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A BREAK: __4-]
OTHER- _4929 %4

BY ELECTRONIC AND REGULAR MAIL.-

Eve Vaudo, Esq: -

Senior Enforcement Counsel

United States Environmental Protection Agency,
Reglon I, New: England Regional Office

1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 (SES)

Boston, Massachusetts 021 14- 2023

Re:  Request for E PA Consideration in Feasnblllty Study of Addltlonal Pond Sedlment
Remedial Alternative - Centredale. Manor Restoratlon PrOJect Superfund Site, North
Providence, Rhode Island

Dear Eve:

‘We are writing on. behalf of Emhart Industries;, Inc. (“Emibart”) 'to follow up -on the
discussion -held during the June 29, 2009 meeting regardmg the-remedial alternatives that the
United-States Environmental Protection Agency (“USEPA”) is evaluating in its Feasibility Study
fot ‘the Centredale Marior Site. In particular, we hu,hhght several of the potential shortcommgs

- of the remediation options .under consideration by USEPA .for the Allendale and Lyman: ‘Mill
Sediment Alternatives. We then propose. that USEPA consider in its ongoing Feasibility Study
an additional remedial alternative. that includes. an optlon for the remediation of ‘excavated
sediments that is less costly than the upland confined dlsposal facility (“CDF”) or other off-siie
disposal options that USEPA is con51denng, and- which is ds equally pI‘OteCthC ol‘ human health
andthe'environment. :

At the June 29m meetinig, USEPA staff cxpressed ‘concern that the land dlsposalv
‘Testrictions .may 1mpede implementation ‘of “a remedial alternative . mvolvmg the : dlsposal of
excavated sediment in an upland CDF.’ Given the: information provided by USEPA’s:suppoit
team, the land disposal restrictions hkely ‘would pr0h1b1t placmg sediments containing
* concentrations: of dioxins/furans that exceed 1 part ‘per. billion: (ppb), (“more contaminated
sedimenis™) in'an upland CDF located ‘outside the area of Site: related contamination. Thus; it
appears that an upland CDF would ‘only be v1able as a dlsposal optlon for sedlments with
this would 11m1t to approxnnately 50% the amount of the excavated sedlment that. could be
placed in an upland CDE. Accordingly; if USEPA were to select-an upland CDF disposal option,
. asecond dlsposal option also would have to be selected for the more ‘contaminated ‘s¢diments
that-would be excavated from the Allendale and Lyman Mill ponds

‘In addmon to the impact of land disposal restnctlons there-are other- shortcommgs with
the upland CDF disposal option, mcludmg the- followmg
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e ’The 1mplementabrllty of an. upland CDF is-uncertairi. It presently 18 unknown

o vhether:. (1) the land on which'the-upland CDF would be: construct A
g7 for purchiase; and (2) the permit réquired to operate: and mamtam the up d CDF ‘
‘can be:obtained.

o 'USEPA has not prepared an estimate that :accurately' reflects :the: total ‘cost. of
‘implementing a.sediment remedy" that includes the upland' CDF disposal option.
For. example, USEPA’s calculations do: niot. include ‘the- price of purchasing; the

“land on.-which ‘the, ‘upland..CDF is to be_constructed: or: other- potentially costly
~ itefns; such:as femediation of the upland CDF _property and dlsmantlmg/reloeatron
- costs-for the facilities. currently operating:on’ that: property

o 'The: upland .CDF"-would' not provide addil:'ional' human. '"health ‘or: environmental
‘benefits: beyond ‘the, bénefits that would be'tealized from implémenting: several of
the' less costly onssite dlsposal options. under consideration by’ USEPA, such-as a
near-shore CDF, isolation capping, consolidation: capplng, or-soime combmanon
thereof

The other: disposal options under consideration by USEPA. for: the Allendale -and Lyman
Mill;Sediment Alternatives include: both off:site: and. oon-site incineration. These. incineration

~dlsposal optiofis are;cost: prohrbmve in addition to sufferlng from other shortcomings:

In lrght of the foregomg, Embart- requests “that USEPA consider in ‘the: Feasrblllty Study ’
an additional rémedial alternative undet which sedinients contarmng dioxin/furans that excéed
1 ppb would be excavated ‘and placed in-an. approxrmately five acre near-shore CDF along the

“west bank:of Lyman Mill. Pond. Sediment.that ‘is :not:excavated would be capped in=situ. "The

sediménts 1o ‘be-placed in‘a. near—shore CDF would be: excavated in the mannet: described in

'USEPA «Altematlve 7(b) Excavatzon ana’ Conf nement m an ()n-srte Near—Shore CDF

approxnmately two feet resultmg; the. ‘excavallon of up to approx1mately 30 000 cubrc yards of
sediment. The excavated sediments would be placed in the:near-shore; CDF

Similarly, up to 50% of:thé: more.contaminated sediments Within Lyman Mill Pond (not
mcludmg the sedimeénts to. be ‘covered. by. the néar-shoré: CDF) ‘would be excavated. Thése
sediments; also identified by USEPA using the data cbtained durrng ‘the. Remedial Investlgatlon

"wouldbe excavated't) an average'depth of: approximately-2.5* feet; resulung in ke excavation of

]proxrmately 33,000 cubic: yards of sediment. These excavated sedrments also would be;
in'the near-shore CDF:

The: proposed location of the near-shore. CDF along the west:bank. of Lyman Mrll Pond'is
shownin Figure 1, and a:schematic of the proposed near: zshore CDF is;shown in thé:cross section

_provided in Frgure 2. After the excavated sediments are: placed in the ‘néar-shore: CDI‘ -d'CoVer

system’ wouild :be” mstalled consrstmg of an 1mpermeable flexible membrane liner;’ 20 mches of
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sand, and-four inches of. topsoil. The surface of the cover:would be seeded to; establlsh protective
: vegetatlon to provide for the long-term ¢ effectlveness «of this disposal alternative.

Moreover; under the proposed add1t10nal alternatlve followmg the excavation™ and
grading of the pond bottoms, the remaining-sediments (e (eg., the:entire’ area ‘of Allendale Pond,

and. the area ‘'of Lyman Mill Pond that is outside the footprint of the near-shore CDF) would be :

covered.in-situ with a tluck-layer cap. compnsed of clean: 1mported material placed over the: pond

sediments. The cap-would be constructed as: described in USEPA’s Altematlve 5, Isolation

Capping (USEPA Draft Fea51b111ty Study: Report) "The. gradmg of the ponds ‘would ‘allow
placement of the thick-layer cap without cllmmatmg surface water area, thereby max1mlzmg
pond surface water area.

The in-situ ¢ap would consist of two: layers: an. isolation layer overlam by an-‘erosion
control/bioturbation layer. The material type: and thickness would be, designed o eliminate the
potential for hydraulic -erosion and to prov1de ‘¢heimical isolation between ‘the. contaminated
sediment and the surface sediment within the’ blologlcally -activezone. The cap would be-placed
under de-watered conditions using conventional excavating: equlpment It is contemplated that
the top 12 inches of the ‘cap would be: de51gned to. prov1de habitat ‘ifi open waterareas -and
substrate for'wetland vegetation in the marsh areas: For-cost estunatmg purposes; it is assumed
that the thickness of the cap would be- approxrmately 18 to 24 -inches, although the actual ¢ap
thlck.ncss would be determined. durmg the remedial design.

The excavation of the .more. contammated sediment. and ‘its placement in: a.near-shore;
CDF would yield significant. benefits. For exaniple; this additiofial disposal altethative would:
(I).remove a significant mass of contamination-from. the aquatic; system; (2) increase the gverall
depth of the ponds to allow for an. adequate isolation cap;: -and (3) maximize the: ﬁnal surface afea
of the ponds by lowermg élevation of the sediment -prior to- isolation capping. Moreover; as
noted above, following excavation, the isolation capping portlon of the ‘proposed remiedial
alternative would-effectively isolate any contariiination remaining:in sedimient from contact:with
the sediment biotic zone and the overlymg surface water; it also-would be de51gned 1o; -effectively
eliminate the potential for hydraulic erosion. Thius; this proposed:conibined: disposal alternative
would: cost-effecnvely provide long-term protectlon of human-health and the environment while
‘mlmmrzmg the dimensions of the near-shore CDF and maximizing: thc Temaining'surface drea, of
the ponds. '

Furthermore, because any contammatlon remaining- after the excayation would ' be
isolation .capped m-sztu pre-remedlatlon sedirnent characterization sampling: would not “be
required. This’ approach is consistent with USEPA’s pre- -remedial sediment. characterlzatlon
‘approach, outlined in the: June 2009 Draft Appendix J, Table J-1. for the Isolation: Cappmg
alt¢rative. Addltlonally, thls approach-is conceptually sirnilar to-the one 1mplemented by U. S:
EPA, Region 1, for the Y-Mile Redch of ‘the: Housatonic ‘River, which involved, inter alla
removing a significant mass of contarninated sediments; reducmg surﬁc1al sediment: contammant
levels; and excavating sediments to a sufficient depth to; allow for. the installation of an
appropnate cap/backﬂll configuration that would effectively prevent the residual contaminarits
that remain in the underlying sediments from migtating-up to: the surface sediments or water
column.
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The additional remedial. alternative. would -incorporate -the -excavation' ‘of ‘the. more
.contaminated sediments :and conﬁnement in:a nearsshore..CDF, together with an in situ thick-
layer cap placed over the remaining. pond sédiments. “The esumated “Present Worth.Cost™ of the
alternative is approxrmately $37,000,000.. Attached is an estimated breakdown. of costs for the
Jproposed. fenedy for-in¢lusion in the draft-surimary tablé of Present ‘Wotth- Costs: prepared by
USEPA’s suppottteam. for the. Feasrbrlrty Study Report.

We; look forward to, further discussing the- proposed -additional remedlal alternative ‘With
you very soon.; 'In. the intetim, if USEPA’S’ support tearm: has any questrons they: should:contact
Jeff Loureiro or Dave Scotti of, Louréiro Engmcerlng Assocrates Inc -at-860-747-6181.

Sincerely,

‘Direct line: 202:370 3921
jkarp@sandw.com

Enclosures

cci }Jerome C Muys Ir., , Esq.

M. Jeffrey J. Loureiro (LEA)
D..Russell Keenian, (AMEC)
Mr. Patrick. Gwmn (AMEC).
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FIGURE 1

PROPOSED LMT OF EXCAVANION AMD THICK-LAYER cappwg (1101
PROPOSED LMIT OF EXCAVATED SEDMENT - CAPPED (27) [
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Same as Alomaiive 7. excopt that 1he Capial and present worth

Costs for Options 11a, 11b, and 11e would be the same as cosis presented for Allemative 8, because the capital and
worth costs would increase for costs associated with dam repiacement and decrease for reduction in cap
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