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CCM-101

ity of Cambridge

11.
Amended Order

IN CITY COUNCIL

October 30, 1995

COUNCILLOR TRIANTAFILLOU
COUNCILLOR BORN
COUNCILLOR GALLUCCIO
VICE MAYOR RUSSELL
COUNCILLOR SULLIVAN
COUNCILLOR TOOMEY

WHEREAS:

WHEREAS:

WHEREAS:

WHEREAS:

ORDERED:

ORDERED:

ORDERED:

The W.R. Grace site has been designated as a Tier II hazardous waste site; and
A Notice of Responsibility (NOR) was issued by DEQE (now DEP); and

There exists an extensive body of information and documents pertaining to the
conditions and remediations of the soil and water at the site; and

A major development is now being proposed for this site; now therefore be it

That the City Council hold a public hearing to review and determine the status
of environmental issues pertaining to this site; and be it further

That the City Manager and staff give the City Council a complete update on the
Spengler report along with minutes of previous City Council hearings on this
matter in 1987 and 1988; and be it further

That the City Manager arrange for an in-depth presentation at this hearing
including representatives from the MBTA Carmen’s Union.

In City Council October 30, 1995
Adopted by the affirmative vote of nine members.
Attest:- D. Margaret Drury, City Clerk.

A true copy; K9, MW %

ATTEST:-

D. Margaret Drury
City Clerk
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ity of Cambridge

11.
Original Order

IN CITY COUNCIL
October 30, 1995

COUNCILLOR TRIANTAFILLOU
WHEREAS: The W.R. Grace site has been designated as a Tier II hazardous waste site; and
WHEREAS: A Notice of Responsibility (NOR) was issued by DEQE (now DEP); and

WHEREAS: There exists an extensive body of information and documents pertaining to the
conditions and remediations of the soil and water at the site; and

WHEREAS: A major development is now being proposed for this site; now therefore be it

RESOLVED: That the City Council hold a pliblic hearing to review and determine the status
of environmental issues pertaining to this site.
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MICHAEL S. DUKAKIS
GOVERNOR

JAMES S. HOYTE

SECRETARY
§ CERTIFICATE OF THE SECRETARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS
E : ON THE
g DRAFT nNVIRONNnN’Au IM?AC“ R“PO“.
PROJECT NAME = . :- Alewife Center

' PROJECT LOCATION Cambridge .

-LOLA NUNB@R
- PRO.J ECT PRO"ONENT _Gerald Hines Development

'DATE NOTICED IN. MONITOR

The Secretarv of nnv1;onmen~a* Aftalrs herein issues a
“ statement that the Draft Environmental Impact Report suomltteu on
the above project adeguatelv and properliy complies with the
Massachusetts Environmental Policv Act (G.L., c.30, s.61- -62H) and
w1tn its implementing regulations {301 CMR 11. 00).

This DEIR drew a substantial number of comments, manv of
which calied for suppliemental information. In mv review of this
project, I have considered these comments carefullv and agree
that tnere is a need for supplemental data and alternative
analvsis in the area of wetland anaivsis. The majoritv of
concerns raised in the comments and review of the DEIR mav
appropriately be covered in a Final £IR. The proponent mav
broceea to a Final EIR with caution to thoroughlv address the
fine tuning of mitigation and decrease in aiteration with respect
to wetliand impacts and possible waivers of wetiand regulations.

A suppliemental EIR focusing specificaliiv on wetiands is iikelv %o
pe a better tool for this purpose ancé I nighlv encourage the
broponent to prevare such a document prior to filing a Final EIR.
The preparation of %his supplemental document would afford the
broponent the opportunity to make significant advances toward a
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EOEA #5869 March

in wetland analvsis and/or mitigation. Finalily, the '
incorporation of both pedestrian ana bicvcie traffic anc 1 (3
amenities in or through the site should be presented in more ’
detail in the FEIR.

Hazardous Materials/Subsurface conditions

The proponent nas prepared an overview of existing
conditions at the site. The proponent is directed to comments
receiveda on the DEIR for specific guidance on completing tne
FEIR. The FEIR must include a comprenensive summary of U.S. EPA
findings on the site to date. Wnhile the site is not on the U.S.
EPA's National Priority List (Superfund), clearlv the level of
con;amlnates at tne site are of significant concern. Further, a
summary o iskk_assessment must be included in
the FEIR. The FEIR must renort on the continuing stuay o
, exEstTﬁE#Eontamina~4on cited in the DEIR. More detail regarding
.. plans for removal and alsnosa1 of contaminated soil must pe
- presented in the FEIR. Furtner, a clear discussion of how -
_contamlnaeea soils will be managea ‘at non- constructlon areas of
;tne site snould be auaressed 1n the Fn;R : : S

Infrastructure

The nrouonent Js ulrected to comments on the DLIR for
: ec1f1c guidance in the area 1nfrastructure design’ and
letlgatlon. Where mitigation may be required, specific
.resoon51b111ty and’ commltment to 1molementat10n snoulu pe
“renorteu on in the FEIR : :

“Flooding and Drainage

With respect to flooding and draining, I call to the,
_proponent's attention specific comments received from the '
Cambridge Conservation Commission. -The FEIR must address water 1,1:2
quality in Alewife Brook and the possible NPDES permit.

Transportation

Transportation issues related to the 1mn1ementat10n of this 1:3
proposed project drew a great deal of attention. Related to this 1.

subject, the FEIR should address comments received on the DEIR.

" Further, the MDPW Route 2 project DEIR, which is expected to be

completed this spring will undoubtediy have implications related

to Alewife Center. Specifically, the MDPW is intencding to ]41
" propose a change in access for Whittemore Ave. The proponent 1.
should consult with the MDPW in the development of access

alternatives given this potential major modification.




(1.6) TOPIC: ~  DESIGN |

COMMENT ¢ Pedestrian and bicycle amenities should be
presented in more detail. ‘ ©o

RESPONSE:: Though the design of the master plan and :
detailed design of these pathways will continue .k
to evolve, a more detailed illustration of the i
proposed bikeway/pedestrian path system is !
discussed in Chapter Vc. The project proponent ‘;
is also in the process of hiring a landscape e
architect to prepare in more detail all 3
landscaped and pathway areas.

(1.7) . TOPIC: CONTAMINATION

COMMENT: . The FEIR rust include a camprehensive summary of -
,U.S. EPA findings on the site to date.

" See Chapter IX Goverrmental Agency Involvement

sunmary of the tox1colog1ca1 I‘lSk assessment
must be included in the FEIR.

The risk assessment performed in 1985 has been

determlned to be incamplete by the DEQE. The

- DEQE has required another risk assessment be -

: perfonned in its NOR issued for the site. A

.- public review of this risk assessment will be,\/,
\ prov1ded pri r to start }f work onthe, 31te.

N N

Sl SRSETLINE

The FEIR must report on the continuing study of
existing contamination cited in the DEIR.

RESPONSE: See Chapter IX Subsurface Exploration Program
Section (Page IX-3) and Chemical Contamination
and Rnalysis Section (Pages IX-12 to 14) for
work campleted to date. Additional sampling and

analyses are underway in response to DEQE's NOR.

See Chapter IX Goverrmental Agency Irvolvement

(Page IX-16). The results of these programs 4 _

will be reviewed by the DEQE. The DEQE will

present their review and conclusions at public :
meetings. No work can be done at the site
without campliance with the NOR.

/
~

/ /
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110 Tremont Street Boston, Massachusetts 02108 (617)-451-2770

.‘ 3
MAPC

Serving 101 Cities & Towns in Metropo!

February 19, 1987

The Honorable James S. Hoyte, Secretary
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs
MEPA Unit

100 Cambridge Street

Boston, MA 02202

RE: ALewife Center, Cambridge (MAPC DEIR # 87-13, received
December 29, 1986) EQFA #5869 '

Dear Secretary Hoyte;

In accordance with the provisions of Chapter 30, Section 62 of the
Massachusetts General Laws, the Council has reviewed the Draft EIR for
Alewife Center. We offer the following comments.

.Chapter II - Project and Area Description

-~ Qwnership of Optioned Site - There are two references to the current
use of the 2.2 acre site under option by Hines: On Page II-7, the
site is said to be occupied by LeHigh Metals and Babo's restaurant;
on Page III-5, the occupants are listed as Cybermation and the
Music Complex. This discrepancy should be explained.

Chapter III - Description of Alternatives

2. Linear Park and Minuteman Bikeway - There are several references to :
these facilities. On Page III-7 the Linear Park is incorrectly ,
referred to as the Linear Parkway and the Minuteman Bikeway is ‘ :3 ':Z
referred to as Arlington's Minuteman Bikeway. The Minuteman Bikeway ' *

is a regional facility which will run from Cambridge through Arlington
and Lexington to Bedford.

3. Phasing - On Page II1I1-9 there is a discussion of the phasing of the
development through 1995. There should be some discussion of how
the provision of site amenities, infrastructure and environmental :3.:3
improvements would be affected by changes in the real estate market o

which might significantly alter the completion or composition of
the proposed development. -

4. Housing Alternatives - The section on housing alternatives (Page 111I-
14) is vague and inadequate. The proponent states that several '
"existing parking lots would be "made available" for new housing. :3 11
The availability of these lots does not guarantee that they will .
be developed for housing. The EIR should address what active steps
the proponent will take to have the sites developed and whether

rjénk E. Baxter, President Franklin G. Ching, Vice-President Marjorie A. Davis, Secretary Martha K. Cjesteby, Treasurer

Executive Director: David C. Soule



w

3 ¢

- ..'__’~..ﬂ.—.._r:-n»

Chapter VI - Wetlands Resources Issues

9.  Wetlands Replication - From a comparison ¢f Figure VI.1 (Existing
Pond and Wetland Area) and Figure IX.4 (Former Tanks and Lagoons
Location Plan) it appears that a portion of the wetlands replication
'is to take place in an area where there may be contamination from :;. E;
previous waste disposal. The environmental/health effects of this .
eed to be examined insUfficient detail to determine if wetlands

rEBfoifig;;gg_gb;s;port1onxoffthe §1§S¢l§,fea§1blgflj:f fﬁ“ifjr\f;////,f7

/7
~Chapter 1% - Subsurface Conditions and Chemical Contamination Issues / /
/_/"
\TUT‘*HEEE;E;:;\METerféTE/;;E_E;;;;EET‘CBE¥§ETF§¥?Bn Issues - The Council iS———,
concerned about chemical contamination of the site for this N :3,
development. While the project proponents have begun analysing information /
about conditions on the site and work has been done to clean up some
areas, detailed plans to decontaminate the site completely are not {
included in the DEIR. AN

There are three areas which are contaminated to varying degrees: the N o
soil, surface water, and groundwater. These areas present several routes - % SR
of possible human exposure to toxic materials: construction workers, - = -
people working in the area when the development is complete, and people
- using open space areas of the site. ..~ LWLEL L. 1T

In order to address a11'théSeAareasﬂoijOntaminatioh'aﬁd hdféhtfq} rout
of exposure, the Council would like to see a plan with details on:

“ "3 Hazardous contaminants present at each building site,"along with:
' ~a plan for removing contaminated soil, and a description of.where
soi]_wil\ be taken'for’djsposa]j(e;g;a'on-site orjqff4$ite);

b. How contaminated soils will be handled -in areas of the site where..
construction is not coitemplated (e.g., paved areas and landscaped =
areas). The level of contamination in each of these areas needs . -
to be included too. ' ‘

c. MWhere groundwater treatment is proposed, what hazardous materials . = !
will be removed. The proponents mentioned allowing certain Ll
contaminants to volatilize as they are removed from the water. f\ :
We would like to know what compounds will be vented jgﬂfhis /

manner_and if there wilJAQSiair emissions.probTeéms.with'\this /4 !
N apprdgzﬁ?\\f//‘\\\’//// \ v::::jln [ ;
‘ e e T \ :

fnwaViewing.EHEWEEHbling locations, we noted that only one
sediment sample and_one_water_sample had been taken fro '
ince this pond 4 e adjacent wetlands will

7 be disturﬁggvthen restored/replicated by the proponents and ~\\ 2/
! !
|

they are so close to two former process waste dumps, the
Council would like to see more sediment and water samples
taken to be certain the full extent of contamination is
’7 known before the wetlands are disturbed. Destruction and
replication of these wetlands offer two opportunities for
i,///\ exposure of workers and further contamination of soil and
\
AN

groundwater. N

pr

A /\ /\ -




smaller values occur with the build volumes.
This indicates a relatively minor effect of
Alewife Center at those "outlying"

intersections.
(3.7) TOPIC: PEDESTRIAN PATHS AND BIKEWAYS
COMMENT' ¢ How will pedestrian pathsb and bikeways link with

the paths designed as part of the permanent
improvements to Alewife Brook Parkway?

RESPONSE : The proposed on-site pathways will 1link directly

- to these scheduled off-site pathway
improvements. (See Figures Vc.4 and Vc.5.)

(3.8) TOPIC: WETLANDS

- COMMENT: It appears that a portion of the wetlands Lot
: replication will take place in an area where
PR ' ~there may be contamlnatlon fram prev1ous S ‘waste
: dlsposal. v

RESPONSE- , There are no records or ev1dence of waste
o dlsposal at the site for the replacemen_
; 'I‘hls area was at one tlme the

a)hazardous contaminants present at .
each bUlldlI‘lg site, b)how contaminated soils™
will be handled in areas of the site where
construction is not contemplated, c)where-
groundwater treatment is proposed, what -
hazardous materials will be removed, d)more

‘ sediment and water samples taken fram Jerry's

N - Pond, e)worker protection measures, and

f)evidence of how and when the proponents have
/ ' consulted with the DEQE. ' “

—
PONSE': These items will be-dddressed in studies am
reports required by the DEQE in their NOR to .
W.R. Grace. They will be campleted by Haley &
Aldrich and approved by DEQE in the future. See )

Chapter IX Goverrmental Agencﬁe‘c?ﬁ‘@age I_?

N, 18).




CONTAMINATION

The Council strongly advocates removal of
contaminated soil, followed by proper treatment

and/or disposal depending on the level of
contamination.

Methods and need to remediate the contaminants
present at the site will be-addressed=in studie
prepared in response 5 TR DIQE' § NOR.  Removal
will be evaluated as one method of remediation
for the site. The chosen method (s) will be
approved by DEQE.

CONTAMINATION

The Council is also concerned that project
proponents are considering disposing of scame .
contaminated soil by burying it under paved
areas such as parking. This "disposal®™ method
should only be used where there is a very low -

- level of soil contamination by materials that do
not migrate with groundwater. - v

See response to comment 310 :

i
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RECEV/ED

Mr. James Hoyte, Secretary PR
Executive Office of Envirnmental Affairs

100 Cambridge Street OFFICE OF THE T0 L. .
Boston, MA. Attn; Steven Davfg: . AERTAL AFFAR2

Re; EOEA File #5869
Dear Secretary Hoyte;'.

- The Metrdpolitan District: Commission has reviewed the Draft EIR for
the proposed Alewjfe Center Development and submits the following
comments:

1) The proposed development borders Alewife Brook Parkway and R I R
++ adjoins MDC property on Rindge Ave. Enhancing the Parkway as'a - R
" linear green corridor is a high priority of the MDC. Bui dings-

along the Parkway should relate to and complement this corridor” -
‘concept.  As presented, the design concept turns in upon itself, -
although a strong landscape buffer is provided along the Park- -
way. As'the plan’evolves the facades on the Parkway should’ be-
re-evaluated to assure as complementary a design as possible.
- The landscape plans should treat the Parkway.and Alewife == =
-“ Reservation connections as a continuous system. The Final EIR
i+ .- ghould further elaborate the development/Parkway relationship.. . ..

2) The opportunity to create a significant open space at the inter- Rk
section of Rindge Ave. and Alewife Brook Parkway is an exciting
one. The Plan proposes the integration of the Parkway corridor
with Jerry's Pond, the MDC swimming pool and Russell Field as a
continuous open system, linking regional and local parks. We
strongly support this concept.

3) The proposed changes to Jerry's Pond do cause some concern be-
cause more than 5000 sq. ft. of wetland alteration is involved.
State policy and state regulations actively discourage wetland
alteration with such alteration considered only in the most
exceptional or unique circimstances where there is an overriding
public purpose. The MDC supports these policies. This instance
however may warrant consideration for a waiver. Jerry's Pond is
a man-made clay pit pond and therefore its size and shape is
arbitrary. It is surrounded by volunteer growth and while
hydrologically connected, it is vegetatively separated and iso-
lated from any natural area. Redesigning and relandscaping -
the pond and its surrounding vegetation offers an opportunity
to enhance its natural values and its contribution to the open
space sys _tem in the Eliot tradition. Adding the pond to the
public open space system is a clear public benefit.//The Final
EIR should explore alternative configurations to the proposed - s
pond in order to respect the intent of the wetlands regulation 7.3
to the maximum extent possible.



4)

= . the natural area of Alewife Reservation.
- suggest ways of improving the landscape connections between
the development site and the natural areagﬂ}ncludiﬂg\zates

i Po nd™\ I -
S e
5) The history of chemical contaminants at this site demands that
jfx particular attention be paid to questions of groundwater con-

Jerry's Pond must be of

d

DC will be working
agencies throughout the

" requires full landscape
the Reservation and the

The MDC is especially concerned with improving and restoring

. tamination, quality of dredge spoil, disposition of spoil and W
replacement of soils for new vegetation.

sufficient quality to sustain a heaTthy
ecosystem. The FEIR must be explicit in describipg~tfow these |

objectives will b?ﬂéccompllfhgg'*”\‘wﬂ,,ww““
N M

The Final EIR should

s

The water quality of .-

closely with State and City of Cambridge-
course of this development. The MDC
review of all work on or impacting
Parkway and such lands as may be

- .acquired as public open space that will be under MDC jurisdiction..

“The Project appears to offer a significant opportunity for public and
~private cooperation in increasing and strengthening the regional open
space system in the Alewife area. We look forward to continued close
coordination between the developer and public agencies in achieving -
.this'goaly = . - IR

Signore
. 0'"Malley
Falvey

. O'Brien




LANDSCAPE CONNECTION TO ALEWIFE RESERVATION

(7.5) .

(7.4) TOPIC:
RESPONSE:
TOPIC:

P / and Xe T

{/
(7.5)

{

~

x’[}
/

TOPIC:

COMMENT s

4

s

\

\
i
!

RESPONSE:

N\,

R N e e

FEIR should suggest ways of improving
landscaping connections between Alewife Center
and the natural areas of the Alewife Reservation
including Yates Pond.

The Alewife Center site, formerly occupied by
the W.R. Grace manufacturing facility has not
been in a natural state for many years. The
Current Proposal suggests that Alewife Center
restore the natural open spaces surrounding
Jerry's Pond, make it publicly accessible once
again, and provide pathways connecting it to
pathways through the Alewife Reservation to the
west of Alewife Center.

WETLANDS

The water quality of Jerry's Pond must be of’

~sufficient quality to sustain a healthy
‘ecosystem.

The Jerry's Pond wetland system is currently
. utilized by a number of waterfowl and songbird -
.. species. Aquatic vegetation is present within ~- i
-~ the pond and along those areas of the bank which
- - have not been heavily disturbed. The proposed

project will improve these existing conditioms.

 The wetland will be restored as debris and

litter will be removed fram the water and along
the banks, and vegetation planted to stabilize

soils eroding into the water. The urban runoff
into the pond will be improved as there will be |.:-
a closed drainage system at the Alewife Center, - -

and all stormwaters will be processed through a | =~
sedimentation chamber with an cil and grease
trap. For additional details see Chapters VI

CONTAMINATION |

Particular attention must be paid to q@%:ions P
of groundwater contamination, quality of ‘dredge L\
spoil, disposition of spoil and replacement of .
soils for new vegetation. The water quality\of
Jerry's Pond must be of sufficient quality to™
sustain a healthy ecosystem.

These issues are being addressed as required by
the NOR issied by the DEQE. 8&& Chapter IX
Goverrmental Agency Involvement (Page IX-16).

N
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Executive Office of ?? E-{T

Environmental Affairs i

100 Cambridge Street .

Bosth‘h\, MA 02202 rtH

At tn: p<//gxii::e}yﬂila// . - AT ar T CPETARY Or_
| \ . o PENTAL AFFAIRS -

. Dear Mr. Dav1s

The Department of EnVironmental‘Qualitnynginéering,f
‘Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste, iis 1n"rece1pt“0f
Draft Env1ronmenta1 Impact Report concerning Alewlfe Ce
in Cambrldge, Massachusetts, prepared by Monacelli’ Associ-

Chapters IX and Xf, which were prepared in assoc1at10n ‘with
Haley and Aldrich, Inc. and entitled "Subsurface Condltlons
and Chemical Contamlnatlon , and "Mitlgatlng Measures: Sub-
surface Conditions and Chemical Contamination" respecti 1y,
This letter is to present the Department”s comments on- thes:
chapters of the EIR.

To provide a perspective on these comments, the Depart-
ment”s current involvement with the W.R.Grace site should be
explained. During December of 1986 and January of 1987, the ~ 7
Department reviewed the 1985 3-volume report prepared by '
Haley and Aldrich entitled "Report on Subsurface and Hydro-
geological Conditions for the Alewife Center Master Plan
Study". Based on that document and on additional informa-
tion in the Department”s files, and pursuant to M.G.L. Chap-
ter 21E, a "Notice of Responsibility" letter was written to
W.R.Grace. That letter documents information showing that a
"release" of oil/hazardous material has occured at the site, .
outlines W.R.Grace”s liabilities and responsibilities re-
garding assessment and remediation pursuant to Chapter 21E,
and summarizes "Requisite Site Actions" that the Department
deems necessary to evaluate and remediate the site. For
your reference, a copy of that letter is enclosed. The fol-
lowing comments on the EIR are essentially a subset of the
"Requisite Site Actions", focusing on the requirements that
are related to the development process.

(1) In the introduction to Chapter IX, it is stated that a

Pra




‘toxicological assessment of the site was conducted, and

w...it was determined that no actual or potential hazard

to human health is presented by current or proposed con-

ditions". The risk assessment portion of the 1985 Haley

and Aldrich report did not, however, specifically ad-

dress other potentially important exposures associated

with development. The only exposure treated quantita-

tively in that document was inhalation of contaminated ‘
airborne soil particles caused by disturbing dry soil on S).l
the site during construction. Other potential contami-
nant transport and exposure pathways related to develop-

‘ment include the migration of contaminated groundwater
or chemical vapors into on-site buildings and the trans-
port of contaminants into ponds and pond sedi s tha
will be accessible to the public fterdeveélopment s

_complete. Befppé/zgz\beparcment approves the develop-

s, a /thorough, quantitative analysis of all
potential risks associated with transport and/or expo-

~sure to hazardous materials is required to demonstrate

that development will not adversely impact public health

ﬁqﬁi e‘environmen;<in‘the,vfcinit of the sitg¢,

te Hydrology" section states that "Preliminary
‘é;éulationSfihditatéithat*thé?lOfft{is;;ﬁcfhré pene-
ration below the waterntable,mayjcreateva’négligible
bﬁé}idfwaterjléVélé‘iﬁmediéfely’sut;ounding;thefs:puc
’;Qteg,;”Groundwater'1é¢éls;ih*ﬂeighb¢rihg*teSidentiaI?
‘afegs;wduld?not'beféffectédfbyﬁthe:proﬁdéédﬁconétruce;
tion". ~To confirm that such is the case; and that de-
csiivelopment will;po;hréspli idféléVétéd'ébnté@inant‘leVeIS”"“’
~“in the neighborhood north of the site, a detailed ac— "1
~count of the data and analysis upon which this conclu- = .
sion is based must be presented hefore Egeéﬁggz?mment -
apgfﬁ???"fhﬁmg;wéggmeQL,QAQDG}J%Encéwgfgéggiiii;ééiggjzf\
“Ts the major Toute by which contaminants are P ed \
off-site, it is necessary to rule out or prevent the v ~N : ’
flow of contaminated groundwater into thszﬂsiéﬁegihgﬂif /// j L
If the groundwater flow analysis ingicates that-roatami=" _
! nmated ground water may migrate from the site into the
/" the neighborhood, groundwater diversion structures. Or

The "Site

/f\\igperceptors could be'requbfggfx\d/»\J/”\n// {
T~ i \ {
<q3) The "Chemical Contaminatfgi and Analysis" section states'
/ that "Using the existing data, estimates were made of
! likely human exposure under current and anticipated site 9.3
i conditions." Again, in the Haley and Aldrich 1985 re- /
1\ port, specific estimates were presented only for the A

4
/

potential exposggg\yathway believed to be the most sig-/

nificant, thdt of dust—inthdlation.during constructiggf\

The Department is requiring such estimates for all

potential exposures.
Nl

(4) Also in the '"Chemical Contamination and Analysis" sec-

tion, it is stated that "Construction of building foun-

—

P
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(9.2)

. RESPONSE:

TOPIC: .

" A detailed account of the data and analysis upon

 are based must be presented before the
., Department approves the development plans. It
" is necessary to rule out or prevent the flow of
" contaminated groundwater into the neighborhood.

 camplete analysis will bepresented in a data
o report required by the DEQE's NOR. ‘

' CONTAMINATION

LN S

i

CONTAMINATION——" / "f’/#”L s
I et e i / 5
— —

Before the Department approves the development —:
plans, a thorough, quantitative analysis of all
potential risks associated with transport and/ol/
exposure to hazardous materials is required to :
demonstrate that development will not adversely
impact public health or the envirorment in the
vicinity of the site.

i
i
i
..
1

This issue J‘ﬁﬂbﬁgi{lg”gd_ggessed as required by the /
NOR issued by the DEQE. Se& Chapter IX /
Govegnjgn_t_:f}__A‘Qency Involvement (Page IX-16).

CONTAMINATION

which conclusions regarding changes in
groundwater flow and elevation after development

 This issue is_being addressed as required by the

OR: issued by the DEQE. See Chapter IX Site
Hydrogeology Section (Page. IX-9) for a summary
of the results dcbtain 0] . A more

The Department is requiring human exposure risk
estimates for all potential exposure pathways.

This item is being addressed as required by the
DEQE's NOR. See pter IX Goverrmmental Agency
Involvement (Page IX-17).

e

CONTAMINATION

Specific treatment system design plans and soil
removal criteria must be submitted to the
Department for approval before construction is
initiated.

This item is eing addressed as required by the
DEQE's NOR. See Cliptet IX Goverrmental Agency

Involvement (Page IX-17). e
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, , February 23, 1987

Mr. James S. Hoyte, Secretary Faa
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs ”ff
100 Cambridge Street P
-Boston, Ma. 02202 =

Attn: MEPA Unit

Dear Secretary Hoyte:

In response to the Alewife Center DEIR (EOEA #5869) and its

MEPA review, I would like to raise several items of concern to

he North Cambridge community and to the adjoining commu ties
‘Belmont and Arlington.. - . - - . = . C

Hazardous waste clean-up and-méighborhood communication

.The DEIR and the 1985 Haley & Aldrich report cover the planned

clean-up from the technical side, and the DEQE has reviewed and

plans to monitor the developer 's progress. The DEIR does not

“‘address, however, the question of communication with the commu- -

“nity surrounding the development. Due in part to publicity and R

‘litigation involving one of the co-developers, the neighborhood \
remains apprehensive about the clean-up process and the pros-

pect of air-borne contaminants during construction. |

It should be remembered that during MBTA construction, soil \
excavated from this site was used as fill in Davis Square, \'
Somerville. When the distinctive odor of naphthalene arose, it ‘
was then too late to reassure residents that the levels of 311 ]
!
|
|

R

naphthalene in the air were non-toxic. The developers should
f take a lesson from this experience and incorporate into the
final EIR a plan by which neighborhood residents can be kept
fully informed, in non-technical language, throughout the
progress of clean-up and construction.

...

L N———

Hazardous waste clean-up and long-term health effects

\
| | \
\ During MBTA excavation, it was reported that several workers //11 :Z

; had to be hospitalized after inhalation of dust. As part of
' its review, EOEA should review these cases _and determine

ether there have been any subsequent hedlth-effects. ™,
‘ ST s % ! %,
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Hazardous waste clean-up and emission testing

Measurements of the concentration of contaminants now in the
soil do not provide sufficient information about the behavior
of these contaminants during the excavation of the site,
how much of which materials will volatilize or attach to
varying size dust-particles. A monitored test (basically,
digging a trench on a dry day, using standard earth-moving

i.e.,

empirical data on emission rates that would be invaluable to
any dispersion model. Because this information would be .
extremely useful in other sites, such an experiment could-be

-sponsore the developer and DEQE. -

e —— .

- Transportation: AUtomobile

On the question of the impact of the planned development on
automobile traffic, the developers defer, appropriately, to =
‘traffic estimates already included in the Route 2-Alewife Brook
Parkway DEIR/DEIS (which assumes 500,000 square feet of devel-
.opment at théJSite),ilAfter'review, however, there may be -
.changes to' the Route 2 DEIR and its estimates, If that is the

a§elifutufeivgrsiqq§qu£phis.impact-repbrt should be revised

ordingly.

! ”'fimpéctéifhdwevér,farégéeparabiéifrom'thé'Route 2 DEIR.

“the-impact of construction traffic on the area, either directly
or:indirectly, by inducing commuters to search for routes that
avoid the site, but increase the burden on the local streets of
" North Cambridge, Arlington, and Belmont.

Inasmuch as the trestle bridge on Alewife Parkway south of the
development site has a current restriction of 5000 pounds, and
- will not be replaced until much of the proposed construction is
- complete, and Rindge Avenue--narrow, potholed, and crowded with
- children crossing to play areas, pool, and bus-stop--is also
appropriately restricted, the final EIR should spell out how
the developer plans to use the very limited alternative routes.

One of these would be seriously disruptive: trucks turning left
:.onto Whittemore Avenue from Alewife Brook Parkway would disrupt
both north and southbound traffic on the Parkway, which is
~already over capacity. The DEIR suggests that a traffic signal
._could be installed at Whittemore and coordinated with other
- Parkway signals. This intersection is so close to the Route 2
“intersection that this remedy could actually make things worse,
~and the effect on Massachusetts Avenue traffic from backed-up
“traffic along the Parkway could be equally severe. At the
least, the final EIR should analyze the impact of construction
traffic, without relying on later Route 2 improvements, and
should provide an adequate analysis of the impacts on the local
Streets of North Cambridge, Arlington, and Belmont.

equipment, in an area of high concentration) could collect f,//

'Miééing,from‘thé*AleWife-Center DEIR is any attempt to discuss

g SRR a
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‘Mr. Joseph Kellogg o

Department of Commun ity Development”“'
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associated with other aspects of the development. Ou:r ¢vaitation includes.a .

summary critique of the material presented in Monacelli Associates Inc. draft.

EIR anc the three-volume Hzley &nd Aldrich, Inc. Envivrr—en-al fssessment

report for the propcsed Alewife Center Development Pr

ciect (December 1985)
Ii. addition to these primary reports, we have also evaluated the following.
l.vCorrespondance to Dor Smith (EPA) from Greta D. Reade (NUS'Corp,)'

on June 20, 1986 providing review comments on the Haley and

Aldrich report "Environmental Assessment for the Alewife Cen;gfiirvv

Master Plan, W.R. Grace and Co., Cambridge, Massachusetts." -
, .

2. W.R. Grace and Co. response to comments of Greta D. Réade (NUS'

Corp.) dated October 27. 1986.

3.'Vafiod§v£ﬁtéf—off1ce correspondances from the C1ty of Cambrid

Cambrldge._Massachusetts by Haley and Aldrlch Inc.,(Febtu

1986) .

5. Supplemental Soil and Groundwater Data, Draft Environmentalﬂlﬁbéct:

Report, Alewife Center. Cambrldge, Hassachusetts by Haley and

Aldrich, Inc. (January 7, 1987). | ' e '.}wfm;
6. Notice of Responsibilitj (based on 1985 Haley and Aldrich report)g‘
from the Massachusetts Dept. of Environmental Quality Engineering

(DEQE) and transmitted to W.R. Grace and Co. on February 9, 1987. ..

—— ~

II. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS : T

t///_g;terials do ng;»pfovigg an appropriate analysis of potential health hazards =~ -
gy - ﬁ »'D ) -
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N . . N
art of the finalization of the EIR. e S

o I smz ASSESSMENT EVALUATION

"<§#evaluatlon of the potentlal hazards and the remedlal action plans assoc1ated

T deve opment s1te. addresses the requlslte s1te actlons necessary for the

f‘w1tb the manufacturlng wastes. d1sposed w1th1n the former W.R. Grace property. *

posed by this site as it currently exists, or as it will exist during N

construction or following completion of the proposec ;roject. Therefore,

ct

S

5 ated clzims that develcpment of the site will prers=nt nc rises to the hoalts

and safety of the pUbllC ar adequately supported. rurthernore, this

draft does not adequately address the concerns voiced in the Certificate of

the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the Environzental Notification Forwm,
regarding hazardous materials, in that it does not sumzmarize nor discuss the

EPA evaluation of the site assessment. We recommend additional data

16.1

collection and formal exposure and risk assessment studies be performed %s

-

DEQE‘s recent Notlce of Respon51b111ty. prepared for the proposed

We flnd all of DEQE's information requests, in terms of gather1ng additional
deta and conducting further assessments, quite appropriate. In this section,
we discuss a number of issues similar to those raised by DEQE and additional
areas of concern regarding the existing information bases, chemical
contamination, site hydrogeology and surface waters, risk assessment, and

mitigating measures.

III.1 Chemical Contamination: Composition, Concentrations, and Distributions

The site assessment includes an extensive data base generated from
numerous samples and detailed chemical analyses of many of these. In general,

the chemical analyses performed appear appropriate in light of the past

<3=



. made available tcbthe City of Cambridge, Department of Eealth angd Hospiz ls." =
In summary, this risk assessment presents an inadequate assessmeht of
potential exposurec which might occur at this site before, luring, and afver
construction. This makes it impossible to assess the levels to which the
putlic might be'exposed from contaminants found at the site. The docutent
also fails to consider the potential impacts of a number of compounds found at
appreciable levels in the soils or groundwater at the:site. .
A discussion regarding our concerns with this docuhent follows. 1In.
the risk aseessment. concentration guidelines, or threshold levels, for a
' 4

number of compounds are derived. These are estimates, of the concentration in

water or soil at which no significant hazard to human health is posed.ﬂlThe

- estimates, however, are not always based on approprlately conservatlve

assumptlons when cons1der1ng the protectlon of publlc

concentratlons exceedlng these guldellnes. In each-lnstance theseaflndlngs

are sa1d to be 1n81gn1f1cant
author argues that since the gu1de11ne values 1hcorpotate a safety faetor* no
szgnlflcant health risks are posed by concentratlons‘that do not substantlally
exceed the guideline values. This ignores the rationale behind using safety
factors in the first place. Safety factors attempt to account fot the o

uncertainties involved in calculating guideline or threshold values and the

existence of sensitive subgroups or individuals in the population (elderly,

children, etc.) E— T — ::Eifi\\m
, Mwyf‘;;tgg%?lusionhawe believe an appropriate risk assessment of the site
'/ haj/got\been performed., Such en assessment should be required‘and wil; be i .1(5.(5 §
f useful in determlnlng how this site should be developed Specific ///X r

L :
( methodologzes for such an assessment should be determ1ned in consultation w1th e

B
|
<j>\
\\
\
i>
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4. Possible penetration of neighborhood basements Dy groundwater originating 16 25
fron the site, potentially carrying hazardous cc:;ounds, shculd receive
further consideration. It would be de51rable to ceveleop a ba sel‘ne data

set of the current situation, that 1s, the current prevalence of oasement I

flooding problems in the communlty durrounding the proposed development.
Such a baseline might be obtained through consultation with DEQE and the

City of‘Cambridge. Should additional grdundwater_work suggest movement

towards peripheral communities, additional groundwater saﬁpling,

4 .
especially of shallow groundwater that might enter basements or reach

-surfaces, needs to be performed.

'snrface

The p0551b111ty that cons*ructlon on the 81te may connect,shallow

groundwater with deeper aqu1fers beneath the clay layers must be'

analyzed. Penetration of the natural clay bartler could result in

contamlnatlon of deeper groundwater.

7. Since the site lies on a 100-year flood plain, possible impacts of 16 28
flooding (and of development on flooding) on mobilization of contaminants *
needs consideration.

//\

{f:? Exposure and Risk Assessment

;. It is imperative that a comprehensive population-based exposure and 16029

-12-




... *  the predicted risks are significant and/or unacceptable, usir: criteria

employed by EPA and other regulatory agencies such as FDA. Firally, risk

estimates should also be cevelcued and analysec for

a.ternactaiv

o
tn
r
(o]
lal
or
o

project, in particular, construcrion Versus no construction scenarios.

E. Remedial Measures

It is appropriate to consider various alternatives or remedial

measures that might minimize the possible health and odor impacts of the site

during and after construction. Even if it is concluded that the likelihood of

4

adverse effects is small, it is still advisable to consider certain mitigative

measures to address’iggﬁiggg#heaLehw%andmwelfare)vconcerns of the public.

been removed from the sx&e»or approprlately emptled

4? —’,,’w”?gzge; high levels of{e‘

is troubling and raises the

e

(/;;e‘ZOntinuing.

contam:.natlon on certain areas of the Slte

possibility of continued acetone inputs to
- S

containers still buried.
ez Rt

)
/
[ it
]

2. Contingency plans should be formulated to deal with unexpected 16,31
developments during construction. Such events might include the
discovery of previously unidentified chemical containers, transfer pipes,

or pockets of highly contaminated soils. These plans might include

. . 2 -

-18-




.contaminant limits should be developed for the use of contaminated soils

on-site., More detailed guidelines for the use of contaminated materials

on-site should also be develcoped. Contamirated scils shoulc be -solated

to the extent feasible, from the open environment as soon as possible

after excavation. Stockpiling of contaminated soils, as suggested in the

draft EIR, could lead to their mobilization through wind and water

| erosion. Given the high water table, contaminated soils could easily be

Placed into the saturated zone. The developer should be required to keep

detailed records of how the contaminated excavated soils
4 .
of where they are disposed of both off-site and on-site.

are treated or

6. Groundwater treatment crlterra and methods should be spec1f1ed 1n greater
) deta11 Suff1c1ent 1nformat10n on the types and coucendratlons oferu
coutamlnants 1n the groundwater of the reglon to be‘dewatered is
avallable to allow for a more detalled analy51
treatment technlques.b Arr.or surface water discharges resulting from the
;rprooosed treatment process should‘be‘con51der d
for the site. For any treatment process. 1uterm1ttent random samplrng
'should be done to determine the levels of compounds in air or surface'
water discharges. e M;,g»“““““*
//’—\\\\, ,ffthﬂn“““““"wr T o

/( . . B R b'.
/ 7. Due-to groundwater contamination and the high water table. speC1a1 care

6.36

o —— - - - St
T e, Qe o’

. must be taken to avoid entry of noxious chemc1als into the buildings once
K A

N N o
\constructed;f’Waterseallng of the foundatlons mé?”;ot be su££1c1ent (Just o

about everything waterproof that we have ever dealt with has eventually

leaked). We recommend that below grade space be isolated as-much as

possible from higher floors in the buildings, For‘example; separatei

-

R
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RESPONSE:

(16.22) TOPIC:

(16.23) TOPIC:

C624)  mopres

(16.25) TOPIC:

COMMENT ;
/
{
o —
RESPONSE::

CONTAMINATION

d__sggg;ﬁiktive receptors,

This will be addressed in the Hazardous T
Materials Management Plan to be prepared as T
required by the DEQE's NOR. See Chapter TxX

Goverrmental Agency Involvement (Page IX-16).- -
CONTAMINATION '
The directions and rates of current groundwater L
and surface water movement on the site must be - *
clarified. _

See Chapter IX Site Hydrogeology Secticn (Page

IX-8) '

CONTAMINATION

Groundwater modeling may be needed to ]
investigate the effects of construction on
groundwater flow patterns and rates, -

See Chapter IX Site Hydrogeology Section j}k(‘Pé‘c;;e i
IX-9) L

models of pollutant transport in soil
groundwater, and surface waters. c T

Camputer medeling of pollutant transport
warranted as no major continuing source
contamination exists on-site, and the e
groundwater flow system does not indicate any L

e

CONTAMINATION T~ /
Possible penetration of neighborhood bai\é}\
by dwafér’?‘iginating‘ffdn the site, i y

potentially carryngHasardous carpounds, should
receive further consideration. Develop baseline
data on the current prevalence of basement
flooding prablems in the coamunity.

See Chapter IX Goverrmental Agency Involvément 7

Section (Page IX-16) /
. = *\u‘ e Ea S ~ )




(16.26) " TOPIC: CONTAMINATION

COMMENT s The possibility that sewer and utility line
connections might serve as conduits for the flow
of contaminated ground and surface water fram
the site should be addressed.

RESPONSE ¢ This is a requirement in the NOR issued by DEQE.

See Chapter 9 Goverrmental Agency Involvement
Section (Page IX-16)

(16.27) TOPIC: CONTAMINATION

COMMENT' : The possibility that construction on the site
' may connect shallow groundwater with deeper
aquifers beneath the clay layers must be
analyzed.

RESPONSE: The buildings will be constructed on piles that
o - will be driven through a thick (50'+) clay layer
S : down to dense till. The clay will consolidate
: -~ around the piles and not allow vertical v
~ groundwater movement. In addition, vertical
..+ flow gradients between the upper clay stratum
. and lower clay stratum should be small.

éONI‘AMINATION

;-_[‘Poss1b1e impacts of flooding on mobilization of'
L »contammants needs consideration.

The impact of the site's contamination on the
- quality of the flood waters will prabably be
A . minimal before, during, and especially after
- development. The present surface soils consist
~ of clean off-site soil or crushed stone. Flood
e water will not come in contact with
contaminants. During development no flood
waters will flow onto the site. After
development, the worst contamination on site
will have been removed or treated and placed
below "clean" soil or asphalt and will not came

/—\\ in contact with flood water.

—~_
(16.29) TOPIC: CONTAMINATION T T ——
COMMENT : It is 1mperat1ve that a camprehensive

population-based exposure and risk assessment
study be performed for the Alewife Center
. Project.
: \\-/// - ‘\\,\‘ e ~ /
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I. INTRODUCTION

As part of an ongoing evaluation of the potential environmental and
health implications of the proposed Alewife Development Project, the City of
Cambridge has reta}ned the services of researchefs affiliated with the Energy
and Environmental Policy Center (EEPC), Harvard University and with the
Harvard School of Public Health (HSPH) to evaluate the Araft EIR and related
site assessmént documents. Harvard staff involved in this effort include
individuals experignced in risk assessment, toxicology, hazardous waste
management, and air pollution monitoring. The review and assessments were
conducted under the direCtioﬁ of Prof. John D. Spengler (HSPH) and managed by
Dr. Haluk Ozkaynak (EEPC). Principal scientists working on the project also
included Mr. Mark Smith (HSPH) and Mr. Donald J. Fingleton (EEPC).

Harvard's evaluations included the undertaking of two tasks. The
first task was the general review of the recent‘Environmental Assessments
documents and the draft EIR for the purposes of outlining a risk assessment
study relevant to the proposed commercial development of the former W.R. Grace
site near the Alewife Brook Parkway in Cambridge. The second task consisted
of the evaluation of recent‘monitoring and test data and the December 1987
draft EIR prepared by the project proponents and its contractors. Our
multidisciplinary review attempts tc address the concerns regarding the
adequacy of the measurement programs conducted to date as well as the health
risk assessments performed by the project consultants.

The following comments summarize an extensive evaluation of the site
asseésment of thevproposed Alewife Development Project. We have focused
exclusively on the human and environmental health risks posed by the chemical

wastes found on the site and have not considered the potential health risks



associated with other aspects of the development. Our evaluation includes a
summary critique of the material pfesented in Monacelli Associates Inc. draft
EIR and the three-volume Haley and Aldrich, Inc. Envirqnmental Assessment
report for the pfopoéed Alewife Center Development Project (December 1985) .
In addition to these primary reports, we have also evaluated the following.

1. Correspondance to Don Smith (EPA) from Greta D. Reade (NUS Corp.)
on June 20, 1986 providing review comments on the Haley and
Aldrich report "Environmental Assessment for the Alewife Center
Master Plan, W.R. Grace and Co., Cambridge, Massachusetts."

2. W.R. Grace and Co. response to comments of Greta D. Reade (NUS
Corp.) dated October 27, 1986.

3. Various inter-office correspondances from the City of Cambridge
summarizing highlights from project-related meetings with DEQE,
the developers and their consultants, and the public.

4. Report on Long-term Chemical Monitoring Program, Alewife Center,
Cambridge, Massachusetts by Haley and Aldrich, Inc. (February
1986) .

5. Supplemental Soil and Groundwater Data, Draft Environmental Impact
Report, Alewife Center, Cambridge, Massachusetts by Haley and
Aldrich, Inc. (January 7, 1987).

6. N§tice of Responsibility (based on 1985 Haley and Aldrich report),
from the Massachusetts Dept. of Environmental Quality Engineering

(DEQE) and transmitted to W.R. Grace and Co. on February 9, 1987.

II. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Based on our review, we conclude that the draft EIR and sssociated

materials do not provide an appropriate analysis of potential health hazards

i



. posed by this site as it currently exists, or as it will exist during

: constructibn or following completion cf the proposed project. Therefore,
stated claims that development of the site will present no risks to tﬁe health
and safety of the public are not adequately supported. Furthermore, this
draft does not adequately address the concerns voiced in the Certificate of
the Secretary of Environmental Affairs on the Environmental Notification Form,
regarding hazardous materials, in that it does not summarize nor discuss the
EPA eva;uation of the site assessment. We recommend additional data
ébilection and formal exposure and risk assessment studies be performed as

part of the finalization of the EIR.

III. SITE ASSESSMENT EVALUATION
DEQE's recent Notice of Responsibility, prepared for the proposed
development site, addresses the requisite site actioﬁs neceséary for the
evaluation of the potential hazards and the remedial action plans associated
~with the manufacturing wastes disposed within the former W.R. Grace property.
We find all of DEQE's information requests, in terms of gatheriné additional
data and conducting further assessments, quite apbropriate. In this section,
we discuss a number of issues similar to those raised by DEQE and additional
areas of concern regarding the existing information bases, chemical
contamination, site hydrogeology and surface waters, risk assessment, and

mitigating measures.

III.1 Chemical Contamination: Composition, Concentrations, and Distributions

The site assessment includes an extensive data base generated from
numerous samples and detailed chemical analyses of many of these. In general,

the chemical analyses performed appear appropriate in light of the past



hiétory and known chemical‘contamination of soils and groundwater at the site.
' These analyses clearly iﬁdicate the widespread occurrence of a variety of
chemical contaminants, in both the groundwater and soils of the site.
~unfortunately, the usefulness of much of this data is questioned because, in
many instances, chemical analyses were performed on composited samples. In
addition, many areas on the site were not covered in adequate detail. The
most recent set of samples (i.e., Supplemental Soil and Groundwater Data,
Draft EIR, Haley and Aldrich, Inc, January 7, 1987) provide a better coverage
of the limited areas tested and detailed chemical analyses of non-composited
samples. However, these samples still are restricted to the so-called
‘"footprints" of the development. Although we realize that it is impractical
to test all areas of the site, we 5e1ieve additional sampling is needed to
adequately evaluate the nature of and distribution of chemical wastes on the
site. In general, we believe that it is appropriate to concentrate detailed
samplihg to the "fbotprints" of the development, but we do not believe that it
is appropriate .io restrict detailed sampling to only these locations.
Obviously, excavation of soils and dewatering of the "footprint" areas will
pose the greatest possibility of mobilizing chemical wastes from the site.
However, construction is very likely to result in significant site
alternations and disruptionsvextending beyond the "footpriat" areas. These
alterations could result in changes in surface water and groundwater flow as
well as mobilzation of contaminated soils. Furthermore, the definition of
"footprint" areas must be expanded to include utility and sewer line access
routes and construction staging areas. Additional comments and specific
recommendations regarding additional sampliﬁg needed are presented in Section

IV.1.



III.2 Site Hydrogeology and Surface Water

The potential for water mediated migration of these chemical wastes
from the site needs further evaluation. Although several groundwater flow
studies have been completed, the nature of groundwater movement on the site is
confusing and requifes clarification. Contradictory statements appear to be
made between the draft EIR, and the most recent supplementary data provided by
Haley and Aldrich. The first feference indiéates a northerly flow of
groundwater while the second indicates the flow is radially in all directions.
This appears to be in conflict with the recent experience of groundwater
seepage into the MBTA tunnel. Additional information is needed to evaluate
the current situation before attempting meaningful predictions of the impacts
of the proposed development on groundwater flow.

Additiénal consideration of surface water flow also is needed,
especially with respect to potential outcomes of flooding on the site which
lies on the 100-year flood plain of the Alewife Brook. Impacts of
construction, excavation, movement of contaminated soils on-site, and other
aspects of the development project on flooding of the site and the potential
for flood water mobilization of contaminants should be addressed.

Additional comments and recommendations regarding these issues are

given in Sections IV.2 and IV.3.

I1I.3 Risk Assessment

Volume 3 of the Environmental Assessment: Proposed Alewife Center
Development, cited in the draft EIR, presents what is described as a "Risk
Assessment" of the health risks posed by development of this site. At best it
is a qualita?ive risk assessment and we are critical of maﬁy aspects of this

document. A report which lists detailed comments on this assessment will be



made available to the City of Cambridge, Department of Health and Hospitals.
In summary, this risk assessment presents an inadequate assessment of
potential exposures which might occur at this site before, during, and after

construction. This makes it impossible to assess the levels to which the

l

public might be exposed from contaminants found at the site. The document
also fails to consider the potential impacts of a number of compounds found at
appreciable levels in the soils or groundwater at the site._‘.

A discussion regarding our concerns wit£ this document follows. In
the risk assessment, concentration guidelines, or threshold levels, for a
number of compounds are derived. These are estimates, of the concentration in
water or soil at which no significant hazard to human health is posed. The
estimates, however, are not always based on appropriately conservative
assumptiohs‘when considering the protection of public health. Nonetheless,
sample data indicate that four contaminants at this éite are found in
concentrations exceeding these guidelines. 1In each instance these findings
are said to be insignificant and that no health threat is expected. The
author argues that since the guideline values incorporate a safety factor, no
significant health risks are posed by concentrations that do not substantially
exceed the guideline values. This ignores the rationale behind using safety
factors in the first place. Safety factors attempt to account for the
uncertainties involved in calculating guideline or thrfshold values and the
existence of sensitive subgroups or individuals in the population.(elderly,
children, etc.)

In conclusion, we believe an appropriate risk assessment of the site
has not been performed. Such an assessment should be required and will be
uéeful in determining how this site should be developed. Specific

methodologies for such an assessment should be' determined in consultation with
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the City of Cambridge, DEQE, and other appropriate groups; We present a

number of suggestions for such a study in Section IV.3.

IITI.4 Mitigating Measures

A variety %f mitigating measures, to minimize the potential for
adversg health impacts, are proposed in the draft EIR and related documents.
It is clear from these proposals that the corcultants have identified many of
7 the problems which must be dealt ﬁith at this site to insure publié‘safety.
However, in many instances, insufficient detail is presented in these
documents to evaiuate the adequacy of'the proposed mitigating efforts. -  These
limitations énd recommendations to improve-this situation are detailed in

"Section IV.4.



Iv.

V.1

RECOMMENDATIONS

Chemical Contamination: Additional Sampling Requirements

1. The "footprints" of sewer and utility connections must be determined and

detailed chemical analyses performed on soil and groundwater samples
taken at intervals along these routes. At a minimum this will be needed

to determine appropriate disposal alternatives for the materials

excavated.

Construction staging areas should be specified and detailed chemical

analyses performed on soil samples from these areas.

Additional surface and sediment samples should be collected and analyzed
from Parkway Pond and Jerry;s Pond. This is of particular concern if
alterations to either pond are undertaken and if these alterations result

in movement or mobilization of sediments.

Féw data from long-term chemical monitoring of surface and groundwater
outside the development area indicate the presence of certain volatile
organic compounds, some of which are known to be toxic. Additional
sampling (spatially and temporally) needs to be undertaken to be able to
resolve the sources and pathways of pollutant transport to areas away

from contaminated soils.

Any soils to be used as fill for any alternations of these ponds should

be sampled and subjected to detailed chemical analyses.
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As a tect for contamination of Alewife Brook, a number of surface water

samples have been collected fiuom this waterway. However, it is likely

that a number of compounds (which mighf'derive from tkz W.R. Grace site),
would be found preferentially bound to bottom sedimenté. Therefore, we
suggest thatvfediment samples of Alewife Brook be collected and tested.
Samples should include controls taken upstream of the site, a sufficient
distance to insure that litiie or no inputs from the site could reach the

sample location, and samples immediately downstream from the site.

To provide a measure of compounds migrating with the groundwater, ‘it
would be useful to sample leachate collected at the MBTA tunnel. The
possibility that contaminated groundwater is moving off this site via the

tunnel cut needs to be evaluated as well.

Surface and groundwatervsamples from the Russell field area, the site
used a staging area during the MBTA station construction, will be useful
to examine the potential contribution of other sources to the present
soil and groundwater cohtamination.

Additional sémpling of former waste lagoon areas should be done to
confirm that the wastes previously stored there have, in fact, been

adequately removed.

Additional sampling outside of the "footprint" areas and those additional
locations noted above may be required to characterize the distribution of
compounds on the site. As mentioned above, many of the previous samples

were composities of materials from a number of locations making it
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12.

13.

difficult to identify hotspcts of contamination on the site outside. of
the "footprints." An appropriate sampling regime to identify any such
hotspots should be developed in consultation with DEQE. . Once a better
understanding of groundwater movement on the site is obtained additional
groundwater mqnitoring stations may also be needed.

%
It is very difficult to access, in a clear and comprehensible fashion,
th~ large cmcunt of sample data already existing for this site. It is
often difficult and sometimes impossible to correlate sample numbers with
sample locations. The consultants to Grace/Hines should be required to
summarize this information in a clear fashion including results of
previous sample analyses. Acetate overlays of sample 1ocationé and
levels of contaminétion, color coded, would be useful. This would allow

individuals reviewing the sampling data to determine distributions of

compounds on site.

Results from other monitoring efforts in this area, in particular those

conducted by the MBTA should also be obtained and presented in the EIR.

Air sampling for volatile. organics compounds (VOCs) should be carried out
both before and during the excavation phase of the project. Since it is
critical to determine the location and the emission rates of the various
contaminants; we recommend exploratory monitoring of VOCs in the
excavation pits after a small amount of soil has been removed.
Generation of spatial profiles of the concentration of compounds of
interest will be helpful in developing empirical ambient emission rates

for the toxic compounds that are of concern to the health of workers and
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population living nearby. Monitoring plans during the construction

“ should include collecting short-term VOC samples downwind of the site as

IV.2

well as real-time odor detection methods which could be used for
implementing immediate work stopage and/or other actions needed to remedy

the source of gemissions or odor problems.

Site Hydrogeology and Surface Waters

The directions and rates of current groundwater and surface water

movement on the site must be clarified.

Groundwatér modeling may be needed to investigate the effects of
constructién on groundwater flow‘patterns andvrétes. Should such
modeling be performed it-is important that model limitations, rationale
for input parameters, and uncertainties be explicitiy and clearly
presented. - Sensitivity analyses.should also be ‘ncluded to investigate
the effects of differeing sets of assumptions on outcomes. Additional

consideration of surface flow patterns and rates is also needed.

The potential migration of hazardous materials from the site by the above
routes requires additional attention. The groundwater modeling effort
should be extended to include modeling of pollutant transport in soil,
groundwater, and surface waters. Appropriate variables regarding
pollutant migration and decay (e.g., distribution coefficients based on
fractional organic carbon content, decay constants/hydrolysis rates,
infiltration rates, etc.) need to be considered in such model-based

evaluations.
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4, Possible penetration of neighborhood basements by groundwater originating
from the site, potentially carrying hazardous compounds, should receive
further consideration. It would be desirable to develop a baseline data
set of the c%frent situation, that is, the current prevalence of basement
‘flooding problems in the community durrounding the proposed development.
Such a baseline might.be obtained through consultation with DEQE and the
City of Cambridge. Should additional groundwater work suggest movement
towards peripheral communities, additional groundwater sampling,

especially of shallow groundwater that might enter basements or reach

surfaces, needs to be performed.

5. The possibility that sewer and utility line connections might serve as
conduits for the flow of contaminated ground and surface water from the

site should be addressed.

6. The poésibility that construction on the site may connect shaliow
groundwater with deeper aquifers beneath the clay léyers must be
analyzed. Penetration of the natural clay barrier could result in
contamination of deeper groundwater.

7. Since the site lies on a 100-year flood plain, possible impacts of

flooding (and of development on flooding) on mobilization of contaminants

needs consideration.

IV.3 Exposure and Risk Assessment

It is imperative that a comprehensive population-based exposure and
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risk assessment study be performed for the Alewife Center Project} The
information provided by an exposure and risk analysis may then be used in the
regulatory process to decide upon the nature and extent of remedial actions
that must be taken at this site prior to, during, andvafter construction to
protect public health. Such a risk assessment must be performed using
scientifically aceptable protocols (for example, EPA's exposure and risk
assesment guidelines publishedwin the Federal Register within the last 3
years), aﬁd should specificallybaddress the technical issues noted in this
report, in the DEQE Notice of Responsibility, and the concerns voiced by
members of the community near the site. In addition, the assessment should
consider the types of information and férmat of presentation required by or
best suited to the various regulatory bodies involved (e.g., DEQE and City of
Cambridge) .

In the following, we provide the essential elements of an exposure and
risk assessment for this commercial development. It is also important to
 recognize the necessity of explicitly accounting for the sources and, where
possible, the magnitudes of the uncertainties associated with the
exposure/risk calculations Additionally, the analysis should identify
situations and potential problems that might significantly alter projected

health effect estimates, and identify additional data needed.

Components of a recommended exposure and risk assessment

A. Identification of hazardous materials/source terms
1. Identification of the types of hazardous/toxic materials on the site, or

potentially on the site, based on sampling and chemical tests as well

as information relating to past and current uses of site.
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Determinations of the concentrations of these compounds on the site
a) average concentrations

b) maximal concentrations, these may be based on extrapolations from
soil to water and the converse, when samples from one media suggest

higher concentrations than sampled in the other. Must use appropriate

_partition coefficients and site conditions.

Determination of distributiqn of compounds on the site

a) environmental compartment-contéminated

b) areas of maximal concentration-hotspots

c) gradients of distribution

d) possible sources of continuing and future contamination-storage
tanks, barrels, transfer pipeé, etc.

e) projected effect of deveiopment on above

This determinatioﬁ should extend to the entire site not just the area
to be built upon. Construction may disurb adjacent areas, may alter

runoff and subsurface water flow.

Analysis of potential for and possible routes of migration of
contaminants off the site since this is very important considering the
population density of the area and its proximity to drinking water
supplies. Projected effects of development on altering tﬁe migration

routes and amounts of contaminants from the site.

B. Determination of health effects and risk potency terms

1. Identification of potential health effects of compounds that are either

3
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found on the site or could be found in'the future through mobilization
of wastes still buried in the site

a) initially, this should extend to all compounds found or expected to
be found, not jﬁst those detected at highest concentration

b) should consider carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic health effects of

both acute and chronic nature

Determination of possible real health effects and their "seriousness"
necessitates consideration of potency terms

a) poteﬁciea/expusule limits etc. used, for a site like this, should be
the most conservative scientifically defensible. Sources should
include reviews of EPA, DEQE, other state lists, and the literature.
Limits should involve safety factors, depending upon nature of data
used, 10-100x is generally considered advisable in cases where

threshold of effects are Known to exist.

For carcinogens and suspected carcinogens available EEA/CAG potencies
supplemented by the NTP bioassay data should be used in developing and
using cancer unit risk estimates for oral and inhalation routes. Other
federal or state guidelines and standards (e.g., EPA's water qﬁality
and Massachusetts' air toxics guidelines) should also be used in
selecting and applving risk/potency coefficients or limits for the
chemicals studied. In these determinations distribution or range of
values for source strengths and concentrations should be used in
yielding worst case as well as expected or typical health impact
estimates. Finally, for non-carcinogens sources and basis for choosing

a certain threshold value should be explicitly and clearly stated.
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C. Exposure and dose predictions

1. Consideration of all individuals and populations at risk. Exposure

estimates need to be developed for construction workers, neighbors,
occupants, gnhd site users after construction, children, and others who
presently may have access to the site, and non-neighboring communities
which may be affected (e.g., exposed population downstream of Alewife
Brook, consumers of well water that might be contaminated, recreaéional
useré ofvthe ponds impacted, etc.). All possible exposed groups and
not exclusively the major ones should be addressed. The rationale for
concluding tﬁat some potentially exposed groups will not be exposed

should be clearly stated and supported.

Consideration of all possible routes of exposure, such as ingestion,
inhalation, and through dermal contact, need to be quantified.
Determinations must be made about the individual factors that affect
time spent in each microenvironment by different populations and age
groups. Cheuical-specific integrated exposure and dose estimates need
to be developed using conservative assumptions about bioavailability,
lung deposition, retention, and clearance by the target organs, skin
absoption rates, among others. An attempt should be made to develop
exposure estimates for various population groups, including sensitive
individuals such as the elderly, children, and persons with pre-
existing health conditions. Both ambient outdoor and indoor exposures
to possible éontaminants released from the site should be quantified
using monitoring dafa and acceptable modeling methods. In particular,
possible pollutant exposures in homes through airborne releases from

wet basements should be evaluated.

-16-



3. At a minimum, exposure estimates for the following compounds need to be
developed; néphthalene, polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) and phthalates
(with complete breakdown), acetone, methylene chloride, carbon
disulfide, formaldehyde, cyanide, chlorobenzene, ethylbenzene, benzene,
toluene, phenol, styrene, N-nitrosodiphenylamine, acenapthene, 1,1-
dichloroethene, 1,1-dichloroethane, tetrachloroethyléne, and all heavy

metals.

4. Assuming a worst case situation, estimates of doses received by the
members of the groups identified before should be determined. The
extent that the construction is expected to alter the exposure patterns
and dose estimates must be determined. In addition to worst case and
"likely to occur" impact scenarios, sensitivity analysis involving each

of the key calculation steps need to be performed.

D. Risk Projections

Based on the estimated doses and the potency factors prediction of
risk estimates for (1) the maximum exposed individual, and (2) different
groups of affected population. Risk projections should be presented for each
exposure pathway as well as based on total exposures. Carcinogenic and non-
carcinogenic risks including allergic responses and other sensitization
effects should be individually treated. Because of inherent uncertainties in
each step of the risk calcuiation, a proper error analysis including formal
statistical error propagatioh methods should be included? The predicted
health outcome probabilities should be contrasted with other non-voluntary

(preferably environmental) health risks. An evaluation should be made whether
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the predi;ted risks are significant and/or unaccéptable, using criteria
employed by EPA and other regulatory agencies such as FDA. Finally, risk
estimatés éhouid also be developed and analysed for alternatives to the
project, in particular, construction versus no construction scenarios.
E. Remedial Measures

It is appropriate to consider various alternatives or remedial
1méasufes that might minimize the possible heéltﬁ.aﬁd odor impacts of the site
during and after COnstruction. Even if it is concluded that the likelihood of
adverse effects is small, it is still advisable to consider certain mitigative

measures to address épecific health (and welfare) concerns of the public.

- IV.4 Mitigating Measures and Other Recommendations

1. The projéct proponents should provide mofe extensive documentation
confirming that all chemical storage containers and transfer pipes have
been removed from the site or apprdpriately emptied. The continuing,
rather high levels of- acetone contamination on certain areas'of the site
is troubling and raises'the possibility of continued acetone inputs to

. these areas, possibly from unidentified leaking transfer pipes or other

containers still buried.

2. Contingency plans should be formulated to deal with unexpected
developments during construction. Such events might include the
discovéry of previously unidentified chemical containers, transfer pipes,

or pockets of highlj contaminated soils. These plans might include
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requirements that any such events be promptly reported to DEQE and the
City of Cambridge and that construction activities cease until such time
as the materials are safely removed and, if necessary, chemically
analyzed.

o
Steps to protect wo?kers during construction need to be specified in
greater detail. The consultants to the pfoponents correctly point out
that such measures area needed due to the levels of contamination at the
site. They indicate that "the Contractor will be required to provide a
comprehensive worker health and safety program" for the site. It would
appear that sufficient information exists at this time to address this
problem in greater depth. It would be desirable that additional details
on the nature of any anticipated.risks and possible mitigatingbmegsures
be presented in the final EIR. It should be noted that measuresvwhich
appear sufficient to protect worker health, for example, respiratory
protective ‘devices, often in fact do not provide adequate protection
because compliance by employees during actual working conditions may be

difficult or impossible. Because of this, we suggest that worker safety

requirements include training/educational sessions be provided to workers

to inform them of the chemical hazards at the site and to train them in
proper use of any suggested safety devices or procedures. The overall
worker safety program should be reviewed and approved prior to the start

of construction.

Excavation work on the site is likely to result in the generation of
significant chemical odors, which are likely to be noticable in the

surrounding community. Although this possibility was correctly
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icontified in the site assessment documents, no mention of this is made
in thé’draft EIR. Although it is 1ike1y>that such odors will be
predominantly due to the naphthalene contamination on-site, other more
toxic volatile compounds may also be released, a possibility which ﬁeeds 
additional anglysis. In any case, chemical odors are likely to be strong
enough to be significantly annoying to the surrounding community, and
should be minimized to the extent feasible. Measures to achieve this are
identified in the draft EIR but should be addressed in more detail in the
final EIR. These measures include limiting the amounts of soil excavated
at any one time, promptly covering excavated materials, and limiting
excavation to periods of favorable weather conditions. To insure
compliagce, we also suggest that a mechanism be established whereby
complaints from the commﬁnity regarding noxious odors, dust, and other
aspects of the site development can be made and officially registered and

investigated.

Soil treatment and disposai issues need significant clarification. On-
site treatment of contaminated soils is proposed with no elaboration of
the approaches to be used. Should these treatment processes involve
stripping of the volatile compounds from the soil, additional exposures
to airborne contaminants will likely occur. This possibility is not
addressed. Off-site disposal and on-site use of contaminated materials
as fill are also suggested, but no criteria are pfesented. Also, how
soils will be choosen for the various treatment/disposal options
mentioned is much less supported. The determination of disposal options
should be based on objective criteria such as chemical analyses of

appropriate samples of the excavated materials., Maximum allowable
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contaminant limits should be developed for the use of contaminated soils
on-site. More detailed guidelines for the use of contaminated materials
on-site should also be developed. Contaminated soils should be isolated,
fo the extent feasible, from the open environment as soon as possible
after excavatipn. Stockpiling of contaminated soils, as suggested in the
draft EIR, could lead to their mébilization through wind and water
erosion. Giver the high water table, contaminated soils could easily be
placed into the saturatel zone. The developer should be required to keep
detailed records of how the contaminated excavated soils are treated or

of where they are disposed of both off-site and on-site.

Groundwater treatment criteria and methods should be specified in greater
detail. Sufficienﬁ information on the types and concentrations of
cohtaminants in the gxoun&water of the region to be dewatered is
available to allo& for a more detailed analysis of the most suitable
tréatment techniques. Air or surface water discharges resulting from the
proposed treatment process should be considered in the risk assessmen£
for the site. For any treatment process, intermittent, random sampling
should be done tc determine the levels of compounds in air or surface

water discharges.

Due to groundwater contamination and the high water table, special care
must be taken to avoid entry of noxious cheméiéls iﬁtgéthe buildings once
constructed. Watersealing of the foundations may not be sufficient (just
about everything waterfroof that we have ever dealt with has eventually
leaked). We recommend that beléw grade space Be isolated as much as

possible from higher floors in the buildings. For example, separate
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ventilation systems should be installed. Office or other long-term work
space should, if possible, not be placed on these belowgrade floors. If
workers will be expected to use this space, additional ventilation may

ultimately be required.

Should the proposed construction be undertaken in stages, where one or
more buildings are occupied while excavations are done on the remaining
sites, special work procedures may be needed. These might include

prohibiting earth moving activities on the site at certain times of the

@

day.  Building occupants might also be advised to restrict cutdoor

activity at the site -until construction is completed.

Air quality monitoring should be conducted on-site during construction.

Measutrements should be made in excavation pits as well as outside to

" monitor the levels of organics that may be toxic to humans. When

concentrations are observed to exceed pre-selected "safe" levels, DEQE
and the City of Cambridge health officials need to be informed
immediately. In addition, appropriate control measures should be taken

while those who may be affected are alerted about the situation.
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Proposed City Council Order:

Whereas:

Whereas:

Whereas:

Whereas:

The W.R. Grace site has been designated as a Tier II
hazardous waste site, and

A Notice of Responsibility (NOR) was issued by DEQE (now
DEP), and

There exists an extensive body of information and documents
pertaining to the conditions and remediations of the soil
and water at the site, and

A major development is now being proposed for this site,and

Therefore: Be it resolved, that the City Council hold a public

hearing to review and determine the status of environmental
issues pertaining to this site.
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IN CITY COUNCIL

October 23, 1995

COUNCILLOR TRIANTAFILLOU

WHEREAS:

WHEREAS:

WHEREAS:

WHEREAS:

RESOLVED:

The W.R. Grace site has been designated as a Tier II hazardous waste site; and
A Notice of Responsibility (NOR) was issued by DEQE (now DEP); and

There exists an extensive body of information and documents pertaining to the
conditions and remediations of the soil and water at the site; and

A major development is now being proposed for this site; now therefore be it

That the City Council hold a public hearing to review and determine the status
of environmental issues pertaining to this site.
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Consent Order #3%
Councillor Triantafillou re:
Review and determine the status

of environmental issues pertaining
to the W.R. Grace site.

In City Council October 23, ;1995

WNo At Tate.
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IN CITY COUNCIL

October 30, 1995

COUNCILLOR TRIANTAFILLOU
WHEREAS: The W.R. Grace site has been designated as a Tier 1I hazardous waste site; and
WHEREAS: A Notice of Responsibility (NOR) was issued by DEQE (now DEP); and

WHEREAS: There exists an extensive body of information and documents pertaining to the
conditions and remediations of the soil and water at the site; and

WHEREAS: A major development is now being proposed for this site; now therefore be it

RESOLVED: That the City Council hold a public hearing to review and determine the status
of environmental issues pertaining to this site.
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Consent Order #11 1o
_ axnwuitj -

Councillor Triantafillou re: 9/%>5/

Review and determine the status
of environmental issues pertaining
to the W.R. Grace Site.

~In City Council October 30, 1995

Ordes, Adep el





