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BY ELECTRONIC AND REGULAR MAIL 

Eve Vaudb, Esq. ' 

Senior Enforcement Counsel 

United States Environmental Proteetipri Agency, 

Region I, New England Regional Office 

1 Congress Street, Suite 1.100 (SES) 
Bostori, Massachusetts 0211.4-2023 

Re: Request for EPA Consideration in Feasibility Study ofAdditional Pond Sediment 
Remedial Alternative - eeritredale.Manor'Restoration Project Superfund Site, North 
Providence, Rhode Island 

Dear Eve: 

We are writing on behalf of Ernhart Industries;, Inc. ("Enihart") to follow up on the 
discussion held during the June 29J2G09 meeting regarding the remedial alternatives that the 
United States. Enyironrnental Protection Agency ("USEPA"), is evaluating in its Feasibility Study 
for the; Centredale Marior Site. In particular^ we highlight several of the potential shortcorriings 
of the remediation options under consideration by USEPA .for the Allendale and; LymamMill 
Sedirnent Alternatives. We then propose that USEPA consider in its origpirig Feasibility Study 
ari additional remedial alternative that includes an option for the remediation of excavated 
sediments that js less costly than the upland confined disposal facility ("CDF") or other off-site 
disposal pptibns that USEPA is considering, arid which is as equally protective of huriian health 
and the environment. 

At the June 29th meeting, USEPA staff expressed concern that the land •disposal 
restrictioris may impede implementation of a remedial alternative involving the disposal of 
excavated sediment in an upland CDF. Given the information provided by USEPA's, support 
team, the land disposal restrictioris likely would prohibit: placing sediments containing 
concentrations of dioxins/furans that exceed 1 part per billion (ppb) ("more cpritaminated 
sedimerits") in an upland CDF located outside, the area of Siterrelated contamination; Thus, it 
appears that ari upland CDF would only be viable as a disposal option for sediments with 
dioxin/furan concentrations less than 1.ppb. Based on the assessment of USEPA's support; tearn, 
mis; would limit to approximately 50% the amount of the excavated sediment that ebuld be 
placed in an upland CDF. Accordingly; if USEPA were to selectan upland CDF disposal option, 
a second disposal option also would have to be selected for the more contarninated iscdiriients 
that would be excavated from the Allendale and Lyman Mill ponds. 

In addition to the impact of land disposal restrictions, there are other shprtepmings: with 
the upland CDF disposal option, including the followirig: 
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__ :*T!the irilpleineritabih^^ It presentiy is utikriown 
_ ; ;4 ,A H H Whether;,'(1) the land on which the upland CDF wpuld be eonstruGteda%ayailabIe 

y- 3 !-j ~ for purchase; and (2) ti\e permit required to operate: arid;tnairitairi;th^upiartd CDF 
can be obtained. 

•	 USEPA has not prepared ari estimate that accurately' reflects the total cost of 
irriplemeritirig ^.sediment remedy that includes the upland;CDF disposal option. 
For example, USEPA's calculations do: not include the price Of purchasing the 
land on;-which••-the/upland CDF is to be constructed or: other poteritially .costly 
items j suchjas fernediation of the upland CDFpropertyanddisniantlirig/reibcatibn 
:;costs for the facilities currently operating on thattproperty. 

•	 The upland :CDF would not provide additional human health, or; environmental 
benefits; beyond the, benefits that \yould be realized from iriiplemeritirig^sewral of 
the:less costly Prirsite disposal pptibns.under consideration by''USEPAj such as a 
nearishore CDF, isolation capping, consolidation capping, or some combination 
therebf. 

the other, disposal options under consideration by USEPA: for>the •Aliendale;;and Lyman 
MiL-Sediment Alternatives include; both 6ff-sit€: and on-site Incincratiph. These incineratibn 
disposal bptibris are ppstTprbhibitive, iri addition tbsufferirig frbiri othershortcoriiings: 

In light of the foregoing; Enmart'requests/matiUSEPA consider in 'the-FeasibUity Study 

ail additional; remedial alternative under which sedirnerits bpntairiirig tdibxiri/furans that exceed 

1 ppb would be'excavated;arid placedlrian approximately five acre near-shore CDF along the 

west ;bank?pf Lyman Mill. Pond Sediment that is ;not excavated would be capped infsitu. The 

sfedinients'tb beiplaced in a rieaf-shbre CDF would be excavated 'iii the mariner; described iri 

USEPA-s Alternative 7(b), Excavation and. Confinement in an Orirsiie Near-^Shore CDF 

(UJSEPA Draft Feasibility Study Report); Up tp 5Q^pf th^mPre contam^ 

Allendale Pbfld' wouldi be-excayated. These •sediments.-,, identified by USEPA using the :data 

pbtainep; during the Remedial Investigation, wbuld; ;be? excavated !tp an average] depth of 

apprbxiniately;^ 

sediment. Theexcayatedsedimentswpuldbepl^ 


Similarly, up tp 50% of thfe more cpntamiriated sediments within Lyrnah Mill Pond (nipt 

includirif me sediriierits to be covered by the near-shore: CDF) would be excavated. These 

sedirnerits; also identified by USEPA using the data obtainedduring the Remedial Investigation, 


•'wpuld;b ;̂.%)ceayated't6 an average-depth ofapproximately3^ feetj fesulting'iri.the excavation of 
up to approxiriiatelySS.dGO cubic yards of sediment. These excavated sediments alsp would be; 

;p l^e&m;^ 

The:propbsed ibcatibri of the;rieaf-shbre CDF along Me west banko 
shown in Figure 1, and a schematic of the proposed nearTshpre GE>F is.shpwn in thecross • section, 
provided iri Figure. 2. After the excavated sediments are placed iri-theri^^shbreCEiFiva cover 
system would be installed consisting of an impermeable, flexible membrane liner,'20 inches of 
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sand,.arid ifour inches of topsoil. thesurface of the coyerwpuldbe. seeded to .establish protective 

vegetation to provide for the,long-term effectiveness ;pf this disposal alternative. 


Moreover, under the proposed additional alternative; following, the excavatiori arid 
grading of the pond bottoms, the remaining sediments (e.g., the; entire area of Allendale Pond; 
and the area of Lyriian Mill Porid that is outside the footpririt of theriezir-shbfe CDF) would be 
covered iri-situ with a thick-layer cap comprised of clean imported material placed over the; pond 
sediments. The cap would be constructed as; described in LJSEPA's Alternative; 5, Isolation 
Capping (USEPA Draft Feasibility Study Report:).. The; grading of the ponds would allow 
placement of the thick-layer cap without elimmating surface water area, thereby maximizing 
pond surface water area; 

The in-situ cap would consist of twa layers: an isolation layer overlain by an erosion 
eontrpl/bioturbation layer. The material type and thickness would be. designed to eliminate the 
potential for hydraulic erosion arid to provide chemical isolation betweeri the. cbritafniriated 
sediment and the surface sedimerit withm the biblogicallyaetive zone: the cap •'wpuld be placed 
under de-watered conditions usitig conventional excavating equipment. It is coftteriiplated that 
the top 12 inches of the cap would be designed to provide .habitat in; open water areas and 
substrate for wetland vegetation in the:marsh areas. For,cost estimatingpurposes;,It is ^sumed 
that the thickness of the cap; would be-approximately 18 to 24 inches, although the actual cap 
thickness.would be determinedduring the remedial design. 

The excavation of the nipre contaminated sediment, and its .placement in; asrieafishor;^ 
CDF would yield significant beriefits. For 'example^ this additional rdisposal alternative would:: 
(1) remove a significant mass of contaminatipnrfrom the aquatic system; (2) increase the pyeraU 
depth of the ponds tp allow for an.adequate isplati'pncap; arid (3) maximizethefirial surface area 
Of the ponds by lowering elevation of the sediment prior to isolation capping; Moreover, as 
noted above, following excavation,, the isolation capping pprtiori of the proposed remedial 
alternative would effeetively isolate any ebritairimation remaining in sedimerit frbrii.poritactiwith 
the sediment biotie zone and the, overlying surface water; it also wpukkbe desigried;tPAeffectively 
eliminate the potential for hydraulic erosion. Thus, this proposedkebmbiried;^ 
would cost-effectively provide longrterm protection of human health and the environment while 
minimizing the dimensions of the near-shore CDF and maximizing the,reriiaining s 
the ponds. 

Furthermore, because any contamination remaining after the excavation would be 
isolation capped inrsitu, pre-femediatibn sediment characterizatipri sampling wpuld not be 
required. This: approach is corisisterit with1 USEPA's pre^remedial sediment characterization 
approach; outlined in the June 20.09 Draft Appendix J, Table J-l for the Isblatipri Capping 
alternative. Additionally, this approach is conceptually similar tb-the one implemented.by U.S; 
EPA, Region 1, for the '/i-Mile Reach of the: Housatpnic River, which involved, inter alia, 
removing a significarit mass of contaminated sediments; reducing surfieial sediirieritPbritarniriant 
levels; and excavating sediments to a sufficient depth to'; allow for the installation of an 
appropriate cap/backfill configuration that wpuld effeetively prevent the residual contaminants 
that rerriain iri the underlying sediriierits from migratingup to'the surface sediments of water 
column. 
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The additional remedial alternative would incorporate the excavation pf the. more 
contaminated sediments:and confinernent m  a nearahpre; CDF, together with ari in simthick­
layer cap placed byef-the remairimg pond sediments; the estimated "Present WorthCost" of the 
alternative is approxiriiately'$3:7,00t);0b0.. Attached is an, estimated breakdown of costs for the 
proposed, remedy for inelu« 
USEPA's support team for me Feasibility. Study Report. 

We; .look forward to,, further discussing the proposed additional remedial alternative with 
ypu very soph.- In theinterim^ if USEPA's;!suppbft tearrihas any questions, mey;shbuld contact 
Jeff LbUreirp or Dave Scotti of Loureiro Engineering Associates, Inc., at 8r50-747-6181. 

Sincerely, 

Direct lirie: 202370 3921 
j karp@sandwxbm 

Enclosures 

cc: JeromeiC; Mirys, Jr., Esq. 

MrOavid N. Scotti (LEA) 

Mr. Jeffrey J. Loureirp (L1EA) 

Of.„ Russell ,Keenanj(AMEG) 

Mr.' Patrick.Gwittn (AMEC). 
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AJtondato and Lyman M i Sadfmvm AtomatKm 


Present Worth Costs 
Allendale and Lyman Ma Sediment AtomoVvn 

ALT 10b 
ALT7S ALT 7b A L T  M ALT 8a Excavation. ALT 11f 

ALTS ALT 7a ALT7d Excavation Excavation. ALT 8a Excavation. Excavation Naarahore Consolidation, Proposed 
ALT 1 No Isolation Excavation Excavation, On Off-site Naarshor* Excavaaon, On-site Ofl-sae CDF. Capping, Additional 

Action Canting On-Site CDF site Incinerate Disposal CDF On-site CDF Incinerate Disposal Rebuilt Dams Retools Dams ARemasve 
Ft smarts stlnn Are 4 392 Acres 
Psmenistlnn Volume 156,000 Cubic Yards 
• M M  M Coat 
(Excludes Dtaooaal) $0 $17,447,208 $14,221,751 $14,221,751 $14,221,751 $11,669,127 $17,397,835 $17,397,835 $17,397,835 $11,297,165 $17,699,439 $15,519,833 

Dagou j $19,387,776 $79,475,252 $85 438.370 $17,790,855 $8,783,336 $34,076,794 $36,640,119 $18,384,313 $7,787,920 
Design C o  m 
Oversight A QC Coals 

CoMnoanctea 
••J 

$738,275 
SI.383.344 

$1,441,113 
$2,587,290 

$1,441,113 
$2,886,140 

$1,441,113 
$2,886,140 

$1,441,113 
$2,384,815 

$1,441,113 
$2,140,558 

$1,441,113 
$2,254,958 

$1,441,113 
$2,254,958 

$1,441,113 
$2,384,815 

$1,288,113 
$1,139,624 

$1,441,113 
$2,384,815 

Excavaaon (25%) 25% 10 $4,887,207 $4,582,539 $4,632,251 $4,632,251 $3,873,764 $5,244,876 ^5.273,476 $5^273^78 $3,780,773 $5,031,794 $4,836,440 
Disposal (25% for ao : 10% $4,840,444 $7,947,525 $8,543,837 $4,447,714 $2,190,834 $3,407,679 $3,664,912 $4,596,078 $1,946,980 

SO 
CAPITAL COSTS 

TOTAL to $24.400,800 $47,100,000 $110,800,000 $117,100,000 $41,800,000 $37,200,000 $•3,900,000 $88,700,000 $41.900400 $26,200400 $33,900,000 

Pond Annual Monitoring 
& Maintenance Years $26,785 $348,807 $207,923 $207,923 $207,923 S207.023 $348,607 $348,607 $348,607 $207,923 $348,607 $279,623 
Disposal Monitoring $23,330 SO $0 $23,330 $23,330 $23,300 
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH C 
TOTAL $132,375 $28,700,008 $80,000,000 $113,000,000 $120400,000 S44.500.000 $41,600,000 $68,000,000 $71,000,000 $44.$00,000 $28,600,000 $37,000,000 

Present worth factors for 7% discount factor 
Years 1 to30 I 12 409 1 
Costs do not Include properly acquisition 

1 1 
" Costs (or Options 10a, tod, and 10e would be same as Alternative 7, except that the capSal and present worth 
costs would increase by approximately $0.6SM to account for costs associated wan darn 

" C o  M for Options 11 a. l i b  . and 11e would be Ihe same as costs presented (or Alternative 8. because the capital and 
present worth costs would increase tor costs associated wan dam replacement and decrease for reduction In cap 
material volume. 
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