- Well, we'll answef

that, too. I think it would probably be best now, if we
turn to Ed and let Ed -- or Jim, Jim Malot will -- I'm
sorry.

FROM THE FLOOR: If this study does show,
this demonstration does show that it is going to clean
up the area that is contaminated, how long until we expect|
to have this area fully cleaned up? You know, you're usin
this area as a test site as a demonstration of it.

MR. CIRIELLO: The schedule that I'm lookin
at for this project is, we'll be conducting investigation
work characterizing the site this summer, the remainder of
this summer, and into fall. We'll be performing -- and
when I say "we," I mean collectively evaluating --
performing a feasibility study this fall and winter, and
it's our goal to select an action, an alternative, next
spring, sometime in the order of April.

And from that point, we would then, assumin
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we select an alternative, we would then have to go into
the process of bidding, desiging, bidding, awarding, that
contract. I wouldn't speculate as to when we might get
out there, it's a little too early. Next year? These
people know me better than that.

FROM THE FLOOR: I guess my concern is that|
you know, if it shows that it works here, and then this
company, you know, another state wants to try it, you
know, how long -- I know that the Suerfund money is
kind of difficult to get and there are a lot of sites
around the country that need to be cleaned up and, you
know, what's the chance of going someplace and working
another place and then we have to wait another two or
three years before they come back, whoever, you know,
does the work, if it does work, I don't know.

MR. CIRIELLO: Terra Vac is the company

that's going to be d ing this d ation. I guess

there's no guarantees that Terra Vac would do the work
ultimately anyway, and so it would be bid and anybody

with the vacuum extraction technology could bid on the
job, I mean they're in business, they're going to do the
next job, and it's tough to say. But there is a process
they would have to go through, and that would be a bidding
and an awarding process. There might be other bidders

besides Terra Vac, it's kind of a tough question.
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Earl?

MR. SWEETSER: Mr. Ciriello, does this---

MR. CIRIELLO: He's the only one who calls
me Mr. Ciriello.

MR. SWEETSER: 1Is that going to interfere
at all with the aeration of that heavy plume that's been
my pet peeve for five years?

MR. CIRIELLO: No. I think, as Jim will
explain, this technology deals with a discreet area of
contamination with is above the water table in soil.

MR. SWEETSER: The aeration of that plume
is still---

MR. CIRIELLO: That's -- Well, I believe
you're talking about the state's action, the state's
action with---

Yeah, this technology, this demonstration
is on unsaturated, solid space of land at the area where
the wastes are currently sitting and waiting to migrate
off, if you will, into groundwater. So it doesn't impact
in any way as to what could take place down at Mill Pond,
scheduling or otherwise. As you'll see and I'll elaborate
on later, there is little, if any, adverse effects from
this demonstration, from this technology. 1It's one that
apparently works very effectively in dealing with waste
before they get ifnto groundwater., That one that deals
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with removing them from soil without changing the state
into something like mixing of groundwater and having to
recover grounwater, so it will not effect what's happening|
in Mill Pond.

MR. CARLSON: Garret Carlson, Conservation
Commission.

Probably these organics are just sitting
in the soil as you say, not doing anything, not going
anyplace?

MR. CIRIELLO: Well, we found, or Valley
has found, that through investigation, there is still a
good deal of contamination sitting under the building
and above the water table which are not migrating, mostly
because of lack of infiltration, perhaps, and so there is
some waste that's still sitting in the soil which can be
extracted. They're migrating by, contact with the
groundwater table water by gravity migration, but they are,
you know, they are moving, but slowly, as compared to
something that would be out, any opening, would receive
infiltration to wash them away .

MR. CARLSON: But they're not adding to
it at the moment?

MR. CIRIELLO: I can't say that.

MR. CARLSON: 1Is the operation going on==-

MR. CIRIELLO: Oh, I'm sorry. Well, see,

APEX Reporting

Registered Professional Reporters
(617) 426-3077

g2 §=§
?E.s &
e
ng; g
HE
2¢F

STIEM ANVTIAOND

QYOOI FAILVELSININAY

S rs



10

that -- No, there's no reason to believe that they're add-
ing to it. But when I say, see, that's the problem, when
I say "source," there's contamination, there's waste

in the soil, that is now a source of groundwater contami-
nation. That's not to imply that anybody's adding to

the ground any more, but that is a source of groundwater
contamination, and that's the way the condition sits as
now. So there is contamination which migrates from soil
into groundwater and then off and downdgrading in the
ground water.

REPRESENTASTIVE PALUMBO: I'm Tom Palumbo,
State Representative, representing this community.

I'm hopeful that if the technology proves
to be successful, that there won't be an extended break
in the chain of events, such that you can continue this
technology, because I understand some of the gentlemen
who have been speaking this evening talking about, and
what you had said about the pumping, I don't want two
antagonistic approaches to the situation, in other words
if we can clean it up with this technology, I hope that we
don't have an extended or protruded break in the chain of
events, that we can clean this situation up in a fairly
rapid period of time because, you know, if yau're going
to start pumping again with Station 1 and it's going to
start a migration, it seems to me to be two competing
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we are getting, we are at a point where we are developing

efforts.

So I would be hopeful that EPA and the
state would work together, we could all work together to
ensure that if the technology is successful, we can move
in the direction of having the technology continue,
whether you have to go through a bidding process or
whatever, continue to address that problem and clean it up
in that manner, as efficiently and effectively as you
can,

MR. CIRIELLO: That is what we strive for,

an overall plan, and we are implementing parts of that
plan, oeing Station 1 in the Mill Pond action, and some
other actions.

We are looking =-- This demonstration is,
first of all, will be used nationally, the results of
it will be used nationally. We would still, as successful
as it might be, we would still need to evaluate different
alternatives and compare them for cost effectiveness.

But yes, I mean it would be our goal tc
be able to move smoothly here through this fall, in the
evaluation phase and feasibility phase, into next spring
and select an action, and then into next summer, bidding
and selecting a contractor and then implementing it.

REPRESENTATIVE PALUMBO: So if this approacH
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is successful over the three-month period, then there
would be a subsequent bidding process?

MR. CIRIELLO: Well, we would need to=-=

REPRESENTATIVE PALUMBO: Is there a
possibility of you proceeding with the approach?

MR. CIRIELLO: I don't know how much
possibility that is. We wtill need to, by law, evaluate
several alternatives and select a cost-effective one,
and as quickly as we can do that, we will do that, but

we do need to compare and support cost-effectiveness of

this al ive, some of the'alternatives,
to a feasibility study and a racord decision.

So we would still need to do that, and on
how successful it was.

REPRESENTATIVE PALUMBO: But it appears,
though, where you chose this approach, that this, in your
mind, is probably the most reasonable appsoach, in terms
of cleaning up the waste?

MR. CIRIELLO: Yeah, I think it's a very
attractive approach.

REPRESENTATIVE PALUMBO: Without driving it
further into the aquifer?

MR. CIRIELLO: Exactly. It's technology
that will remove it from where it is without universally
changing its form or creating a larger volume of the

APEX Reporting

Registered Professional Reporters
(617) 426-3077

STIAM ANVTIA0ND

QUODEY FALLVNLSININAY

o



http:Proju1i.MJ

U/

13

substance in water or air, it's a treat, and it's
attractive for this property, for this site, because it's
one that's in place and requires no disturbance of the
waste, it requires no equipment to come in and excavate
the waste and transport things around, and it requires,
you know, basically no disturbance of the existing
facility. 1It's installed through the existing floors,
and so it is attractive, it is in place, there's little
risk compared to other things, because you're not movirg
waste around, it's staying in there.

So, yes, I think it's very attractive.

MR. IN: Mike in from

Congressman Mavroules' office. Again, one quick and last
question.

Talking back to what Earl had to say, this
demonstration has nothing to do with the migrating film,
is that correct, it doesn't address that at all?

MR, CIRIELLO: No.

Let's let Jim get up and give his
presentation, and then we can -- I think it would become
a lot clearer. I apologize for not being exactly very
clear right now, but it will become a lot clearer, and
then we can talk a little more about it later.

(Off the record.)

FROM THE FLOOR: Jim, I've got a question.
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All the things already in place, why are
we demonstrating that, why don't you have all the facts
that you know already, why are you calling it a
demonstration?

MR. CIRIELLO: Why don't we have all the
facts on this technology?

FROM THE FLOOR: You've already, the
system is working, it's successful, yet we're calling
this a demonstration; why is that so?

MR. CIRIELLO: Jim?

MR. MALOT: One of the things at the
sites that we've used this technology before, particularly
industrial sites, although there has been some Superfund
sites, but they're looking for a particular contaminant,
or they're, you know, they're looking for a demonstration
on their own site. There's very complex geology, much
different than what might be here or at other places.

And the focus of most industrial sites is
not to gather data that can be used to evaluate the
technology overall, so it might be applied somewhere
else, but to solve their specific probem.

So what the main activity of the demonstra-
tion here is to gather that information with all of the
quality control and quality assurance so that that

evaluation can be scrutinized and evaluated by others,
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and that then is the value of the demonstration now.

And the time frame, in terms of innovative technology, we
started almost five years ago. In terms of innovative
technologies, that is a very short term.

And so in one sense I can see where you
might see that it's already been demonstrated, but it
hasn't been demonstrated in the sense that EPA's intent
is, if I understand it, and you can elaborate on that,
in order to be able to apply to other Superfund sites
across the country.

FROM THE FLOOR: You just said that on one
hand it worked, okay, you're kind of contradicting what
you're saying, you're saying they're using it, use it at
superfund sites, and each site is unique, and that's one
of the reasons why it's a demonstration.

You're saying that other -- And then
you're saying the information that's gathered from this
will say whether or not it's qualified for other sites to
use it.

MR. MALOT: Okay, there's---

FROM THE FLOOR: Maybe I'm getting mixed
up, I'm misunderstanding---

MR. MALOT: No, it is, it's not very clear,

because it's very complex. First of all, every site is

unique, okay, their hydrology, the geology, the contaminants
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the history of the site; every site is unique.

However, there are a number of gealogic
and engineering and chemical parameters that relate to the
vacuum extraction process that can be evaluated, which is
the intent of this demonstration, to evaluate those in
detail, so that then those characteristics and understand-
ing of those parameters can be applied to other sites.

Does that make sense?

FROM THE FLOOR: Soctherwise, the other
sites that you have used this at, you have not been able
to gather any of this type of technical data to support
whether or not this technology really works?

MR. MALOT: Well, yes and no. We have
gathered a lot of data for those sites; however, we have
not gathered it to the extent or with the prupose that
this demonstration program is going to allow a third
party to evaluate.

That third-party evaluation is a big part
of the demonstration program.

MR. GALLI: Ken Galli, Lally Associates.

I just want to -- So therefore the difference is really
that you're looking to see if this is a reproduced book
binding and therefore the third party gives you more input
into that---

MR. CIRIELLO: Well, it's EPA's -- EPA woul
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be a third party, and it's EPA's goal to develop this
information itself so that it can evaluate this.

I guess one goal would be to be able to
develop reproducable data, and data with the reliability
that we could use it on other sites and use it to
evaluate this technology for other site alternatives,
whether we meet alternatives on the sites.

MR. ARGYROS: Dave Argyros from Chesterton
Company .

The area of contaminated soil that exists
above the groundwater table at Valley, this demonstration

probject, what percent of that area are you going to be

demonstrating on, or if successful, would be cleaning up?

In other words, are you demonstrating on,
you know, the area is this big, are you demonstrating on
most of it, or are you just demonstrating on a small part
of it, just, you know, roughly, are we talking big or
little?

MR. MALOT: It's been a little---

MR. ARGYROS: If it's successful, are
you going to clean up half the problem or just, you know,
one percent of the problem?

MR. CIRIELLO: Well, in light -- Let me
must start the answer by saying that I'm not clear --
Based on the information that I have now, we would be
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demonstrating on that portion, maybe equivalent to a
third of it or something. We don't feel that the area's
completely characterized yet, and that's part of the
reason why if there is any work to be done, to be more
investigation work there.

But on the area that is there, it might
be roughly a third of it or something.

Can you elaborate on computations?

MR. MALOT: Yeah. I think it's a, you
know, my understanding of the site, there's a kind of a
cental location, which is a hot spot in terms of
contamination levels, very high levels, and we'll be work-
ing at the periphery of that.

The intent of the demonstration is not to
clean up the entire site, but to demonstrate that this
portion can be either cleaned up or cleaned up to the
extent that projection of that cleanup would be feasible,
and then take that information and project it over the
whole area.

MR. CARLSON: Is the end result of all of
this investigation some kind of information that an
independent person can use to make a cost-effective
evaluation, based on certain parameters? In other words,
I can measure the highly carbon levels or whatever they
are, I can measure the permeability index of the soil,
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and determine, roughly, how many wells, how much equipment
we need, and see what the cost effectiveness is as compare
to other systems, or is this a unique site-by-site feeling
you have to go through each time?

MR. CIRIELLO: You should be able to get
a handle, based on -- You should be able to get a handle
with the information generated, what the effects of
permeabilities, the effects of the insaturated zone, the
conetration or types of contaminants, you should be able
to get an idea from the evaluation part of this demonstrat
and carry that towards your problem, you know, evaluate
the---

MR. CARLSON: But I mean is EPA going to
publish some brochures or some kind of handbooks or---

MR. CIRIELLO: There's going to be -- Yeah,
there will be, what I assume is a fairly expensive
evaluation document at the end of this, which will
incorporate all the data generated during the tests and
evaluation of that data and the success, in a sense, of
the demonstration, and that will be published, it will be
public record, it will be available. I'm not sure what
form it will be published in, it will be some research
document out of EPA, probably out of EPA, Hazardous Waste
Environmental Research Lab who will be publishing it.

Pete Michaels is with EPA contractor
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Enviresponse. Pete is EPA's contractor -- Enviresponse
is EPA's contractor, involving the evaluation phase.

I don't know if anybody mentioned this,
but basically when a program breaks down, it's the
developer in the program is responsikle for the demonstra-
tion costs and aspects of the project, equipment, the
manpower to demonstrate it. EPA is responsible for the
evaluation costs, those for sampling and analysis, and
those for evaluating and publishing the results of the
test.

And Enviresponse is EPA's contractor,
involved in doing the evaluation phas: of it. Terra Vac
is the developer involved in demonstrating the technology.

MR. CARLSON: And is there any fault with
sedimentation of your wells, in other words if you have
a very tight soil, do you tend to get some soil particles
drawn in and they clog up your wells and get into the
hose or whatever you have down there?

MR. MALOT: Well, we're above the water

MR. CARLSON: You're above the water table,
but you get soil particles?
MR. MALOT: Right.

MR. CARLSON: In a very tight soil, general
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when you vacuum, you tend to get these soil particles
as well.

MR. MALOT: Right. We designed the system,
the well, so that we filter that out,

MR. CARLSON: How do you filter it out?

MR. MALOT: Well, typically with the sand
meeting around the screen itself. At some sites we have
pulled in very small amounts of soil particles, fine grainj
but really negligible amounts.

MR. CARLSON: Is there any kind of soil thaj
the system won't work in, if it's too tight?

MR. MALOT: Well, we've done this in clay,
silt, sand, gravel, fractured rock, course limestone,
stratified media, virtually every type of geologic setting

There's some that you have to apply differe
levels to be closed, different vacuums to accommodate
those variabilities, but you would find it in virtually
all.

MR. JOHNSON: Dick Johnson, Water Pollution
Committee. Will you be using monitoring wells with your
manometers to determine the extent of the zone you're
treating during this demonstration?

MR. MALOT: Yes, that's---

MR. JOHNSON: Will you be able to tell if,

be able to identify the particular zone---
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MR. MALOT: That's correct, that's what
we call the radius of influence---

MR. JOHNSON: Right.

MR. MALOT: ---of the extraction was, and
we will be monitoring it, so that we can delineate that
extend to which it's being effective from the central
extraction---

MR. JOHNSON: So with that data you'll be
able to almost predict the length of treatment for the
entire zone of unsaturated soil that might be contaminateefl?

MR. MALOT: Well, that data itself won't
be extrapolated to predict the length of time, that will
be used to predict how many extraction wells will be
necessary to clean up whatever extent of contamination
there is, based on the findings of the feasibility study.

MR. JOHNSON: But that will be part of
this project?

MR. MALOT: Yes.

MR. GREENSTEIN: At this site we have alzaaFy
groundwater contamination, and what we have, potential
source contamination, which is what Terra Vac will address

Are you saying that in order to really
clean up the problem, we have to address both the
groundwater contamination and then the source contaminatioh,
so that the Terra Vac process would be in addition to what
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1 i?‘ ?
~ you're doing to try to address the problem? ?g?
J i
MR. CIRIELLO: The final remedial action ?g
3

plan for the site would consist of, at this point, would

consist of source control actions, it would consist of
groundwater, management migration of groundwater contami-
nation, and it would involve at this point treatment of
Station No. 1.

So ultimately, there will be at least

three phases of this remedial action plan for this site,

STI3M ANVTIIAO¥D

which would be some source control action, some groundwatef
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cleanup action, and some point of use of action at

12
Station No. 1.
1 | Rr T YL
D This is, this demonstration goes into [ % SR |
4 : " | RN
E | developing that source control action, and it's a step | o~ ¥
N
| 15 b
: towards that end. {
16
| MR. GREENSTEIN: Is this the first time
17
in the process that this has been explored?
| 18
MR. CIRIELLO: Excuse me?
1
Y MR. GREENSTEIN: Is this the first time ‘(
|
& in this entire process of dealing with this problem that q; }
| 1
A source contamination control has been explored? L
| -2 MR. CIRIELLO: Oh, absolutely not, no.
-
a8 Source control has always been, if nothing else, the one r r\
24 i " ; ~ 1
4 thing to do, it always will be. You need to .control the
oy
ad L source before you can go off and effectively deal with \L
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the migration from that source.

So yes, it has always been something for
consideration, but it's a difficult solution to come up
with, but it has always been a part of it.

MR. GREENSTEIN: So in effect we really
haven't come up with a solution to that yet, and this is
an attempt to find that solution?

MR. CIRIELLO: Well, this is an attempt to
give us alternatives to look at, alternatives in addition
to the ones I mentioned earlier, and that's how it fits
in, it fits in to the evaluation phase with other
technologies and other alternatives.

MR. GREENSTEIN: Thank you.

MS. McCARTHY: Gentlemen, Ann McCarthy
from Senator Costello's office.

You're basically saying that this site
program is using the Groveland situation sort of a guinea
pig to test your technology, and I'm just curious as to
how much input the municipality's going to have in the
whole situation, as far as deciding on cost effectiveness,
does that belong strictly with EPA, is the State involved?|
How much more input is Groveland going to have into the
site program?

MR. CIRIELLO: The EPA is required by law,
under the Superfund Law, to select cost-effective
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alternatives, and cost-effective alternatives, under our
amendments, are generally those that are permanent
solutions, not containment solutions and not solutions
which involve relocating waste, in a sense. So we're
required to select, to the extent practicable, a permanent
solution.

The public is involved in that process in
that they have the opportunity to review the results of
investigations and to review the evaluations that are
conducted and feasibility studies, and in selecting an
alternative, we have a formal public review, public comment
period. In that, the public comment, sentiment, whatever,
weighs very heavily into what actions are selected, but
we are in the end, mandated by .h:o:af select, cost-
effective action, which is, when it's most practicable,
permanent.

In the site program, the public's involve-
ment is in that we pretty much won't, will not be able to
do a demonstration without some public approval. We are
proposing this demonstration and we're asking for input
and comment from the public as to whether we can go ahead
with this demonstration at the Groveland site.

So there is a substantial amount of
involvement. There will also be involvement, assuming
that we do proceed with the project, I will be meeting
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with the Water Pollution Committee from time to time to
let them know what the status is and what's taking place.

We've established two informational
repositories which we've had in the past, which are the
Water Department and Town Library, which receive
information from us, which will receive the demonstration
plan that will be put together, and that demonstration
plan will be there for people to review. And again,

I'll be speaking with the Water Pollution Committee as
significant events arise, to let them know what's going
on.

As far as this being a guinea pig, I don't
think that that's an accurate use of terms. It's not
really a guinea pig, in a sense that this isn't a
research project, it's not an experiment, this is a
tried and tested technology which we feel, based on
evaluating the conditions at this site and the technology
and the conditions at other sites, we feel that it is
directly applicable to this site.

The risks of this demonstration are few.
As you saw from the slides, it's an in-situ, it's an in-
place technology. There's no disturbance of the
surroundings and of the waste itself.

Unlike some other things, there is little

risk, if any, from a failure in the process. I don't know|
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if Ed got into very much about our rights, but there's
very little risk in terms of your community, in terms of
failure of the system, and in creating problems to public
health. So it's attractive.

As you know, the Valley site is in fairly
tight quarters, there are people living in close proximity|
there, that's very much a consideration, and we do feel
that the risks arc minimal and that it's not a guinea pig,
it's testing out, it's running a full-scale demonstration
of the technology that is applicible here to the site.

MS. McCARTIY: But you're still using that
site as a demonstrition site, this is not the chosen
technology, this is a technology that you think will work
at this site, therefore you are also testing the technolog;
in this unique site to gather additional information;
correct?

MR. CIRIELLO: Yes.

MS. McCARTHY: Concerning the technology,
so that you will have a broader scope on the technology
to use at other Suerfund spots; correct?

MR. CIRIELLO: Well, yes, the information
will be widely disseminated, it will be used across the
country to evaluate this technology for other sites. But
again, it's applicable, it's attractive, for the conditiong

that we're facing here, and so for those reasons, it's
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been selected or matched with the site.

Does that sort of answer your gquestion?

REPRESENTATIVE PALUMBO: Representative Pal
This is the narrow technology, the chosen technology,
and this is a successful technology in the demonstration
phase over a three-month period. Are we going to have
to look at other alternatives before we can address the
final solution to this particular problem, and what are
we talking about for a time frame, Jim?

MR. CIRIELLO: We are required to, as
successful as this might be, we are required to evaluate
other alternatives.

REPRESENTATIVE PALUMBO: Okzy, given that,
are there other alternative technologies that we can
expect to be demonstrated at this site?

MR. CIRIELLO: No, I don't anticipate any
others being demonstrated.

REPRESENTATIVE PALUMBO: So this will be,
this is the technology you feel may work, and if it does
work, we probably will go with this technology?

MR. CIRIELLO: Well, for me, from my
standpoint, this is a, this program was developed, the
site program was developed, this technology, and Terra Vac
responded to the proposal, or submitted a propsal to
EPA's request, and it is applicable to this area. So for
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that reason I nominated Valley, or that site for this
technology. I don't see any others on the horizon in the
next round of proposals, and none in this round of
proposals that would be applicable and worth demonstrating

REPRESENTATIVE PALUMBO: Given this
technology, let's say that this technology is successful
over a three-month period, when could we expect a bidding
process and this technology, if this is the one chosen,
to be put into place to solve the problem?

MR. CIRIELLO: Uh===

REPRESENTATIVE PALUMBO: What are we
talking about in a general time--=-

MR. CIRIELLO: Well, again, I guess what
I'm looking at is completing feasibility study work, of
which this is a very critical part, completing feasibility)
study work early next year, January, February, going
through a fairly rigorous agency and public review of
that feasibility study and attempting to select through
a record of decision, an alternative.

I do believe that we're looking now at
selecting an alternative by record of decision in April,
and that would mean that we could possibly be into design
next summer, or in soliciting bids next summer.

REPRESENTATIVE PALUMBO: 1I'm also curious

about whoever, claiming the presentation. Where will the

APEX Reporting
Registered Professional Reporters
(617) 426-3077



http:PALUH.BO

30

contaminants be taken when recovered from the soil, and
what type of monitoring will be conducted, relative to
good air quality on this process?

MR. CIRIELLO: The waste that would be
generated would be the carbon absorption in the canisters
or in the drums that the vapor in the air passes through.
Those would be sent, that would be the responsibility of
EPA, and those would be sent for regeneration, basically,
at the plant where they came from.

As far as the air monitoring, Ed had had a
schematic of the way the carbon absorption system is
set up in two series, in two series of, quote, "parallel
absorber containers."

There will be sampling at a point before

the vapor reaches the carbon and in between the two

absorption systems and after the absorption system. And
by sampling, among other places, but by sampling in those
points, we'll be able to determine what a sort of raw
vapor concentration is and what the effectiveness of the
first absorbence is and effectiveness of the second, and
what, ultimately, the discharge is of air.

Their experience, I understand, has been
that the air that is eventually exhausted has not shown
any detectable concentrations of volatile organic

contaminants. So the air phase, theoretically, would be
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clean, and there would be nothing being discharged, it
would be totally contained and nothing would be
discharged to the atmosphere.

MR. MALMANS: One other thing to bear in
mind, if you develop leaks, that you have this fresh air
leaking into the system, rather than other technology
where you develop a leak, you may have ugraded or ==
If we have a leak, material goes into they system. Fresh
air leaks into the system, because of that vacuum.

MR. ARGYROS: Jim, it looks, you know, the
technology looks simple and it seems that it looks effecti
and you might have a go>d application here. It seems
reasonable to drill four wells and try for six weeks.

The only problem I have is the taxpayer,
it seems like $600,000, I can't follow a lot of those
zeros, and could you maybe enlighten me a little?

MR. CIRIELLO: I didn't -- I'd have to
defer to Pete Michaels for what goes into that number, but
I would just say that there is extensive sampling analysis
going into this evaluation.

MR. MICHAELS: That cost is not the cost
of applying the technology, that is no cost to the
taxpayer. Under the Sites Program, we are bearing that
cost. The figure that you've mentioned is the entire
cost of evaluating that.
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MR. MALOT: Most of that is in the sampling|
and analytical portion, which is really considerable,
you know, to gather enough meaningful and unquestioned
data to produce a quality report. The total cost may very|
well be over $600,000.

MR. ARGYROS: What does one of these
systems really cost, like if it worked and the the town
was going to buy one, I mean---

MR. MICHAELS: Well, Jim, maybe you'd like
to answer that?

MR. MALOT: I'm sorry, I didn't hear the
question, would you repeat it, please?

MR. ARGYROS: 1Is the cost of the system,
in other words, say the study is over with and, you know,
the system worked and you wanted to buy one, is that
expensive, you know, I thought we were talking cost-
effective technology or=---

MR. MALOT: It is, it's very cost effective
and the cost to clean up sites, vary on how big the site
is and how deep iit is to groundwater. This is a fairly
small site, relative to that.

To clean up the site, I don't want to
make any predictions here, but just to compare it to some
other sites that we have cleaned up, all but one was less

than that number, and that one was a site that had seven
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million cubic yards of soil contamination.

MR. MALMANS: A good example, Jim brings
up from time to time that kind of hits home is that lots
of times the application in Terra Vac technology costs
less than the study to assess the extent of the problem
at the site.

MR. CIRIELLO: Yeah, I think that number is|
as a result of the evaluation phase of the sampling and
analytical work that's going to be conducted and the
evaluation part, the reports and everything else, but
not the question of the technology.

Garret?

MR. CARLSON: You mentioned a leak before,
The only vacuum part is downstream of the pump. Upstream
of the pump it's a pressurized system, I presume.

MR. MALMANS: Well, if you recall that
the sketch, you had the four wells, you had the air water
separators, the carbon canisters, those are all on the
pulling side of the pump.

MR. CARLSON: Well, it's at the end of
the stream.

MR. MALMANS: Right, the pump is at the
end of the stream.

MR. MALOT: The vacuum pump provides a
driving force for the entire system.
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MR. CARLSON: You do some testing of the
soil permeability before you determine how many wells you
need and spacing and so on and so forth, I presume? The
well selection and spacing number is based on: initial
testing of the soil?

MR. MALOT: Well, we'll evaluate the data
that's already been collected on site, relating to the
stratigraphy and the soil types and the permeabilities
expected for those soil types, in order to design the
exact spacing and well installations.

MR. CARLSON: Well, the soil is not
homogeneous, we would take that into account somebaw?

MR. MALOT: That's correct.

MR. CARLSON: How close to the groundwater
do you come 'with your wells? Do you leave a certain
margin of safety for our fluctuating water table, or does
it matter?

MR. MALOT: Well, you can do it either way.
You can do it above the water table or you can go below
the water table, it just changes your operating conditions

MR. CARLSON: So if the bottom of the well
is inundated, it doesn't affect you effectiveness?

MR. MALOT: No. You just have to control
it a little differently.

Yes?
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MR. PERRON: You mentioned that with this
vacuum system, the air is coming from the atmosphere,
that we're sucking down, okay, into the ground, and then
we're pulling that through the charcoal =---

What's tne chances of spraying the
chemical down, only going for a short period of time,
of lowering the chemicals in most flood water tables,
therefore increase the amount of contamination of our
groundwater in the future, and we'll clean it up.

MR. MALOT: Okay. What you've got to
keep in mind is the relative scale. When you talk about
recharge, you're talkirg about the surface. Once it gets
down into the soils where the major soi) or vapor in the
vacuum process is operating, then it's predominently
horizontal, so there's not a great deal of moving
contaminants down to the water table, it's mostly moving
in.

MR. PERRON: But the air has to be replaced
somehow; correct?

MR. MALOT: That's correc, the air---

MR. PERRON: You're removing a vapor,
you're removing something for something, so air and
something has to make that up, or else you're going
to===

MR. MALOT: Right. And that fresh air
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source is coming from the surface, so it's fresh air that'
coming through the system, not contaminated air. So
every time fresh air comes into the soil system and is
brought to the extraction well, you're pulling more and
more contaminants out.

The fresh air cleans up the soil, rather
than moving it.

MR. PERRON: So you're saying, ycu unwind
and go down on the outside, like to go down one side
with a vacuum,=---

Where is the air coming from at this
point?

MR. MALOT: Just because of the dynamics
of it, it's coming from the surface, but typically, to
give you an idea, the depth to the water table at the
site, from the data I've seen, is about 10 feet down.
Typically our influence are tens to hundreds of feet.

So what that means is you get, at the
maximum, 10 feet down and say 50 feet across. So that's
the kind of angle that that air is flowing to the well,
in a general sense. You can get an idea that there's
very little downward component. The migration of
contaminants is not downward to the water table, but to
the exactraction pump.

MR. PERRON: Now the carbon filters that
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you're going to have to replace, you're going to have to
replace at a certain point. When those are replaced,
will the system be shut down to repiace them, or will you
rely on a secondary carbon absorption system to handle
that so that the unit will keep running?

MR. MALOT: Usually the system is shut
down. It takes anywhere from two minutes to 10 minutes
to change on a carbon system. So sometimes we handle
that in a valving mode, where we just close valves, so
that the system is effectively running, but it's not
actively going through that carbon. And you close that
off, replace the carbon, and then bring that back on
stream.

MR. PERRON: Okay, another question.
Will the state be doing tests along with the tests they
will be doing, or are we going to rely solely on the
tests from the company?

MR. CIRIELLO: The EPA will be doing the
primary testing, Terra Vac will likely do some of the
testing for their own purposes, but primarily EPA will
be conducting the sampling analysis.

MR. CARLSON: I think I read here where
Valley Screw is going to be part of your operation somehow
are they going to cooperate, is that true, or is this
strictly Terra Vac and EPA?
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MR. CIRIELLO: Oh, no, this is on property
owned by and operated by the Valley Company, there's---

MR. CARLSON: Well, it's on their property,
but are they part of the operation of the system?

MR. CIRIELLO: They're very much cooperat=
ing with our doing this demonstration, and they'll be
very involved in doing it., If it wasn't for their
cooperation, we probably wouldn't be here, we wouldn't
be here, because there would be no need to present the
idea.

MR. CARLSON: No, but they will have no
part of the actual operation of the system or the
monitoring?

MR. CIRIELLO: They would -- It would be
their cholice as to whether they wanted to, for example,
split samples, they could do any of that type of activity
that they wanted to, conduct any of that activity.

They're allowing us, basically, the space
to come in and conduct the demonstration, and then they
can oversee or do---

MR. CARLSON: Yeah. If you were going to
entertain the thought of having a source decontamination,
such as you're doing here, in the future and were going
to evaluate different systems, you've got to take a

different system someplace else and plug it into the
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Groveland site, so somehow you have to have comparative
data to evaluate and see how it works, one system against
another.

In other words, say you want to evaluate
something like nine or ten different systems at different
sites---

MR. CIRIELLO: Oh, I'm sorry, no. There
are, in the site program, in the first cut, if you will,
of the proposals for the technologies, there were nine
or ten selected for demonstrations across the country,
Terra Vac is one of those for Groveland.

There werc nine technologies that were
selected to do demonstrations on the site program, five
of them were thermal technologies, incineration and the
like, two were solidification, one's a biological, and
they're being conducted, well, essentially, most of the
regions in the country, New England out to the west, but
they're nine different technologies on different wastes
and for different purposes, mostly incineration.

MR. CARLSON: Well, is EPA going to select
one technology as the one they recommend nation wide, or=-

MR. CIRIELLO: We're not -- The intent of
the program, the way the program operates is, is roughly
every January they publish in the Register requests for

proposals from developers who want to participate in the
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program. The developer would submit a proposal, and
then EPA would go through and evaluate each proposal

and determine which technologies to use. I mean the
acceptance criteria for selecting a proposal is basically
the technology as a potential of being cost-effective
remedy and adequate data exists already to show that it
has potential of being effective.

It's a very careful selection process
of the technologies. There were something like 25 or so
that, proposals submitted, and of those, nine were
screened out and selected for demonstration.

Some of them may only be in the merging
stage, and they're really only in the lab or only in
pilot scale right now. Those would be promoted on that
scale for now until they're at a stage where they can

be demonstrated full scale like this is being done.

There's another request for proposals

being published in January, or maybe it was done this
January, for additional developers and technologists to
apply good programs.

The idea is to continually promote
development, commercialization of technologies, and so
it will be a continuing process for every year, requests
for proposals will be submitted by developers, and EPA

will evaluate those proposals and select the technologies
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to be demonstrated.

MR. CARLSON: 'he question I'm really
asking, Jim, is if in the future when you, if you're
going to incorporate source decontamination as part of
the Groveland problem, how do you select the process
of this source decontamination, you've got to select
some particular process in order to do that.

MR. CIRIELLO: No. I mean we select a
technology tljmt becomes a part of an alternative. We
would select the vacuum extraction technology. We would
select salt flushing technology or excavation technology.

MR. CARLSON: You've got these alternatives|
to select from, but if you're going to select one, you
have to be assured that, it was demonstrated, say, in
Iadaho, but it's going to work here in Groveland just as
well, if you get what I'm talking about.

MR. CIRIELLO: Yeah, that is, yeah, that's
subjective of the feasibility study, is to seek out
technologies and to develop those into alternatives.

Excavation is a technology, air stripping
is a technology. Excavation with air stripping may be
an alternative.

Vacuum extraction's a technology. It
may not completely remediate the site, it may have to

come in after and do something else like final salt
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flushing. Together, vacuum extractin technology and ? E; ; '
‘-\r 2 salt flushing would make up the alternative. *ggg

y The goal of the feasibility study is to eggl

¢ identify technologies that are applicable, evaluate .'l

s those technologies, and then develop them into alternatives

¢ to achieve your goals. If our goal here is to have s

7 drinking water quality at Mill Pond, then we would need S ‘

» to assemble technologies, of which this may be one, E

2 assemble those technologies in dollar terms to achieve g ‘
that goal. E

So there are many technologies, and vacuum g n

extraction is one of those technologies that would be

developed in evaluating the feasibility study, so that

we can d ne what a ffective alternative is,
not a cost-effective technology but a cost-effective
alternative. There is a very real distinction between a
technology and an alternative.

Does that sort of---

MR. CARLSON: Well, I presume that on the
basis of all your demonstrations throughout the country,
you'll have enough information that, given the parameters

of a certain site, you'll have confidence in each

selection, that it will work in a certain way to predict

very closely what the cost will be and---

MR. CIRIELLO: Yes, that's the goal, as to
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have reliable data, or data on reliability in our
performance, so that we can back that up.

We don't want to be in a position of
selecting a technology or an alternative that you select
and believe it's cost effective, and then have to go out
and demonstrate whether it is or not. We would much
rather be in a position of being able to evaluate some-
thing and know that when it's selected, that you have
an alternative that's going to perform well, it's going
to work, it's reliable, and it's cost effective, before
you select it.

So the goal woild be to avail of Garret's
information, so that in fact evaluation can be conducted.

Any other questions?

(No response.)

MR. CIRIELLO: In that case, I'd just
like to say, first of all, thank you for all coming.
Again, I will be -- Comments can be sent to me. Comments
can be submitted up until August 12th, to me anyway.

I guess all comments should be submitted to me at the
address that's in the Fact Sheet. And if someone loses
that address, it should be around from several people in
town, Dick Ferrick, Earl Sweetser, and others have my
address.

Comments should be submitted to me by the
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12th. Again, we're looking, we're soliciting comments
on this proposed project, and we'll consider those
comments in determining whether we proceed with the
project or not.

We are also soliciting comments on this
environmental review, as required under the National
Environmental Policy Act, so those are the two goals,
and we'll accept comments, written, or you can call me
with comments to August 12th,

Your gquestions have been recorded this
evening, and the responses to those have been recorded.
They will go into our Developmental Responsiveness .
Summary, which will be available in town. Anybody that
would like a copy of Responsivelenss Summary should
probably indicate on the sign-in sheet, and you'll receive|
that sometime in -- Well, in approximately two weeks from
August 12th, the Responsiveness Summary will be finalized|
and sent to the Assistant Administrative Headquarters
with the recommendation from the region as to whether to
go forward with the project, and then the Assistant
Administrative Headquarters would publish a decision as
to whether to proceed or not.

And if we proceed, then we would be
likely out toward the end of September, beginning to

conduct work.
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MR. CARLSON: Will the results of this
particular demonstration project be included, for us to
look at here in town?

MR. CIRIELLO: We'll provide an evaluation
report here in town.

And again, the demonstration plan that
would be developed will be at the library and the Water
Department with the other information, when it's
developed, and I will be speaking with the Water
Pollution Committee from time to time, to let them know
what the status of the project is.

Okay, thanks.

(Whereupon, at 9:05 p.m., the hearing was

concluded.)
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