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1. INTRODUCTION 

This Feasibility Study (FS) Addendum report was developed to evaluate potential remedial alternatives 
for the highly contaminated sediments from the Hot Spot area of the New Bedford Harbor Superfund 
site. These sediments have been removed from the harbor and are current ly stored on-site in a lined 
facility while U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the State, and members of the local 
community Forum Group evaluate potential cleanup alternatives. The Hot Spot sediments have high 
levels of Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) and to a lesser degree, are contaminated with polynuclear 
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and several heavy metals i nc lud ing cadmium, copper, chromium and 
lead. 

The report is an addendum to the Hot Spot Feasibility Study (Ebasco, 1989) and was prepared by Foster 
Wheeler Environmental Corporation (Foster Wheeler) for the EPA under Contract No. 68-W9-0034. 
The results of this report wi l l be used by EPA in conjunction with the documents contained in the New 

* Bedford Harbor Administrative Record, and input received from the state and the local community to 
evaluate a remedy for the Hot Spot sediments. 

This FS Addendum is focused on identifying and evaluating remedial alternatives to address the Hot 
Spot sediments removed from the harbor. Since this document is an addendum to the 1989 Hot Spot FS 
it relies on the FS for some of the traditional components of a Feasibi l i ty Study, including site 
characterization, risk assessment, etc. This document is based on the assumption that the overall site 
cleanup (non-Hot Spot related) will proceed on a separate but parallel track. The remedial alternatives 
presented in this document were designed to be free standing and are for the most part, not linked to, or 
dependent upon, overall site cleanup activities. 

This FS Addendum includes a fu l l range of remedial alternatives u t i l i z ing several remedial approaches 
including no further action, treatment or containment. The range includes several remedial alternatives 
that would be conducted entirely at the site, several that include a mix of on-site and off-site activities, 
and two remedial alternatives which have significant off-site treatment or disposal components. This 
document utilizes the results of site specific treatability studies recently conducted on the Hot Spot 
sediment to assess the performance of several alternative treatment technologies. 

This section of the report includes a background discussion on the Hot Spot sediments, a general 
description of the overall New Bedford Harbor site and activities conducted to date, a summary of site 
investigations performed and an overview of the contents of this report. 

I.I Background Information 

A Record of Decision (ROD) for the Hot Spot portion of the New Bedford Harbor site was issued by 
EPA in April 1990. It called for dredging about 5 acres of sediments with PCB levels in excess of 4,000 
parts per mil l ion (ppm). The ROD also specified treatment of the contaminated sediments through on-
site incineration. However, due to a congressionally supported reversal in publ ic support for the 
incineration remedy at about the time the incinerator was being mobilized, EPA and the Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) agreed to terminate the incineration contract and pursue 
treatability studies for alternative treatment technologies. 

Revo ***** DRAFT FINAL ***** 12/30/97 
D97-042 i i 



Removal of the Hot Spot sediments from the harbor was completed via hydraulic dredging during the 
1994 and 1995 construction seasons. In 1995, EPA prepared an Explanation of Significant Difference 
(ESD) (EPA, 1995) to address interim storage of the Hot Spot sediments in the lined facility while the 
treatability studies and Feasibility Study Addendum were being completed. This interim storage facility 
is a double-lined Confined Disposal Facility (CDF) constructed along the New Bedford shoreline at the 
end of Sawyer Street. The CDF was originally constructed in 1988 as part of a pilot dredging and 
disposal study conducted by ETA and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE). The facility was 
upgraded in 1993 to include a double High Density Polyethylene (IIDPE) liner system in support of the 
initial Hot Spot cleanup act iv i t ies. Specifically, the CDF was planned to be used as a staging cell for the 
PCB contaminated sediments following dredging, and prior to incineration. 

The treatability study process began in early 1994 with a series of presentations by potential treatment 
vendors to the community Forum group that was established for the site. Three general types of PCB 
treatment methods were selected by the Forum group for further treatability studies including: (1) 
solidification/stabilization (S/S); (2) contaminant destruction; and, (3) contaminant separation and 
destruction. The difference between the latter two treatment methods recognizes that many treatment 
technologies require the PCBs to be separated from the wet Hot Spot sediment before the technology will 
work. 

The treatability studies were designed to support the Forum group's goal of finding a viable and safe non-
incineration treatment technology to destroy and/or immobilize the toxic constituents (primarily PCBs and 
metals) of the Hot Spot sediment and to maximize community involvement. The specific objectives of the 
treatability studies included the following: 

•	 Provide a waste profile for the Hot Spot sediments. 

•	 Evaluate and quantify the effectiveness of each treatment technology to meet the project goals. 

•	 Quantify the disposition of materials to support a mass balance evaluation. 

•	 Produce data of sufficient quality such that a risk assessment of treatment residuals, if required, can 
be conducted for each technology. 

•	 Evaluate the viability of the treatment technologies/processes to be scaled-up to full scale 
operations including the overall development time-frame and estimated full scale treatment costs. 

•	 Characterize the operational hazards associated with full scale implementation of the technologies. 

•	 Evaluate the technologies" performance against the nine detailed evaluation criteria contained in the 
National Contingency Plan (NCP), including the ability of the treatment technologies to reduce the 
toxicity, mobility, and volume of the hazardous constituents. 

The contaminant destruction and contaminant separation and destruction technologies were tested at pilot 
scale. The tests were conducted on-site during the summer and fall of 1996 and included: (i) solvent 
extraction and solid phase dechlorination with a combination of Ionics, Resources Conservation 
Company (Ionics RCC) and Commodore Remediation Technology Incorporated (CRTI) technologies; 
(ii) Vitrification with the Geosafe Corporation (Geosafe) process; and, (i i i) thermal desorption and gas 
phase chemical destruction with the ELI Eco Logic International, Inc. process operated in a teaming 
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agreement with Science Applicat ions Internat ional Corporation (SAIC/Eco Logic), The treatment 
methods and a brief process description is included in Table 1-1 . 

Table 1-1
 
Pilot Scale Treatability Study Program
 

Treatability Study No. Vendor(s) Treatment Method Process Description 
1 Ionics RCC/CRTI Separation Solvent Extraction 

Destruction Solid Phase Dechlorination 
2 Geosafe Destruction Vitrification 
3 SAIC/Eco Logic Separation Thermal Desorption 

Destruction Gas Phase Reduction 

In summary, the results of the treatability study program demonstrated that the contaminant destruction, and 
contaminant separation and destruction processes were effective to varying degrees. The studies also 
demonstrated that material handling was more difficult than originally envisioned by each of the treatment 
technology vendors. 

S/S bench scale studies were completed for three different admixtures. Admixtures were provided by 
MARCOR, Inc. (Marcor) and World Environmental Corporation (World). In addition, commercially 
available Portland cement and absorbent clay were tested as admixtures. The studies were conducted on-
site and at the bench scale level with leaching tests and compressive strength being used as the primary 
performance indicators. The results of the S/S studies indicated that this technical approach was not 
effective in minimizing the leachability of the PCBs from the Hot Spot sediment. 

A more detailed summary of the treatability testing is included in Section 4.2 The results from each study 
are presented in detail in subsections of Section 4 of this document. 

1.2 Site Location and Description 

The New Bedford Harbor Superfund site is located approximately 55 miles south of Boston along the 
northwestern shore of Buzzards Bay. The site consists of approximately 18,000 acres of estuary, harbor and 
bay areas contaminated with PCBs and heavy metals (Figure 1-1). Studies conducted by EPA during the 
late 1970s discovered PCB contamination in sediments over a widespread area and in several species of 
marine biota. The biota concentrations were in excess of the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) 
edible tissue tolerance limit of 2 ppm. In addition to PCBs, other contaminants including lead, cadmium, 
chromium, copper, and PAHs have also been found in the sediments. 

As a result of the widespread PCB contamination and the accumulation of PCBs in marine biota, the 
Massachusetts Department of Public Health (DPH) established three fishing closure areas in New Bedford 
Harbor and areas of Buzzards Bay in September 1979 (Figure 1-2). These closures are s t i l l in effect. Area I 
is closed to all fishing: including finfish, shellfish, and lobsters. Area II is closed to the taking of lobsters 
and bottom-feeding finfish, such as eels, flounder, scup, and tautog. Area III is closed to lobstering only. 
Closure of the New Bedford Harbor and Upper Buzzards Bay areas to lobstering has resulted in the loss of 
approximately 18,000 acres of productive lobstering ground. 
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Ill Ju ly 1982, the site u;is proposed for addi t ion to the EPA Superfund Nat ional Priori t ies List (NPL) 
making it e l ig ib le for federal funds to further investigate the nature and extent of con tamina t ion and to 
evaluate potential c lean-up a l t e r n a t i v e s for the site. 

For the purpose of conduc t i ng s i t e s tud ies , the New Bedford Harbor site was d iv ided into three geographical 
areas: the Hot Spot area, the A c u s h n e t River Estuary and the Lower Harbor/Upper Buzzards Bay (Figure 
1-3). Treatment a l t e rna t ives for the I lot Spot sediment are the focus of t h i s FS Addendum. The Hot Spot 
was a 5-acre area located along the western bank of the Acushnet River Estuary. PCB concentrations in the 
Hot Spot area ranged from 4.000 ppm to over 200.000 ppm. In 1989, the Hot Spot was designated by EPA 
as a separate operable u n i t for remedia t ion . A ROD was signed on Apr i l 6, 1990 by the EPA Region I 
Administrator document ing the ra t iona le and selection of the preferred remedial measures for the Hot Spot 
area. 

The remedial measures for the I lot Spot included the dredging and treatment of PCB contaminated 
sediment from this 5-acre area. The dredging for this operable un i t was completed dur ing the fall of 1995. 
The treatment component of the Hot Spot sediment ROD was placed on hold when EPA canceled the 
incineration contract in 1994. On behalf of EPA and in close coordination with the community Forum 
Group, Foster Wheeler was requested to conduct an evaluation of non-incineration remedial alternatives for 
the Hot Spot sediment. The evaluation consisted of the performance of four treatability studies which are 
discussed in Section 4 of th i s document. The results of these treatability studies have also been 
incorporated into the remedial al ternat ives section (Section 6.0) of this FS Addendum. 

The remainder of the site, the Estuary and Lower Harbor/Bay areas, are being addressed by EPA under a 
separate operable unit. The Acushnet River Estuary is an area of approximately 230 acres (excluding the 
Hot Spot area), extending from the Wood Street Bridge to the north, to the Coggeshall Street Bridge to the 
south. Sediment PCB concentrations in this area (excluding the Hot Spot area) range from below detection 
to approximately 4,000 ppm. The Lower Harbor area consists of approximately 750 acres extending from 
the Hurricane Barrier, north to the Coggeshall Street Bridge. Sediment PCB concentrations in this area 
range from below detection to over 100 ppm. 

The Upper Buzzards Bay portion of the site extends from the Hurricane Barrier to the southern boundary of 
Fishing Closure Area III, an area of approximately 17,000 acres. Sediment PCB concentrations in this area 
range from below detection up to over 100 ppm in certain localized areas. EPA is currently evaluating a 
remedy for these portions of the site involv ing removal through dredging and disposal in four CDFs located 
along the New Bedford shorel ine. EPA plans to issue a ROD for these parts of the site in 1998. 

1.3 Site Investigations 

This section briefly describes some of the major studies that have been conducted for the New Bedford 
Harbor site. More comprehensive documentation of these studies is included in the EPA Site 
Administrative Record. 

Following the NPL listing. EPA i n i t i a t e d a comprehensive assessment of the PCB problem in the New 
Bedford area in August 1982. This assessment included environmental sampl ing at the New Bedford and 
Sul l ivan 's Ledge landf i l l s ; an a rea-wide ambient air monitoring program: development of a sediment PCB 
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profi le for the Acushnet R ive r :ind the Harbor; biota sampling in the Estuary, Lower I larbor, and Bay; and a 
study of sewer system con tamina t ion . The results of this overall assessment were presented in a Remedial 
Action Master Plan ( R A M P ) for the site in May 1983 (Roy F. Weston. Inc. , 1983). The RAMP included 
recommendations for s tudies to fu r the r delineate the contamination problems. 

Concurrent wi th the assessment leading to the RAMP, EPA compi led a database of sampl ing and 
analytical results from previous s lud ies in the New Bedford Harbor and Bu//ards Bay area. The final report 
on this data collection effort was ssued by EPA in August 1983 (Metcalf & Eddy, 1983). 

In 1984, a Feasibility Study (FS) was conducted for the EPA by the NUS Corporation (NUS, 1984). This 
FS presented five remedial c l ean -up alternatives for the Estuary portion of the site, four of which involved 
dredging activities to remove or isolate the contaminated sediments. Dur ing the pub l i c comment period, 
comments from the general p u b l i c , the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) and other governmental 
agencies raised concerns regarding the adequacy of available dredging techniques. These concerns included 
sediment/contaminant migration and the potential release of leachate from unl ined shoreline disposal 
facil i t ies. 

In addressing these questions, EPA obtained assistance from the USAGE. This assistance included 
performing a number of predesign studies to address specific concerns and to develop a conceptual 
dredging and disposal alternative for the Estuary portion of the site. The predesign studies which were 
performed included a detailed characterization of the sediment, an evaluation of leachate and surface runoff 
from sediment disposal facil i t ies, a determination of the required cap thickness to isolate the contaminated 
sediment, bench-scale testing of solidification technologies and bench-scale testing and computer modeling 
to evaluate contaminant migration during dredging and sediment disposal activities. The results and 
conclusions of these predesign studies are presented in an eleven (11) volume Engineering Feasibility Study 
(EFS) report series (Francingues and Averett, 1988). 

In 1986, EPA initiated work on an overall Feasibility Study to address the Hot Spot, Estuary and Lower 
Harbor/Bay areas of the site. The overall study was designed to evaluate remedial measures for these 
portions of the New Bedford Harbor site and to integrate the work of the USAGE into the process of 
developing specific remedial alternatives for the three areas. Remedial alternatives for the Hot Spot area 
were presented in a Feasibil i ty Study completed in 1989 (Ebasco, 1989); remedial alternatives for the 
Estuary and Lower Harbor/Bay areas were presented in a study completed in 1990 (Ebasco, 1990). 

The USAGE EFS was expanded to include a pilot-scale demonstration of dredging and dredged material 
disposal. The pilot study evaluated the performance of three hydraulic dredges and two sediment disposal 
techniques under actual operating conditions. The study was conducted in a cove along the New Bedford 
shoreline and included an eva lua t ion of mudcat, matchbox and ctitterhead dredges to remove more than 
10.000 cubic yards of sediment, of \ \ h i ch , approximately 3,000 cubic yards were contaminated with PCBs 
ranging from 150 ppm to 585 ppm. The results of the study indicated that the cutterhead was the most 
effective dredge with respect to minimizing sediment resuspension and contaminant migration. The two 
sediment disposal techniques inc luded a shoreline CDF and a method of subaqueous capping termed 
Contained Aquatic Disposal (CAD). Disposal studies indicated that the CAD technique was not completely 
successful in isolating the contaminated material. The results and conclusions of the study were presented 
in a report prepared by the US ACL (Otis et al., 1990). 
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lii 1992, the EPA tasked Foster Wheeler to complete a Supplemental Feasibility Study (SFS) for the Upper 
Buzzards Bay portion of the site. The SFS evaluated a series of five remedial alternatives to address PCB 
contamination exceeding 10 ppm in th is 17,000 acre area of the site. The five remedial alternatives 
evaluated for the Upper Bay were consistent with the alternatives evaluated for the Estuary and Lower 
Harbor areas in the 1990 FS. The alternatives included no action; dredging with shoreline disposal; 
capping; a combination of capping with shoreline disposal; and dredging, sediment treatment and shoreline 
disposal. 

The SFS was released by the EPA in conjunction with its Addendum Proposed Plan in May 1992. The EPA 
is currently evaluating comments received on these documents along with the comments received on the 
January 1992 Proposed Plan for the Estuary, Lower Harbor and Bay portions of the site. The EPA released 
an updated Proposed Plan in November 1996 which specifically addresses both state and local comments 
which have been received on the prior Proposed Plans, the Estuary, Lower Harbor and Bay FS (Ebasco, 
1990) and the SFS (Ebasco, 1992). EPA is currently preparing a comprehensive Responsiveness Summary 

-	 to formally address comments on the 1992 and 1996 Proposed Plans. This Responsiveness Summary wil l 
be included with the ROD for the overall site cleanup which is scheduled to be issued in early 1998. 

1.4 Report Organization 

This FS Addendum contains six sections in addition to this introduction. Section 2 provides a description of 
the Sawyer Street location where the Hot Spot sediments are currently stored and a chemical and physical 
profile of the sediments. Applicable and Relevant and Appropriate Regulations (ARARs) are presented and 
discussed in Section 3. The results of the 1996 bench and pilot scale treatability test programs are presented 
in Section 4. Sections 5 and 6 include the development and detailed analysis of remedial alternatives, 
respectively. References for this FS Addendum are presented in Section 7. 

Appendix A to this FS Addendum includes the Technical Memorandum prepared by Foster Wheeler to 
discuss the procedures and results of the bench scale S/S testing. Appendix B includes a description of the 
project specific ARARs for each of the eleven remedial alternatives presented in Section 6. Documents 
prepared during the treatability study testing and the laboratory data from the tests are included in a ten 
volume New Bedford Harbor Hot Spot Treatability Study Data Compendium (Data Compendium). The 
contents of the Data Compendium are referenced, as appropriate in this FS Addendum and are listed below. 
For treatability studies which used high temperature processes, stack testing was conducted by TRC 
Environmental Corporation (TRC). Their reports are also included in the Data Compendium. 

Volume I: Ionics RCC/CRTI - Test Report for On-Site Pilot Scale Demonstration Testing of the 
B.E.S.T.® Solvent Extraction Process and Solvated Electron 
Technology at New Bedford Harbor, prepared by Ionics RCC 

Volume 11: Ionics RCC/CRTI - Laboratory Data (Part I) 

Volume I I I : Ionics RCC/CRTI - Laboratory Data (Part II) 

Volume IV: Geosafe - Pilot-Scale Treatability Testing of the In Situ Vitrification (ISV) 
Technology PCB-Contaminated "Hot Spot" Sediments from the 
New Bedford Harbor Superfund Site, prepared by Geosafe 
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Volume V: Geosafe  Laboratory Data (Part I) 

Volume VI: Geosafe  Laboratory Data (Part II) 

Volume V I I  : Geosafe  Source Testing Resul ts of Treated Sediment at the New Bedford 
Harbor Superfund Site, prepared by TRC 

Volume V I I I : SAIC/Eco Logic  On-Site Pilot-Scale Testing of the F.co Logic Process at the New 
Bedford Harbor Superfund Site, prepared by SAIC Eco Logic 

Volume IX: SAIC/F.co Logic  Laboratory Data 

Volume X: SAIC Eco Logic  Source Testing Results of a Treatability Study at 
the New Bedford Superfund Site, prepared by TRC 
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2. SITE CHARACTERIZATION 

This section of the report provides a description of the shoreline CDF that is currently being used to store 
these sediments and a chemical and physical description of these sediments. Section 2.1 discusses the 
overall site layout and the CDF where the Hot Spot sediments are currently stored. Section 2.2 describes 
the chemical and physical characteristics of the sediment based on a combination of historical data and 
on the data collected during the recent treatability program. 

2.1 Existing Site Conditions 

The Hot spot sediments are currently stored in a double-lined CDF constructed along the New Bedford 
Harbor shoreline. This CDF is adjacent to facilities at the Sawyer Street site remaining from the initial 
Hot Spot cleanup activities that were conducted by EPA and the USAGE during 1994 and 1995. The 
Sawyer Street site was also the location where the treatability studies were conducted. The following 
subsections describe the overall site layout and the existing CDF condition. 

2.1.1 Overall Site Layout 

The Sawyer Street location of the New Bedford Harbor is approximately eight acres in size, including 
approximately three acres occupied by the CDF. The site is located on the north side of Sawyer Street 
and abuts the Acushnet River to the east and vacant land to the north and west. Land use in the vicinity 
of the site is a mixture of urban industrial and residential. An aerial photograph of the site and 
surrounding area is included as Exhibit 2-1. A Site Layout Plan is included as Figure 2-1. 

Exhibit 2-1
 
Aerial Photograph of the Sawyer Street Location
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An 80 foot x 120 foot bermed asphalt pad is located on the western side of the site. The pad was 
constructed for the treatability study program. During the testing, the pad was covered with an 
impermeable liner to prevent an inadvertent release of sediment or treatment reagents to the soil on the 
site. Sump drainage from this pad was routed to the on-site water treatment facility. Following 
completion of the treatability studies in 1996, this liner was appropriately decontaminated. 

The site also includes a 350 gallon per minute (gpm) water treatment system enclosed within a building. 
A concrete decontamination pad equipped with a steam cleaner and sump pump is also located on the 
site. Six trailers are currently located on the site, these are used as shower/decontamination, laboratory, 
and office trailers. Six air monitoring stations are located on platforms around the site. Electric power, 
potable water, and sewage facilities are currently available on the site. Overall site security is provided 
by a six foot tall chain link fence. 

2.1.2 Existing CDF Conditions 

\ 
The CDF is illustrated on Figure 2-1 and can be seen in the aerial photograph included in Exhibit 2-1. 
As shown in Figure 2-1, the CDF has three individual cells. Cell #1 was used as the initial settling basin 
where the Hot Spot sediments were pumped following dredging. The cell has a double HOPE liner and is 
approximately 200 feet by 400 feet wide and approximately nine feet deep. The Hot Spot sediment in 
this cell is approximately six to seven feet deep. 

The contaminated sediments in the CDF are currently covered with a 10-mil permalon cover. This 
relatively thin cover was placed over the sediments as a temporary measure to minimize volatilization 
and potential direct contact by human and/or ecological receptors. The cover is weighted down with 
sand bags to prevent wind-damage. A layer of water is often maintained over the cover during the 
summer months to assist in controlling PCB emissions. 

As the dredged material settled in Cell #1, the clarified surface layer, or supernatant was routed to Cell 
#2 for temporary storage/flow equalization before receiving additional water treatment. The supernatant 
was then pumped into the treatment building where a polymer was added to enhance additional settling 
of solids in Cell #3, which acted as a secondary clarifier. Subsequent water treatment steps included 
sand filtration and treatment of the PCBs through Ultra Violet Oxidation (UV/Ox) prior to discharge to 
the Acushnet River. 

During 1994 and 1995, the Hot Spot sediments were dredged from the northern portion of the Acushnet 
River and placed in the double-lined CDF. The dredging was continued until analysis of post-dredging 
samples indicated that the Hot Spot sediments had been removed and the cleanup goal of 4,000 ppm was 
achieved. In total, approximately 15,000 cubic yards of sediment, weighing approximately 18,000 tons, 
were removed from the harbor and placed in CDF Cell #1. Additional description of the Hot Spot 
sediments and their chemical and physical composition are presented in the following section. 

2.2 Hot Spot Sediment Characterization 

The chemical and physical characteristics of the Hot Spot sediments are described in this section. These 
descriptions are based largely on recent pilot study data, with reference to historical data, as appropriate. 
The source of the data points and the results used to characterize the material are discussed below. 
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Hot Spot sediments were i n i t i a l l y defined in-situ as having total PCB concentrations greater than 4,000 ppm 
and averaging approximately 20,000 ppm to 30,000 ppm. Removal of this Hot Spot sediment was 
estimated to result in a total reduction of PCBs in the upper harbor by approximately 50 percent. A 
photograph of Hot Spot sediment is included as Exhibit 2-2. 

Exhibit 2-2
 
Photograph of the Hot Spot Sediment
 

Sediment PCB concentrations determined during recent sampling of sediments from the CDF ranged from 
1,600 to 7,700 ppm. Based on results for samples collected from the CDF in conjunction with available 
historical data on the physical and chemical nature of the sediment, average PCB concentrations in the CDF 
are estimated to be approximately 6,000 ppm. 

This is slightly lower than the historical in situ average of approximately 20,000 to 30,000 ppm. The reason 
for this difference was not determined during this study but may be due to a variety of reasons including a 
biased CDF sampling approach, treatment of PCBs that were transferred to the aqueous and colloidal phases 
during sediment dredging and disposal within the CDF, dredging more sediments than originally planned, 
changes in analytical methodology, and/or PCB volatilization. 

In addition to PCBs, the Hot Spot sediment contains several other organic and inorganic contaminants. 
Extractable oil and grease, as measured gravimetrically, comprise approximately two to three percent of the 
sediment matrix. In addition, the sediment contains concentrations of other organic compounds including 
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chlorinated benzenes, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins 
(dioxins) and polychlorinated dibenzofurans (furans). Several heavy metals including arsenic, cadmium, 
chromium, copper, lead and zinc, were also detected at elevated concentrations in the samples collected 
from the CDF. Each of these contaminant groups are described in more detail in Section 2.2.1. 

Samples were collected from the CDF during several recent sampling events. The analytical findings from 
these events are summarized in this section and where appropriate, compared with available historical data. 
The analytical methodologies and associated measures of quality control and quality assurance are 
discussed in more detail in Section 4.3. Laboratory data reporting forms for the samples collected during 
the pilot study program are included in the Data Compendium. 

Hot Spot sediment contained in the CDF was sampled on four occasions. These events include a sampling 
event conducted by the USAGE in June 1995 and sampling conducted for each of the three pilot study 
treatment processes tested in 1996. These three pilot scale studies (Ionics RCC, Geosafe and SAIC/Eco 
Logic) are hereafter referred to as the first, second and third pilot studies. The results from these four 
sampling events provide the basis for the Hot Spot sediment characterization described in this section. A 
limited sampling program was conducted for sediment to be used during the bench scale S/S study. 
Because this sampling event was so small (two wheelbarrows of sediment were removed using a hollow 
pipe), the results are discussed for comparison purposes only. Where appropriate, findings from these 
sampling events are compared and discussed relative to historical data. 

Samples collected by the USAGE in June 1995 were collected directly from six locations in the CDF. 
Sediment for the first two pilot studies was removed from the CDF in the spring of 1996 and placed into 
oversized drums. Samples of this material were collected from the drums prior to its use as feed material 
for the first and second pilot studies. Sediment for the third study was removed from the CDF, transferred 
to drums, and sampled from the drums in the fall of 1996. This sediment was removed from a similar 
location within the CDF. However, the material was retrieved from a greater depth. 

Chemical and physical data from the various sampling events are detailed in the following subsections. In 
summary, the results for samples collected during the third pilot study were chosen as the representative 
profile of the Hot Spot sediment. These results were generally consistent with the historical Hot Spot data, 
although the PCB results were lower than the historical average of approximately 20,000 ppm to 30,000 
ppm. Results for oil and grease and four heavy metals of concern were essentially the same for the third 
pilot study and the historical data. Based on the available data the results from the third pilot study appear 
to represent a reasonable average concentration of contaminants in the CDF. 

Initial in-situ sampling of the Hot Spot sediments was conducted from 1982 through 1988. These data sets 
provide the basis for the historical information on the Hot Spot sediment. The following five sediment 
sampling data sets were used to determine the nature and extent of PCB contamination in sediment of the 
Acushnet River Estuary: 

• U.S. Coast Guard Sediment Sampling Program (1982) 
• USAGE FIT Sampling Program (1986) 
• Battelle Hot Spot Sediment Sampling Program (1987) 
• USAGE Wetlands and Benthic Sediment Sampling Program (1988) 
• USAGE Hot Spot Sediment Sampling Program (1988) 
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The data sets listed above were used by EPA to support above for the 1990 Hot Spot ROD. Other relevant 
data sets that were included by EPA in the Administrative Record: 

• DEQE sampl ing (1981) 
• EPA sampl ing (November 1981) 
• Aerovox sampl ing (March 1982) 
• Aerovox/GE sampling (June 1986) 

In summary, these four data sets are consistent with the magnitude and location of PCB identified wi thin the 
five data sets used to support the 1990 Hot Spot ROD. 

2.2.1 Chemical Characterization 

PCB, oil and grease, selected semivolatile, and Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) results 
for the sediment samples collected during the pilot study program are discussed in this section. Where 
appropriate, the data are compared with the USAGE sampling conducted in June 1995. PCB data from the 
third pilot study and the USACE 1995 samples 4 through 6 appear to be most representative of the sediment 
contained within the CDF, based on historical data for the sediment. Samples collected during the first and 
second pilot study and 1995 samples 1 through 3 appear to represent uncharacteristically low concentrations 
of contaminants due to settling at the end of the dredge pipe. Limited sampling of sediment for the bench 
scale S/S testing (Section 4.7) support this premise. These results are further summarized and discussed 
below. 

2.2.1.1 Sediment PCB and Oil and Grease Concentrations 

PCB and oil and grease data for the pilot study feed sediment samples are summarized in Table 2-1. The 
results are presented as averages for the first and second studies, and averages for the third pilot scale 
study. This reflects the manner in which the sediment was collected and homogenized for each study. 
During the spring of 1996, approximately five cubic yards of Hot Spot sediment was removed from the 
CDF and homogenized. A s imi lar procedure was performed in the summer of 1996 to gather and 
homogenize feed sediment for the third pilot scale study. As shown in the table, the average results for 
the first and second pilot studies were lower than for the third pilot study. 

Table 2-1
 
Summary of PCB and Oil and Grease Data for the Hot Spot Sediment
 

;••.'., :•.,•''-.*>-,-.-.,:. . • ^Atfuftf •./•>»! * ,», .f ... .' . lst&2nd* s«î 3rdap(»-"' '*'*• 1st and 2ntf Pilot sttly»* ' 3rd Pilot Study 
Pilot '?%<$<:: ' 
Study ^fStiidy^, : 

Concentration Range^pw)} ^Concentration Range (ppm) Average '. .-' ,V-A'veragfti . 
Parameter • Minimum Maxinijfin*:?* •?. Minimum- ~"~ Maximum Cone, (ppm), :Go5nci?(ppm) 

PCB 1 ,600 2,990 3,800 7,700 2,308 5,667 

Oil and Grease 11,700 21,800 28,100 36,900 17,863 32,392 
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The difference in average PCB concentrations between these two sediment removal exercises is not 
surprising given the var iabi l i ty that is l ike ly to exist throughout the CDF. However, it would appear that 
sediment removed to support the t h i r d t rea tabi l i ty study may be more representative of the CDF as a whole. 

1 his judgment is in part, based on the PCB results obtained by the L1ACE dur ing the June 1995 sampling 
event and the historical in-s i tu measurements. These results of the USACE's s a m p l i n g of the CDF are 
summarized in Table 2-2. 

In addi t ion to the chemical analyses, the USACE evaluated the physical and chemical composition of 
these samples. The results of this evaluation identified two distinctly different types of sediment along 
the eastern wall of Cell #1 of the CDF. These included, the coarser mater ia l which had settled out at 
the end of the dredge discharge pipe (samples 1 through 3), and the samples tha t were beyond the 
i n i t i a l sett l ing zone (samples 4 through 6). Given the hydrodynamic profile of the CDF as a settling 
lagoon and based on a comparison wi th historical data, samples 4 through 6 appeared more l ikely to be 
representative of the CDF material than samples I through 3. 

Table 2-2
 
PCB and Oil and Grease Results for the USACE Samples
 

Collected in June 1995
 

„ :'<...;. Sample Number and Concentration (ppm) 
• . ': *> ,. '•:• z*r- Concentration Average Parameter •i-'4 2 v 3 4 6s*n Range (ppm) Cone, (ppm) 

Total PCB 492 763 3,005 14,412 10,924 7,405 492- 14,412 6,167 

Oil & Grease 780 980 14,000 30,000 34,000 22,000 780-34,000 16.960 

2 .2 .1 .2 Sediment Semivolati le Concentrations 

Feed sample results from the third pilot study for chlorinated benzenes are summarized in Table 2-3. 
Similar to the PCB and oil and grease results, chlorinated benzene results were slightly lower in the samples 
collected dur ing the first and second studies that those collected during the th i rd study, i nd i ca t i ng that the 
chlorinated benzene concentrations may be somewhat proportional to the PCB concentrations. 

Table 2-3 
Summary of Chlorinated Benzene Data for the Hot Spot Sediment 

(Third Pilot Study) 

Minimum Maximum Average 
Parameter Cone, (ppm) Cone, (ppm) Cone, (ppm) 

1,3-Dichlorobenzene 3.9 10 6.8 
1 ,4-Dichlorobenzene 13 28 20 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 0.32 0.90 0.49 | 
1 ,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 7.7 38 15 
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PAH results from the third pilot s tudy are summarized in Table 2-4. In contrast to the chlorinated benzenes, 
the results for PAHs were actually s l ight ly higher in the samples for the first and second study than in those 
collected dur ing the third study. The average total PAHs were reported to be 65 ppm in the first and second 
study, almost twice the 37 ppm average reported for the third study. The pattern of PAH contamination 
does not correlate with the PCB observations. This is l ikely due to historical point and non-point sources of 
PAHs along the harbor's edge. These sources l ike ly contributed PCBs to the harbor in a manner different 
from that of PCB. To m a i n t a i n consistency, the data from the third p i lo t study was used in Table 2-4 to 
categorize the sediment. 

Table 2-4 
Summary of PAH Concentrations for the 

Hot Spot Sediment 
(Third Pilot Study) 

,,' '-f"h ' '-. ."*.:- >', 
Parameter f -^ 

Naphthalene 
2-Methylnaphthalene 
Acenaphthylene 
Acenaphthene 
Fluorene 
Phenanthrene 
Anthracene 
Fluoranthene 
Pyrene 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Chrysene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Indeno( 1 ,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 

Total PAH: 

^Minimum 
~v Cone, (ppm) 

0.31 
0.50 
0.16 
0.45 
0.44 
1.1 
0.3 
1.8 
2.6 
1.9 
2.1 
2.0 
1.5 
1.8 
0.13 
0.07 
0.08 

Minimum
 
Cone, (ppm)
 

0.78 
1.3 
8.2 
1.9 
1.7 
6.4 
1.7 

12 
8.2
6.4
7.3

10 ;

8.5
6.6
0.72
3.3 !
0.4 

Average , 
Cone, (ppm) 

0.50 
0.84 
1.4 
0.91 
0.88 
2.3 
0.62 
3.9 

 4.8 
 3.7 
 4.1 

 4.2 

 3.9 
 3.7 
 0.28 

 1.1 
0.22 

37 

CDF sample results are consistent with previous in-situ sampling, where total PAH concentrations averaged 
approximately 70 ppm (the highest PAH concentration of 930 ppm was detected in the Hot Spot area). No 
discrete areas of elevated levels of PAH compounds were observed in the in-situ sampling, suggesting that 
the PAH contamination is from non-point sources such as urban runoff. PAH concentrations detected in the 
upper estuary sediment were s imilar to PAH concentrations detected in other urban and industrialized areas 
(EPA, 1992). 

Overall, concentrations of the semivolatile compounds, including the PAHs and the chlorinated benzenes, 
total less than three percent of the PCB concentration. This, in addition to the relatively lower toxicity of 
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most of these semivola t i le compounds with respect to PCBs, indicates that the majori ty of r isk associated 
wi th the Hot Spot is attributable to PCBs. 

2 . 2 . 1 . 3 Sediment Dioxin and Fiiran Concentra t ions 

Data for 2.3,7,8-substituted dioxins and furans from tlie th i rd p i lo t study and the 2,3,7,8 tetrachlorodiben/o 
( 2 , 3 , 7 , 8 - ! C D D ) toxicity equivalents (TEQs) are summarized in Table 2-5. TEQs were calculated by 
m u l t i p l y i n g the concentration of the specific 2,3,7,8- substituted congener by its specif ic toxic i ty equ iva l en t 
factor ( 1'EFs). Further discussion of TEFs and a table summariz ing the TEF values are included in Section 
4.3. The TEF calculation adjusts the concentration of the less toxic 2,3,7,8- subst i tuted congeners to the 
e q u i v a l e n t concentration (based on toxicity) of the most toxic dioxin/furan congener (2,3,7.8-TCDD). Note-
tha t , by de f in i t ion , the TEQ is related to the concentration of 2, 3, 7, 8- substituted congeners but is not 
necessarily related to the total dioxin/furan concentration. 

As was the case for the PCBs, dioxin and furan results from the first and second pilot studies were s l i g h t l y 
lower than for the third pilot study. The total 2,3,7,8-substituted isomer concentration was 16.879 (pg/gm) 
(parts per t r i l l i o n or ppt) for the first and second studies, with a total TEQ concentration of 1,328 pg/gm. 

Table 2-5 
Summary- of {2, 3, 7, 8 Substituted Isomers} Data 

for the Hot Spot Sediment 
(Third Pilot Study) 

4.j •: > ' • • • • • ; • ..;-':. :.%-3rdPilbf£tuoy::-.' "i E; 3rd Pilot Study TEQ 
Parameter- Cone, (pg/gni) Average (pg/gm) 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 3.6 3.6 
1.2,3,7,8-PeCDD 9.1 4.5 
1,2 3.4,7,S-H\CDD 7 9 0.79 
1.2,3,6.7,8-H\CDD 31 3.1 
1. 2,3,7, 8.9-HxCDD 20 2.0 
1.2.3,4,6,7.8-HpCDD 386 3.0 
OCDD 3,000 J 

2.3,7,8-TCDF 690 69 
1.2.3,7,8-PeCDF 276 14 
2.3.4,7.8-PcCDF 1,520 760 
I.2.3,4.7,8-H.\CDF 4.440 444 
1.2. 3,6.7. 8-H\CDF 1.920 192 
2.3,4,6.7, 8-H.\CDF 844 84 
1.2.3.7,8,9-HxCDF 986 99 
l.V>,4.6,7,8-HpCDF 1 680 17 
l.2.3,4.7,8.9-HpCDF 1 .260 13 
OCDF 1,860 1.9 

Total: 1 8,933 1,714 

' fable 2-6 summarizes the total dioxin and furan results from the third pilot study. Total dioxins and furans 
total approximate ly 30 to 40 parts per b i l l i o n (ppb). The total 2,3,7,8-TCDD toxici ty equ iva len t averages 
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were approximately one to two ppb, over one m i l l i o n t imes less than the total PCB concentration. As with 
the other semi volati le compounds discussed above, dioxins and furans are expected to be effectively treated 
by the methods applicable to PCM treatment . 

Table 2-6
 
Summary of Dioxin and Furan Data (Totals)
 

for the Hot Spot Sediment
 
(Third Pilot Study)
 

Parameter 
3rd Pilot 

Study Average (pg/gm) 

Total TCDD 
Total PeCDD 
Total-HxCDD 
Total-HpCDD 
OCDD 
Total TCDF 
Total PeCDF 
Total-HxCDF 
TotaI-HpC:DF 
OCDF 
Total PCDD/PCDF (pg/gm): 

17 
50 

284 
770 

3,000 
5,080 
3,920 

10,520 
4,580 
1,860 

30,081 

2.2.1.4 Sediment Metals Concentrations 

Metals results from the third pilot study are summarized in Table 2-7. Arsenic, cadmium, chromium, 
copper, lead and zinc were identif ied as metals of concern for the site dur ing the in i t ia l phases of RI/FS 
studies conducted during the early 1980's. In addition to potential risks associated with these contaminants, 
metals contamination in the sediment is a concern from an engineering perspective. Heavy metals cannot 
always be treated with the same treatment technologies identified for PCBs and may serve as a potential 
source of contamination during disposal of treated sediment. 

There are some public health risks associated with exposure to these metals; however, this exposure is 
expected to comprise a small component of the total risk when compared to risks associated with exposure 
to PCB-contaminated sediment. The presence of metals in Hot Spot area sediment is important because 
many treatment technologies capable of treating the PCBs are ineffective for treating metals. The potential 
impact due to metals contamination may be measured in part, in terms of the teachability of the metals. 
This determination is typically made using the results of TCLP tests as discussed below. 

2.2.1.5 TCLP Concentrations 

TCLP results for key contaminants are summarized in Table 2-8. The complete data set of TCLP analysis 
results, including the raw data sheets for the three pilot studies, is included in the Data Compendium. The 
key contaminants summarized in Table 2-8 were chosen based on their presence in the Hot Spot sediment 
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and/or because there is a TCLP regulatory criteria for the contaminant. Some organic contaminants which 
have a regulatory criteria were not included in this summary table, as they were reported as non-detect by 
the laboratory. As discussed above, results from the third pilot study were ciiosen as representative of the 
Hot Spot sediment, although the results from the first and second studies were similar. TCLP results for the 
sediment do not exceed regulatory criteria for any of the listed contaminants. 

Table 2-7 
Summary of Metals Data for the Hot Spot Sediment 

(Third Pilot Study) 

.- . . ^ , ';** :--'f - < ,. .::j^Minimum,\ Maximum? Average 
•• • >,••':•:•'• ^'RiSrC." .-'."•. V;"|̂ Ir|§ilrii.: x#f ifn^ntiifiiiW' • • ;•• , i.'Goncenfjtttion*^ Concentrations 

Aluminum 13,300 17,200 15,658 
Antimony 2.9 8.7 5.1 
Arsenic 10.2 14.4 11.9 
Barium 145 221 159 
Beryllium 0.49 0.55 0.51 
Cadmium 13.4 17.0 15.1 
Calcium 5,910 8,960 7,275 
Chromium 295 366 330 
Cobalt 7.3 9.3 8.3 
Copper 656 861 762 
Iron 21,200 28,000 25,533 
Lead 550 632 600 
Magnesium 6,980 9,210 8,278 
Manganese 200 243 223 
Mercury 0.87 3.6 1.3 
Nickel 56.7 73.7 64.6 
Potassium 3,040 3,950 3,458 
Selenium 2.4 3.6 3.0 
Silver 2.5 4.4 3.2 
Sodium 12,200 16,900 14,083 
Thallium ND 0 ND 
Vanadium 48.6 69.2 56.8 
Zinc 1,720 2,130 1,924 
Results are reported in mg/kg 
ND = Not Detected 

No regulatory criteria are available for TCLP PCBs. Because PCBs are the primary contaminant of concern 
in the Hot Spot sediment, the leachability (TCLP) data for PCBs are of interest. The average TCLP PCS 
result was approximately 28 ug/L (ppb). In comparison with the sediment concentration of 5,700 ppm, very 
little of the PCBs in the Hot Spot sediment leached into the TCLP aqueous solution. This is presumably 
because the PCBs are preferentially entrained in the high organic matrix of the sediments. 
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Metals concentrations are s igni f icant as they are l ike ly to remain in the sediment fol lowing treatment using 
a PCB separation technology. It is possible that the separation technologies could increase the mobility of 
metals in the treated sediment, creating a product that exceeds TCLP metals criteria, thereby requiring 
addi t ional treatment for metals prior to land disposal. Based on the results from the pilot studies conducted, 
this is not l ike ly to be the case. Metals teachability following treatment for PCBs is discussed further in 
Section 4. 

Table 2-8 
TCLP Results for Hot Spot Sediment 

(Third Pilot Study) 

Feed Sediment from 
TGLP Regulatory Limit Third Pilot Study 

TCLPAnalyte (ugTL) : (ug/L) 

PCB NC 26.85 

1 ,3-Dichlorobenzene NC 22 
1 ,4-Dichlorobenzene 7,500 85 
1 ,2,4-Trichlorobenzene NC 20 
Phenanthrene NC ND 
Fluoranthene NC ND 
Pyrene NC ND 
Arsenic 5,000 22.4 
Barium 100,000 352 
Cadmium 1,000 18.0 
Chromium 5,000 21.2 
Copper NC 50.8 
Lead 5,000 472 
Mercury 200 ND 
Selenium 1,000 12.7 
Silver 5,000 ND 
Zinc NC 8,260 
NC No Criterion 
ND Not Detected 

2.2.2 Physical Characteristics 

The Hot Spot sediments are generally a fine-sandy silt with some clay sized particles present. The 
sediments are roughly 50 percent solids and 50 percent water with a wet uni t weight of approximately 1.2 
tons per cubic yard. The specific gravity of the solid particles within the sediment matrix is on the order of 
2.4 to 2.5. The sediments also contain some shell fragments. However, the majority of these fragments, 
passed a one-inch sieve that was used to pre-screen feed material for two of the three pilot scale treatability 
studies. 
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Sediment from the third pilot study was evaluated for grain size distribution and found to be similar in 
nature to the sediments from stations 4 through 6 of the 1995 USAGE CDF sampling program. The results 
of a comparison of PCB concentrations from these samples have shown s imi lar consistency. 

For potential full-scale treatment operations, the sediment would likely be a fine sandy silt, with 
approximately 50% to 70% of the sediment passing the number 200 sieve. The sediment is also 
approximately 50 percent moisture by weight. The shell fragments are not expected to hinder the treatment 
process and are readily broken into small pieces. A small volume of larger sized particles is located in the 
northeastern corner of the CDF adjacent to the dredge disposal pipe terminus. While these sediments are 
coarser in nature, they are expected to pass a one-inch screen without crushing and thus would not impact 
treatment operations. In addition, the contaminant levels associated with these larger particles are generally 
lower than the average Hot Spot concentrations and thus are not likely to be any more difficult to treat than 
the finer grained material. 
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3. IDENTIFICATION OF APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE 
REQUIREMENTS (ARARS), REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES POTENTIAL SEDIMENT 
TARGET TREATMENT GOALS 

This section presents a summary of the regulations, laws and other requirements which govern the 
development, evaluation and implementation of remedial alternatives for the Hot Spot sediments. Those 
laws and regulations are set forth in the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 
1986; the National Contingency Plan (NCR), 40 CFR Part 300, in particular, Section 300.430. Further 
guidance on the process of identifying and evaluating remedial alternatives is set forth in the EPA Guidance 
for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA (EPA, 1988). 

Section 3.1 provides an overview of the environmental laws governing the Hot Spot sediments including the 
general steps in completing a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS). These steps are described 
in detail in the National Contingency Plan (NCP) 40CFR Part 300. Section 3.2 wil l identify the applicable 
or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) that may apply to the remedial alternatives. The 
development of remedial action objectives and potential sediment target treatment goals are presented in 
Sections 3.3 and 3.4, respectively. 

3.1 Environmental Laws and Governing Response 

Remedial actions, as defined by 300.5 of the NCP, are actions consistent with a permanent remedy, taken 
instead of or in addition to removal actions to prevent or minimize the release of hazardous substances so 
that they do not migrate to cause substantial danger to present or future public health or welfare, or the 
environment. 

Section 121 of CERCLA requires EPA to select a remedy that is protective of human health and the 
environment, is cost-effective, and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies, to 
the maximum extent practicable. Section 121 also establishes a statutory preference for remedies that 
employ treatment which permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of hazardous 
substances over remedies that do not use such treatment. Furthermore, Section 121 requires that, upon 
completion, remedies attain Federal and state ARARs unless specified waivers are granted. 

Section 300.430 of the NCP, in conjunction with the RI/FS Guidance, sets forth the remedial alternative 
development and remedy selection process. This process consists of the following steps: 

•	 Identification of the nature and extent of contamination and threat presented by the release 
(300.430(d)(2)). 

•	 Identification of general response objectives for site remediation (300.430(e)(2)(l)). 

•	 Identification and screening of remedial technologies potentially applicable to waste and site 
conditions (300.430(e)). 

•	 Development of a range of alternatives to achieve the site-specific response objectives 
(300.430(e)(3)). 
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• I n i t i a l screening of a l t e rna t i ve s (300.430(e)(7)). 

• Detailed analysis of al ternatives (300.430(e)(9)). 

• Selection of reined) (300.430(0). 

3.2 Project-Specific ARARs 

Section 121(d) of CERCLA as amended by SARA and Section 300.430(0 of the NCR requires that 
remedial actions under CERCLA comply with all Federal and state ARARs. ARARs are used to determine 
the appropriate extent of site cleanup, to scope and formulate remedial action alternatives, and to govern the 
implementation and operation of the selected action. According to CERCLA Section 121(d)(4), ARARs 
may be waived by EPA under six specific conditions, provided that protection of human health and the 
environment is s t i l l assured. These conditions include the following: 

•	 The remedial act ion selected is only part of a total remedial action that wi l l attain such 
level or standard of control when completed; 

•	 Compliance with such requirement at that facility w i l l result in greater risk to human health 
and the environment than alternative options; 

•	 Compliance with such requirement is technically impracticable from an engineering 
perspective; 

•	 The remedial action selected wi l l attain a standard of performance that is equivalent to that 
required under the otherwise applicable standard, requirement, criterion, or limitation, 
through use of another method or approach; 

•	 With respect to a state standard, requirement, criterion, or l imitation, the state has not 
consistently applied (or demonstrated the intention to apply consistently) the standard, 
requirement, criterion, or l imitat ion in similar circumstances at other remedial actions 
within the state; or, 

•	 In the case of a remedial action to be undertaken solely under Section 104 using the Fund, 
selection of a remedial action that attains such level or standard of control wi l l not provide 
a balance between the need for protection of public health and welfare and the environment 
at the facility under consideration, and the availabil i ty of amounts from the Fund to 
respond to other Sites which present or may present a threat to public health or welfare or 
the environment, t ak ing into consideration the relative immediacy of such threats. 

In the following subsection, ARARs are defined and the approach to identifying ARARs is discussed. 
Potential chemical-, location-, and action-specific ARARs for the cleanup and remedial action alternatives 
evaluation are defined and iden t i f ied . 
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3.2.1 Definition of ARARs 

A requirement under CERCLA may be either "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate" to a site-specific 
remedial action, but not both. A two-tiered approach may be applied: first, determine whether a given 
requirement is applicable; then, if it is not applicable, determine whether it is relevant and appropriate. 
These terms are defined in the NCP as follows: 

Applicable Requirements: "Applicable requirements" refer to those cleanup standards, standards of control 
and other substantive requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under Federal environmental or 
state environmental or facility siting laws that specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant, 
contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance found at a CERCLA site. An example of an 
applicable requirement would be Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for a site that causes 
contamination of a public water supply system which provides water service to 15 or more service entrances 
or 25 or more people. Only those state standards that are identified by a state in a timely manner and are 

, more stringent than Federal requirements may be applicable. 

Relevant and Appropriate Requirements: "Relevant and appropriate requirements" are those cleanup 
standards, standards of control, and other substantive requirements, criteria or limitations promulgated 
under Federal environmental or state environmental siting laws that, while not "applicable" to a hazardous 
substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance at a CERCLA site, 
address problems or situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at the CERCLA site that their use is 
well suited to the particular site. For example, while Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
regulations may not be applicable to closing undisturbed hazardous waste in place, the RCRA regulation for 
closure by capping may be deemed relevant and appropriate. Only those state standards that are identified 
in a timely manner and are more stringent than Federal requirements may be relevant and appropriate. 
During the FS process, relevant and appropriate requirements are intended to have the same weight and 
consideration as applicable requirements. 

Other Requirements To Be Considered (TBC): These requirements are non-promulgated advisories or 
guidance issued by the Federal or state government that are not legally binding and do not have the status of 
potential ARARs. Where no specific ARARs exist for a chemical or situation, or where such ARARs are 
not sufficient to be protective, guidance documents or advisories may be considered in determining the 
necessary level of cleanup for protection of human health or the environment. 

3.2.2 Development of ARARs 

Under the description of ARARs set forth in the NCP and SARA, many Federal and state environmental 
requirements must be considered. These requirements include ARARs that are triggered by the presence or 
emission of a chemical, by a vulnerable or protected location, or by a particular action, and are divided into 
three categories: 

• Chemical-specific (i.e., govern the extent of site cleanup); 

• Location-specific (i.e., pertain to existing site features); and 
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•	 Action-specific (i.e., pertain to proposed site remedies and govern implementat ion of the 
selected site remedy). 

A separate document, published for the New Bedford Harbor site has identified potential chemical-, 
location-, and action-specific A R A R s (Ebasco, I990a). This document ident i f ies project-specific Federal 
and state ARARs and summarizes the procedural and technical requirements of these regulations. 

3.2.2.1	 Chemical-Specif ic A R A R s 

Chemical-specific ARARs govern the extent of site cleanup and provide either actual clean-up levels or a 
basis for calculat ing such levels. These requirements are usual ly health- or risk-based numerical values or 
methodologies which, when applied to site-specific conditions, result in the establishment of numerical 
values. 

There are no "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate" federal or state chemical-specific ARARs for the 
proposed remedies at the site. Cleanup levels are based on Action-specific standards under the Toxic 
Substances Control Act (TSCA). Two federal guidances are cited as "To be considered" in evaluating 
potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks posed by contaminants at the site. 

3.2.2.2	 Location-Specific ARARs 

Location-specific ARARs are restrictions relating more directly to the geographical or physical setting 
position of the site. These locations include natural site features such as wetlands and floodplains, as well 
as manmade features including existing landfills, disposal areas, and local historic buildings. 
Location-specific ARARs are generally restrictions on the concentration of hazardous substances or the 
conduct of activities solely because of the site's particular characteristics or location. These ARARs 
provide a basis for assessing existing site conditions and subsequently aid in assessing potential remedial 
alternatives. 

Location-specific ARARs pertain to the site's location within a coastal floodplain, adjacent to the 
Harbor. Federal ARARs address floodplain management, protection o f f i sh and w i l d l i f e resources, and 
coastal zone management. Alternatives located in a floodplain may not be selected unless a 
determination is made that no practicable alternative exists outside the floodplain. Under such 
circumstances the potential harm must be minimized and action taken to restore and preserve natural and 
beneficial values. The U.S. Fish and Wildl i fe Service must be consulted regarding preventing and 
mitigating any potential losses to fish and wildlife resources. 

State ARARs address coastal zone management, work wi th in flowed and f i l led t idelands, and wetlands 
protection. The state wetlands protection statute identifies the fol lowing protected resource areas that 
occur on or adjacent to the site: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage, Land Under Ocean, Designated 
Port Area, Coastal Beaches ( i n c l u d i n g tidal flats), Coastal Bank ( i n c l u d i n g a 100-foot buffer zone inland 
from the edge of the bank), and Land Containing Shellfish. 
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3.2.2.3 Action-Specific ARARs 

Action-specific ARARs are usually technology- or activity-based l imitat ions or requirements that control 
actions at CERCLA sites. After remedial alternatives are developed, action-specific ARARs pertaining to 
proposed site remedies provide a basis for assessing the feasibility and effectiveness of the remedies. These 
requirements generally define acceptable treatment, storage, and disposal procedures for PCB-contaminated 
and hazardous substances during the response action. The ARARs and TBCs that apply to each of the 
remedial alternatives are discussed within the Detailed Analysis of Remedial Alternatives (Section 6 of 
this document). This information is also presented in tabular form in Appendix B to th i s document. 

The primary action-specific ARARs are requirements regarding waste management and treatment. 
These ARARs include PCB storage, treatment and disposal requirements under TSCA and identification 
and regulation of characteristic hazardous waste under Massachusetts Hazardous Waste Management 
standards. 

\ 

TSCA requires that any PCB contaminated dredge spoil with a concentration of 50 ppm or greater be 
disposed of either in an approved incinerator, an approved chemical waste landfi l l , or by using a disposal 
method to be approved by the Regional Administrator. Approval must be based on a f inding that, based 
on technical, environmental, and economic considerations, disposal in an incinerator or chemical waste 
landfill is not reasonable and appropriate, and that the alternative disposal method wi l l provide adequate 
protection to health and the environment. Four of the alternatives (Solvent Extraction and Off-Site 
Incineration, HS-2C; Thermal Desorption and Off-Site Incineration, HS-3C; Off-Site Landfilling, HS-6, 
and Off-Site Incineration, HS-7) satisfy one of the first two approved disposal methods. The other seven 
proposed remedies (involving either in-place permanent disposal or on-site treatment) entail alternative 
disposal remedies that require approval by the Regional Administrator, based on the requirements of 
TSCA. 

The two proposed in-place disposal remedies (No Further Action, HS-1 and In-Place Capping, HS-5) 
must comply with relevant and appropriate TSCA chemical waste landfill standards, which apply to the 
permanent disposal of PCB contaminated dredge spoil. TSCA allows for specific requirements for the 
landfill ARAR to be waived upon a finding by the Regional Administrator that the facility will not 
present an unreasonable risk of injury to health or the environment. To use the present CDF facility as a 
permanent disposal facility, waivers are required regarding hydrologic conditions, flood protection, and 
leachate collection. The present facility's design that includes double impermeable bottom and side 
liners, a monitoring system for leak detection, and top-of-berm elevation two feet higher than the 100
year flood elevation should meet waiver standards for the prevention of injury to health or the 
environment. 

The remaining nine remedies (involving either removal of contamination off-site or on-site treatment) all 
require temporary storage of the PCB sediment for greater than one year. Storage of PCB dredge spoil 
for more than a year violates a TSCA storage requirement. This ARAR needs to be waived under 
Section 121(d)(4)(C) of CERCLA due to the technical impracticality, based on engineering constraints, 
involved in removing and/or treating the PCB material in less than a year. Currently, the storage 
requirement is being waived through Cian interim measure" under Section 121(d)(4)(A). The present 
waiver allows the Agency to waive the storage ARAR for an interim measure that w i l l become part of a 
final remedial action at the Site. The nine removal or on-site treatment alternatives w i l l require storage 

***** DRAFT FINAL ***** 
RevO 12/30/97 

D97-042 3-5 



periods est imated between two to five years before completion of the f ina l remedy. In the in te r im, the 
PCB dredge spoil w i l l remain stored wi th in the existing CDF in a manner that is protective of heal th and 
the envi ronment (as described under Alternat ive HS-1, No Further Action). Storage of the PCB dredge 
spoil w i l l comply w i t h the r e m a i n i n g TSCA storage ARARs that do not involve the one-year storage 
l i m i t . 

Massachusetts Hazardous Waste ARAR's apply to all non-PCB contaminants that meet characteristic 
hazardous waste standards. Recent toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) data on the 
dredged sediment samples show the sediment does not meet the definition of a RCRA characteristic 
waste. Toxicity character is t ic (TC) constituent concentrations are below TC regulatory l imi ts for 
hazardous waste. Sediments, process wastes, and discharges from monitoring, operations, and/or 
maintenance w i l l be tested for hazardous constituents. Any characteristic wastes identified w i l l be 
stored, treated, and/or disposed (if in compliance with state hazardous waste requirements. 

Massachusetts Solid Waste ARARs are applicable for all alternatives that involve the disposal of treated 
sediments (Alternatives HS-2A. 2B and 2C; HS-3A, 3B, and 3C; and 4), containing less the 50 ppm of 
PCBs. These requirements include cover systems, surface and groundwater protection, monitoring, and 
post-closure measures. 

Other federal and state action-specific ARARs include air quality and air pollution requirements, which 
preclude the release of PCBs and other contaminants. Air emissions from the proposed alternatives may 
result from releases from the storage facility, discharges from extraction and treatment technologies, and 
handling/dewatering of the sediments before off-site removal or on-site processing. Air emissions will 
be addressed through monitoring, management of storage facilities, and treatment of off-gases from 
handl ing , dewatering, and processing. 

Water discharges are regulated under state and federal water quality ARARs. Water treatment may be 
required because of surface run off becoming contaminated by the stored sediments or from dewatering 
and/or process discharges. Every proposed alternative potentially may produce contaminated water that 
w i l l require treatment at the faci l i ty 's on-site water treatment plant. Operation of the treatment plant 
requires a waiver of a provision of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements of 
the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 402. The provision prohibits new discharges into waters 
that do not meet applicable water qual i ty criteria, unless certain conditions are met (40 CFR 122.4(i)). It 
is proposed that a protectiveness waiver under Section 121(d)(4)(B) of CERCLA be used for this ARAR 
since compliance would essential ly prevent the cleanup of this Site and result in greater risk to human 
health and the environment than other alternatives. The issue is the result of the degraded water quality 
in the Harbor, where permitting any new discharge is not possible unless the Harbor's waters reach water 
qual i ty standards or u n t i l the other conditions of the regulations are met. Neither of these conditions are 
l i ke ly to be accomplished in a reasonable t ime. 

Furthermore, since New Bedford Harbor water quality is so degraded as to preclude d i lu t ing any 
proposed discharge, Section 402 of the CWA requires that discharges meet ambient water quality criteria 
(WQC) at the discharge point. Except for copper, it is expected that the treatment facil i ty can attain 
compliance with WQC dur ing the remedial activities. Consistent with Section 303 of the CWA and its 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach, it is proposed that discharge l im i t s for the water 
treatment p lan t be implemented t h a t are below current background levels of copper, but above WQC. 
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Tliis approach allows for attainment of ambient WQC throughout the vvaterbody in a phased or step-wise 
approach. The copper that wi l l be discharged from the treatment plant w i l l be more than offset by the 
permanent removal of copper contaminated sediments from the Harbor. 

Federal PCB policies and guidance regarding PCB releases and treatment technologies for CERCLA 
remedial actions wi l l be considered. Massachusetts guidelines to be considered include ambient air 
limits and noise levels. The Allowable Ambient Limits and Threshold Exposure Limits will be 
considered for alternatives involving air emissions. Revised TEF and the air dioxin guidel ine wi l l be 
considered for evaluation of alternatives having air emissions. Noise levels w i l l be minimized to the 
extent practicable. 

3.3 Remedial Action Objectives 

The remedial action objectives for this FS Addendum are taken directly from the 1990 ROD (EPA, 
1990). The remedial action objectives are based on the public health and environment risks posed by the 
Hot Spot sediment and the ARARs for the site. The objectives have been modified to reflect EPA's 
actions to date including removal of the Hot Spot sediment from the harbor and isolating them in a 
double-lined storage facility at the site. These ini t ia l remedial actions have served to protect public 
health and the environment while EPA, the state and the local community evaluate other potential long 
term solutions. 

The remedial action objectives have also been modified to reflect inclusion of an additional exposure 
pathway, inhalation. The remedial action objectives for the Hot Spot sediment are listed below: 

1. Protect public health by preventing direct contact with the Hot Spot sediments and 
2. Protect marine life by preventing direct contact with the Hot Spot sediments. 

In developing remedial alternatives to address these remedial action objectives, the FS Addendum will 
explore potential solutions that fall into two general categories of response actions, "removal" and "non
removal." These two categories wil l encompass the complete range of alternatives including no further 
action and on-site containment under the non-removal category. The removal category will include a 
wide range of alternatives including off-site containment, off-site treatment and on-site treatment. In 
evaluating the range of alternatives to achieve these remedial action objectives, CERCLA requires the 
alternatives use permanent solutions and innovative treatment technologies to the maximum extent 
practicable. In addition, preference should be given to alternatives that reduce the toxicity, mobility or 
volume of the contaminants through treatment. Additional details regarding the development and 
screening of the remedial alternatives is presented in Section 5 of this FS Addendum with the detailed 
analysis of the remedial alternatives presented in Section 6. 

3.4 Potential Sediment Target Treatment Goals 

The initial cleanup step of removing the Hot Spot sediment from the marine environment is complete and 
so the issue of cleanup levels is no longer relevant. However, the range of potential remedial alternatives 
developed and evaluated in Sections 5 and 6 of this FS Addendum wil l include some treatment 
alternatives, and so the issue of target treatment goals is relevant to those particular alternatives. 
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The app l i cab i l i t y of the t rea tment goals is l imited to remedial al ternatives which employ on-site 
t rea tment technologies. Off-s i te treatment technologies would treat the sediment in a manner which is 
consistent with the applicable federal, state and local regulations. The treatment process would be 
reflected in the facili ty specific operating permits. For example, a permitted off-site incineration facility 
would have to comply at a m i n i m u m with the applicable TSCA regulations including but not l imited to 
the incinerat ion requirements in Section 761.70. Included wi th in these regulations is the requirement for 
99.9999% destruction. Also, the target treatment goals that are developed herein do not apply to the on-
and off-site conta inment a l ternat ives (e.g., capping the sediment in-place or disposal in a permitted off-
site l a n d f i l l ) . 

The results of the treatability s tudies demonstrated that the sediment treatment technologies were all 
effective in treating the sediments to varying degrees. The solvent extraction and thermal desorption 
separation technologies demonstrated on-site appear capable of separating the PCBs from the sediments 
to the 50 ppm level. Vi t r i f ica t ion appeared capable of reducing PCB concentrations in the sediment to 
very low levels. The goal for PCB destruction for the on-site treatment technology is dependent on the 
method of destruction. Under TSCA, alternative disposal technologies for PCB contaminated dredge 
spoil are required to provide adequate protection of health and the environment. 

Heavy metals remain in the sediments after treatment for all of the technologies tested at the site. 
However, results of TCLP tests conducted on the treated sediments did demonstrate that leachate 
concentrations are wi th in regulatory l imi t s for all of the listed constituents. 
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4. HOT SPOT SEDIMENT TREAT ABILITY STUDIES 

The overall treatability study goal was to find a safe viable treatment technology for the Hot Spot sediments 
currently contained in the shoreline CDF just north of the Coggeshall Street Bridge in New Bedford, MA. 
This goal was developed by the forum group including representatives of EPA, the State DEP, other federal 
resource agencies, local community leaders and several community interest groups. The results of the 
treatability studies are being used by EPA to support selection of a remedy for the Hot Spot sediments. This 
remedy will be selected by EPA with input from other members of the forum group on a full range of 
remedial alternatives including no further action and several treatment and non-treatment (containment) 
approaches. 

4.1 Treatability Study Test Program Overview 

The treatability study program was initiated in early 1995 with the field testing occurring in late fall 1995 
through 1996. The range of technologies tested during the treatability study program included: 

x (i) solidification/stabilization (S/S); (ii) contaminant destruction; and (iii) contaminant separation and 
destruction processes. The two stage contaminant separation and destruction technologies were selected for 
two of the studies to evaluate the contaminant removal and the subsequent chemical destruction processes 
separately. It was also recognized that a final treatment step of S/S may be required to immobilize the 
heavy metals in the treated solids that may not be treated by the separation and/or contaminant destruction 
processes which often only treat the PCBs and other organics. 

4.1.1 Treatability Study Objectives 

The overall approach for the treatability studies was developed by members of the community forum group 
discussed above. This group was established to support development of a cleanup solution for the Hot Spot 
sediments. The test objectives for the treatability testing program were based on the group's overall project 
goals and included: 

1.	 Evaluate/quantify the effectiveness of chemical destruction and/or separation with chemical 
destruction technologies to treat PCBs and heavy metals present in contaminated Hot Spot 
sediments. 

2.	 Quantify the disposition of key constituents to support mass balance evaluations. 
3.	 Identify potential environmental and/or engineering constraints related to the use of destruction 

and/or separation with chemical destruction technologies to remediate site sediments. 
4.	 Produce data of sufficient quality such that different treatment processes can be evaluated relative 

to each other. If required, data may be used to assess the risks associated with treatment system 
operations and the disposal/storage of treatment residuals. 

5.	 Evaluate the viability of chemical destruction and/or separation with chemical destruction processes 
to be scaled-up to full-scale operations including the overall development time-frame and estimated 
full-scale treatment costs. 

6.	 Characterize the operational hazards associated with full-scale implementation of the chemical 
destruction and/or separation with chemical destruction process. 

7.	 Evaluate the performance of chemical destruction and/or separation with chemical destruction 
processes against the nine detailed evaluation criteria contained in the National Contingency Plan 
(NCP), including the ability of chemical destruction and/or separation and chemical destruction to 
reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the hazardous constituents. 
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4.1.2 Treatability Study Program 

The contaminant destruction, and contaminant separation and chemical destruction technologies were 
tested on-site with pilot scale treatment units. For technical approaches that combined separation and 
subsequent contaminant destruction, the processes were tested together as a single test. This provided 
information as to the completeness of the treatment approach and was designed to highlight any potential 
difficulties that could be encountered in trying to combine the treatment processes. 

Foster Wheeler selected three firms to participate in the pilot scale test program. The potential opportunity 
to participate in this test program was nationally advertised in the Commerce Business Daily (CBD). Sixty 
firms requested the bid documents from Foster Wheeler. The selection of the three firms was primarily 
based on technical approach and relevant experience. One of the initial three firms later withdrew the 
proposal and a second procurement was initiated to secure an alternate third pilot scale vendor. This second 
procurement was quite similar to the first and resulted in the award of a subcontract. 

In addition to the three proprietary technologies mentioned above, several S/S technologies were tested on-
site at the bench scale using two proprietary admixtures and a mixture consisting primarily of Portland 
cement and absorbent clay. The two proprietary admixtures were chosen from several proposals which 
were submitted in response to a nationally advertised opportunity in the CBD. Again, the primary basis for 
selection was technical approach and experience. 

The details of the treatability study program are discussed in the following subsections. Section 4.1 
discusses the test objectives and summarizes how each process was evaluated. The technologies that were 
tested are briefly summarized below. The details of operation and the findings of each pilot study are 
discussed in the subsection referenced in parentheses. A summary of the pilot study findings is included in 
Section 4.2. 

•	 Ionics RCC and CRTI - a two stage process involving contaminant removal using solvent 
extraction, and the subsequent chemical destruction of chlorinated organics, including PCBs, using 
sodium and ammonia as reducing agents (Section 4.4) 

•	 Geosafe - a single stage contaminant destruction process using pyrolitic vitrification (high 
temperature melting in the absence of oxygen) to destroy and demobilize organic and inorganic 
contaminants (Section 4.5) 

•	 SAIC/Eco Logic - a two stage process involving the thermal desorption of organics from the 
sediment and subsequent gas phase reduction using high temperature in a reducing (hydrogen) 
atmosphere (Section 4.6) 

•	 Solidification/stabilization - sediment was mixed with various reagents, allowed to solidify and 
tested to determine whether the mobility of contaminants was reduced (Section 4.7) 

The evaluation process for each technology was based on the analytical chemistry results for the various 
process outputs and engineering evaluations of the process mechanics and operations. To maintain 
consistency in evaluating the processes and to ensure that the quality of data were acceptable for the project 
objectives, a rigorous analytical and quality control program was implemented. This analytical program is 
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discussed in Section 4.3. Results of some of the quality control measures are also discussed in Section 4.3. 
An overall discussion of the treatability study testing, including a summary of the strengths and limitations 
of each process and specific implications for full-scale application is included in Section 4.2. 

This section (Section 4) includes significant detail for each of the technologies tested during the treatability 
studies. The discussions in Sections 4.4 through 4.7 include significant details on the process descriptions, 
pilot scale testing procedures and findings, as well as assumptions for full-scale implementation. This level 
of detail may not be of interest to all readers. Accordingly, Section 4.2 includes a summary overview of 
each of the technologies. Similarly, Section 4.3 includes a fairly detailed discussion of the analytical 
methods and quality control procedures implemented to ensure that the data collected during the treatability 
studies were representative and comparable. This level of detail regarding analytical methodology and QC 
results may not be of interest to all readers. 

4.2 Summary of Treatability Study Results 
\ 
The following subsections briefly discuss and summarize each of the treatability studies and highlight 
the strengths and limitations of each process. It is important to note that many of these limitations are 
not necessarily inherent in the technical approach. Rather, many of the limitations noted are in areas 
where pilot scale testing indicated that additional process engineering, development and testing would be 
required. The results are discussed at a summary level relative to the overall objective of finding a safe, 
viable non-incineration technology effective for treating the Hot Spot sediment. Where appropriate, the 
subsections identify further work required during the pre-design and design phases of work before full-
scale implementation could be satisfactorily realized. 

This section is intended to provide an overview and summary level discussion of the treatability study 
testing relative to the remedial technology and remedial alternative considerations discussed in Sections 
5 and 6, respectively. At a summary level, this section may suffice for some readers to provide a basis for 
the discussions and conclusions presented in Sections 5 and 6. For those who are interested in the 
specific details and pilot study testing, refer to the appropriate subsections (4.4, 4.5, 4.6 and 4.7) below. 
Similarly, detailed discussions of full-scale costing is provided in the appropriate full-scale 
implementation subsection with only summary level discussion included in this section. 

4.2.1 Solvent Extraction/Solid Phase Chemical Destruction (Ionics RCC/CRTH 

Both the Ionics RCC and CRT! processes were effective in treating the PCB contaminated Hot Spot 
sediment. The Ionic RCC solvent extraction process effectively treated the Hot Spot sediment to PCB 
concentrations less than 50 ppm with five to six extraction cycles. With additional extraction cycles (eight 
to nine), the process appears capable of treating the sediments to concentrations below 10 ppm. The 
residual solids from the solvent extraction process passed TCLP testing for heavy metal contaminants and 
would, therefore, require no further treatment for metals prior to disposal. The solvent extraction process is 
a non-thermal process and does not appear to produce undesirable organic by-products, nor does it require 
an extensive off-gas treatment system. 

The scale up plan for the Ionics RCC process looks positive and includes many pieces of equipment that are 
routinely available, It is noted that one of these items (the dryer) is a long lead item which can take six 
months to obtain. As a result, it may take up to 18 months to design and fabricate a solvent extraction unit. 
This is not seen as a serious limitation. 
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The CRTI Solvated Electron Technology process effectively destroyed PCBs in the concentrated oil 
product generated from the solvent extraction process. Given enough sodium, the reaction appears to 
destroy the PCBs to the 1 to 5 ppm range. This solid phase chemical destruction process is chemical in 
nature rather than thermal. As a result, the undesirable organic by-products, such as dioxins and furans, 
which can be generated by the thermal processes, do not appear to be a significant concern for this chemical 
treatment process. 

The pilot study testing did identify materials handling issues associated with the CRTI solid phase chemical 
destruction treatment process and equipment. During the pilot test, the feed mechanism difficulties were 
partially mitigated by over-dosing with sodium. This resulted in treated material containing reactive 
untreated sodium and caustic sodium amides. Resolution of these issues would be required prior to 
implementing full-scale treatment using this technology. These issues are briefly summarized as follows: 

•	 The CRTI pilot unit feed mechanism required modification in the field to handle the semi-solid material 
generated during the solvent extraction process. Similar modifications or methods to keep the oil 
extract in liquid form will have to be developed and tested to ensure effectiveness for the full-scale unit. 
Difficulties with the feed mechanism caused cross contamination of the treated product. This cross-
contamination was addressed with additional sodium and modifications to the quenching (to stop the 
chemical reactions) sequence. 

•	 During the pilot study testing, the material was over-dosed with sodium in order to obtain the desired 
PCB results (non-detect). The treated residual had unreacted sodium and sodium amides, making the 
residual material both reactive and caustic. The reactive and caustic properties were effectively 
neutralized with the addition of an acidic aqueous solution. However, the resulting material was an 
aqueous slurry rather than the anticipated, easier to handle, inert solid. Additional testing should assist 
in determining the appropriate amount of sodium relative to the concentration of PCB in the untreated 
material. Whether the material can be effectively treated to trace levels of PCBs without being reactive 
or caustic needs to be formally demonstrated. 

•	 As a result of the difficulties associated with the amount of sodium required to treat the PCBs, the 
chemical and physical composition of the CRTI treated product cannot be accurately determined. 
Without this characterization, it cannot be determined whether the CRTI post-treatment product will 
require additional treatment prior to disposal or whether the material can be disposed of on-site without 
additional treatment. 

The CRTI treated material handling issue is significant because it could impact the ultimate viability of the 
CRTI process. In summary, the reactive dry solid product produced during the pilot study may not be 
appropriate for disposal in an on-site CDF and may pose a potential risk to worker health and safety. The 
neutralized aqueous slurry mixture of salt and oil produced during the pilot study was similarly not suitable 
for on-site disposal. In fact, the only acceptable disposal method for this material may be off-site 
incineration. 

The information required to address these issues can be gathered during the design process. Also, the 
design of the Ionics RCC and CRTI processes should include a detailed hazard plan and analysis given the 
hazardous nature of the various process and reagents used. These reagents include diisopropylamine, 
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sodium, and ammonia. While these materials are routinely used in industry, their application to hazardous 
waste cleanup is still somewhat new. 

4.2.2 Vitrification (Geosafe) 

Pilot scale testing demonstrated that vitrification can successfully "melt" Hot Spot sediment into an 
essentially inert block of glass. Analysis of the resulting glass product indicates that PCBs and other 
organics are no longer present in the glass matrix and that the remaining inorganics are not teachable in 
quantities above relevant regulatory criteria. 

The vitrification pilot study did identify some specific matrix related difficulties in treating the Hot Spot 
sediment which would require resolution and additional testing prior to full-scale implementation. 
Specifically, the process off-gas data from the pilot study indicate that a significant portion of the PCBs 
were desorbed from the sediment rather than destroyed or immobilized in the vitrified product. The data 

N also indicate that the process produced organic by-products, including dioxins and furans, that required 
treatment in the off-gas system. 

It appears that the operational difficulties experienced during the pilot test were directly related to the 
sediment matrix. That is, the sediment contains a large proportion of water (approximately 50 percent) and 
is very finely grained. This caused the sediment to become "fluidized" during the melting process, releasing 
significant amounts of steam and paniculate to the off-gas stream. Under these circumstances, organic 
compounds were released with steam from the perimeter of the melt rather than remaining entrained in the 
sediment matrix. The organic compounds in the steam/particulate phase were then no longer available for 
treatment in the melting process and were subsequently transferred and treated within the off-gas treatment 
system. 

Geosafe believes that these operational difficulties can be successfully overcome by dewatering the 
sediments to a moisture content on the order of 10 percent and staging the sediment prior to full-scale 
treatment. Foster Wheeler similarly agrees that steps can be taken to improve destruction and removal 
efficiencies and to minimize the generation of undesirable organic compounds such as dioxins and furans in 
the vent gas stream. However, the ability of the dewatering techniques to reduce the sediment moisture 
content to the desirable level and whether dewatering the sediment will be sufficient to resolve the matrix 
related difficulties have yet to be determined. 

Geosafe recommended that full-scale implementation of this technology would require, at a minimum, a 
dewatering system that could reduce the moisture content of the sediment to the range of 10 percent. Foster 
Wheeler believes the most effective means of reaching this moisture content is through the use of a thermal 
dryer. In addition, an off-gas treatment system including a thermal oxidation unit may also be required to 
destroy any remaining organic compounds prior to releasing the gas from the vitrification process to the 
atmosphere. The off-gas system would also be used to treat off-gas from the thermal dryer unit. 

The full-scale implementation scenario presented in Section 4.5 was developed by Foster Wheeler with 
initial input from Geosafe. The approach contained in Geosafe's report did not account for the methods that 
would be required to dewater the sediment to the 10% moisture range, the high potential for volatilization of 
PCBs from the sediment during material handling operations, and the potential need for an enhanced off-gas 
treatment system. Given the nature of these potential concerns, Foster Wheeler has included an enhanced 
off-gas treatment system in the full-scale treatment approach. This off-gas treatment system would 
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potentially apply to both the dewatering and vitrification process units. Additional pilot scale testing during 
the design phase, not the remedial action phase, would ultimately determine the level and type of off-gas 
treatment system required for full-scale implementation. 

The amount of pre-design testing that would be required is an area of technical difference between Foster 
Wheeler and Geosafe. In summary, Geosafe believes their experience in implementing vitrification 
provides them with a reasonable basis for the conceptual full-scale plan presented in their report. Foster 
Wheeler does not question the number of times Geosafe has implemented vitrification at the bench, pilot 
and full-scale. Rather, we believe the results of the Hot Spot treatability study should be weighted heavily 
in considering potential full-scale application of vitrification to the Hot Spot sediments. Until proven 
otherwise in a comprehensive design scale testing program, a conservative technical approach is warranted. 
The pilot study testing that would be conducted during the design process should address the following data 
gaps prior to considering full-scale implementation: 

•	 The effects of dewatering the sediment on the production of dioxins and furans. 

•	 Process treatment (contaminant destruction) within the vitrification process versus through the off-gas 
collection and treatment system. 

•	 Off-gas treatment equipment that will be required to meet emissions criteria. 

This additional pilot scale testing could be conducted during the design phase of the clean-up prior to full-
scale implementation. However, additional testing does not guarantee that vitrification will prove to be a 
viable alternative for the Hot Spot sediment. Should vitrification be selected as the proposed remedy, it 
may be advisable to have a back-up or contingency plan in place in the event that design scale vitrification 
testing were to be unsuccessful. 

4.2.3 Thermal Desorption/Gas Phase Chemical Destruction (SAIC/Eco Logic) 

Pilot scale testing demonstrated that the Eco Logic treatment process was successful in: (i) separating 
the PCBs from the Hot Spot sediment with the thermal desorption unit and (ii) destroying the PCBs 
(separated by thermal desorption) in the gas phase using the reactor system. The thermal desorption unit 
did not perform as well as expected; however, it was demonstrated as being capable of treating the 
sediments to an average residual PCB concentration of 52 ppm from an average initial PCB 
concentration of 5,700 ppm. The treated sediment PCB concentrations were higher than SAIC/Eco 
Logic had initially expected. Several difficulties were encountered in operating the thermal desorption 
unit that may have contributed to lower treatment efficiencies. These difficulties included: 

•	 Initial difficulties reaching the design operating temperature 
•	 Sediment throughput at 40% of the design capacity 
•	 Particulate buildup within thermal desorption unit 
•	 Loss of molten tin during treatment operations 
•	 Mechanical breakdown of the exit system for the treated solids 

The gas phase reactor and off-gas treatment systems performed well during the treatability study, both 
mechanically and from an effectiveness perspective. The gas phase reactor, in combination with the 
downstream off-gas treatment system, was capable of achieving a gas phase PCB destruction efficiency 
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of approximately 99.999 to 99.99989%, depending on the calculation method. The DREs are slightly 
less than the 99.9999% (6 nines) required of incinerators. 

Sampling of the system gases was performed at several locations to assess whether the TRM and reactor 
processes were creating dioxins and/or furans. The vent gas data from the TRM suggest that, despite the 
hydrogen atmosphere within the TRM, the process may generate dioxins and furans during the 
desorption process. Sampling limitations precluded fully assessing this possibility during the pilot scale 
test. Should the production of dioxins and furans during the process require a complete quantitative 
assessment, additional testing would be recommended. 

Sample data from the thermal oxidizer off-gas (collected isokinetically and therefore, not limited by 
sampling constraints), were used to evaluate the degree to which dioxins/furans were ultimately treated 
within the overall system. The overall system DRE for these compounds indicate that the processes were 
effective in treating these compounds (99.9996% DRE on Toxicity Equivalency basis, and 99.9925% 
DRE on a total mass basis). 

It is important to note that the size of the Eco Logic pilot scale treatment system did not allow for the 
collection of isokinetic (flow representative) samples at intermediate gas phase process points 
(e.g., before the reactor and after the reactor and scrubbers). The treatment system was modified by 
SAIC/Eco Logic to collect grab type samples (non-isokinetic) of the gas at these intermediate locations. 
This was done to gather as much information as possible with the hope that, at a minimum, the data 
could be used in a qualitative manner. Given the limitations of these intermediate sampling locations, 
the data collected cannot be used to support absolute conclusions regarding such issues as dioxin/furan 
production within and/or downstream of the thermal desorption unit. More importantly, the data 
collected at the point of release to the atmosphere (collected isokinetically) does indicate that the overall 
processes are effective in treating these compounds, and that the process only released trace amounts of 
dioxin/furans during the course of the New Bedford Harbor pilot scale treatability study (approximately 
15 pg/hr). The concentration of dioxin TEQ at the vent gas outlet was 0.10 pg/dsm^, only slightly higher 
than the DEP ambient air guideline of 0.045 pg/m^ TEQ. It is expected that dispersion at the stack outlet 
will be sufficient such that ambient concentrations will not exceed the guidance level. 

The gas phase reactor was determined to produce naphthalene and benzene during the chemical 
destruction process. A multi-component gas phase treatment system downstream of the process reactor 
would be required to treat the off-gas for full-scale operations. While a portion of the process off-gas 
could be recycled through a catalytic steam reformer, an excess gas burner operated in conjunction with 
a process boiler would be used to provide final treatment of the gas prior to atmospheric release. The 
excess gas burner would have to be designed to comply with applicable air standards. Thermal energy 
from the excess gas burner could also be used within the overall process to reduce treatment costs. 

The Eco Logic technology also has potential application to the PCB residuals from other separation 
processes, including the solvent extraction process tested earlier in the treatability study program. A 
combination of the two technologies would eliminate the initial Eco Logic thermal desorption step on the 
wet sediment. Rather, the Eco Logic process would only be applied to the oily residue that is the end 
product of the solvent extraction process. Eco Logic would use either the Sequential Batch Vaporizer or 
direct injection into the reactor system to introduce the concentrated oil for treatment. This approach 
may rate higher on the implementability scale, given the difficulties encountered for the thermal 
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desorption process during the New Bedford Harbor treatability study, and that Eco Logic's experience 
base is more heavily weighted to this type of application. 

Eco Logic is continuing the testing of a full-scale TRM at a site in Canada. The results presented by Eco 
Logic to date indicate the process has treated 1,500 tons of sediment type waste over the past several 
months. The process has reportedly been used to treat waste solids contaminated with PCBs up to 170 
ppm, down to levels on the order of 1 to 5 ppm. 

4.2.4 Solidification/Stabilization 

Based on the data received from the bench scale treatability study, it does not appear that 
stabilization/solidification is a viable treatment method for the Hot Spot sediments. At the mix ratios 
tested, the admixtures did not significantly lower the leachability of the PCBs and, in most cases, 
increased the leachability. A high reagent to sediment ratio may decrease the leachability of the PCBs, 
however, the treatment cost would also increase as well as the volume of material which must ultimately 
be disposed. 

Solidification/stabilization may be an appropriate treatment technology to consider for heavy metals 
contamination. Available data indicate that TCLP metals concentrations are not likely to be of concern 
in untreated sediment or in the treated material resulting from the PCB treatment processes. However, 
should heavy metals be of concern at a later date, solidification/stabilization appears to be a viable 
treatment option for further consideration. 

4.2.5 Summary of the Treatabilirv Study Findings 

The technologies tested during these treatability studies included separation using solvent extraction and 
thermal desorption, contaminant destruction using vitrification, solid phase chemical destruction and gas 
phase chemical destruction. Solidification and stabilization of the sediment was also tested and found to 
be unsuccessful. The solvent extraction and solid phase chemical destruction processes were the two 
technologies that did not involve thermal processes to treat the sediment. 

With the exception of the solidification, each technology was found to be somewhat successful in 
treating the Hot Spot sediment. Each technology appears to be capable of producing a treated product 
with less than 50 ppm PCBs and that passes TCLP leaching criteria. Note that the average treated 
sediment concentrations were slightly greater than 50 ppm for the thermal desorption process, this 
appears to be related to operational difficulties encountered during the treatability studies and can likely 
be improved with additional engineering controls. 

The vitrification process desorbed significantly more PCBs to the vent gas stream than initially 
anticipated and also produced dioxins and furans. A thermal dryer and an off-gas treatment system could 
potentially reduce these difficulties. However, significant additional testing would be required to ensure 
adequate resolution of these issues prior to full-scale implementation. 

The thermal desorption process could not be definitively assessed with respect to the creation of dioxins 
and furans due to sampling limitations. The available data do indicate that the formation of dioxins and 
furans is a strong possibility using this thermal process. To obtain additional quantitative data, additional 
testing would be required. Not withstanding this, if there is a zero tolerance for the creation of dioxin 
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and/or furans, as opposed to thermal separation of the trace levels that are present in the Hot Spot 
sediment, then thermal separation is likely to be somewhat problematic during full-scale implementation. 
It is also important to note that, from a technology perspective, if these compounds are present in the off-
gas, effective means are available to significantly reduce their concentrations. These control 
technologies are well developed, readily available and would also be used, in many cases, to control 
particulate and/or heavy metals that will be emitted in the off-gas stream during thermal desorption. 

The treatability study program was successful in finding treatment technologies capable of treating the 
Hot Spot sediments. The program was also effective in highlighting specific areas where processes 
required further development to ensure that implementation could be conducted in a safe and 
environmentally compliant manner. 

This testing program also provided an indication of cost for treatment and demonstrated that it would 
take several years to implement each technology. The "treatment" only costs for Geosafe are estimated at 

x $ 1,149 per ton and would take 5 to 6 years to implement. The costs for treatment only for the 
combination of Ionics RCC and CRTI ($721/ton) is not dramatically different than the estimated costs 
for treatment with the Eco Logic process ($617/ton). Both treatment processes would take approximately 
three years to implement from the date of contract award. 

It is also important to look at the total estimated costs for treatment in Section 6 as there are other cost 
components in terms of site facilities, materials handling and air monitoring that significantly influence 
the overall treatment cost. In doing so, the apparent cost advantage for treatment only is greatly 
narrowed by these other costs as the total remedial alternative costs for Ionics RCC/CRTT and Eco Logic 
are $27.1M and $26.3M, respectively. It is also important to note that the level of accuracy used in the 
Feasibility Study costing process is plus 50 percent, minus 30 percent. As a result, these two costs are 
essentially the same and other evaluation factors should play a larger role than cost in the evaluation of 
the remedial alternatives. 

In summary, there are several viable treatment approaches that can be. constructed out of the mix of 
technologies tested. However, each of these approaches has its own particular limitations that will 
require time, money and effort to resolve prior to and during implementation. 

4.3 Analytical Methods and Quality Control 

Much of the treatability study evaluation process was based on the results of laboratory analyses of the 
various treatment process outputs. In order to ensure that the data were comparable and of known 
quality, standard analytical methodologies were used for sample analyses and a rigorous quality control 
(QC) program was implemented to quantitatively measure laboratory performance. The following 
subsections discuss the analytical methods and the quality control procedures. Differences in analytical 
methodology and their specific application to the treatability study are discussed below. Specific QC 
findings relative to the overall treatability study program are also discussed in this section. Individual 
data points and how they were used in the evaluation process are discussed in the individual vendor 
reports included in the Data Compendium. Laboratory data for the samples collected during the program 
are also included in the Data Compendium. 

In general, the analytical results were found to be comparable and acceptable for the purpose of assessing 
process performance. Differences in methodology, where noted, do not appear to be significant relative 
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to the overall test conclusions (summarized in Section 4.2). The results of the QC program confirmed 
that, overall, results were comparable and accurate for their intended use in an engineering evaluation. 
As discussed in more detail below, some quality control results exceeded established criteria, resulting in 
some data being considered "estimated". Although, these estimated results do not pose a significant 
concern from an engineering point of view, the potential variability associated with individual data 
points should be understood prior to using the data to assess human or ecological risk. Should the data 
be used for risk assessment purposes, a more thorough review of each data point is recommended. 

4.3.1 Analytical Methods 

The analytical methods used for the samples collected during the pilot study testing are summarized 
below. Several analyses were considered more heavily in the evaluation process, specifically, PCBs, 
dioxins and furans, and in some matrices, TCLP metals. These analytical methods are discussed in more 
detail below. 

With the exception of those routine matrices analyzed for semivolatiles and metals using the EPA 
Contract Laboratory Program (CLP), samples were analyzed by subcontractor laboratories selected based 
on their expertise with the specific methodology and/or matrix. 

In addition to the analytical program described in this section, an on-site laboratory was used to perform 
screening level analyses for PCBs, percent solids, and pH. An off-site laboratory provided fast 
turnaround analyses of approximately 10 percent of the on-site samples to confirm the screening level 
results. On-site screening and off-site fast turnaround results were used to optimize operating parameters 
in the field and were not used in the overall process evaluations. However, where the on-site data 
provide additional summary level information on the process performance, they are presented in the 
individual evaluation sections. Data used in the evaluation of the pilot processes were considered 
"Performance" level data and are further discussed below. 

4.3.1.1 Solid and Liquid Analytical Methods 

Solid and liquid matrices were analyzed by the methods listed in Table 4-1. Subcontractor laboratories 
are also listed in Table 4-1. Where possible, the analytical methods were intended to be similar to the 
EPA CLP program. The CLP program was designed to standardize the analytical methods and reporting 
requirements regardless of which laboratory performed the analysis. Such standardization was useful in 
maintaining consistency throughout the duration of the treatability study testing (approximately May 
through November, 1996) and also facilitated data validation in accordance with EPA Region I 
guidelines. Where necessary, due to analytical requirements or matrices, CLP guidelines were modified. 
Where no CLP method was directly applicable, EPA approved methodology was used, as noted in Table 
4-1. PCBs, dioxins and furan. and TCLP were key analyses used in the treatability study evaluation 
process. These key analytical methods are discussed in more detail below. 

^swtr 
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Table 4-1
 
Summary of Analytical Laboratory Methods for Solid and Liquid Matrices
 

PCBs OLM03.0 modified to analyze for PCBs only Ceimic, IEA-CT 
"SVOCs* OLMOTO ~'cTp7Ceimic'riEA-CT 
^TAL'Meitals* JLM010 ""'CLpJCelmicriEA-CT 

Dioxins and Furans EPA Method 8290 Triangle,"Aha 
PCB Isomers EPA Method 680, modified to report total mono Triangle, Alta 

through deca isomers 
TCLP (conventional) EPAMe'thod 13 fi'/O CompuChem 
fCLP'(steel cage) 40 CFRPart' "2687 Proposed" Rule - similar to" EPA CompuChem 

Method 1311 modified with a steel cage to leach 
solidified samples whole rather than pulverizing first 

Oil and Grease EPA Method 413.1 (gravimetric) modified to use CompuChem, iEA-CT 
methylene chloride as the extraction solvent 

DIPA ~?PAMet^ "Ceim'ic 
Moisfiire'in'pii ASTM'Melt^ "NUS 
Ammonia EPA Method 350.2 Ceimic 
PercenTSoiids ASTM'Mejhodp2216 AH 
'Chloride ~''EPA Method'3252 l|A-CT 

Su'lfate ASTMMeth'od'T7577A ~ ikA-CT 
Ixtractab'i'eOrganic EPA'M'e'tn'o'd'9020 IEA-CT 
Halide (BOX) 
'fo'taTd'issoivedTa'n'd ""EPA'Method'l 60 '."l"," 'l60".2"," 'i60"3 ""iEA-CT 
suspended solids 
(TpS/TSS) 

pH ~EPA'Mie^'s9W'an'd'9()45' ''Ceim'icJEA-CT 
*Soil and aqueous samples were analyzed through the EPA CLP program. Analyses for non-routine 
matrices were analyzed by a subcontractor laboratory and the methods modified for the unusual matrices. 
'Complete laboratory names and locations are given below. _^__^___ 

The Foster Wheeler subcontractor laboratories used during this study and their location are listed as 
follows: 

Ceimic Corporation (Ceimic) Narraganset, RJ 
IEA Corporation (IEA-CT) Monroe, CT 
Triangle Laboratories Inc. (Triangle) Research Triangle Park, NC 
Alta Analytical Laboratory (Alta) El Dorado Hills, CA 
CompuChem Environmental Corporation (CompuChem) Research Triangle Park, NC 
Halliburton NUS Corporation (NUS) Pittsburgh, PA 
Air Toxics Ltd. (Air Toxics) Folsom, CA 

Solid and liquid matrices were analyzed primarily to evaluate the disposition of PCBs, metals, and to a 
lesser extent, semivolatiles. TCLP and wet chemistry results were used to assess potential disposal 
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options for the various process outputs. Samples of sediment were also analyzed to provide input data 
for mass balance closure. 

4.3.1.2 Vent Gas Sampling and Analytical Methods 

Vent gas samples were collected by TRC using the stack gas sampling methodology summarized in 
Table 4-2. Where required by the method, the laboratory prepared the glassware, and prespiked the 
collection media prior to shipping to the field. TRC subsequently collected the samples, packaged and 
shipped the samples to the laboratory. Addi t ional information on TRC's field procedures is provided in 
their reports included in the Data Compendium. Sample results corrected to the volume collected and to 
the total stack flow rates are also included in these reports. Collection and laboratory analytical methods 
are summarized in the Data Compendium. 

Table 4-2 
Summary of Sampling and Analytical Methods for Vent Gas Samples 

PCB Isomers EPA Method 23/CARB Method 428 Alta 
Dioxins and Furans EPA Method 23/EPA Method 1613A Alta 
PAHs EPA Method 23/8270/TO-13 Alta/Air Toxics 
Metals (As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Hg, Zn) EPA Modified Method 29 Triangle 
Particulate EPA Modified Method 26A Triangle 
HCl/Chloride EPA Modified Method 26A Triangle 
Benzene EPA Method TO-14 modified for Air Toxics 

vent gas sampling 

Complete laboratory names and locations are given in Section 4.3.1.1 above. Vent gas samples were 
collected and analyzed to assess process performance and to measure gaseous releases to the atmosphere. 

4.3.1.3 PCB Analyses 

The primary objective of the Hot Spot treatability study was to measure process effectiveness at 
removing and/or destroying PCBs. Accordingly, the PCB data were the most critical to the evaluation 
process. PCBs were analyzed using two different procedures, the first being the more conventional 
Aroclor analysis, the second being analysis for PCB isomer groups. In order to understand the different 
analytical methods, a limited understanding of the chemical structure of PCBs is needed. PCB is an 
abbreviation for polychlorinated biphenyl. The biphenyl group consists of two connected phenyl rings, with 
ten positions available for either hydrogen or chlorine atoms. The biphenyl group is illustrated in Figure 
4-1, the numbered positions indicate where chlorine atoms may be attached. 
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Figure 4-1 
Chemical Structure of a PCB Molecule 

The number of chlorine atoms attached to the biphenyl group define the chlorination level of the biphenyl. 
For instance, two chlorine atoms attached to the biphenyl group would be a dichlorobiphenyl. The position 
of the chlorine atoms on the biphenyl molecule define the specific PCB compound or congener, for 

> instance, 2,4-dichlorobiphenyl. Because ten positions are available on the biphenyl group, there are 209 
different configurations for attaching one to ten chlorine atoms. Each specific chlorinated biphenyl 
compound (e.g., 2,4-dichlorobiphenyl) is referred to as a PCB congener. 

Each congener has its own unique chemical structure (specific number and arrangement of chlorine atoms) 
and therefore can be separated from other congeners on a gas chromatography column, based on its unique 
physical characteristics. Aroclors are specific mixtures of PCB congeners named after the average 
molecular weight of the mix (e.g., Aroclor 1242). PCB "oils" were mixtures of PCBs in solvent and were 
typically manufactured and used as Aroclor mixtures. These are mixtures of different PCB congeners that, 
when analyzed using a gas chromatograph (GC) equipped with an electron capture detector (BCD), 
provide a characteristic "fingerprint" pattern. Routine laboratory analysis looks for the characteristic 
Aroclor "fingerprint" pattern to identify and quantify PCBs. This is the most routinely used (and most 
inexpensive) method of PCB analysis. Total PCB concentrations are typically reported as the sum of the 
detected Aroclor concentrations. For New Bedford Harbor sediment, this convention has worked well. 
Aroclors 1242 and 1254 have been routinely detected in samples of harbor sediment and results from 
various sampling rounds conducted over the years have been reasonably comparable. 

A group of compounds with the same molecular weight and formula but different chemical structures (i.e., 
the same number of chlorine atoms, but in different positions on the phenyl rings) are called isomers. For 
PCBs, the isomer groups are named by the chlorination level (mono through deca). Because each isomer 
group has its own characteristic molecular weight, a mass spectrometer (MS) can be programmed using 
selected ion monitoring (SIM) to search for only that molecular weight. Results are reported as total 
monochlorobiphenyl through decachlorobiphenyl. Total PCBs are calculated as the sum of the detected 
isomer groups. The calculated concentration is reported as a total for that chlorination level or isomer (e.g., 
total dichlorobiphenyls). Selected treatability study samples were analyzed for PCB isomers. Results were 
reported for each mono through deca isomer group and as total PCB isomers. 

The isomer group analysis provided information relative to the distribution of PCB isomer groups 
irrespective of the Aroclor composition. The isomer group method of analysis was also useful for 
evaluating various intermediate and end point products from the pilot study treatment processes. 
Specifically, the data were evaluated to ensure that the treatment processes were actually removing or 
destroying PCBs, rather than rearranging their chemical configuration. Isomer group data were also useful 
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in reviewing air (stack sample) results, which are conventionally reported on a total isomer basis rather than 
by Aroclor, due to the potential for speciation in the gaseous phase. 

In addition to the Aroclor and isomer methods of analysis, it is possible to analyze samples for individual 
PCB congeners using gas chromatography in conjunction with the mass selective detector. This is a highly 
specialized analysis performed by only a few laboratories, usually in association with risk assessment, 
where the toxicity of individual congeners is of concern. Typically a subset of the 209 possible congeners is 
selected, based on toxicity, for this analysis. During this treatability study, selected samples were analyzed 
for PCB isomer groups. PCB congener specific analysis was not performed on samples collected during 
this treatability study. 

Where possible, Aroclor data were used in the treatability study evaluation process. These data were 
consistent and comparable with the available historical data. The Aroclor analysis is also the analysis 
typically performed under the CLP program. Therefore, consistent data sets could be relatively easily 
obtained from more than one laboratory throughout the duration of the testing program. In cases where 
there was the possibility that the process might be changing the PCB "fingerprint" pattern rather than 
actually destroying the PCB molecules, samples were also analyzed for PCB isomer groups. For the 
most part, the processes were not found to change the PCB (Aroclor) pattern in the solid and liquid 
outputs and the Aroclor data were used in the data evaluation process. 

PCB isomer group analysis is the approved EPA methodology for the analysis of vent gas samples. 
Aroclor analyses were not conducted for vent gas samples. Where it was useful to compare solid 
material PCB results with air sample PCB results, it was sometimes useful to consider the solid material 
isomer results in addition to the Aroclor data in the evaluation. Where this was done, both sets of results 
are presented for comparison. Isomer group data and Aroclor data were not sufficiently different to 
change conclusions regarding process performance. 

4.3.1.4 Dioxin and Furan Analyses 

Polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins (dioxins) and polychlorinated dibenzofurans (furans) are groups of 
compounds that are chemically similar to PCBs in that they are large organic molecules with many 
possibilities for chlorinated congeners. As with PCBs, the toxicity of the chemical is related to its 
specific chemical composition, with the 2,3,7,8 substituted congeners being more toxic than the others 
and 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD) being the most toxic. The chemical 
compositions of dioxin and furan are shown in Figures 4-2 and 4-3, respectively. 
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Figure 4-2 
Chemical Structure of the Dioxin Molecule 

O 

O 

Figure 4-3 
Chemical Structure of the Furan Molecule 

The analysis for dioxins and furans is similar to that described above for PCB isomers and congeners. 
Samples were analyzed using gas chromatography in conjunction with high resolution mass 
spectrometry. Sample data were reported and used in the following three ways: 

•	 Fifteen individual 2,3,7,8-substituted congeners were reported for each sample. 
•	 Toxicity equivalents (TEQs) were calculated for each 2,3,7,8-substituted congeners based on EPA 

toxicity equivalent factors (TEFs). This calculation reports a 2,3,7,8-TCDD TEQ for each 
2,3,7,8-substituted congener based on the relative toxicity of the congener to 2,3,7,8-TCDD. 

•	 Total concentrations were reported for each isomer group (e.g., total tetrachlorodibenzofurans). 

Similar to the analysis for PCB isomer groups, total dioxin and furan isomer groups (e.g., total TCDD) 
were identified by specific masses eluting from the GC column within a given retention time window. 
Total concentrations were calculated based on the response of a single congener within the isomer group. 
The identification and quantitation of the fifteen 2,3,7,8-substituted congeners were based on SIM mass 
ratios and specific retention time. TEQs were calculated by multiplying the concentration of the specific 
2,3,7,8-substituted congener by the TEF factor given in Table 4-3. 
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Table 4-3 
2,3,7,8-TCDD Toxicity Equivalent Factors 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 1.0 
1,2,3,7,8-PeCDD 0.5 
1,2,3,4,7,8-HxCDD 0.1 
1,2,3,6,7,8-HxCDD 0.1 
1,2,3,7,8,9-HxCDD 0.1 
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDD 0.01 
OCDD 0.001 
2,3,7,8-TCDF 0.1 
1,2,3,7,8-PeCDF 0.05 
2,3,4,7,8-PeCDF 0.5 
1,2,3,4,7.8-HxCDF 0.1 
1,2,3,6,7,8-HxCDF 0.1 
2,3,4,6,7,8-HxCDF 0.1 
1,2,3,7,8,9-HxCDF 0.1 
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDF 0.01 
1,2,3,4,7,8,9-HpCDF 0.01 
OCDF 0.001 

Based on the definition of TEQ, the TEQ of a sample is related to the concentration of 2,3,7,8 substituted 
congeners and is not directly related to the total concentration of dioxin and furan in the sample. 

4.3.1.5 TCLP Analyses 

TCLP analysis is intended to simulate the leaching of contaminants from a material under landfill 
conditions. The leaching process involves mixing the sample in a slightly acid aqueous solution for a 
twenty four hour period. The resulting leachate is filtered and analyzed for contaminants of concern. 
Leachate from the samples collected during the treatability study were analyzed for PCBs, semivolatiles 
and metals using CLP protocol. As discussed above, the CLP analyses were chosen to provide a well 
documented, consistent analytical procedure, similar to the analyses conducted for the raw (not leached) 
samples. 

Samples were analyzed for TCLP primarily to evaluate the effectiveness of the process(es) at reducing 
the mobility of contaminants in the treated product. Accordingly, the samples analyzed for TCLP were 
primarily untreated and treated sediment. Results were compared against each other and, where 
appropriate, against the TCLP regulatory criteria. Several analytes are included on the CLP analyte list 
that do not have TCLP regulatory criteria, including PCBs. These are noted accordingly on the TCLP 
data summary tables included in Sections 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7. Treatability study samples were not 
analyzed for TCLP volatiles, herbicides, or pyridine, as these were not of concern in the raw Hot Spot 
sediment. 

To fully evaluate the treatment processes, samples were leached using two methods. The first leaching 
method was in accordance with EPA Method 1311, where the samples is ground or pulverized to pass 
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through a 9.5 mm sieve and subsequently leached. The second method was used only for the solidified 
samples generated from the vitrification and solidification processes and involved suspending the sample 
whole inside of a steel mesh cage. The steel cage method is intended to simulate disposal of the 
solidified product in its unpulverized condition. The steel mesh cage allowed the surface of the sample 
to come in contact with the leaching solution to measure the effect of chemical leaching without physical 
weathering of the product. The steel cage leaching also provides some data regarding the integrity of the 
solidified material under leaching conditions. It is also important to note that the conventional EPA 
Method 1311 is the promulgated method for waste disposal, whereas the steel cage method is in draft 
form only. 

TCLP Method 1311 required that the sample be pulverized prior to leaching and was expected to give 
more conservative results than the steel cage method. In actuality, the results using the two different 
methods were not significantly different for the majority of analytes. Some metals results were higher 
for the steel cage than the conventional Method 1311, presumably due to contamination or interference 
from the cage material. Based on these findings, and the fact that Method 1311 is the promulgated 
method for waste, the data evaluation process focused on the results from the conventional (1311) 
analysis. 

4.3.2 Quality Control Procedures 

Several quality control (QC) procedures were implemented to quantitatively assess the quality of the data 
and to ensure that the data were acceptable for use, as determined by project objectives. These 
procedures are discussed in more detail in the following subsections. Quality control results and the 
overall findings relative to the treatability study program are discussed in this section. These following 
procedures were used to measure data quality: 

•	 Replicate (duplicate and triplicate) field sample collection to assess variability within pilot scale 
batches. 

•	 Replicate batch runs for each pilot scale process (see Sections 4.4, 4.5, 4.6 and 4.7 for additional 
detail). 

•	 Laboratory quality control measures, including calibrations, blanks, matrix spikes, matrix spike 
duplicates (duplicate samples for inorganics), internal standard spikes, surrogate spikes, and serial 
dilutions. 

•	 Performance evaluation (PE) samples. 

•	 Data validation. 

•	 Split sample analysis by the EPA Region I Office of Environmental Measurement and Evaluation 
(EPA-OEME). 

The results of these QC measures and the impact to the data used in the treatability study evaluations are 
discussed below. Specific data points and how they were used to evaluate the treatment processes are 
discussed in the vendor reports included in the Data Compendium and to a lesser extent in the data 
evaluation subsections of 4.4 through 4.7. 
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4.3.2.1 Replicate Batches and Replicate Samples for Each Batch 

Each pilot scale test conducted a series of batches referred to as optimization or acclimation and 
performance. The specific operating conditions for these batches are included in the individual vendor 
reports included in the Data Compendium. In general, the optimization/acclimation batches were used to 
adjust operating parameters in support of developing "optimal" conditions. Analytical results were used 
by the vendors in cause and effect analyses as discussed in the reports. Optimization data were not used 
in the overall process evaluation. 

Performance testing was conducted by operating the process(es) under the same conditions for several 
batches to assess reproducibility. The exception was the Geosafe process which, due to the time required 
for a batch, had only one performance batch. Performance testing data were used in the overall 
evaluation of process effectiveness. Results from the different performance batches were used to 
evaluate the consistency and reproducibility of the process. 

To assess variability within each batch, replicate (duplicate or triplicate) samples were collected where 
material volumes permitted. The results of sample and replicates of each performance batch are 
presented and discussed in the vendor reports. In summary, the data between and within batches 
indicated some variability that was attributed to the inherent variability in the initial feed sediment and to 
operating and sampling limitations. Results for some vent gas sampling locations were highly variable 
due to the inability to collect isokinetic (flow representative) samples. 

4.3.2.2 Data Validation 

Approximately 20 percent of the off-site analytical data were validated according to Region I Laboratory 
Data Validation Functional Guidelines for Evaluating Organic Analyses, Modified November 1, 1988 
and Region I Laboratory Data Validation Functional Guidelines for Evaluating Inorganics Analyses, 
Modified February 1989. Validations were conducted at the Tier I and Tier II level in accordance with 
Region I Tiered Organic and Inorganic Data Validation Guidelines, July 1, 1993. Validation of the 
dioxin and furan data was conducted by Lockheed Environmental in accordance with EPA Region I's 
Environmental Service Assistance Team Dioxin Data Validation SOP ESAT-01-0007 (12/20/95). In 
accordance with the SOP, the dioxin and furan validation was in accordance with Tier III guidelines. 
The validation guidelines were modified, as appropriate, to consider the elevated PCB concentrations in 
some samples, and the non-routine matrices and analyses. The validation process includes a detailed 
review of the various laboratory and field QC results, including PE samples. 

The data selected for validation were chosen based on its overall significance in the evaluation process. 
An emphasis was placed on data from performance batches and on key analyses for significant process 
outputs (treated sediment, process off-gas). In addition, data packages were selected from each 
subcontractor laboratory to provide an overall indication of laboratory performance for each matrix and 
analysis requested. 

The results of the data validation are detailed in memoranda (one memorandum per data package) 
submitted to EPA under separate cover. In summary, the data were found to be acceptable for the 
engineering calculations used to determine the effectiveness of the pilot processes. In several instances, 
the data were estimated due to difficulties associated with the specific sample matrices. 
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Data were qualified as "estimated" primarily due to matrix related analytical difficulties. Elevated 
concentrations of PCBs in some samples caused interferences with the semivolatile analyses, resulting in 
elevated detection limits. The oil matrices and the DIPA and ammonia used in conjunction with the 
Ionics RCC/CRTI processes caused other interferences and required matrix specific method 
modifications. In some instances, samples were extracted outside of holding times. The delay in 
analysis was caused by the need to develop sample specific analytical methodology. 

Overall, the validation results indicated that the data were acceptable for achieving project objectives; 
that is, the data were found to be acceptable for the engineering calculations conducted to support the 
evaluation of the effectiveness of the treatability study processes. The level of validation conducted for 
this effort (20% using Tier II guidelines) was appropriate for the intended use of the data. Should the 
data be used for quantitative risk assessment purposes, Tier III validation for each required data point 
(100%) would be recommended. 

y 4.3.2.3 EPA-OEME Split Sample Results 

To provide an additional measure of quality control, samples were selected for analyses at the EPA 
Region I Office of Environmental Measurement and Evaluation (EPA-OEME) laboratory in Lexington, 
Massachusetts. This provided an independent analysis of samples for comparison with those analyzed by 
the Foster Wheeler subcontractor laboratories. Samples analyzed through the CLP (i.e. the laboratory 
was not subcontracted to Foster Wheeler) program were not split with EPA-OEME. The samples to be 
split were selected based on their importance in the overall evaluation process. The majority of samples 
chosen for splitting were the feed and treated sediment for PCBs as these were critical in the evaluation 
process. The frequency of split samples was greater at the beginning of the program and was decreased 
over time as the split sample results confirmed that subcontractor laboratory performance was 
acceptable. 

In some cases, especially .with the vent gas samples, it was not physically possible to split samples. In 
these instances, the samples were extracted by the Foster Wheeler subcontractor laboratory and the 
extracts were split and shipped to EPA-OEME for analysis. In this manner, the subcontractor analytical 
methodology was confirmed. In addition, the Foster Wheeler subcontractor laboratory analyzed air 
samples for PCBs, dioxins, and furans using GCMS in SIM mode. Because EPA-OEME was not 
equipped to analyze samples using this methodology, other, more conventional analyses were selected 
for splitting. In this instance, samples were split for metals and PAHs instead of PCBs. The samples 
split from each pilot study are summarized in Table 4-4. 
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Table 4-4
 
Summary of EPA-OEME Split Samples
 

MnnifBIMiWm^HHMMHM^HHM|̂ B HciiiinirPiii	 jBHillife' i^tl]fc(fe;w:«!<ia^ .. . '".] J8iBBiiJEii%li *"™Pllffqfflffl^B 
Ionics RCC/CRTI 6 Feed sediment PCB Ceimic 

5 Treated sediment PCB Ceimic 
2 Polished oil (feed to CRTI) PCB Ceimic 
3 CRTI treated material PCB Ceimic 

Total: 16 

Geosafe	 2 Feed sediment PCB Ceimic 
4 Partially treated (adjacent and Ceimic 

beneath) sediment PCB 
2 Vent gas condensate (aqueous) PCB Ceimic 
1 Air Metals Triangle 
1 Air PAHs Alta/Air Toxics 

Total: 10 

SAIC/Ecologic 1 Feed sediment PCB IEA - CT 
Treated sediment PCB IEA - CT 

Total: 2 

The results of the split sample comparisons are discussed in the following sections. The results are 
discussed for each analysis and, where appropriate, by sample matrix. In determining acceptability of 
split sample results, results were compared using Relative Percent Difference (RPD). RPD is calculated 
as follows: 

RPD= 100 x [ (Subcontractor Laboratory Result)-(EPA-OEME Result) ] 

Mean of Results 

In calculating RPD, the subcontracted laboratory result was used first in the equation. Therefore, a 
negative RPD indicates that the EPA-OEME result is the greater of the two. A positive RPD indicates 
that the off-site laboratory is the greater of the two. 

Samples selected for split sample analysis were chosen primarily to evaluate laboratory performance. 
The emphasis was on the crucial analysis (PCBs) for the Hot Spot sediment. For air samples, where the 
EPA-OEME laboratory was not able to perform the highly specialized PCB isomer analysis, other 
analyses were chosen (metals and PAHs) to provide an overall measure of laboratory accuracy. 

Solid and aqueous split samples were collected by homogenizing the sample and apportioning aliquots 
into separate jars for the different laboratories. The analysis of split samples was primarily intended to 
assess laboratory performance. Therefore, samples were chosen based on the potential for positive 
results and the need for sufficient sample volume for the desired analysis and reanalysis, if needed. 
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PCBs 

PCB split sample results are summarized in Tables 4-5 (Ionics RCC/CRTI), 4-6 (Geosafe) and 4-7 (Eco 
Logic). In order to assess precision, RPDs were calculated and are presented in the tables. To assess the 
acceptability of split sample data, an ini t ia l criterion of 50 percent RPD was chosen as acceptable, 
requiring no further investigation. This 50% RPD criterion was based on the EPA data validation criteria 
for field duplicate samples analyzed by the same laboratory. It was expected that the 50 percent criterion 
would be too stringent for Hot Spot samples for several reasons. 

•	 The split samples were analyzed by different laboratories that may have used slightly different 
extraction and analytical methodology. 

•	 PCB analysis is sometimes slightly subjective especially where more than one Aroclor pattern is 
detected and requires quantitation. 

•	 The samples had high concentrations of PCBs and required several di lut ions for quantitation, 
introducing additional potential for variability. 

Table 4-5 
PCB Split Sample Results for Ionics RCC/CRTI 

SpsL^itSfcLflHM^BP 

•;>:sx' •:••' : ,:4 
^•'•ii^^patch-No'. .'. .*• • , "$ HBBB;LLQT2*J|fl| 

FW49 Ionics # 1 Feed sediment 2,700 20,880 -154 
FW63 Ionics # 2 Feed sediment 2,520 5,100 -68 
FW80 Ionics # 3 Feed sediment 2,470 5,200 -71 
FW110 Ionics # 4 Feed sediment 2,430 4,500 -60 
FW109 Ionics # 4 Feed sediment 2,430 4,800 -66 
FW129 Ionics # 5 Feed sediment 2,430 4,500 -60 

FW60 Ionics #1 Treated sediment 12.8 10.3 22 
FW68 Ionics # 2 Treated sediment 18.7 20 -6 
FW126 Ionics # 4 Treated sediment 5.1 3.6 35 
FW127 Ionics # 4 Treated sediment 4.5 3.7 20 
FW151 Ionics # 5 Treated sediment 4.1 4.3 -6 

FW104 Oil polishing optimization Raw oil 45,000 81,000 -57 
FW168 Oil polishing verification Raw oil 32,800 62,000 -62 

FW193 CRTI #5 Treated product 5.1 38 -153 
FW208 CRTI #6 Treated product 1.3 33 -185 
FW210 CRTI #7 Treated product 3.0 ND NC 

Results are reported in units of mg/kg. 
ND = Not Detected 
NC = Not Calculated 
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Accordingly, the 50 percent RPD criteria was used only as a preliminary measure of acceptance. To 
further evaluate split sample results, especially those with RPDs greater than 50 percent, Foster Wheeler 
considered previous project experience involving over 1,000 PCB split samples analyzed by two 
different laboratories. In that study, approximately 75 to 90 percent of the split sample results had RPDs 
less than 75 percent. PCB split sample results are discussed in that context below. 

Table 4-6
 
PCB Split Sample Results for Geosafe
 

•: >• . •  L -"Ayf ' + " /'"*""?%** •'£''" • '  '?tfr&kiii ^.Ceiriiic OEME -v.hKi .s-«*vs*«aBi |̂ ;S%-/""̂  fe:^vsp:>: ••wiNtflM $£„'..•. bes&i^km.'̂ ^^^^l R/U-M/otal'K' • Total 
w^riffc : : •!':£.**• • t ^* ""'̂ - ': *JV&R .̂••'., 'Sa5S' : -.jri 

FW317 Geosafe batch #1 Condensate (ug/L) 4,860 6,400 -27 
FW335 Geosafe batch #2 Condensate (ug/L) 2,850 5,900 -70 

FW300 Geosafe batch # 1 Feed sediment (mg/kg) 1,820 4,800 90 
FW303 Geosafe batch # 1 Feed sediment (mg/kg) 2,890 4,600 -46 

FW307 Geosafe batch # 1 Adjacent sediment (mg/kg) 3.47 5.4 -44 
FW322 Geosafe batch # 1 Beneath sediment (mg/kg) 440 312 -34 
FW337 Geosafe batch #2 Adjacent sediment (mg/kg) 132 210 -46 
FW341 Geosafe batch #2 Beneath sediment (mg/kg) 404 402 0 

Table 4-7
 
PCB Split Sample Results for Eco Logic
 

FW520 Eco Logic P3 Feed sediment 5,600 12,000 -73
 
FW534 Eco Logic Treated sediment 43 107 -85
 

Results are reported in units of mg/kg 

PCBs in Treated Material 

Treated material results from the three treatability studies had relatively low PCB concentrations. Nine 
out often treated material results had RPDs less than 50 percent. Four of these had negative RPDs, four 
had positive RPDs, and one comparison was essentially the same for both laboratories, indicating that 
neither laboratory was repeatedly higher than the other. 

One treated sediment sample (FW534) had an RPD of-85%, with the OEME result being the higher of 
the two. This single discrepancy for treated sediment is consistent with the premise that 10 to 25 percent 
of the split sample data wil l exceed 75 percent RPD. Furthermore, this particular split sample result may 
be, in part, due to sample variability. Field duplicate samples (analyzed by the same laboratory) 
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collected from the Eco Logic batches exceeded 50 percent RPD in two out of four batches (A3 - 65%, P2 
- 102%), indicating that the PCB concentration within the treated material may be more variable than 
initially anticipated. This material was expected to be well homogenized as a result of being treated 
inside of the TRM ball mill. It may be that PCBs were selectively condensing back on to treated material 
or other operational difficulties were causing incomplete mixing/treatment of material. 

PCBs in High Concentration Samples 

Results for other matrices, including feed sediment, oil, and condensate, where the concentration of 
PCBs was typically greater than 1,000 ppm (1,000 ppb for condensate) did not agree as well as those 
with lower concentrations. One split sample (FW49) RPD was -154%. This difference is attributed to a 
non-homogeneous sample and may be indicative of variability within the CDF, as discussed below. 
Excluding this unusual result, RPDs for the high concentration samples typically ranged from -27% to 
90%, and averaged approximately -62%. These results are consistent with the expectation that 75 to 90 

^percent of the results will have RPDs less than 75%. This indicates that, in general, the data are in 
agreement and acceptable for use. It was noted that RPDs for these split samples were consistently 
negative, indicating that the EPA-OEME laboratory results were consistently the greater of the two. This 
clearly indicates a bias, in the data, although which laboratory reported the more accurate results was not 
determined. 

Potential sources of bias are numerous, although, based on the relatively good agreement for samples 
with low concentrations, the bias does appear to be matrix/concentration related. It is interesting to 
consider that the EPA-OEME results were higher than both subcontractor laboratories (Ceimic and IEA
CT), although IEA-CT split sample data were limited. In conducting such a comparison, it is equally 
important to note that Ceimic and IEA-CT were using essentially the same method for analysis (modified 
CLP protocol). It is possible, that by using the same method, the laboratories introduced a similar bias. 
Bias may be introduced by extraction or cleanup procedures, instrument calibrations, or other variables. 

The actual source for the bias in high concentration samples was not determined as the RPDs were 
generally reasonable and did tiot appear to be a source of concern. RPDs were typically only slightly 
higher than the 50 percent RPD criteria used by the EPA to validate duplicate samples analyzed by the 
same laboratory. Furthermore, because the significant split sample differences involved samples with 
relatively high concentrations of PCBs, the effect on the overall pilot scale evaluation was minimal. The 
ability of the pilot scale processes to successfully treat the sediment or oil did not appear to be directly 
related to the concentration of PCBs in the feed material. The potential that the high concentration 
samples could be biased low does not significantly affect the conclusions regarding pilot scale 
performance. The potential bias in feed sample data could result in underestimating destruction and/or 
removal efficiencies for the studies. However, such a bias would apply equally to the three processes, 
which, for the purposes of this study, were not significantly different from one another. 

Based on the split sample data for the feed material, it is possible that the Hot Spot chemical 
characterization discussed in Section 2.2 may be biased slightly low for PCBs. The bias does not appear 
to be large relative to the concentration of PCBs in the sediment and is not likely to be a factor in 
determining full-scale design parameters. As discussed in Section 2.2, the slightly higher PCB results 
determined for the third pilot study feed material were used for the full-scale analysis for each 
technology, thus eliminating attributing bias to one particular technology over another. The slightly 
higher results for the third study were more consistent with available historical data and were sufficient 
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for the purpose of developing full-scale implementation requirements. As discussed in Section 2.2, 
historical data and the results for split sample FW49 (2,700 / 20,800 ppm, RPD=154%) support the 
premise that "hot spots" exist within the CDF (possibly up to 200,000 ppm). This potential was 
considered in each treatment technology evaluation and does not significantly affect the conclusions 
regarding treatment effectiveness. 

PCBs in CRT! Treated Product Samples 

Three CRTI treated product samples were split for PCB analysis (FW193, FW208, and FW210) and are 
summarized in Table 4-5. The split sample results and the associated RPDs for these samples did not 
agree well. These samples were an aqueous slurry resulting from the neutralization of the oily solid 
matrix generated by the CRTI process. If left standing, this product would separate with a floating oil 
layer. The difference in split sample concentration is attributed to two different approaches to the 
analysis by the laboratories. The subcontractor laboratory mixed the sample and took a homogenous 
aliquot for extraction. The EPA-OEME laboratory allowed the sample to stand and extracted the floating 
oily layer. The PCBs remaining in the CRTI treated product following dechlorination are likely to be 
concentrated in the oily fraction of the sample, accounting for the difference in reported concentrations. 
Results from both laboratories support the conclusion that PCBs were destroyed by the CRTI process. 

Vent Gas Split Samples 

Results from the vent gas split sample comparison are presented in Tables 4-8 (metals) and 4-9 (PAHs). 
True split samples (same point in time) could not be taken of the vent gas due to sampling limitations. 
As an alternative, the samples were prepared by the Foster Wheeler subcontractor laboratory and the 
prepared extract/digestate was shipped to EPA-OEME for analysis. 

Metals split sample data are provided in Table 4-8. The mercury sample consisted of five separate 
samples for analysis: 

•	 A portion of the digestate from the front half (FH) of the sample train. The front half consisted of a 
sample filter and associated acetone rinse. 

•	 The impinger solution from the back half (BH) of the sample train. 
•	 The impinger solutions from three mercury specific impingers containing 1) potassium 

permanganate/sulfuric acid (KMnCV^SC^), 2) hydrochloric acid (HC1), and 3) nitric 
acid/hydrogen peroxide (HNO3/H2O2). 
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Table 4-8
 
Summary of Metals in Air Split Sample Data
 

Sample ED - G1-2-S5
 

ĵS^B^JS^J^mi '*i^if%SffiAl dSMttfel 

Hg Digested F-H 43 72 -13 
KMnO4/H2SO4 60 84 -8.3 
IMP3-BH 64 186 -24 
HC1 0.94 U 2.4 U NC 
HNO3/H202 28 16 13 

As Digestate-FH/BH 499 518 -1.0 
Cd Digestate-FH/BH 1,960 2,034 -0.9 
Cr Digestate-FH/BH 2,330 2,484 -1.6 
Cu Digestate-FH/BH 616 709 -3.5 
Pb Digestate-FH/BH 106,300 115,200 -2.0 
Zn Digestate-FH/BH 74,900 81,180 -2.0 

Results are reported in units of ug/sample. 
U = not detected 
NC = not calculated 

A combined front half and back half digestate was analyzed for six other metals (arsenic, cadmium, 
chromium, copper, lead, and zinc). The results from the two laboratories agree well, RPDs for each 
metal were significantly less than 50 percent. 

PAH split sample data are summarized in Table 4-9. The Method 23 sampling train was prepared and 
extracted by Alta Analytical. A portion of the extract was sent to Air Toxics for PAH analysis using 
EPA Method 8270. A second portion of the extract was sent to EPA -OEME for confirmatory analysis. 
Samples were analyzed for the eighteen PAHs summarized in Table 4-9. Split sample results agree well, 
RPDs were significantly Jess than 50 percent. 

In summary, the results of the vent gas split samples agreed well. The RPDs for each analyte were less 
than 25%. Results for only three mercury fractions exceeded 10 percent. Based on these results, it 
appears that the analytical procedure used by the different laboratories produce similar results. Sample 
variability is expected to be more a function of the sample collection and/or extraction process rather 
than the instrumental analysis. 
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Table 4-9
 
Summary of Semivolatiles in Air Split Sample Data
 

Sample ID- G1-1-S7
 

fHHjMHjj^^^^HMMMHNtt£M8MMHH^^ 

Naphthalene 110 110 0% 
2-Methylnaphthalene 33 NA NC 
2-Chloronaphthalene 4.7 NA NC 
Acenaphthylene 2.4 2 0% 
Acenaphthene 4.3 4 2% 
Fluorene 6.3 5 8% 
Phenanthrene 39 27 9% 
Anthracene 4.9 5 -1% 
Fluoranthene 38 31 5% 
Pyrene 21 22 -1% 
Chrysene 5.3 4 7% 
Benzo(a)anthracene 3.5 3 2% 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene <2 1 NC 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene <2 1 NC 
Benzo(a)pyrene <2 1 NC 
Indeno (l,2,3-c,d)pyrene <2 ND NC 
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene <2 ND NC 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene <2 ND NC 

Results are reported in units of ug/sample 
ND = Not Detected 
NC = Not Calculated 

4.3.2.4 Summary of Quality Control Results 

This section provides a summary level discussion of the analytical quality control program, the 
associated results, and the implications for data usage for the Hot Spot treatability study testing program. 
A more detailed discussion of the analytical methods, the quality control program, and the results are 
provided in the above subsections. The analytical data generated during the treatability study testing are 
included in the Data Compendium. 

Analytical data collection was a large portion of this treatability testing program and the sample results 
played a significant role in the evaluation of the individual processes. In order to fully assess the 
performance of each technology in achieving the overall treatment goals, it was crucial that the data be 
comparable and representative. In order to provide data of known and acceptable quality for assessing 
the performance of the treatment techniques, several quality control measures were implemented. These 
measures, the results, and their impact on the data evaluation process are summarized below: 

•	 Where available, samples were analyzed using CLP methodology to provide consistent analytical 
procedures and reporting from several different subcontractor laboratories. Where CLP (or modified 
CLP) could not be conducted, the samples were analyzed using EPA or ASTM approved methods. 
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•	 Where sample volume allowed, replicate samples were taken from each key sampling point. These 
replicate analyses were used during the evaluation process to provide an indication of variability 
within process batches. 

•	 Each treatability process conducted replicate batches to evaluate the reproducibility of the operating 
process. 

•	 Each analytical chemistry laboratory used specific analytical quality control procedures that assess 
method performance. The results from these procedures were reviewed in the data validation 
process and used to qualify data, as needed, based on the validation. 

•	 A split sampling program was conducted to provide an independent assessment of the analytical 
chemistry laboratories selected by Foster Wheeler. The results of this split sample program provide 
an overall indication of subcontractor laboratory performance and potential bias. 

Results from replicate analyses within and between batches are provided and discussed in the individual 
vendor reports included in the Data Compendium. Overall, results for the solid and liquid matrices 

x within and between batches, including feed and treated sediment materials, agreed reasonably well and 
provide an adequate basis for drawing conclusions regarding the process performance at treating Hot 
Spot sediment. Vent gas samples from some locations could not be sampled isokinetically due to 
sampling port locations. As expected, results from these locations were highly variable. Accordingly, 
these data points were used to provide summary level information only. The data from isokinetic 
sampling locations agreed reasonably well and were used as the basis for definitive conclusions. The 
limitations of the data and the subsequent conclusions are discussed in each process evaluation section. 

A Region I Tier II validation was conducted for approximately 20 percent of the data generated during 
this treatability study. Dioxin data were validated using EPA Region I Tier III guidelines. The 
validation included a review of laboratory quality control measures with respect to method specific 
criteria. The validation memoranda discuss individual sample results and the effect of quality control 
exceedences on the data. Overall, the validation determined that the data were acceptable for the 
intended purpose of evaluating the effectiveness of different treatment process. Some data were 
considered estimated due to quality control exceedences. The validation actions (estimation) were not 
severe enough to affect the use of the data for its intended purpose. It is important to note that the level 
of rigor associated with a Tier II validation is appropriate for the level of data quality needed to assess 
engineering process performance. This validation effort was not completed with the purpose of using the 
data for quantitative risk assessment. Should the data be used for quantitative risk assessment purposes, 
a Tier III level validation would generally be required. 

As an additional measure of quality control, a split sampling program was implemented where samples 
were split between the Foster Wheeler subcontractor laboratory and the EPA Region I Office of 
Environmental Measurement and Evaluation (OEME) laboratory. The split sample comparison indicated 
that results for samples with relatively low concentrations of PCBs agreed well. Approximately 90 
percent of these split sample results had RPDs less than 50 percent. Sample results for feed material and 
concentrated PCB oil samples were more variable, with an average RPD of 62 percent. In general, 
OEME sample results were greater than the Foster Wheeler subcontractor results. The cause for this 
trend was not determined and it cannot be assessed which laboratory was the more accurate. However, 
these split sample results identify the potential for the Foster Wheeler laboratory results to be biased low. 
This potential bias for the high concentration samples is not likely to have a significant effect on the 
conclusions that were drawn based on this data and the studies as a whole. 
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4.4 Ionics RCC/CRTI Test Program 

The Ionics RCC/CRTI test program was the first of three processes tested at the pilot scale for the Hot Spot 
sediment. The test involved two processes, the Ionics RCC solvent extraction process and the CRTI 
chemical destruction process. The Ionics RCC process is a solvent extraction method for removing organic 
contaminants from the Hot Spot sediment. The resulting organic product is a condensed, highly 
contaminated (approximately 50,000 ppm or more PCB) waxy product (referred to as "oil") that is solid or 
semi-solid at ambient temperatures. The CRTI process involves the chemical dechlorination of the PCBs in 
the Ionics RCC organic product. The following subsections describe the pilot study process, the testing that 
was conducted, the results of the testing, a discussion of the potential full-scale treatment at the conceptual 
level, and an estimate of the associated full-scale treatment costs. 

4.4.1 Process Description 

The pilot scale testing of the Ionics RCC/CRTI processes was conducted by using a combination of the two 
treatment technologies operated in series. Solvent extraction of the contaminants from the sediment was 
conducted with the patented Ionics RCC Basic Extractive Sludge Treatment (B.E.S.T.®) solvent extraction 
process. The resulting high concentration PCB oil product was chemically treated using the CRTI Solvated 
Electron Technology (SET®). The following subsections describe the equipment and processes in more 
detail. Section 4.4.2 describes the pilot study testing program, and Section 4.4.3 discusses the results of the 
program from a chemical and materials handling perspective. Sections 4.4.4 and 4.4.5 discuss full-scale 
application of the processes and the associated costs. 

4.4.1.1 Ionics RCC Solvent Extraction Process 

The Ionics RCC B.E.S.T.® solvent extraction process uses a unique property of certain amine solvents to 
extract hazardous contaminants from soil, sludge, and sediment. For this pilot study, diisopropylamine 
(DIPA) was used as the extraction solvent. Hazardous organic contaminants in the sediment such as PCBs 
concentrate in the organic (oily) portion of the material. 

The key to the success of amine extraction is the property of inverse miscibility. At temperatures below 
about 27°F, the DIPA is miscible with water, i.e., DIPA and water are mutually soluble. Above this 
temperature, DIPA and water are only partially miscible. In the B.E.S.T.® process, inverse miscibility 
allows the feed sediment material and the solvent to create a single phase extract solution. That extract 
solution is a homogenous mixture of solvent, organics, and water found present in the feed sediment. Once 
extraction of the feed material is complete, the solids (sediment) are separated from the homogeneous 
extract solution by gravity settling and/or centrifugation. The clean treated solids (sediment) are then dried 
to remove residual solvent. 

The solvent (DIPA) and water are removed from the organic oily extract solution containing PCBs by 
evaporation and subsequent condensation. After condensing, the solvent/water mixture temperature is 
maintained in the range where the solvent and water are only partially miscible. With the specific gravity of 
the solvent being 0.72, as compared to the water specific gravity of 1.0 (heavier), the solvent and water are 
easily separated by gravity. Both solvent and water are removed from the homogeneous extract solution 
and can be reused because of their low PCB content. The solvent is recycled for use in subsequent 
extractions. Traces of residual solvent that remain in the water are removed by steam stripping. The water 
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can then be re-used within the treatment process or discharged to a public water treatment facility as 
sewerage. 

The organics in the extracted solution remain in a concentrated form as the solvent and water are removed 
by evaporation. After removal of the solvent and water, the concentrated organics are transferred to the 
CRT! Solvated Electron Technology (SET®) process equipment for non-thermal chemical destruction of 
the PCBs. 

B.E.S.T.® Pilot Unit Operations 

The B.E.S.T.® process pilot unit is a solvent extraction system capable of processing contaminated 
sediment, sludge, and soil. The pilot unit's main function is to demonstrate the process fundamentals 
through the use of scaled-down versions of actual full-scale equipment components; namely, the extraction 
vessels (Extractor/Dryer, and Premix Tank), the solid bowl fines centrifuge, the decanter, and the solvent 
evaporator. The pilot unit allows on-site testing of contaminated feed material in larger quantities than is 
practical to process in laboratory glassware. It also generates operational data for each unit operation during 
processing of specific feed material. This operational information allows the development of accurate full-
scale design and operation projections. A photograph of the pilot scale unit is included as Exhibit 4-1 

Exhibit 4-1
 
Ionics RCC Pilot Scale Unit
 

The pilot unit is designed for batch operation of the extraction cycles. While each of the major process 
operations can be operated in a batch mode, some unit process operations (such as fines centrifugation) are 
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normally operated continuously. The pilot unit has a nominal feed volume of about one cubic foot 
(8 gallons, or approximately 130 pounds) of feed sample per batch. 

For purposes of system description, the B.E.S.T.® pilot plant operations have been divided into the 
following five steps: 

1. Feed Material Preparation 
2. Extraction 
3. Solids Drying 
4. Solvent Recovery 
5. Solvent/Water Separation 

Each of these steps is discussed in more detail below. A block diagram summarizing the overall B.E.S.T.® 
process is included as Figure 4-4. 

Figure 4-4
 
B.E.S.T.® Process Block Diagram
 

Solvent (to recycle) 

Recycled T 
Solvent Oil 

Steam Stripping ->on t i\
w 

Material Ext ract SoK ent 
—Extra ction Solvent (to recycle) ^ tvapo ration 

* i ' SolventAVater 
k- Steam Stripping Solids ->Water 

Solvent (to recycle) 

4 r\ 
w Solids Drying ->Solids 

***** DRAFT FINAL ***** 
Rev-0 12/30/97 
D97-043 4-30 



Feed Material Preparation 

Preparation of feed material for pilot unit testing involves screening to remove materials greater than 1/4 
inch in size. This /4-inch feed size requirement applies only to the smaller pilot scale test equipment. 
Material less than approximately one inch in diameter can be treated with the full-scale B.E.S.T.® process 
equipment. Oversize material requires independent treatment. 

Extraction 

The vessel used for the first extraction cycle depends on the nature of the feed material. Feed materials that 
have a high organic and/or water content are extracted first in the Premix Tank. The Premix Tank is a 
larger vessel and allows using more solvent volume relative to the volume of feed. This gives more 
efficient initial extraction of water and organics. Other feed materials with low water and/or organic 
content are extracted first in the Extractor/Dryer. Due to their relatively high moisture content, the Hot Spot 

> sediment feed materials treated during this test were processed first in the Premix Tank. 

The Premix Tank is a vertically mounted cylindrical vessel. The Premix Tank has a mixer shaft penetrating 
the top of the vessel and extending to near the bottom of the vessel. The shaft has paddles mounted on it to 
mix the Premix Tank contents. 

The extraction process is illustrated in Figure 4-5. The feed material is loaded into the Premix Tank through 
a capped opening on top of the Premix Tank. Solvent is then added to fill the Premix Tank and mixing is 
started to begin the first extraction cycle. Mixing continues for several minutes, then is stopped to allow for 
settling of the solids by gravity. 

Figure 4-5 
Solvent Extraction Process Diagram 
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After a period of settling, the homogenous extract solution is decanted (drained off the top) from the solids. 
After all extract solution has been decanted, the Premix Tank is again filled with solvent for the next 
extraction cycle. Additional extraction cycles, including fill/mix/settle/decant, are repeated as required. 

The extract solution (solvent/organics/water) from the Premix Tank is either transferred to the fines 
centrifuge or sent directly to solvent recovery. If the decant solution contains fine solids that did not settle 
effectively by gravity, the decant solution is routed to the centrifuge for mechanical removal of those fine 
solids. The solids-free decant solution from the centrifuge (centrate) is routed to the solvent evaporator for 
solvent recovery. If the decant solution does not contain fines, it is pumped directly to the solvent 
evaporator without going through the centrifuge. 

Solids Drying 

The Extractor/Dryer is a horizontally mounted, cylindrical vessel outfitted with a shaft running the length of 
the cylindrical axis. The shaft has paddles mounted on it to aid in the mixing of the Extractor/Dryer 
contents. A steam jacket surrounds the Extractor/Dryer to provide the heat necessary to dry the solids and 
remove residual solvent. Exhibit 4-2 is a photograph of the Extractor/Dryer. The solids remaining in the 
Premix Tank after the final extraction cycle are pumped to the Extractor/Dryer and dried. The solids drying 
unit operation is depicted in Figure 4-6. 

Exhibit 4-2
 
Ionics RCC's Extractor/Dryer
 

J
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Figure 4-6 
Solids Drying 
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The Extractor/Dryer is equipped with direct steam injection ports as well as the previously described steam 
jacket. Steam is added to the jacket to indirectly heat the Extractor/Dryer and its contents to about 77°C. 
After the bulk of solvent is driven off by evaporation, steam is injected directly into the Extractor/Dryer. 
The entire drying process is done with the Extractor/Dryer mixing paddles rotating. This mixing increases 
the heat transfer and reduces the solids drying time. 

The remaining solvent and direct injection steam form an azeotrope mixture with a boiling point lower than 
either the solvent or the water. Additional direct injection steam drives the azeotrope vapor out of the 
Extractor/Dryer. The evaporated solvent driven off earlier and the azeotrope mixture driven out of the 
Extractor/Dryer are routed to the dryer condenser. 

The condensed solvent/water mixture from the dryer condenser is routed to the normal solvent recovery 
path for re-use. After all the solvent is removed from the Extractor/Dryer, the temperature of the vapor rises 
from the low boiling point of the azeotrope to the boiling point of water. The drying is continued past this 
point for a short time to ensure that all residual solvent is removed. The direct injection steam condenses in 
the Extractor/Dryer and helps to minimize dusting. After the drying process is complete, the solids are 
removed through the discharge port on the bottom of the Extractor/Dryer. 

Solvent Recovery and Oil Polishing 

The decanted extract solution (or centrate) from the extraction process is pumped to the solvent evaporator. 
In the solvent evaporator, the centrate is heated to its boiling point and evaporated forming an azeotrope of 
solvent and water. The solvent/water azeotrope is continuously produced and is directed through a rectifier 
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to the main condenser. The rectifier is installed to limit the carry-over of semi-volatile compounds from the 
solvent evaporator into the recycled solvent. The condensed vapor from the main condenser (solvent and 
water) forms a non-homogenous condensate consisting of a solvent phase and a heavier water phase. This 
mixture is directed to the solvent decanter, where the water and solvent phases are separated by gravity. 

The solvent decanter is maintained at about 65°C. At this temperature, the water and solvent are only 
partially miscible. The lighter solvent phase retains about 5% water and the heavier water phase retains 
about 5% solvent. The recovered solvent, with its 5% water, is recycled back to the solvent storage tank for 
reuse. The recovered water, with its 5% solvent, drains by gravity into the water storage tank where it is 
stored for residual solvent removal. Solvent recovery and water recovery are shown in Figure 4-7. 

Figure 4-7 
Solvent and Water Recovery 
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The organic fraction from the sediment concentrates in the evaporator. A continuous bleed of concentrated 
organics and solvent is diverted from the evaporator to one of the two oil polishers. The two oil polishers 
operate in both continuous and batch mode to concentrate and steam strip the concentrated organic oil 
product. One of the two oil polishers continuously receives the bleed of organics/solvent from the solvent 
evaporator and is referred to as the concentration phase. The second other oil polisher is "polishing" 
concentrated organics in batch mode and is referred to as the steam stripping phase. 

The concentration phase oil polisher receives a continuous bleed of organics/solvent from the solvent 
evaporator. Indirect steam heating continuously evaporates solvent from the organics/solvent mixture, 
concentrating the organics in the oil polisher. When organics have reached sufficient concentration in the 
oil polisher, organic/solvent feed to the oil polisher is stopped and the oil polisher is switched to the steam 
stripping phase and operated in batch mode. 

In the steam stripping phase, the organics are steam stripped to remove residual solvent. When the steam 
stripping phase is complete and the residual solvent has been removed, the remaining B.E.S.T.® organics 

J 
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fraction is pumped out of the oil polisher to the CRT1 process for PCB destruction. Exhibit 4-3 is a 
photograph of the lonics/RCC oil polishers. 

Exhibit 4-3
 
Ionics RCC Full-Scale Oil Polishers
 

Solvent/Water Separation 

The water originally contained in the feed material is separated from the extracted organic fraction by 
evaporation, and then separated from the solvent by decanting, as described above in Solvent Recovery. 
However, the water still retains about 5% residual solvent. 

The residual solvent is removed from the water by steam stripping. The water recovered from the solvent 
decanter is heated to about 60°C and injected into the top of a stripping column. Steam is injected directly 
into the bottom of the column and flows upward through the water that is traveling down the column. The 
steam heats the water and strips the residual solvent from it. The stripped solvent and steam exit the column 
at the top and are directed to a condenser. Condensed solvent is routed to the solvent decanter for normal 
solvent recovery operations. The stripped water is collected at the bottom of the column and set aside for 
sampling. 
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4.4.1.2 CRTI Chemical Destruction Process 

Solvated Electron Technology (SET®) is a chemical destruction process based on solvated electron 
chemistry, which has been known for some time. Dissolving an alkali metal, such as calcium or sodium, in 
an appropriate solvent, chemically generates a solvated electron solution. Solvated electron solutions are 
powerful reducing agents that can be used to destroy PCBs by removing the chlorine atoms from the PCB 
molecule. These electrons are effectively detached from alkali and alkaline earth metals by several 
solvents, including ammonia, amines, and ethers. For the New Bedford Harbor treatability study, sodium 
was the active metal of choice, and anhydrous ammonia was the solvent of choice. The bright blue color 
that is visible immediately upon introduction of the alkali metal is indicative of an abundance of free 
electrons in the solution. The dissolution may be shown as follows: 

Liquid 
Na° — *Na+ + e 

NH, 

Although the reducing power of the solvated electron solution is known chemistry, the solution's reactions 
with many common constituents, such as iron oxide and other metal oxides, water, oxygen, nitrogen, nickel, 
and copper, result in removing free electrons from solution. This can reduce the solution's power to 
dechlorinate PCBs. 

In application, the process employs a reactor vessel in which contaminated material and liquid ammonia are 
mixed. The ammonia mixes with the contaminated organic material (the organic fraction from the 
B.E.S.T.® process) forming a solution. After brief additional mixing, sodium is added. Electrons are freed 
from the sodium by the ammonia, and the free electrons chemically remove the chlorine atoms from the 
contaminants, in this case, PCBs. When the process is complete, ammonia is retained in the system for re
use, and the treated (dechlorinated) organic material is removed. By-products of the process consist 
primarily of metal salts (sodium chloride, i.e., ordinary "salt"), biphenyls, and trace amounts of ammonia. 
Figure 4-8 illustrates the basic SET® process. 
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Figure 4-8 
Solvated Electron Technology (SET®) Process Summary 

Feed Material 
(Oily Waste from 

Separation Process) 

Ammonia 
Sodium Reactor 

Compressor 
Ammonia/Sediment 

Separator 

Ammon ia/Water 
Separator 

Clean Product 
(Treated Organic 

Fraction) 

SET® Pilot Unit Operation 

A mobile pilot scale SET® unit, capable of processing approximately 1 gallon of concentrated organic per 
day, was employed for the New Bedford Harbor Treatability study. The unit consisted of a reactor pressure 
vessel, a zero discharge holding vessel for treated product, and a storage pressure vessel for recycling liquid 
ammonia (this vessel is identical to and interchangeable with the reactor vessel). Concentrated organic 
material (extracted from the sediment during the B.E.S.T. process) was introduced into the reactor vessel, 
where it was mixed with liquid anhydrous ammonia. A calculated amount of metallic sodium was added 
through a special port in the top of the vessel. As the sodium dissolved, electrons were released to the 
solution, and these electrons, or free radicals, destroyed PCBs through a chlorine substitution process. 
When the reaction was complete (approximately 15 minutes), the contents of the reactor vessel were 
emptied to the zero discharge holding vessel. Ammonia was transferred to the storage vessel using a 
common heating and cooling operation. After ammonia removal, the treated material was manually 
removed from the zero discharge holding vessel. A photograph of the CRT1 pilot unit is included as 
Exhibit 4-4. 

***** DRAFT FINAL *****
 
Rev-O 12/30/97 
D97-043 4-37 



Exhibit 4-4
 
CRTI's Pilot Scale SET® Unit
 

4.4.2 Ionics RCC/CRTI Pilot Test Program Elements 

The Ionics RCC/CRTI test program, the first of three pilot study tests, is discussed in this section. 
Schedule, process optimization, and sampling points are presented in the following subsections. Analytical 
results and an overall process evaluation, full-scale applications analysis, and associated costs are discussed 
in Sections 4.4.3, 4.4.4, and 4.4.5, respectively. 

A flow diagram, summarizing the lonics/RCC and CRTI processes, is included as Figure 4-9. A summary 
of the sampling locations and the analytical parameters is also included on this figure. The sample matrix 
and a brief description of the sampling point are included in Tables 4-10 (Ionics RCC) and 4-11 (CRTI). 
Where sample volume allowed and the data were intended for performance evaluation purposes, samples 
were collected in replicate (duplicate or triplicate), from each batch (see Section 4.4.2.1). The Ionics 
RCC/CRTI test program is discussed in detail in their vendor report, included in the Data Compendium. 
Complete analytical results are also included in the Data Compendium. A summary of the results and an 
evaluation of process performance is included in Section 4.4.3. 
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Table 4-10 

Summary of Samples Collected During the Ionics RCC Pilot Test 


•-*-:!.* '":^ ' s - f  ' :?> 

'IS: ,.>r-r •••' M 

n> t-̂ :̂  
SI sediment Composite of grab samples from feed sediment per batch 

soil/sediment \ + 1/4 inch oversize whole sediment, composite of grab 
S2 > 1/4" i samples from 1/4 inch screen (total of all batches) 

sediment wet j Interstage treated solids after x extractions, solids are 
with DIP A i mixed with DIP A, composite of grab samples per batch 

dry soil/ I Final treated solids after x extractions, solids are steam 
S3(x) sediment j dried, composite of grab samples per batch 

i B.E.S.T.® raw un-polished product oil and solvent, one 
approx. i grab sample from oil accumulated following the three 

90% DIP A/ \ optimization batches and one grab sample following the 
S4 4% PCB in oil : two verification batches 

solvent i Solvent grab samples, one at beginning of study and one at 
S6 (DIPA) \ the end of each batch 

i B.E.S.T.® vent gas from first carbon treatment, at least one 

S7 
gas m 

reaction tubes 

j per day (twice per extraction batch,
i recovery batch and twice per oil polish) 

 twice per solvent 

: B.E.S.T.® treated vent gas samples, at least one per day 

S8 
gas m 

reaction tubes 

; (twice per extraction batch, twice
.; batch and twice per oil polish) 

 per solvent recovery 

i wax-like solid at j Composite raw polished oil (grab sample of composite). 
S10 ambient temp. i Note this is the feed material for the CRTI process. 

i Product water, grab sample at end of three optimization 
S5 aqueous ! batches and after two verification batches 

S14 water/settled \ B.E.S.T.® decontamination fluids 
solids 

Replicate samples were collected from each batch where appropriate. 
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Table 4-11 

Summary of Samples Collected During the CRTI Pilot Test 


^-Sampjg|pF-;r,- •..: ̂ fg||:̂ •̂ "̂Matnx'̂ of S a m . f > M ^ ^ 4 ^ ^ ; ^ H g f g g t ^ ^ ^ 

Composite raw polished oil (grab sample of 
composite). Feed material for the CRTI 

SIO wax-like solid at ambient temp. process. 

i aqueous slurry with an organic (oil) j CRTI dechlorinated product, grab sample at 
S11 i layer ! end of batch 

CRTI condensed NH3 after treatment 
dissolved in water, grab sample at end of 

512 j aqueous/hexane batch. Hexane rinse at end of batch. 

513 i aqueous CRTI scrubber water 

S14 solvent/settled solids CRTI decontamination fluids 

4.4.2.1 Test Program Schedule 

A summary ofthe pilot study testing schedule is included in Table 4-12 and briefly discussed below. As 
summarized in Table 4-12, testing was divided into optimization and verification batches. The purpose of 
the optimization testing was to identify the optimum process parameters required to maximize extraction of 
PCBs from the contaminated sediment feed material. The purpose of verification testing was to collect data 
from tests (batches) operated under consistent/reproducible optimum process conditions. Data generated 
from the verification testing was used in the overall process evaluation (see Section 4.4.3). 

Ionics RCC performed five B.E.S.T.® extraction runs (E1-E5) on Hot Spot sediment and two oil polishing 
runs (OPl and VPl) as summarized in Table 4-12. Three extraction runs (E1-E3) were optimization tests 
and two (E4-E5) were verification runs. The extractions were run in batch mode except for E2 which was 
run in a continuous mode. Oil product from optimization batches El through E3 was combined and 
polished in oil polishing batch OPl. Oil product from verification batches E4 and E5 was combined and 
polished in oil polishing batch VPl. 

CRTI performed seven runs (C1-C7) on the polished oil that was recovered from the solvent extraction pilot 
test. Tlie CRTI runs are also summarized in Table 4-12. Four runs (C1-C4) were optimization tests using 
polished oil from Ionics RCC batch OPl as feed material and three (C5-C7) were verification tests using 
polished oil from Ionics RCC batch VPl as feed material. Each run was operated in batch mode. Data 
from the verification runs were used to evaluate the treatment process (see Section 4.4.3). 
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Table 4-12 
Ionics RCC/CRTI Pilot Tests Program Schedule 

''C'i.irt^JiJcinii 
I ) i ^ ~ ^ ^ | | | ^ 

6/6/96 El Extraction optimization run 
6/7/96 2 El Extraction optimization run 
6im6 3 E2 Extraction optimization run 
6/9/96 4 E2 Extraction optimization run 

6/10/96 5 E3 Extraction optimization run 
6/11/96 6 E3 Extraction optimization run 
6/12/96 7 OPl 	 Oil polishing optimization run 
6/13/96 8 OPl 	 Oil polishing optimization run 

•6/14/96" 	 • 9  " • £  4 " Extraction verification run 

6/15/96 10 E4 Cl Extraction verification run / SET® optimization run 

6/16/96 11 E4 C2 Extraction verification run / SET® optimization run 

6/17/96 12 E5 C3 Extraction verification run / SET® optimization run 

6/18/96 13 E5 Extraction verification run 


Ypf 6/19/96 14 	 C4 Oii polishing verification run / SET® optimization run 
6/20/96 15 VPl 	 Oil polishing verification run / SET® optimization run ........ 


•"6/2T/96" 	 C"5 SET® verification run 
6/22/96 17 C6 SET® verification run 
6/23/96 18 C7 SET® verification run 

Batch Identification: 

E = Ionics RCC B.E.S.T.® process extraction, sediment drying, and solvent recovery. All were conducted in 
OP, VP = Oil polishing and water stripping (OP = optimization batch, VP = verification batch), continuous 
C = CRTI Solvated Electron Technology (SET^) processing, batch operation. 

4.4.2.2 Ionics RCC Pilot Scale Testing Program 

As mentioned above, the pilot test batches were divided into optimization and verification batches. 
Optimization testing was conducted to determine optimum operating parameters for treating the Hot Spot 
sediment. Verification testing was conducted to collect evaluation data from the process under consistent, 
reproducible conditions. The pilot scale testing program is described in the following subsections. 
Additional detail on the field operations is included in the vendor report included in the Data Compendium. 

Optimization Testing 

Three optimization tests (batches) were conducted with the feed sediment material. The expected optimum 
process parameters for the sediment were determined based on prior bench scale testing, engineering 
analysis, and computer modeling of sample characterization results. These parameters were used, and 
adjusted, during optimization testing. The optimum process parameters, as identified during this 
optimization testing, were then used during the verification testing. 
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Feed Preparation and Loading 

Whole Hot Spot sediment from the Confined Disposal Facility (CDF) was screened to remove oversize 
material greater than '/4-inch. The screened feed material was then homogenized and stored in covered 
5-gallon buckets. The less than '/4-inch material represents about 93 percent by weight of the whole Hot 
Spot sediment. Analytical samples of the feed were collected during the transfer to the buckets. The 
amount of feed material loaded into the Premix Tank was detennined by the solids content of the feed 
material, bulk density ofthe solids, and solids settling characteristics. Sufficient feed material was added to 
the Premix Tank such that later, during the drying step, the Extractor/Diyer was at least one-quarter 
(8 gallons) full of dried solids when complete. This minimum volume of solids in the Extractor/Dryer 
allowed for proper heat transfer and mixing in the Extractor/Dryer during drying. 

Solvent Exfraction Testing 

Five major extraction parameters were optimized: 

extraction temperature 


extraction time 

solids settling time 

decant level 

number of extraction cycles 


By varying one or more of these parameters, the optimum combination of extraction variables was 
determined. 

Batch E-1 

The feed sample load used for batch 1 was 130 pounds. Three cold (less than about 27°C) extraction cycles 
were used for batch I processing. The optimum extraction temperature for treating this feed material was 
determined to be near the complete miscibility point ofthe solvent/water mixture in the Premix Tank. 

For batch 1, the optimum extraction time ranged from 5 minutes for the first extraction cycles to 15 minutes 
for the final extraction cycles. Longer extraction times were required for the final extraction cycles due to 
the lower extraction efficiency encountered when the contaminants reach lower levels. 

The decant level was at 62 percent (upper port) ofthe Premix Tank full volume for the first 3 extractions, 
and then at the 32 percent (mid port) for subsequent extractions. After the water was removed in the initial 
extractions, the solids settled to a lower level and this allowed a greater fraction of the remaining 
contaminants to be decanted with each extracfion. The feed material settled quickly. This resulted in a 
clear solids-free extract solution (solvent/contaminants/water). Tlierefore, fines centrifugation was not 
required during batch one. The extract solution was decanted directly into the solvent evaporator. 

The solids and solvent heel remaining in the Premix Tank were pumped over to the Extractor/Dryer and 
dried to remove the residual solvent. The caustic addition required to achieve the desired treated solids 
solvent residual for batch I was 18 ml of 50% sodium hydroxide in water (NaOH) per kilogram of dry 
solids. This caustic load was added to the Extractor/Dryer just prior to the drying step. 
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Batch E-2 

Batch 2 was processed in continuous mode by deliberately allowing fines to carry over to the centriftige. 
The solids/liquid separation is very effective in the centriftige when compared to that achieved by gravity 
settling. This increased separation allowed a greater extraction efficiency. The feed load used for batch 2 
was 132 pounds. This feed material was loaded directly into the Extractor/Dryer. 

Extraction was started by adding solvent to the material in the Extractor/Dryer. The material was mixed 
while solvent was continually added. A mixture of solvent, water, organics, and fines was allowed to flow 
out ofthe vessel. This mixture was transferred to the centriftige for liquid-solids separation. The solids 
were continually returned to the Extractor/Dryer, while the extracted centrate was routed to the normal 
solvent recovery system for recovery and re-use. 

The caustic addition required to achieve the desired pH and treated solids solvent residual for batch 2 was 
18 ml of 50% NaOH per kilogram of dry solids. This caustic load was added to the Extractor/Dryer just 
prior to the drying step. 

Batch E-3 

Batch 3 processing was conducted similarly to batch I. The feed material load used for batch 3 was 124 
pounds. Three cold extraction cycles were conducted in the Premix Tank during batch 3. The optimum 
extraction temperature for treating this feed material was determined to be near the complete miscibility 
point ofthe solvent/water mixture in the Premix Tank. 

For batch 3, the optimum extraction time ranged from 5 minutes for the first extraction to 30 minutes for the 
final exfraction. Longer extraction times were used for the final extraction due to the lower exfraction 
efficiency encountered when the contaminants reached lower levels. 

The exfract solution was decanted from the mid port ofthe Premix Tank for each extraction during batch 3. 
As for batch 1, the exfract solution was free of fines, and thus was not centrifuged. The extract solution was 
routed directly to the solvent evaporator. The solids and solvent heel in the Premix Tank were then pumped 
over to the Extractor/Dryer for drying. 

The caustic addition required to achieve the desired pH and treated solids solvent residual for batch 3 was 
18 ml of 50% NaOH per kilogram of dry solids. This caustic load was added to the Extractor/Dryer just 
prior to the drying step. 

The concenfrated organics (PCBs and oil) remained in the evaporator throughout the processing of the 
optimization batches. After the third batch of feed sediment was processed, (the final optimization batch), 
the solvent/organic solution in the solvent evaporator was concenfrated to about 30 liters, and pumped into 
the oil polisher. 

The oil polisher is a smaller, isolated solvent evaporator. Since the volume of organics present in the feed 
material was relatively low, the volume of concentrated contaminant was too small for effective 
concentration in the main solvent evaporator. The oil polisher is smaller, so it allowed a smaller volume of 
material to be circulated and heated without a large percentage of the material adhering to the inner 
surfaces. The extracted contaminants were concentrated in the oil polisher and then pumped into sample 

***** DRAFT FINAL ***** 
Rev-O 12/30/97 
D97-043 4-44 



containers for subsequent treatment with the Solvated Electron Technology PCB destruction process. The 

solvent and water recovered during oil polishing was returned to the pilot unit for re-use. 


Optimization Testing Conclusions 

The performance of the first three batches was used to determine the parameters to be used during 
verification testing. Based on observations ofthe testing, it was detennined to use Premix Tank exfractions 
as was done for batches 1 and 3. A feed batch load of about 140 pounds was determined to be optimum. 
The extraction temperature, extraction time, solids settling time, and decant level from the third batch were 
observed to be optimum, so they were repeated during verification testing. 

The only parameter in question was the number of extraction cycles to use. Based on screening data, it 
appeared that a significant amount of PCBs were removed after eight extractions. To collect additional data 
on the efficiency ofthe process at lower concentrations, ten extractions were performed during verification 
testing. 

Verification Testing 

The purpose of verification testing was to collect data from tests (batches) conducted under consistent and 
optimum process condifions. Data generated during these verification tests was used in the overall 
evaluation ofthe process (see Section 4.4.3). The following process parameters were selected for operation 
ofthe B.E.S.T.® process during verification testing: 

•	 A feed load of about 140 pounds was used for each batch. 

•	 Extraction temperature was less than 27°C for the first extraction then increased with each %\4iP 
extraction. The temperature was greater than 55°C for extractions 7 through 10. 

•	 Extraction mixing times were set at 10 minutes for extraction cycles 1 through 3, and 15 minutes 

for extraction cycles 4 through 10. 


•	 The settling time was set at about 30 minutes for extractions I through 3. The settling time was set 

less than IS minutes for extractions 4 through 10, and was often less than 5 minutes. The solids 

settled to a lower level for extractions 4 through 10 than for extractions 1 through 3, and thus more 

extract was removed during the later extractions. 


•	 Ten extraction cycles were conducted with the feed material. 

•	 The fines centrifuge was not used. 

•	 Caustic addition during drying ofthe sediments was 18 ml of 50% NaOH per kilogram of dry 

treated solids. 


•	 The PCB contaminated organic fraction remained in the evaporator throughout the processing of 

both verification batches. After the second verification batch was processed, the solvent/organic 

solution was concentrated to about 30 liters, sampled, and transferred to the oil polisher for further 
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concentration. After polishing, the organic fraction was placed in containers for sampling and 
treatment with the Solvated Electron Technology. 

• The recovered water was stripped to remove residual solvent and then sampled. 

4.4.2.3 CRTI Pilot Scale Testing Program 

The CRTI Solvated Elecfron Technology (SET®) process was tested in seven batches. As was done for the 
Ionics RCC process, the first SET® batches were conducted to optimize parameters. Verification testing 
was conducted to collect representative data under optimal operating conditions. The CRTI pilot scale 
testing is described below. 

Optimization Testing 

The concenfrated organic fraction generated from RCC's optimization test phase (batches 1, 2, and 3) was 
used as the feed for CRTI's SET® process optimization tests. Optimization testing was conducted to 
determine the parameters necessary to achieve chemical destruction of the PCBs and generate data which 
would be used to provide an estimate ofthe fiill-scale treatment costs. The CRTI equipment used for the 
Hot Spot sediment was capable of freating up to one gallon of contaminated matrix per twelve hour day. 

Feed Sample Preparation and Loading 

At the start of testuig, the CRTI pilot unit was configured to pump heavy liquids as feedstock. The 
concenfrated organic fraction from the B.E.S.T.® unit discharged as a liquid when warm. However, after 
cooling to ambient temperature, the organics solidified due to the constituency ofthe organic contaminants 
in the original sediment. The B.E.S.T.® process removes all the contaminant organics from the sediment, 
including heavy organics such as wax, not just the PCBs. 

When RCC and CRTI discovered that the organic fraction had cooled to a waxy solid that could not be 
pumped, the CRTI pilot unit was adapted to receive the solid matrix. The organic fraction was then fed into 
the reactor vessel through a side access port. This feed method was not representative of available ftill-scale 
equipment. Therefore, the expected method of loading materials into the full-scale SET® unit could not be 
demonstrated in pilot scale. 

Optimization Parameters 

Four parameters were optimized; these included: 

• sodium mass 

• ammonia volume 
• premix time 
• treatment mix time 

Sodium Mass 

The sodium metal added to the solvated waste solution was the primary focus of optimization. The ratio of 
sodium metal to PCBs had to be sufficient to ensure that enough solvated electrons were present in solution 
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to achieve destruction ofthe PCBs. Ifthe amount of electrons was insufficient, additional metal had to be 
added. The addition of excess metal causes the treated product to be reactive and caustic, due to unreacted 
sodium metal and sodium amides. These hazardous characteristics require the freated residuals to receive '"""" 
additional post treatment conditioning to facilitate safe handling by site workers. For these reasons, it is 
desirable to achieve complete PCB destruction with as little metal as possible. 

CRTI's first optimization batch run was made with a high sodium dosage, namely, approximately 80%i (by 
weight) sodium to the mass ofthe waste treated. During the following two runs, the sodium to waste ratio 
was lowered to 50% and 40%, respectively. Cross-contamination ofthe treated residual with input material 
lodged in the feed mechanism during the second and third runs encouraged the decision to use more sodium 
during the remaining verification runs. As a result, excess sodium and sodium amides were present in the 
treated organics. Therefore, an additional post-treatment step was required to react the excess sodium metal 
and to reduce the pH to below 12. 

Ammonia Vohime 

The first optimization run determined that ammonia volume required between 8 and 9 liters. This amount 
of ammonia allowed adequate mixing of the product oil and sufficient contact with the solvated solution. 
There was little expansion or contraction of the treatment matrix during operations, and sight glass 
monitoring of fluid level was possible. 

Mix Time 

Tlie first optimization run also determined that approximately 10 minutes of pre-mix time was sufficient to 
slurry the product oil in the ammonia completely prior to sodium addition. After this pre-mix was 
completed, sodium aliquots were dropped through the reactor vessel entry port, and after each, a 2 to %,,\.\ii
5 minute solvation mix time elapsed. 

Optimization Testing Results 

The treated material from CRTI batches 2 through 4 contained significantly more PCBs than originally 
anticipated. The source of PCBs in these samples was identified to be contamination from feed material in 
the loading port becoming dislodged during transfer ofthe treated material from the reactor vessel to the 
zero discharge holding vessel. During the transfer process, the treated (quenched) material was 
re-contaminated by the high concentration input feed. When discovered, on-site operations were modified 
to transfer the treated product in a solvated condition before quenching, rather than quenching the solution 
in the reactor. Thus, the solvated electron reaction was not stopped (quenched) prior to the transfer and 
material dislodged from the feed port during transfer was effectively treated in the discharge piping or the 
discharge vessel. Subsequent performance test runs verified the identification of and the solution to the 
cross contamination. 

Verification Testing 

Feed loads of 606, 619, and 646 grams ofthe B.E.S.T.® concentrated PCB contaminated organic (oil) 
fraction were used for verification batches 5, 6, and 7, respectively. The material was received in a solid 
state, and was chopped into small pieces for inserting into the reactor vessel. No other pretreatment was 
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performed. The material was loaded into an empty, ambient pressure and temperature reactor vessel, then 
the vessel was closed and filled with anhydrous ammonia. 

After a nominal ten minute mixing period, sodium was added at a 65% by weight rafio of sodium to oil. 
Solvation was indicated both by color and conductivity, and after approximately twenty minutes of reaction 
time, the material was discharged to the zero discharge vessel for ammonia removal. One liter of quench 
water was added to this vessel after ammonia recovery to react any remaining sodium metal. The combined 
treated materials and water were removed from the zero discharge vessel and stored in five-gallon plastic 
pails. 

4.4.3 lonics/CRTI Effectiveness Evaluation 

The analytical results for the Ionics RCC/CRTI pilot study program are presented and discussed in this 
section. The solvent extraction (B.E.S.T.®) and the chemical desfruction (SET®) results are discussed 
separately, as the processes may be operated independently at ftill-scale, if desired. The sampling points 
and the associated analyses are summarized in Figure 4-9 and in Tables 4-10 and 4-11. The Ionics 
RCC/CRTI report and available laboratory data are included in the Data Compendium. A discussion ofthe 
analytical methods and associated quality confrol results is provided in Section 4.3. 

For the purposes of this evaluation, data from verification runs were used. Optimization runs were intended 
to develop optimum operating parameters and were not intended for use in evaluating overall effectiveness 
of the process. Optimization data are presented in some cases, as it provides a larger data set for the 
purposes of evaluating possible trends. 

4.4.3.1 Ionics RCC Process Performance 

The results for key process outputs are summarized and discussed in this section relative to overall process 
performance. The primary focus of this evaluation is to consider the effectiveness ofthe solvent exfraction 
process effectiveness at removing PCBs from the sediment. Secondary considerations include evaluating 
disposal options for the various process outputs, including treated sediment. 

Feed and Treated Sediment Results 

Section 2.2 discusses the chemical and physical characteristics of the Hot Spot sediment. PCB results for 
feed material for the Ionics RCC pilot test were lower than the expected average CDF concenfration. 
Results for feed material for the pilot test are used in this evaluation. While the average PCB concentration 
from the CDF is expected to be a slightly higher concenfration than was treated by Ionics RCC/CRTI during 
the pilot scale study, the relatively small difference in PCB concentration is not likely to significantly alter 
the conclusions ofthe testing results. 

Table 4-13 summarizes the PCB results for treated solids with respect to the concentration in the feed 
material. Removal efficiencies were slightly greater for the verification runs, presumably because operating 
parameters were optimized and, in part, because ten extractions were performed rather than eight. 
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Table 4-13 
Ionics RCC PCB in Sediment Results 

Silaiieti^/.^^^ 
•  . j ^ y,C|ptimi^^ 

EI- mm^ 
^'i^Vepflicaiio: 

E4 
Feed Sediment (SI) 2,100 2,500 2,500 2,360 2,515 
Final Treated Sediment (S3F)1 13 19 7.5 4.8 6 

Removal Efficiency (%) 99.38 99.24 99.70 99.79 99.76 
PCB values are reported in units of mg/kg and are an average of detected Aroclor results. 

' Final solids were collected following 8 extractions for the optimization batches and after 10 


extractions for the verification batches. 


In addition to sampling the dry solids at the end ofthe batch, the solids in the Premix Tank were sampled 
in between the extraction cycles. These interstage solids samples were screened for PCBs in the on-site 
laboratory to monitor process performance. To illustrate the effectiveness of each extraction cycle, the 
results of interstage solids analyses after each extraction are presented in Table 4-14, and are graphically 
depicted in Figure 4-10. Results from the off-site laboratory are used for the feed (SI) and the final (S3 
final) data. The final extraction (S3 final) material was the last sample collected during each batch and 
was dry treated solid. The interstage solids (S3x, denotes the number of extraction cycles) samples were 
of solvent saturated sediment collected after each extraction cycle and analyzed by the on-site screening 
laboratory. 

Table 4-14 
^ » . '• Solvent Extraction Interstage and Treated Solid PCB Results 

V * 0- M / J l(C'f% ^ .f̂ ^ . J ^ ^ ' ^ ^ Optimizatioi^esting«; .'jv ' Verificati6ii||, 

Parariietier El E2:r-' "'••-^^£3'' E 4 - • • ' " * / > • •  ' 


Feed (SI): 2,100 2,500 2,500 2,360 2,515 

Extraction Cvcle (S3) 


1 st Extraction 790 290 3,700 680 

2nd Extraction 910 55 2,000 780 

3rd Extraction 310 36 780 430 

4th Exfraction 41 140 23 87 120 

5th Extraction 220 68 24 40 39 

6th Extraction 5.1 160 50 22 14 

7th Extraction 3.9 55 7.5 6.3 8.2 

8th Extraction 13 19 5.2 7.1 

9th Extraction 2.8 4.2 

10th Extraction 4.8 6.0 


Results are reported in units of ppm. 

PCB results are from the on-site screening analysis, except for SI and the "Final" S3 for 

each batch which are from the off-site analysis. 

If field is left blank, no data are available. 
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Figure 4-10 
Ionics RCC Solvent Extraction Summary 
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As shown in the table and figure, the majority of PCBs are removed in the first few extractions. 
Typically, 70 to 80 percent ofthe PCBs were removed after three extractions. Verification testing data 
(E4 and E5) indicate that the sediment can be effectively treated to less than 50 ppm PCB in 
approximately five extraction cycles. A 10 ppm PCB concentration can likely be achieved using seven 
extraction cycles. Subsequent extractions may continue to remove PCBs although, based on screening 
data, PCB concentrations were not significantly reduced with additional extractions once a 10 ppm 
residual PCB concentration was achieved. The required cleanup level would ultimately determine the 
required number of extraction cycles and will have a significant effect on overall full-scale 
implementation costs (see Section 4.4.4.6). 

Treated solids were also analyzed for oil & grease, total solids, diisopropylamine, metals, and TCLP 
analytes. Selected results ofthe treated solids analyses are presented in Table 4-15. TCLP results were 
below regulatory limits. 

Table 4-15 
Solvent Extraction Treated Solids (S3) Results 

V||jfi(%jtio]
• • iP^-; 

E4^i 
Oil & Grease (%) 0.13 0.32 NA 0.25 NA 
Total Solids (%) 78 87 89.5 92 
Diisopropylamine (mg/kg) 2.4 2.7 NA 4.8 1.1 

Where replicate samples were collected, oil & grease and DIPA numbers, are an average of results 
NA - Not Analyzed 
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Oil Polishing Results 

The final step in the B.E.S.T. process is the oil polishing step, where excess moisture and DIPA are 
removed (recycled) and the resulting PCB oil is concentrated prior to disposal and/or further treatment. The 
organic mixture of oil and DIPA prior to polishing (S4) and the polished oil (SIO) were sampled and 
analyzed for the parameters summarized in Figure 4-9. Results of selected analyses from the verification 
oil polishing batch are summarized in Table 4-16. 

Table 4-16 

Summary of Oil Polishing Verification Batch Results 


PCB (ppm) 9,850 49,000 
PCDD/PCDF-TEQ (ppt) 2,785 15,000 
Oil & Grease (%) 14.5 NA 
NA = Not Analyzed 

Product Water (S5) Analyses Results 

The product water resulting from the exfraction and stripping process was sampled and analyzed for the 
parameters given in Figure 4-9. Analytical results of the product water analyses are summarized in 
Table 4-17. 

Table 4-17 
Solvent Extraction Product Water (S5) Analysis 

#-fAiaal5t|(tfig/i)V.- • ;• 'Batchg^iiW^i^^''^- :• Batches4&5 i^^ 
PCBs <0.002 <0.002 
Oil & Grease <I0 90 
Total Solids 180 310 
TDS 180 290 
TSS <5 19 
Diisopropylamine 2.7 <0.5 
< indicates not detected above the given reporting limit | 

A.4.2.2 CRTI Process Performance 

The concentrated organic fraction from the solvent extraction process verification testing was the feedstock 
for CRTI verification testing (CRTI runs 5, 6, and 7). PCB results for feed and treated material are 
summarized in Table 4-18. The treatment residual from the SET® process was an aqueous slurry with an 
organic (oil) fraction. This non-homogenous matrix resulted in some analytical difficulties which are 
outlined below and discussed in more detail in Section 4.3. Despite the analytical difficulties, the data 
clearly indicate that the SET® process effectively treats PCBs to low ppm levels in the treated product. The 
average PCB destruction efficiency for the verification batches was 99.994% confirming that the CRTI 
SET® chemical destruction process effectively treats PCBs. 
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Table 4-18 

CRTI Pre- and Post-Treatment PCB Concentrations 


Idfirtreat^ffl 
"'TJbcenfr^tiapi 

'»---ft? 


5 49,000 5.1 
6 49,000 1.3 
7 49,000 3.0 

' Untreated oil for CRTI batches 1 through 4 was compositedfrom Ionics RCC extraction batches 1 
through 3. Untreated oil for CRTI batches 5 through 7 was compositedfrom Ionics RCC 
extraction batches 4 and 5. 

As discussed in Section 4.4.2.2, excess sodium and sodium amides were present in the treated product, 
resulting in a reactive, caustic product. To eliminate handling, shipping, and analysis difficulfies, the 
product was neufralized using an acidic aqueous solution prior to sampling. The resulting final product was 
an aqueous slurry with a pH of approximately 11. If left standing, a floating oil layer would separate. This 
non-homogenous mafrix made collecting a representative field sample difficult. Furthermore, the QC 
results suggest that the concenfration of PCBs found in the sample was proportional to the amount of oil 
included in the analysis. The EPA Region I laboratory reported concentrations of 38 ppm, 33 ppm, and 
non-detect for samples from batches 5, 6, and 7, respectively. It appears that these results were generated 
by analyzing primarily the oil fraction. 

It is reasonable to conclude that the majority of PCBs remaining after treatment are likely to be contained 
within the organic oil matrix ofthe treated product rather than in the aqueous fraction. Based on the data 
from the pilot study, the differences in reported concentrations are minimal and do not change the 
conclusion that the SET® process is capable of reducing concentrations of PCBs from approximately 5 
percent to the low ppm levels. 

Recycled Ammonia (SI 2) Results 

For each verification batch run, a 200 ml sample of the recycled ammonia recovered from the test was 
collected in a one liter jar and evaporated in water. The jar was then washed with hexane, and the hexane 
rinsate analyzed for PCBs. PCBs were not detected in the aqueous or hexane rinsate samples, indicating 
that PCBs were not lost in the ammonia recovery process. 

Scrubber Water (S13) Analysis 

The pilot system includes a vent scrubber to remove ammonia which might escape the process by the vent. 
The water in the scrubber was sampled after each CRTI run to verify that PCBs were not exiting the process 
by the vent. After each CRTI run, a 1 liter sample of scrubber water was collected and analyzed for PCBs. 
Scrubber water PCB results ranged from non-detect values (<2.0 ppb) to 83 ug/L (ppb). 
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4.4.3.3 Ionics RCC Materials Balance 

The amount of materials, by individual component, added to and recovered from the B.E.S.T.® pilot unit 
during verification testing, are presented in Table 4-19. 

Table 4-19 
B.E.S.T.® Process Material Balance 

''MeasaiNitilepig"-- '̂ .̂ : i)^S&lid| | | i* • OiI&'Greacse!5 c$^'^. speBs 

Material Added (lbs.) 0.38 157.9 5.671 
Material Recovered (lbs.) 0.34 168.4 7.95 
Percent Recovery 89.5% 106.6% 140% 

The balances were drawn over Batches 4 and 5 combined, and using averages. Water balance cannot be 
determined due to undefined retention of decontamination water in the pilot unit. However, this is not 
anticipated to significantly affect the results and/or conclusions ofthe study. 

Mass balance results indicate that approximately 90 percent of the PCBs are recovered in the process and 
that the solids appear to be fiilly recovered. The measured recovery for PCBs appears reasonable, given the 
potential for variability in the sampling and analytical methods. The slightly elevated recovery for the oil 
and grease fraction may be due to residual DIPA and/or water in the polished oil product. 

4.4.3.4 CRTI Materials Balance 

A summary of the material balance for the verification testing for the CRTI process is presented in Table 
4-20. The CRTI pilot scale materials balance results indicate that materials were accounted for within plus 
or minus five percent. Given the potential variability in the measurement methods, this appears reasonable. 
Note that this mass balance accounts for the materials added but does not address the amount of materials 
added relative to the amount of product oil treated. During the pilot study, an "over-dose" of sodium was 
used to ensure destruction ofthe PCBs. Because this overdose resulted in a treated product with reactive 
sodium and sodium amides, additional water and acid were required to neutralize the product. The increase 
in mass of material needed for the post-treatment was not assessed during the pilot test. Available mass 
balance data indicate that process streams were accounted for and support the conclusion that PCBs were 
effectively destroyed by the process. 

Table 4-20 

CRTI Verification Testing Material Balance 


Miaisur .^Rmim^- Riii»i@RSt ^mam-'
Material Added (grams) 3,006 2,986 3,059 
Material Recovered (grams) 3,120 2,998 3,034 
Percent Recovery (%>) 104% 100.4% 99.2% 

' ^ • i i i * ' 
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4.4.4 Ionics RCC/CRTI Full-Scale Application 

The following subsections discuss potential full-scale application of solvent extraction and solid phase 
chemical destruction as a means for treating the Hot Spot sediments. The section begins with an 
overview ofthe process development and full-scale work during the past 15 or so years. Much of this 
information has been taken directly from the Ionics RCC/CRTI report (Data Compendium) and the 
claims of success are, by in large, theirs. In the course of preparing this FS Addendum, these claims 
were not independently verified by Foster Wheeler. 

The discussion of potential full-scale treatment of the Hot Spot sediments includes an overview of the 
treatment system components and their operation, the estimated time to fabricate and deliver a treatment 
unit to the New Bedford site, the estimated cost to treat the 18,000 tons of Hot Spot sediment, a 
discussion of the unit's potential operational hazards and potential site specific and/or technological 
limitations for the process. 

It is important to note that the two stages of treatment are discussed separately (i.e., solvent extraction vs. 
solid phase chemical destruction), with the consideration given to the fact that the pilot test was 
conducted with the twa stages operating in conjunction with one another. In addition, it should be noted 
that the technical approach and cost estimate were modified by Foster Wheeler to reflect our evaluation 
of the treatment equipment during the pilot scale test and our engineering judgment based on direct 
experience with implementing innovative technologies in general, and at Superfund sites. 

4.4.4.1 Ionics RCC/CRTI Full-Scale Experience 

This section provides a summary level discussion ofthe process development activities that Ionics RCC 
and CRTI have been performing since the early 1980s. The activities include the full range of process 
engineering and development and include bench, pilot and full-scale applications. While the two 
processes were developed independently of one another over this period, they extended their work in 
treating contaminated sediments beyond the New Bedford Harbor on-site pilot scale study program. This 
includes a recent test at CRTI's research and development facility located in Marengo, Ohio. This test 
was conducted with PCB contaminated sediment from New Bedford Harbor. These tests were conducted 
independently from the freatability study program described herein and were designed by Ionics RCC 
and CRTI to resolve some ofthe materials handling difficulties that were experienced by the CRTI unit 
at New Bedford. 

Ionics RCC Full-Scale Experience 

Ionics RCC has been developing the B.E.S.T.® process since the early to mid-1980s. In the course of 
developing the process, they have conducted over 300 bench scale tests and over 25 pilot scale 
demonstrations. This work has also included design, construction and operation of a 70 ton per day unit 
used to treat 3,700 tons of PCB contaminated sludge at the General Refining, Inc. (GRI) site in 
Savannah, Georgia. A picture ofthe full-scale solvent extraction unit used at the GRI site is presented in 
Exhibit 4-5. 
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Exhibit 4-5 

Full-Scale Ionics RCC Unit at the GRI Site in Savannah, Georgia 


i;-; 

Ionics RCC has also recently completed design and construction of a second generation solvent 
extraction unit that was delivered to a site in 1996 for the treatment of soil contaminated with organic 
and radioactive waste. The design of this solvent extraction unit was very similar to the one that was 
identified to complete cleanup of PCB contaminated soils at the Norwood PCB Superfund site in 
Norwood, Massachusetts. 

CRTI Full-Scale Experience ' , 

CRTI has been developing the SET® process since 1982. The development work has generated a 
significant volume of bench scale data with actual scale-up ofthe process beginning in 1994. Since that 
time, CRTI has been actively developing the technology including construction of a 400-gallon reactor 
system in 1995. Since that time, they have added several more reactor systems. The development ofthe 
system can be traced through the chronology of equipment presented in Table 4-21. A photograph of a 
CRTI full-scale system is included as Exhibit 4-6. 
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Table 4-21 

Solvated Electron Technology Equipment Experience 


Reactor 

Yea r Units Capacity Through


g; Status Built Built (designation) i pu t Matrix Where Used 

Retired i '82-'89 8 : 1 to 2 liters i Vl liter/hr i Liquids/Soil Laboratory 
In use 1989 1 : 2 liters •/2 liter/hr i Liquids/Soil Laboratory 
In use 1991 1 i 15 liters 2 liters/hr i Liquids/Soil EPA R&D 
In use 1993 6 j 2 liters i 4 liters/hr 1 Soil Laboratory 
In use j 1995 1 i 400 gal. (S/4) 200 #s/hr i Soil/Solids R&D; EPA Demo 
In use : 1995 2 j 15 liters (CMDU2) j 2 liters/hr j Liquids Mobile unit; New 

Bedford, :: iI Port Hueneme 
In use 1996 3 i 500 gal. (S/2) 400 #s/hr Soil R&D; EPA Demo 
In use i 1997 I i I00gal(L150) 66 #s/hr Liquids CFCs, commercial 
In development j 1997 1 i 100 gal. (L200) 100#s/hr Liquids Chemical warfare agents 
In development i 1997 1 j 30 gal. (MSIO) 1 ton/hr Mixed DOE/radioactive soils 

Wastes 
In development : 1997 1 i 30 gal. (SIO) i 1 ton/hr Soil Soil, commercial 
In development i 1998 1 i Continuous (850) 5 tons/hr Soil Soil, commercial 
In development j 1998 1 j Continuous (L1200) i 400 #s/hr Liquids Concentrates; 

commercial 

4.4.4.2 Conceptual Full-Scale Treatment System 

This section contains the conceptual full-scale solvent exfraction and solid phase destruction process that 
could be used to treat the Hot Spot sediment. Within this section of the document these two processes 
(solvent extraction and solid phase chemical desfruction) are discussed both separately, and together. This 
was done given the potential to mix and match these two processes with each other, or with other freatment 
approaches. Prior to discussing the potential conceptual full-scale freatment systems, a summary of the 
scale-up information provided by Ionics RCC and CRTI in their report is provided. 

Bench scale and pilot scale treatability testing were designed to closely simulate the vessels and processes 
to be used in full-scale treatment. The data serves to predict full-scale performance and to estimate 
treatment costs. Because successful pilot testing was conducted on the Hot Spot sediment material to be 
remediated, both Ionics RCC and CRTI believe the model is expected to be reasonably accurate for 
predicting full-scale results and treatment costs. The information presented in this section provides a 
summary level discussion of full-scale equipment and expected treatment costs. Detailed scale-up 
information is contained in the Ionics RCC report. 
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Exhibit 4-6 

Full-Scale CRTI Unit in Marengo, Ohio 


oIonics RCC Scale-Up Viability 

Table 4-22 presents data from two separate treatability tests and from full-scale operation for the Ionics 
RCC B.E.S.T.® solvent extraction process at the GRI Superfund site. These data demonstrate a close 
correlation between bench scale treatability test data and full-scale operating data. Ionics RCC also has a 
significant volume of scale-up data between their 25 plus pilot scale demonstrations and their 300 plus 
bench scale treatability study evaluations. Their information has been used to refine the process parameters 
for full-scale operations. This includes the 70 ton per day unit at the GRI Superfund site and a 50 ton per 
day unit that Ionics RCC recently delivered to a site to treat radioactive and organic mixed waste soil. This 
recent treatment system shares many of the process features with the unit recommended for New Bedford 
Harbor. The solvent extraction process proposed for the New Bedford Harbor site is similar to both the 70 
ton per day full-scale unit used at the GRI Superfiind site, and the 50 ton per day unit delivered recently. 
The proposed solvent extraction unit draws from the sediment handling components ofthe unit used at GRI, 
and the solids handling and drying components ofthe 50 ton per day unit. 

***** T)RAFT FINAL ***** 
Rev-O 12/30/97 
D97-043 4-57 



Table 4-22 

PCB Concentrations in Raw Sludge and Product Fractions at the General Refining Inc. Site 


Raw Sludge, mg/kg, dry basis 14 12 13.5 
Product Solids, mg/kg, dry basis 0.02 0.14 <0.13 
Product Water, mg/L <0.01 <0.01 <0.005 
Percent Removal, % 99.9 98.8 >99 

A key component for the Ionics RCC system is that they use unit process components that are routinely 
available in the chemical and food processing industry. An example of this is the extractor dryer system for 
this system. Ionics RCC uses the same pilot scale unit that a leading manufacturer (Littleford Day) uses to 
perform scale-up evolutions. This is important as it greatly minimizes the scale-up and performance risks 
of the technology. 

CRTI Scale-Up Viability 

Development ofthe SET® process has been ongoing since 1982. The development work has generated 
significant supporting data for the chemistry and for its application to various mafrices. Scale-up of the 
process began in 1994, with a 400-gallon batch reactor for solid materials becoming operational in 1995. 
Three 500-gallon soil reactors and a 100-gallon liquid reactor have been added, with the instrumentation to 
monitor process parameters such as: 

• Heat of reaction for various reactants 
• Reaction times 
• Sodium usage 
• Optimum sodium concentrations 
• Optimum ammonia ratios 
• Ammonia recovery efficiency 
• Waste stream analysis 
• Conductivity repeatability 
• PCB destruction efficiency 

These process parameters have remained consistent throughout scaled-up versions, and provide design 
criteria for the L1200 unit. The most critical parameters have been adequate mixing and reaction time. 
Because the SET® process requires contact of free electrons with each target molecule, adequate mixing 
must be provided for each equipment configuration. Also, instrumentation results show that the reaction 
time is less than 3 seconds. Together, these features have directed scale-up activity towards smaller 
equipment volumes utilizing faster throughput to achieve both reliability of the process and increased 
treatment rates. 

The unit used for the New Bedford Harbor Hot Spot sediment freatability study (CMDU2) was configured 
to treat liquid materials. Since the organic fraction from RCC's B.E.S.T.® process was a solid at ambient 
temperature, CMDU2 was re-configured at the site (after the first two optimization runs) to accommodate a 
solid matrix. CMDU2 best models a continuous contaminated liquid feed into a solvated solution. CRTI is 
currently working to overcome this and other materials handling issues experienced during the treatability 
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study. These issues must be addressed as part of CRTI's scale-up process for the technology to be effective 
and economically viable as it applies to the Hot Spot sediment. 

Tlie system proposed for New Bedford (LI200) is a refinement ofthe L150 and L200 units presented in 
Table 4-21 and uses the same basic process and process parameters. 

Conceptual Full-Scale Treatment Systems 

The ftill-scale freatment approach is based on the systems described in the Ionics RCC treatability study 
report. The approach includes a combination ofthe Ionics RCC B.E.S.T.® solvent extraction system design 
to process 136 tons of wet sediment per day, and CRTI's SET® L1200 unit capable of processing 3.2 tons 
of oily extract per day. These processing rates assume 24 hour per day operations, seven days a week. The 
operating assumptions also include an on-line factor of 85 percent for Ionics RCC and an on-line factor of 
80 percent for CRTI. At 136 tons per day, the Ionics RCC solvent extracfion unit would treat the 18,000 
tons of Hot Spot sediment over a five month period. The CRTI unit would keep pace with the solvent 
extraction process in treating 3.2 tons of oily extract daily. 

Conceptual Full-Scale Ionics RCC Treatment Svstem 

The conceptual full-scale Ionics RCC treatment system would consist of several skids which would be 
set-up in a treatment area approximately 180 feet by 180 feet. This would account for the treatment 
equipment and provide set-backs due to solvent safety regulations. The system would include all ofthe 
major process components contained in the pilot scale system. The system schematic presented in Figure 
4-11 is designed to operate 24 hours a day, seven days per week with occasional periods of scheduled 
maintenance. The system's design capacity is 160 tons of sediment per day with an expected throughput 
rate of 136 tons per day. This translates into an "on-line" factor of 85% and accounts for the scheduled 
maintenance and other minor unforeseen interruptions. 

To protect the treatment system mechanical components, the wet sediment removed from the CDF would 
be run through a one-inch screen to remove oversize particles. The screened sediments would be 
pumped to the pre-mix tanks for extraction with diisopropylamine. This was the same operating 
procedure used by Ionics RCC during the pilot scale test program. Following several stages of 
extraction, the liquid mixture of solvent, oil extract and water would be removed. The solids would be 
transferred to the dryer unit to remove the residual water and solvent. Following drying, the solids 
would be tested against the cleanup criteria to determine if additional processing was required and 
returned to the CDF if appropriate. 

The liquid process streams would be separated through a combination of processes including stream 
stripping. The individual unit processes that would separate these liquid streams are discussed earlier in 
this section and would result in two waste streams, oil extract for subsequent treatment and water. The 
water stream is typically uncontaminated but may require minor polishing depending on whether it is 
released to a POTW, or a surface water body. It is important to note that the solvent is recovered from 
all waste streams within the process and is recycled. 
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SAWE EXCEPT TO FAQUTATE THE INSTALLATION.
 
MAINTENANCE wn OPESATO OF THE EQLTOENT NEW BEDFORD HARBOR
 
REPRESENTED 3rsw"Wf"
 HOT SPOT FEASIBILITY STUDY ADDENDUM 

8B60.00JO (MOO.OOJOO 

A A
CADDOLE ™860A002ovyc IONICS RCC SOLVENT EXTRACTION 

FWENC. cotmuCT^ CONCEPTUAL FULL-SCALE SYSTEM 

DRAWN BY PATE 
COM 6/24/97 - iJi CHECKED BY UATE SIZE REV 

PROJ/DES ENO DATE 1 IGURE 4 11 

SCALE: NONE PLOTDATE:9/25/97 (SHEET 1 OF 1 

8 | 7 | 6 5 ~ 4 3 I 2 1 



The solvent extraction process would produce approximately five and a half gallons of oil extract for 
each ton of wet sediment treated. This oil extract would be transferred to the CRTI SET® process for 
treatment. This material transfer and the solid phase chemical destruction of the PCBs and other organic 
contaminants process via solid phase chemical destruction unit is discussed further below. It is also 
important to note that the oil extract could be treated through other means such as off-site incineration. 

Conceptual Full-Scale CRTI Treatment System 

The conceptual full-scale CRTI SET® system for solid phase chemical destruction is based on CRTI's 
development of the process over the past several years, their work during the New Bedford Harbor Hot 
Spot Treatability Study Program and their recent work with New Bedford Hot Spot sediment at their 
research and development facility. The conceptual process schematic for the SET® process is presented 
in Figure 4-12. The unit would be transported to the site on four standard flat bed trailers and would 
occupy an area approximately 60 feet by 60 feet. 

The oil extract would be transferred from Ionics RCC solvent evaporator at approximately 70°C and in a 
fluid state. Rather than allowing the material to cool to ambient temperature and solidify as was done 
during the pilot scale study, CRTI SET® equipment design will receive, store and process this feedstock 
as a fluid by maintaining its temperature. The full-scale system, unlike pilot scale, is designed to sustain 
near stoichiometric conditions, thus minimizing the formation of soda amides and preventing the treated 
product from being highly caustic. CRTI would monitor the reaction with a conductivity probe to 
prevent over-dosing with sodium and would neutralize soda amides formed as a result of the catalytic 
action of any iron compounds present. 

The oil extract from the Ionics RCC solvent evaporator would be pumped through trace heated piping to 
a sparger which feeds a 500-gallon insulated and trace heated "tote" tank. The extract would then be 
pumped from the bottom of the tote tanks using a specially designed positive displacement pump. This 
positive displacement diaphragm type pump has been used both in the LI50 SET unit and the pilot scale 
unit used by CRTI to process chemical warfare agents. The oil extract would then be transferred through 
a flow meter to Static Mixer "B" at a rate of approximately 32 gallons per hour and at a temperature to 
70 to 90° C. 

Sodium would be received in bulk form cast in a 55-gallon drum with nitrogen filling the void space. 
Four drums of sodium at a time would be stored in a drum heater box, complete with fan, electric heating 
elements, and controls. All four drums would be maintained at approximately 115°C, at which 
temperature sodium is liquid. One drum (at a time) is connected to a diaphragm type sodium pump, 
which feeds sodium liquid to the one of Static Mixer "A". Approximately 100 gallons per hour of liquid 
anhydrous ammonia from the system ammonia reservoir tank would be continuously pumped and 
metered to Static Mixer "A", where they rapidly solvate molten sodium. An aging section following 
Static Mixer "A" allows full solvation time, as confirmed by in-line conductivity probes. The organic 
fraction and solvated sodium solution exiting Static Mixer "B" pass through another aging section and 
are slightly cooled to remove reaction heat. After aging, a calculated amount of decanted process water 
is injected as Static Mixer "C". The process water reacts with any residual by-product sodium amides 
formed to release ammonia and by-product gases. Ammonia and by-product gases are removed from the 
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organic material downstream of Static Mixer "C". Waste product is removed as a slurry and is mixed 
with acid waste from the scrubber system to effect neutralization. 

The treated material would be containerized for on-site disposal. It is estimated that 600 cubic yards of 
treated waste product material would be generated from a full-scale operation. At this stage it is unclear 
if this material could be directly disposed of in the CDF, or whether alternative means of disposal would 
be required. Ammonia from the evaporator would be recovered by a compressor packaged system 
(employing regenerative heat recovery to the system) using a closed circuit water based cooling tower. 
An ammonia dryer would be provided in the ammonia recovery system to maintain the recycled 
ammonia at less than 0.6% dissolved in water. Makeup ammonia would be provided from a vendor 
supplied "nurse" tank. 

An ammonia scrubber system would be included with this process to neutralize ammonia passing from 
the system with non-condensable by-product gases from the process. Sulfuric acid from drums would be 
used for the scrubber neutralization medium. The entire system would be designed to operate at a 
maximum of 400 psig, and at a maximum design temperature of 50°C. Maintaining this temperature 
optimizes reaction efficiency and allows reduced operating pressures for safety considerations. 

The technology implementation schedule includes a number of components in addition to treating the 
sediment. The schedule must incorporate the time to design and construct a full-scale treatment system 
capable of treating the Hot Spot sediments. Simply having a full-scale unit in existence may not be 
sufficient to meet the matrix-specific materials handling challenges that the Hot Spot sediment present. 
This was clearly demonstrated during the pilot scale testing program. In addition, the time to mobilize to 
the site, set-up the treatment unit skids and perform complete checkout/start activities must also be 
included. Finally, time must be included for decontamination and disassembly of the treatment equipment 
for demobilization. 

For the Ionics RCC and CRTI processes, Foster Wheeler has estimated the total time, including treatment, 
to be on the order of two and a half years. This includes 18 months for design and construction of the 
treatment equipment; six months for mobilization and set-up/checkout activities; five months for treatment; 
and one month for decontamination and disassembly of the treatment equipment. 

4.4.4.3 Technology Limitations 

The technology limitations for the Ionics RCC and CRTI processes are primarily related to materials 
handling issues. Three problems were encountered during the New Bedford Harbor pilot scale study and 
would require resolution before treatment could be carried out in an effective manner. The three problems 
include: 

1.	 Transfer of the oily waste from the Ionics RCC solvent extraction unit to the CRTI solid phase 
chemical destruction unit. 

2.	 Cross contamination of treated waste material within the two CRTI process cylinders. 
3.	 The high pH and reactability of the CRTI treatment residuals. 

Ionics RCC and CRTI took proactive measures in the field during the test program to try to solve the first 
two issues and have offered reasonable suggestions as to how they would be addressed at full-scale. The 
third materials handling issue is potentially more problematic as it potentially impacts the ultimate viability 
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of the CRTI process. In summary, the high pH, reactive waste slurry that Poster Wheeler was provided by 
CRTI during the pilot study may not be appropriate for disposal wi th in the CDF and presented a potential 
risk to worker safety and heal th. The financial impl ica t ions on the treatment process are also potentially 
significant as the only acceptable disposal method for such a waste may be off-site incineration. 

Both Ionics RCC and CRTI have made efforts to address these potential issues both dur ing the pilot study, 
and with their more recent efforts at CRTI's research and development fac i l i ty . These latter efforts were 
done on their own vol i t ion and included solvent extraction of 330 pounds of Mot Spot sediment and 
chemical destruction of the resul t ing oily extract. These test efforts were also overseen by an EPA 
representative from EPA's Office of National Risk Management Research Laboratory. According to CRTI, 
the test equipment has been revised to include a conductivity probe which measures the reaction on a real-
time basis to prevent over-dosing with sodium. 

Preliminary reports from CRTI indicate that the material transfer between the Ionics RCC and CRTI 
treatment units went smoothly and that the solid phase chemical destruction process was effective in 
treating the PCBs in the oil extract. They also report that the waste reaction monitoring equipment operated 
as designed and the CRTI treatment residuals would not present a disposal problem. It is important to note 
that this information was verbally provided directly to Foster Wheeler and has yet to be independently 
verified. 

4.4.4.4 Ionics RCC/CRTI Hazards Review 

This Hazards Review highlights the main areas of concern to ensure these issues are factored into the 
overall evaluation of this technology. This review is conceptual in scope because there are no plans at this 
time, for implementation and therefore, no detailed P&IDs, operating instructions, etc., exist that would 
form the basis for an in-depth HAZOP review. Should implementation proceed at some time in the future, 
an in-depth HAZOP review would be performed. 

Solvent Extraction Process Overview 

The main hazards associated with the solvent extraction process result from the use of solvent, in this 
case, diisopropylamine. The primary concern with diisopropylamine is its flammability. 
Diisopropylamine is a volatile, flammable liquid that can release vapors forming flammable mixtures in air 
that are explosive when exposed to an ignition source. Its vapors are significantly heavier than air (over 
three times) and can travel considerable distances along the ground to an ignition source, potentially 
resulting in flashback. Additionally, incomplete combustion products may be toxic and should be avoided. 

CRTI Process Overview 

Anhydrous ammonia is used as a solvating medium for the creation of active electrons in the PCB 
destruction vessel. This compound is immediately dangerous to life and health in airborne concentrations 
greater than 300 ppm. It is irritating to the eyes, nose and throat at lower concentrations. Inhalation can 
cause dyspnea, broncospasm, chest pain, and pulmonary edema. Contact with skin can cause burns and 
vesiculation. 

Sodium is an active metal source of electrons for the Solvate Electron PCB destruction process. It is used in 
the PCB destruction vessel. Sodium metal is water reactive and reacts rapidly with moisture in air or tissues 
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to form sodium hydroxide and sodium oxide. It can cause severe eye and skin burns from reactions to 
sodium hydroxide. Effects may be permanent. Inhalation wi l l cause irritation of the upper respiratory 
passages with coughing and discomfort, digestion wi l l cause abdominal discomfort characterized by 
nausea, severe pain, diarrhea, and collapse. A sodium release would result in a high risk of ignit ion. 

Hazards Analysis 

Major issues of concern are the following: 
- the hazards associated with release of the solvent, DIPA. 
- the release of ammonia vapors 
- the mishandling of sodium metal. 

These issues are discussed in more detail below and are divided into physical, chemical hazards and 
hazardous operating conditions. 

Physical Hazards 

The physical hazards that may be encountered include fire, noise, exposure to the cold, heat stress, sharp 
surfaces, falling objects, lifting, electrical shock, and those associated with work near heavy and industrial 
equipment. Should implementation of these processes proceed, the Site Safety Officer, or alternate 
(SSO/alternate) would address activity-specific safety procedures to minimize the potential for injury 
associated with these hazards during full-scale operations. 

Fire Exposure - On-Site Fire 

The active materials utilized in these processes pose significant fire potential and must be properly handled 
and stored. Diisopropylamine has a flash point of-6°C, an autoignition temperature of 315°C and explosive 
limits of 0.8% to 7.1%. The vapor pressure is such that vapor space above the liquid at ambient 
temperatures could be in the explosive range in the event of misoperation. Ammonia is combustible and 
can form explosive mixtures with air (15% to 25% ammonia). Sodium is flammable and dispersions in the 
solvents become pyrophoric if the solvent evaporates, thus a leak of ammonia-sodium mixture would likely 
ignite on exposure to air. 

Normal vents and pressure relief devices should discharge to atmosphere at least 15 feet above ground level 
and downwind (prevailing wind) of processing equipment. CRTI equipment should conform to the safety 
code for mechanical ammonia refrigeration (ANSI/ASHRAE 15-1989 or later) as a minimum. 

It is also noted that water is not a suitable fire fighting material for diisopropylamine or sodium fires. 

Fire Exposure - Off-site Fire 

The Confined Disposal Facility site is well isolated from surrounding development except for textile 
manufacturing activity opposite the site on Sawyer Street. The road is narrow and is a dead end; traffic 
appears rather low, limited to workers and deliveries to the manufacturing operations. 
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The potential for fire radiation from a significant building or vehicle fire activating relief valves should be 
considered in siting ammonia, diisopropylamine and other storage vessels or containers. Relief vents 
should be elevated to promote dispersion. 

Chemical Hazards 

The following materials associated with the process are hazardous because of toxicity and/or flammability: 

• Diisopropylamine (DIPA) 
• Ammonia 
• Sodium metal 
• Sodium hydroxide & sodium oxide 
• In process materials containing PCBs 
• Other toxic organics in the sediment 
• Heavy metals 

Raw Material Storage 

Hazardous materials on site should be strictly limited. DIPA, ammonia, and sodium each pose a fire hazard 
and require segregated storage. Where possible, the proposed continuous recovery and recycling of these 
materials is desirable to minimize the amount on the site. Stored materials should be in a segregated and 
diked area. ANSI K61-1989 (Safety Requirements for the storage and handling of anhydrous ammonia) 
requires containers of 500 to 2,000-gallon be located no closer than 25 feet to adjoining property or 
highways. Since diisopropylamine is more flammable than ammonia its storage should be even more 
remote from possible ignition sources. 

DIPA 

The potential hazards from diisopropylamine are mitigated by strict compliance with OSHA, NFPA 36 and 
Fire Department regulations regarding the handling of flammable and hazardous substances. Also, a 
limited amount of solvent would be in use at any one time in the full-scale system. 

Engineering precautions also mitigate the potential hazard of the process solvent. The solvent flammability 
is controlled through the use of a nitrogen blanket throughout the system and through the use of 
instrumentation to detect any solvent leakage. A monitoring system would be installed with numerous 
sensing points which detect solvent leakage from the system. Process instruments and controls also 
contribute to safety and health protection by allowing operators to monitor the system and by supplying 
automatic shutdowns for unsafe process conditions. 

Ammonia 

During normal operations, ammonia is vented in small amounts (estimated at 5 pounds per day) from the 
scrubber system, which is included to vent non-condensable gases from the system. Operation of the SET® 
pilot unit during the New Bedford treatability study demonstrated that ammonia emissions were not an 
issue, and release of this relatively small amount of ammonia is well within EPA regulatory control limits 
of 100 pounds per day reportable quantity. This ammonia release, through the LI200 negative pressure 
vent system, will not result in ambient ammonia concentrations above 25 parts per million, the American 
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Congress of Governmental Industr ial Hygienists (ACGII I ) established "no adverse effect" level for worker 
exposure during a normal 40 hour work week. Workers near the equipment may notice occasional 
ammonia odors (a human being can detect ammonia concentrations in air as low as 2 parts per million), but 
these odors are not at a nuisance level and would not be detectable outside the fenced boundary. 
As demonstrated during site operations, no off-site odors were noted, and workers wi th in the fenced 
boundary did not complain of ammonia odors. 

The maximum inventory of anhydrous ammonia potentially subject to release by spi l l is 400 gallons, well 
below normal quantities used for industrial refrigeration applications. Fumes from such a release would 
require partial site evacuation; however, site personnel would be trained and capable of quickly covering 
and recovering spilled material. Spills of significant amounts of liquid ammonia wi l l remain liquid and 
slowly evaporate because of auto-refrigeration. Proper spill response, in accordance with the Ammonia 
Safety Training Institute guidelines, requires evacuation of personnel not involved in recovery operations, 
and trained ammonia spill response personnel to monitor and contain released volumes. For the maximum 
feasible spill (400 gallons), CRTI's bermed process area would be filled to less than 0.2 inches, and this 
amount would evaporate in less than 8 hours. Evaporation is the preferred method of dealing with ammonia 
volumes in open areas. 

Sodium 

Sodium would be stored in a fireproof vault and limited to seven 55-gallon drums; approximately a seven 
day supply, which appears reasonable. The full-scale implementation proposed in the preceding 
subsections suggests that drums be maintained in the liquid state at 115°C with one drum connected to the 
process supply pump. Changing the supply drum appears to present the potential for operator exposure 
and/or fire. Provision should be made for preservation of the nitrogen atmosphere above the in-service 
drum. Provisions should be made to store as few drums in the liquid state as possible (less than four at any 
one time). 

A rigorous sodium handling system would be applied to prevent leaks of sodium and to prevent exposure of 
sodium to moisture. These handling requirements are routinely in use in industries employing large 
quantities of sodium. Handling requirements and safety features include nitrogen blankets, confined 
storage, guarded double piping with conductivity leak detection between the inner and outer pipe, and 
special fire fighting techniques. These techniques include soda ash blanketing of the burning material to 
shut off oxygen supply, and preclude any possibility of adding water to the fire. For the proposed system, 
the sodium inventory which could possibly be released is minimal because only one drum would be 
connected to the L1200 reaction system at any time, and no more than 7 drums would be present on site at 
any time. 

In-Process Material 

In-process material presents all of the hazards of the raw materials in addition to that of the toxicity of the 
sediment contaminants. Operation of the premix tank and extractor/dryer in the batch mode requires 
significant in-process material largely eliminating any benefit from continuous operation of the amine and 
ammonia recovery systems and the PCB destruction reactor. 

No data have been provided on details of extraction batch size or cycle time but 2,000 gallon storage 
capacity (3 days supply for the destruction unit) for the organic extract is provided to permit continuing 
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operation of the uni t in the event the extraction unit is not operating. The hazards associated with storage of 
this quantity of material must he balanced against those posed by the shut t ing down and start-up of the 
destruction unit . 

Hazardous Operating Conditions 

Hazardous Operating Conditions include equipment and process failures that would create operating 
temperatures and pressures that could cause release of DIPA and/or ammonia. Sodium is highly reactive 
and handl ing the quanti t ies proposed poses the potential for a hazardous condition. 

The flowrate and capacities specified indicate any piping or vessel fa i lure in the nature of a rupture is likely 
to result in a toxic atmosphere and/or diff icult to control fire in the processing area with severe 
consequences. 

Processing failures such as the following do not appear to present any major hazard if detected within 
reasonable time other than the discharge of incompletely remediated material and operating difficulties. 

• Amine decant operation fails to separate water 
• Incomplete drying of recycle ammonia 
• I ncorrect rati o of sod i u m to oi 1 
• Excess quench water 

The indicated design temperature for the CRT1 system is 120°C; at this temperature the vapor pressure of 
ammonia is approximately 1,330 psig. The proposed design pressure is not stated. The proposed CRT1 
continuous unit differs substantially from the batch unit utilized in the pilot test. It appears that the 
proposed continuous unit is a pipe reactor utilizing static mixer sections for contacting the reactants; 
controls and operating procedures used in the pilot test will not be generally applicable. 

4.4.4.5 Estimated Treatment Costs 

Treatment costs were estimated for solvent extraction and solid phase chemical destruction using input 
provided by Ionics RCC/CRTI. The estimates were developed for 18,000 tons of Hot Spot sediment using 
solvent extraction, and solid phase chemical destruction for the 423 tons of extract that would be generated 
by the solvent extraction process. The estimated throughput of the solvent extraction system is 136 tons per 
day based on an 85% on-line factor. This unit would be potentially capable of treating up to 160 tons per 
day. However, it would be unrealistic to assume that the unit would not experience some down-time even 
for routine maintenance. The estimated throughput for the chemical destruction unit is 3.2 tons of extract 
per day based on a 80% on-line factor. The cost estimates provided by Ionics RCC/CRTI were adjusted 
slightly by Foster Wheeler in some cases to reflect our experience in implementing innovative treatment 
technologies at Superfund sites and our overall engineering judgment. It is important to keep in mind that 
these are estimated costs for treatment only, and do not include the other costs that would be associated with 
a cleanup including: design, procurement, site facilities, sediment removal from the CDF, handling of 
treated materials and air monitoring. 

Several major categories are included in the treatment costs: allocated capital costs such as design, 
fabrication and testing; mobilization and demobilization costs; and the costs to treat the sediment including 
labor, reagents, utilities, etc. The costs for solvent extraction (Ionics RCC) and solid phase chemical 
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destruction (CRTI) are presented in two forms. The first is an individual break-out of Ionics RCC and 
CRTI costs, separately. This is followed by a combined cost estimate that is representative of a complete 
treatment scenario. 

Estimated Ionics RCC Costs 

The Ionics RCC break-out includes the allocated capital equipment, mobilization costs, utilities, operating 
labor and demobilization. Within each of the categories, additional details are also provided. 

Capital Equipment 

The estimated capital costs for a solvent extraction treatment unit capable of treating 160 tons per day with 
an onstream factor of 85% results in effectively treating 136 tons per day. This size will facilitate 
separation of the contaminated oils from the sediment in approximately5 months. The major cost elements 
of this system equipment, including design, component purchase, fabrication, and testing, are estimated as 
follows: 

Solvent Extraction Plant Equipment $6,800,000 
(including boilers, skids, and cooling tower) 
Feed and Product Handling Equipment $850,000 
Subtotal, Capital Equipment $7,650,000 

Of these total capital costs, Ionics RCC has estimated that they would allocate 100%, or the entire 
$7,650,000, to the project. 

Mobilization Costs 

Mobilization of the equipment to the site, including installation of equipment and mobilization of personnel, 
is estimated as follows. Mobilization is expected to take 10 weeks. 

Installation of Solvent Extraction Plant Equipment $600,000 
Installation of Feed and Product Handling Equipment $ 150,000 
Mobilization of Personnel $ 65,000 
Foundations by others 
Total Mobilization $815,000 

Checkout/Startup Costs 

Checkout and startup, including decontamination facilities, hiring, training, commissioning, and testing, are 
estimated as follows. 

Personnel and Small Equipment Decon Facility $ 30,000 
Hiring and Training $ 50,000 
Checkout, Commissioning, and Startup $250,000 
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Testing $ 80,000 
Laboratory by others 
Permitting by others 
Total Checkout/Startup $410,000 

Reagents, Additives, and U t i l i t i e  s 

The following is a breakdown of the cost estimates for reagents, additives, and uti l i t ies. The total cost for 
the 18,000 tons is estimated at $530,000. A per ton break-out of the various components is provided below. 

Electrical Power $4.80/ton 
Steam (by natural gas) $9.50/ton 
Caustic (NaOH) $3.1 I/ton 
Nitrogen $1.50/ton 
Ini t ial Solvent F i l l $!0.53/ton 
Solvent Consumption negligible 
Water and Sewer by others 
Total Per Ton Cost $29.44/ton 

Labor and Support Management 

Operational costs are based on a 5 month schedule, working 24 hours per day and 7 days per week. A four 
person crew per shift is required, with 112 hour overlaps in shifts, plus site manager, safety manager, and 
clerk. This gives a total of 19 employees. 

Assuming 44 hours per week, per employee, at an average cost of $55 per hour, this gives a labor operating 
cost estimate of $52.44 per ton, or a total cost of $944,000. 

Post Treatment of Products 

The treated solids generated by the B.E.S.T.® solvent extraction process were found to pass the TCLP test 
for metals contamination leaching. Therefore, costs for additional treatment of the treated solids prior to 
disposal in the containment cell were not included. The water product effluent generated from solvent 
extraction during the pilot scale study was essentially non-detect for PCBs. Therefore, only minimal water 
treatment is assumed. 

Demobilization Costs 

Cost for demobilization including decontamination of the treatment equipment was estimated at $200,000. 

Ionics RCC Cost Summary 

A summary of the Ionics RCC estimated treatment costs is provided in Table 4-23. Costs are included as 
total costs of operation and as per ton treatment costs, assuming 18,000 tons of material because of the 
relatively small amount of material to be treated, capital equipment, mobilization and demobilization 
comprise the large majority of the treatment costs. 
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Table 4-23
 
Ionics RCC Cost Estimates Summary
 

Category	 Cost Per Ton of Settlement Cost (l) 

Capital Equipment Costs	 $7,650,000 $425.00 

Operational Costs
 
$815,000 $45.28
 Mobilization
 

$410,000 $22.78
 Checkout/Startup
 

$530,000 $29.44
 Reagents, Additives, and Utili t ies 

$944,000 $52.44 Labor and Support Management
 

$200,000 $ 1 1 . 1 1
 Demobilization 

OPERATIONAL COSTS	 $2,899,000 $161.05 
TOTAL RCC COSTS	 $10,549,000 $586.05 

(l)	 The per ton costs only apply for treating exactly 1 8,000 tons of material. The treatment of material in 
excess of 1 8,000 tons would be performed at an additional cost of $81.88 per ton. If less than 1 8,000 
tons is treated, $81.88 per ton can be deducted from the total cost. 

Estimated CRTI Cost Breakdown 

The estimated cost for the CRTI to treat the oil extract that was separated from the Hot Spot sediment is 
presented below. The estimated costs include allocated capital costs for design and fabrication of the 
treatment unit; mobilization to the site; checkout/startup costs; operational costs including labor and 
reagents; and finally, demobilization. 

Capital Equipment 

The major cost elements of this CRTI solid phase chemical destruction system, including design, 
fabrication, and building, are listed below. The complete capital equipment cost is $1,350,000. This unit 
would be designed with a 4 ton per day capacity and an estimated on-line factor of 80% to treat the 3.2 tons 
of oily residue produced through separation. 

• Ammonia Recovery System 
• Dryer Package 
• Scrubber System 
• Waste Materials Handling, pH Adjustment System 
• Liquid Ammonia Handling System 
• Product Oil Handling System 
• Continuous Reactor System 
• Ammonia Recovery Evaporator System 
• Design, Fabrication, Building 
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Of these total capital costs, 100%, or $1,350,000, would be included by CRTI as a direct cost to the project. 

Mobilization to Site 

Mobilization of the equipment to the site, including project documents, bonding, permitting, shipping, 
ins ta l la t ion, peripheral equipment, site office and laboratory, shelter structure, and testing, is estimated to 
take approximately 6 weeks and cost $142,000. 

Checkout/Startup 

This activity is expected to take 4 weeks and have a cost of $77,000. The primary costs associated with this 
activity are for site and home office related labor. 

Reagents and Additives 

Materials required include sodium and anhydrous ammonia. Small amounts of sulfuric acid are required for 
the scrubber, as well as small quantities of solvent for cleanup. This gives a total cost of $368,000, or 
$20.42 per ton of sediment, for all CRTI reagents and additives. This equates to $870 per ton of oily extract 
treated by the CRTI process. 

Labor and Support Management 

Operational costs are based on a 5 month schedule, working 24 hours per day and 7 days per week. A two 
person crew per shift is required, with one hour overlaps in shifts. This gives a total crew of eight. Two of 
the total eight person crew will be trained to operate gas chromatography equipment. Cost elements include 
labor, travel and living, procedures preparation, regulatory interface, project management, safety reviews, 
consumables, laboratory analyses, and miscellaneous operational items. The total labor and support costs 
are estimated to be $343,000, or $19.02 per ton of sediment. This equates to $811 per ton of oily extract 
that is treated by the CRTI process. 

Demobilization 

The estimated cost to demobilize the CRTI treatment system, including decontamination and shipping to a 
storage area, is $142,000. Consistent with the general approach for estimated treatment costs, foundation 
demolition and site restoration are assumed to be performed by others. 

CRTI Cost Summary 

The summary of CRTI's estimated total cost are presented below in Table 4-24. Costs are presented as total 
for the remediation effort and as per ton treatment costs based on treating 423 tons of extracted "oil" from a 
sediment extraction process. 
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Table 4-24
 
CRTI's Cost Estimated Summary
 

Category Cost Per Ton of Oil Extract Cost "> 

Capital Equipment Costs $1,350,000 $3,191.49 
Operational Costs 

Mobil izat ion $142,000 $335.70 

Checkout/Startup $77,000 $182.03 

Reagents, Additives, and Utilities $368,000 $869.98 

Labor and Support Management $343,000 $810.87 

Demobilization $142,000 $335.70 

CRTI OPERATIONAL COST $1,072,000 $2,534.28 

TOTAL CRTI COSTS $2,422,000 $5,725.77 
(l)The per ton costs only apply for treating exactly 423 tons of extracted material. The treatment of 
material in excess of 423 tons would be performed at an additional cost of $1,680.85 per ton. If less than 
423 tons is treated, $1,680.85 per ton can be deducted from the total cost. 

Total RCC and CRTI Cost Summary 

To evaluate the estimated total cost for treatment using a combination of solvent extraction and solid phase 
chemical destruction, the results of the Ionics RCC and CRTI estimates are combined in Table 4-25. The 
estimates include the total Ionic RCC and CRTI fixed and operational cost, based on treatment of 18,000 
tons of Hot Spot sediment. 

Table 4-25 
Total RCC and CRTI Cost Summary 

Capital $7,650,000 $1,350,000 $9,000,000 $500.00 
Operational j $2,899,000 $1,072,000 $3,971,000 $220.61 
Total |" $10,549,000 I $2,422,000 ! .. 

(l) The per ton costs oniv apply for treating exactly 18,666 tons of Hot Spot sediment. The treatment of sediment in 
excess of 18,000 tons would be performed at an additional cost of $121.32 per ton. If less than 18,000 tons is treated, 
$121.32 per ton can be deducted from the total cost. 
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4.5 Geosafe Test Program 

The Geosafe vitrification process was the second pilot study conducted on the Hot Spot sediment. This 
process involved the pilot scale testing of vitrification by electrically heating and subsequently melting the 
sediment, thus vola t i l i z ing or destroying the organic contaminants and immobi l i z ing heavy metals wi th in 
the melt. Data from the p i lo t study indicated that the process immobilized metals dur ing the melting 
process. The resulting solid product was relatively inert and did not contain PCBs or other organics in 
measurable concentrations. Results from the pilot study also indicated that significant concentrations of 
PCBs, dioxins, and furans were essentially desorbed from the sediment dur ing treatment. These organic 
compounds required additional off-gas treatment prior to release to the atmosphere. 

The following subsections describe the vitrification process, the pilot study test program, the effectiveness 
of the process in treating the Hot Spot sediment, and potential full-scale application. Steps that would be 
necessary to implement this technology at ful l scale were developed based on the pilot study results. These 
are also discussed below. The Geosafe pilot study report summarizing the field work and Geosafe's 
conclusions are included in the Data Compendium. TRC's report on the off-gas sampling procedures 
results and laboratory data from (lie Geosafe study are also included in the Data Compendium. 

4.5.1 Process Description 

Vitrification technology has been under development and testing by the Pacific Northwest Laboratories 
Division of Battelle Memorial Institute (Battelle) since 1980. The process was originally developed for 
possible application on soils contaminated with radioactive transuranic materials (i.e., plutonium, 
americium, uranium), related refuse (i.e., wood, plastic, rubber, metal, cloth, cleaning chemicals, sealed 
containers), and other process chemicals (i.e., nitrate, sulfate, fluorine, carbon tetrachloride, 
tribromophenol). 

The Geosafe vitrification process is a patented, thermal treatment/immobilization technology for treatment 
of hazardous materials, including PCBs, dioxin, pesticides/herbicides, other SVOCs and VOCs, metals, 
inorganic compounds, and radionuclides. The vitrification technology involves electrically melting 
contaminated media where the material has been placed for treatment. Figure 4-13 illustrates the overall 
vitrification application system. Electrodes are initially placed only a short distance into the media to be 
treated. A graphite starter path is used between the electrodes to carry the initial current and to cause the 
adjacent surface media to melt. Once the typically earthen media becomes molten, it becomes electrically 
conductive and becomes the primary current carrying element for further processing. 

The high operating temperature destroys and removes hazardous organic materials through pyrolysis (i.e., 
thermal destruction of the organic compounds in the absence of oxygen). The temperature is also 
sufficiently high to cause inorganic compounds to break down or otherwise enter into chemical reactions 
with other materials present in the material. Those materials that are not sufficiently volatile to evaporate 
from the melt during processing are permanently incorporated (immobilized) into the residual product 
through chemical and physical incorporation into the glass-like solid structure. The residual product 
resulting from the vitrification process is a glass-like solid similar to volcanic rock, that exhibits 
structural and weathering properties capable of enduring long term environmental exposure. Off-gases 
from the treatment are treated to ensure air emissions comply with regulatory standards. 
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4.5.2 Geosafe Test Program Elements 

The Geosafe pilot study test program is described in this section. The test program included two batches 
using a large scale pilot treatment system capable of holding approximately 2,000 pounds of sediment. 
The test program was o r ig ina l ly envisioned to occur over a two week period but was later extended over 
a two month period due to difficulties encountered in the field. Some of the difficulties encountered 
dur ing the first batch included the overloading of the gas sampl ing trains with paniculate, stack gas 
concentrations approaching (lie lower explosive l i m i t (LEL) and recurring diff icul t ies with gas flow 
through the activated carbon filters used for off-gas treatment. Rapid turnaround laboratory results from 
key off-gas sampling locations confirmed that the process was releasing significantly elevated 
concentrations of PCBs, dioxins, and furans in the off-gas. These conditions were not anticipated at the 
onset of testing and the off-gas treatment system was not designed to adequately address such elevated 
concentrations. 

The time between batches was used by Geosafe to design, procure, and implement an off-gas treatment 
system that could treat off-gas wi th in the "worst case" concentration of contaminants identified during 
batch #1. Results from batch #2 had similar off-gas results suggesting that the problems encountered 
during the pilot test are intr insical ly related to the Hot Spot sediment matrix and indicating that the 
process will require significant additional modification and testing before it can be considered for full-
scale implementation. Additional detail on the pilot study testing results and the implications for future 
Hot Spot applications are discussed in the following subsections. 

The major elements of this section include a discussion of the overall test program schedule, the Geosafe 
pilot study test equipment and operations, and the sampling and analytical chemistry program that was 
used to gather data to evaluate the effectiveness of the process. A discussion of the testing results is 
provided in Section 4.5.3. 

4.5.2.1 Actual Test Program Schedule 

The Geosafe. test program consisted of two treatment batches using a test vessel that held approximately 
2,000 pounds of wet Hot Spot sediment. The original plan was to use sediments that had been somewhat 
dewatered through gravity settling for Batch #1 and sediments (not dewatered) for Batch #2. This plan was 
ultimately modified in the field following Batch #1 as a result of problems experienced by Geosafe. 
Accordingly, the sediments for Batch #2 had some of the free standing water removed from the surface of 
the test container and as a result, the two batches were quite similar, with the exception of the off-gas 
treatment systems. Geosafe substantially modified the off-gas treatment system based on the difficulties 
experienced during Batch # 1. These problems appear to have been moisture related and are described in 
detail below. 

Following the period of installation of the test vessels and off-gas treatment equipment, and subsequent 
filling of the test vessels with sediment, Geosafe initiated Batch #1 at approximately 10:00 a.m. on July 20, 
1996. The test program was run for approximately 34 hours out of the planned 48 hour melt period. Due to 
significant concerns with vitrification operations, the associated impact on the effectiveness of the off-gas 
treatment system and the potential atmospheric release of contaminants, the first batch was termianted early 
and the second batch was postponed for two months. 
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Over the two month postponement period EPA, the state, and other members of the forum group discussed 
the possibility of conducting the second batch provided that Geosafe modify their operating parameters and 
upgrade their off-gas treatment system. Geosafe agreed to implement changes to the amount of clean soil 
placed on top of the sediment to be vitrified and added several components to the off-gas treatment system 
including a venturi scrubber, larger carbon canisters and a thermal oxidizer. With the modifications in 
place, Geosafe started Batch #2 on August 26, 1996 with the intent to conduct melting activities for a 48 
hour period. This batch was halted by Foster Wheeler after 22 hours because many of the same process 
difficulties experienced during Batch #1 were still occurring. In addition, the potential for explosion within 
the treatment vessel had readied a level where concern for worker safety and health mandated the test be 
stopped. The overall test program schedule is presented in Table 4-26. 

Table 4-26
 
Geosafe Pilot Test Program Schedule
 

,:•:. .-•Daf&*?;&v :f.'=TjSlkI)ay.;.;'.; ;:>|^i^-v/restl)escriptibn.; • '^3fF; 
7/20/96 1 #1 Test started at 095 5 hr 
7/21/96 2 #1 Test completed 34 hrs later 
7/22/96 through 8/25/96 - Off-gas treatment system was revised 

8/26/96 3 #2 Test started at 1658 hrs 
8/27/96 4 #2 Test completed 22 hrs later 

4.5.2.2 Pilot Scale Test Equipment 

A photograph of the pilot scale unit is included in Exhibit 4-7. An illustration of the configuration of the 
pilot scale unit is included as Figure 4-14. The system consists of a power supply, a test waste container, a 
containment box, an off-gas treatment and water collection system, and a data monitoring and storage 
system. The power system utilizes a 30 kW Scott-Tee transformer for converting three phase primary input 
power to a balanced two phase secondary output. The transformer is equipped with 12 voltage taps and two 
silicon controlled rectifiers on the secondary side for controlling the power input to the melt. Transformer 
output is monitored via metering on the secondary output to the electrodes for power, amperage, and 
voltage. Power connections for this test were supplied by the local utility service. 

The test container was used to hold the contaminated sediment during the study and was placed inside the 
containment box. The containment box is constructed of carbon steel and is fitted with ports for air inlet, 
off-gas removal, instrumentation, and electrode feeding. In addition, the containment box has a view port 
so the melt can be observed during testing. 

The system is equipped with movable electrodes to allow gravity or controlled feeding during processing. 
The feeders are equipped with air grippers to provide the capability to drive, or hold, the electrodes 
depending upon the operating conditions that exist. 

The off-gas treatment system for the pilot scale system was designed to facilitate acquisition of off-gas 
samples from the melt and to provide nominal off-gas treatment. It was not designed to emulate the 
performance of the off-gas treatment system used during full-scale operations. The treatability test 
off-gas sampling system for batch #1 consisted of a section of stainless steel pipe equipped with three 

***** DRAFT FINAL *****
 
RevO 12/30/97 
D97-042 4-77 



Exhibit 4-7
 
Ccosafe Pilot Scale Treatment Unit
 

sampling ports. The off-gas treatment system included two parallel, single-pass shell and tube heat 
exchangers to cool the off-gas. Liquids that condensed from cooling of the off-gas were collected in a tank 
immediately downstream of the condensers. The off-gases continued through a filter system containing a 
desiccant to remove moisture, and a granular activated carbon filter to remove particulate and organic 
vapors that may have been released from the sediments. The off-gases were then routed through the blower 
to the exit sampling port and out the stack. 

Batch #2 employed an enhanced off-gas treatment system. The enhancements included the addition of a 
scrubber equipped with caustic addition capability,a larger blower, a particulate roughing filter, a two-stage 
venturi vapor phase carbon filter, and a thermal oxidizer. Additional sampling ports were also incorporated 
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into the off-gas system design. Figure 4-15 shows (lie t rea tab i l i ty test setup for Batch #2. The 
enhancements to the off-gas treatment system were incorporated into the second test to reduce the 
possibility of potential contaminant release dur ing treatability testing. The decision to incorporate the 
modifications to the off-gas system was determined based on field observations and preliminary air 
sampling performed dur ing the first treatability test. This is discussed further in Section 4.5.3, Effectiveness 
Evaluation. 

The temperature of the melt and the off-gas were monitored via a temperature recorder. A Leeds and 
Northrup 25000 data logger recorded temperatures of the soils surrounding the molten area, the molten 
mass, and the off-gas at various locations every 5 minutes. 

4.5.2.3 Test Setup and Operation 

The pilot scale treatability tests were conducted in Geosafe's pilot scale treatability test containers. 
One container was used for each of two batches. The containers are cylindrical carbon steel and measure 50 
inches in diameter and 60 inches in height. Before the waste was placed into the test containers, 14 type K. 
thermocouples (TCs) were placed vertically in the center of each test container. The TC arrays were 
incremented every 3 inches to achieve a total monitoring interval of 42 inches. The vertical array was used 
to monitor the depth of the melt. Another array of 7 type K thermocouples were placed laterally 20 inches 
below the top vertical thermocouple to monitor the width of the melt and also to provide post-test sampling 
isotherm locations in the surrounding soil. The lateral thermocouple array extended horizontally from the 
electrode plane out 21 inches toward the edge of the test container in 3 inch increments. After 
thermocouple placement, the sediment was staged by pouring the wet sediment materials into the test 
container. 

Contaminated sediment was placed into the containers so that the surface of the sediment was at the same 
level as that of the uppermost thermocouple (TC#1). For the first batch, the sediment surface remained at 
that level until the test was initiated. However, the second batch was dewatered during the 5-week period 
between filling the container and performing the test. Accordingly, the level of sediment was lower for the 
second test. After removing the water from the second container, it was determined that the sediment had 
subsided 4 inches. Therefore, the uppermost two thermocouples (TCs # 1 and #2) were positioned 5 inches 
and 1 inch above the sediment surface, respectively. 

To monitor the melt temperature, type C thermocouples were placed at the 20 inch depth in each test 
container. A type C thermocouple is capable of reading temperatures up to 2,400°C. At melt temperatures 
of 1,600-2,000°C, the molybdenum sheath oxidizes quickly; therefore, to prolong the service life of the type 
C thermocouples, alumina sheaths were placed over the thermocouples. 
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Batch #1 Configuration 

Following waste loading, the test container for batch #1 was prepared for testing. This involved placing a 
plastic sheet barrier on top of the sediment followed by a layer of clean soil for test startup. The clean soil 
layer was intended to prevent contaminated material from coming in contact with air during the melt. Clean 
dry soil was used for starting the vitrification process and the plastic sheet was required in this test to 
prevent water from saturating the dry cover soil before the melt could be initiated. Also, the sediment was 
so fluid, the plastic barrier provided some buoyancy to prevent the cover soil from sinking into the 
sediment. The cover soil for Batch #1 was spread over the sediment to a depth of 1 inch around the 
perimeter of the test container and was mounded in the vicinity of the electrodes to a depth of 4 inches. The 
mounding provided extra cover soil to enable a smooth startup procedure. 

Once preparation of the test container was complete and after it was placed into the containment box, the 
electrodes were buried into the soil to a depth of 3 inches. The starter path (a mixture of graphite flake and 
glass frit) was then placed in a 1 inch thick "X and square" pattern to provide a conductive pathway between 
the electrodes. The photograph in Exhibit 4-8 shows the starter path configuration. 

Exhibit 4-8
 
Starter Path Configuration
 

The zone to be vitrified was covered with a 2 inch thick layer Kaowool insulation blanket leaving small 
gaps around the electrodes for venting. The insulation was intended to promote subsidence of the molten 
zone and improve the efficiency of the process and is also used in large scale operations. With the starter 
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path laid and the i n s u l a t i o n in place, a final check of the ins t rumen ta t ion was conducted and the 
containment hood sealed in preparation for testing. 

Batch #1 Operation 

Batch #1 was conducted on J u l y 20-21, 1996. Power to the electrodes was ini t iated at 0955 hr on July 20. 
Power input was normal and stable up to the target operating level of 25 kW, which was achieved in 
approximately 3 hours. The v i t r i f i c a t i on process proceeded to the target depth of 31.5 inches as indicated 
by a >1,000°C centerline temperature reading just below that depth. The total test duration with power 
applied was 34 hours. 

A total of 785 kWhr of energy was consumed during the batch #1 melt. The test was terminated at a depth 
of 31.5 inches after 34 hours of operation. Approximately 700 Ibs. of melt was produced during batch #1. 
The power, voltage, and amperage data are detailed in the Geosafe report (Data Compendium). The 
average power dur ing melt operations was approximately 24 kW. The complete record of power use during 
batch #1 is contained in the Geosafe report. 

The power input, and thus the energy, is controlled based on transformer meter readings to provide an 
accurate scaledown of power density from the large scale system operating levels. Power density is defined 
as PD = P/A; where PD is power density (kW/ft2), P is the power level (kW), and A is the surface area (ft2) 
of the vitrification zone (area of the plane between the four electrodes). The normal power density of the 
large scale system is in the range of 11.5-28 kW/ft^, which is based on a maximum power supply of 3,750 
kW and an electrode separation of 11.5 feet to 18 feet (132 ft2 to 324 ft?). The average power level of this 
test was 24 kW, and the estimated surface area of the melt was approximately 225 in^ or 1.56 ft?. Thjs 

yields a power density of 15.38 kW/ft? which is expected to be generally consistent with large scale 
operations. 

The melt resistance for batch #1 was typical of vitrification operations. The resistance begins to increase as 
the material transitions from the starter path to the melting of surrounding material. As the melt becomes 
larger, incorporating more material, the resistance gradually decreases over the duration of the melt. The 
data show fluctuations in the containment vessel vacuum during the test. These may be attributable to 
system plugging, possibly due to particulate generation and influences from sampling periods. The peak 
melt temperature (measured by a type C thermocouple) was 1,665°C. Raw thermocouple data is provided 
in the Geosafe report included in the Data Compendium. 

A molten surface was formed once the starter path was consumed. The surface of the melt was observed to 
be bubbling vigorously as the water in the sediment was vaporized into the plenum of head space region of 
the containment vessel. As melting continued, particulate (dust) coated the inside surface of the viewing 
window obscuring direct visual observation of the melt. It is expected that the vigorous bubbling continued 
for the duration of the test. 

Off-gas sampling for batch #1 was conducted periodically during the test period in an attempt to obtain 
samples representative of the melt duration (i.e., beginning, middle, and end). Sampling was initiated 2 
hours after the test was started and conducted until 4 hours after power was terminated. 

A relatively linear melt rate was achieved after startup with the melt rate slowing down later in the test. 
This is due to the fact that, as the melt gets larger, a larger percentage of the total of energy is consumed in 
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generating lateral growth and an increasing amount of energy is lost to heating the surrounding soil. During 
a large scale melt, the power to the melt can be increased to partially compensate for the increased heat loss. 
However, this test was performed at maximum output for the transformer and thus a further increase in 
power could not be made. The 3 1.5 inch depth was reached in a time of 34 hours resulting in an average 
melt rate of 0.93 inch/hour. This melt rate was slower than expected and was attributed to the high 
concentration of water in the sediment. Power was terminated at 2000 hours on July 21. 

Batch #2 Configuration 

The data collected from batch #1 prompted Geosafe to change the configuration and to enhance the off-gas 
treatment system for batch #2 with a thermal oxidizing unit. The specific reasons for these changes are 
discussed below. The batch #2 configuration was similar to the batch #1 configuration but included extra 
cover soil (10 inch depth) and extra Kaowool insulation to cover the entire surface inside the test container. 
The extra cover soil and insulation were added in an attempt to reduce the amount of particulate generated 
by the process. 

In addition to the extra soil and insulation, the batch #2 container was allowed to sit undisturbed for 5 weeks 
prior to the test being initiated. Following the 5-week period, water had accumulated at the surface of the 
contaminated sediment. Approximately 70 gallons of water were decanted prior to the test. The water was 
removed to reduce the amount of steam generated during the test which, in turn, would help reduce the 
quantity of particulate. 

Batch #2 Operation 

Batch #2 incorporated an enhanced off-gas treatment system, and was conducted on August 26-27, 1996. 
Power to the electrodes was initiated at 1658 hours on August 26, after a thorough operational check of the 
off-gas system. The melt objective for batch #2 was a target depth of 33 inches. Due to high particulate 
and organic vapor readings identified during the batch sampling, the melt was terminated at 1503 hours on 
August 27, 1996. The total test duration was approximately 22 hours, and 20 inches of melt depth was 
achieved during this time. 

A total of 522 kWhr of energy was consumed during the batch #2 melt. The average power during melt 
operations was 24 kW. Power level was decreased in the latter stages of the melt in an attempt to address 
the particulate and organic vapor problems experienced during the test. The estimated surface area of the 
melt was approximately 225 in^ or 1.56 ft2; this yields a power density of 15.38 kW/ft2, which is expected 
to be consistent with large scale operations. 

The melt resistance for batch #2 was typical of vitrification operations. The resistance increased as the melt 
transitioned from starter path to the melting of surrounding material. As the melt became larger, 
incorporating more material, the resistance gradually decreased over the duration of the melt. The 
containment vessel vacuum data show fluctuations attributable to system plugging possibly due to 
particulate generation and flow influences from sampling periods. Fluctuations prior to melt termination 
were due to efforts to reduce the organic vapor and particulate generation problems experienced during this 
test. The peak melt temperature for batch #2, as measured by a type C thermocouple, was not obtained 
because the melt did not progress deeply enough to contact the type C thermocouple. 
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A molten surface was formed once the starter path was consumed. The surface of the melt was not 
observed to be bubbling as vigorously as during batch # I. A considerable amount of participate generation 
was observed during the melt and dur ing post-test evaluations, especially dur ing processing of the wet 
sediment. 

A relatively linear melt rate was achieved after startup of batch #2. The test was prematurely concluded 
after twenty-two hours due to h igh participate and organic vapor levels in the off-gas. A melt depth of 
approximately 22 inches was achieved during this time, whi le ma in ta in ing an average melt rate of 
0.9 inches/hour. Similar to batch #1, the slower than anticipated melt rate of batch #2 was attr ibuted to the 
high concentration of water in the sediment. Power was terminated at 1 500 hrs on August 27, 1996. 

4.5.2.4 Sampling and Analysis Program 

Sampling locations and the respective analyses are illustrated on the process flow diagram included as 
Figure 4-15. Additional information in the analytical program and the associated quali ty control procedures 
are discussed in Section 4.3. As shown in the flow diagram (Figure 4-15), samples were collected of feed 
material (SI) and the vitrified, glass-like solid (S3) to evaluate the overall effectiveness of the vitrification 
process. The vitrified product was very similar to a solid rock or glass and was analyzed for a limited 
number of analyses. The vitrified rock was pulverized to pass through a 40 mesh sieve prior to analysis in 
order to better evaluate the contaminants entrained in the glass-like matrix. 

In addition to sampling the treated product, samples were collected of the dry fine sediment adjacent (S4A) 
to and beneath (S4B) the vitrified block. Samples were collected approximately one inch and 3.5 inches 
from the block. The purpose of this sampling was to evaluate the changes in chemical concentration and 
composition during the treatment process. 

Samples of vent gas aqueous condensate (S6) were collected from several locations in the vent gas 
treatment process to measure the disposition of contaminants throughout. Samples were collected from the 
untreated process vent gas (S5), from the vent gas following condensate collection and treatment with 
activated charcoal (S7), and from the thermal oxidizer off-gas (S10). The thermal oxidizer vent gas (S10) 
was released to the atmosphere. Vent gas samples were collected by TRC Environmental using EPA 
approved methods. Additional detail on the sampling is provided in TRC's report included in the Data 
Compendium. 

The thermal oxidizer unit added as part of the Batch #2 emissions control system was a commercially 
available unit with conventional sampling ports designed to accommodate typical stack gas sampling 
equipment. Such sampling equipment is used to measure flow rate, temperature, moisture and other 
parameters within the stack. Using this stack data and the sample collection data (i.e., collection flow rate 
and time), sample results can be used to calculate an accurate measure of stack and, therefore, emissions 
concentrations. In order for the calculation to accurately represent the flow or concentration inside of the 
stack, the stack width must be large enough to accommodate the sampling equipment within causing eddies 
and currents in the stack flow. The stack sampling methods include strict minimum requirements for the 
width and length of the stack relative to the sampling ports and other sources of disturbance. Meeting these 
minimum requirements and measuring the stack and sample flow rates to ensure that the collected sample is 
representative of the stack gas stream is referred to as isokinetic sampling. 
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Sampling ports on the thermal oxidizer off-gas were conventional stack gas sampling ports and could be 
sampled isokinetically. Data collected from this location is most likely to be representative of slack 
emissions. Due to equipment limitations, vent gas locations S5 and S7 could not be sampled isokinetically. 
The overall impact of the sampling limitations to the use of the vent gas data is discussed in the following 
section. Additional detail on the vent gas sampling l imitat ions is provided in the TRC sampling report 
included in the Data Compendium. 

Samples were also collected of the Kaowool cover material and the activated charcoal from the vent gas 
treatment system, in the event that this data were needed to determine the overall disposition of 
contaminants. 

4.5.3 Geosafe Effectiveness Evaluation 

The overall effectiveness of the Geosafe process including overall process performance and material 
balances is discussed in this section. Process performance is discussed in terms of analytical and field 
measurement results. 

The Geosafe pilot scale testing identified some significant matrix related difficulties during batch #1. These 
difficulties and the corrective actions taken for batch #2 are discussed in the following subsections. In 
summary, the high moisture content and fine grained nature of the sediment resulted in a high level of 
paniculate and organics being volatilized in the off-gas vent stream. As was done for the other pilot tests, 
batch #1 was considered an optimization batch, and was not used in the overall process evaluation. Where 
batch #1 information is pertinent and useful, it is discussed in the following subsections. For overall 
evaluation purposes, only data from batch #2 are discussed. 

The pilot study resulted in a glassy rock-like monolith that experienced temperatures above organic 
destruction temperatures for sustained periods of time (hours). For this reason, organic contamination is 
typically not detected in the silicate vitrification product. The soil immediately adjacent to the vitrified 
mass also experienced sustained high temperatures. 

During the first Geosafe batch, some significant difficulties with the process were identified that appeared 
to be related to the Hot Spot sediment matrix. During the pilot test, elevated concentrations of organic 
compounds including PCBs, dioxins and fiirans were released in the off-gas. Geosafe hypothesizes that the 
high organic concentrations were the direct result of the combination of the high moisture content and the 
fine grained nature of the sediment as discussed below. 

1.	 The fine-grained nature of the contaminated sediment and its lack of cohesiveness in the dry state 
made it readily mobile. Consequently, even a small degree of agitation of dry sediment would 
result in airborne dispersal. As the melt progressed outward, the water in the sediment boiled and 
evaporated, leaving dry sediment that was subsequently melted. The boiling and evaporating of the 
water created turbulence resulting in a high amount of particulates becoming airborne above the 
sediment. 

2.	 The high moisture content of the contaminated sediment resulted in significant rates of steam 
production during processing. The high rate of steam production coupled with the fine particulate 
nature of the dry sediment resulted in significant agitation and fluidization of the sediment within 
the test container. This energetic steam generation resulted in airborne dispersal of sediment within 
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the test container. The airborne sediment had increased in temperature but had not yet melted. The 
release of hot, untreated sediment in the form of fine particulate into the test container caused the 
presence of elevated levels of organic compounds including PCBs, dioxins and furans in the 
off-gas. 

The elevated particulate levels in the off-gas were immediately identified by the stack gas sampling team, as 
the particulate collection fil ters became too clogged to draw sample in less than one hour. The field team 
quickly determined that the proposed vent gas sampling program was not feasible due to the high level of 
particulate. The sampling team also observed greenish fluid, apparently hydrochloric acid, at the sampling 
ports, and a sulfur odor at t r ibuted to hydrogen sulfide near the off-gas sampling ports. Rapid turnaround 
laboratory results continued that the off-gas contained elevated concentrations of PCBs, dioxins, and 
furans. 

The high particulate concentration created a challenge for the small scale off-gas treatment system that was 
used for batch #1. This system included a heat exchanger, condensate knock-out box, desiccant filter, and 
two small activated carbon chambers. It is important to note that this system was not designed to deal with 
high particulate loading. The data collected during batch #1 confirmed that this system was not effective in 
addressing the high particulate loading. 

Because of the difficulties encountered with batch #1, significant changes were implemented in the 
technical approach to the second test. These changes included the addition of a wet venturi scrubber with 
caustic solution to remove particulate and hydrogen sulfide, and to neutralize the hydrochloric acid. A 
particulate filter was added downstream of the condensate collection tank. Also, two vapor phase carbon 
canisters each containing 180 Ibs. of activated carbon were connected in series. A blower was also added to 
accommodate the pressure drop of the enhanced off-gas system. To ensure that organic contaminants were 
not released to the atmosphere in unacceptable concentrations, a propane-fired, Sur-lite thermal oxidizer 
was connected to the off-gas treatment system. 

The configuration within the test container was also modified to help minimize the production of 
particulate. These changes included: 

1.	 Placement of 8 to 12 inches of clean cover soil over the entire surface of contaminated sediment. 
The additional cover soil was expected to help prevent fluidization of the sediment and act as a 
particulate filter to prevent contaminated sediment particles from being mobilized. This cover soil 
was separated from the sediment by a plastic sheet to prevent the cover soil from becoming 
partially saturated with water. This plastic sheet was also expected to help prevent movement of 
particulate away from the contaminated zone. 

2.	 Placement of a layer of Kaowool over the entire surface of cover soil. The Kaowool acts as a 
particulate filter to help keep the particulate below the soil surface and out of the off-gas stream. 

These corrective actions were only partially successful in mitigating the operational problems. Similar 
problems with elevated particulate levels and organic emissions were observed on a slightly lesser scale 
during batch #2. Accordingly, batch #2 was also terminated early. As mentioned above, the difficulties 
encountered during batch #1 and the subsequent modifications were substantive enough that batch #1 was 
not used to further evaluate the vitrification process. Batch #2 was used in the overall evaluation discussed 
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below. Analytical and field data that provide a quantitat ive measurement of the effectiveness of the 
vitr if ication process are presented and discussed in the following subsections. 

4.5.3.1 Analytical Results 

Results from key sampling locations are summarized and discussed in this section for the purpose of 
quantitatively assessing the vitrification pilot scale performance. A more complete data set, including batch 
#1 results is included in the Geosafe report included in the Data Compendium. The TRC sampling report 
and laboratory results are also included in the Data Compendium. A discussion of the laboratory methods 
and associated quality control is included in Section 4.3. 

Feed Sediment (SI) and Vitrified Product (S3) Results 

A physical and chemical characterization of the Hot Spot sediment is discussed in Section 2.0. As 
discussed in Section 2.0, the concentrations of PCBs in the Geosafe feed material were generally lower than 
the expected average Hot Spot concentrations. Concentrations detected in the test feed material were used 
to evaluate the pilot study performance. The higher concentration results from the third pilot study are 
expected to be more representative of the CDF sediment and are used for the full-scale applications analysis 
discussed in Section 4.5.4. 

The vitrified material was allowed to cool for three days prior to removing it from the test container. Once 
the vitrified block was removed, it was steam cleaned and then broken open with a sledge hammer. 
Samples were selected at random from the broken pieces. Pieces were selected that were not in contact 
with the outside boundary (fusion zone) of the vitrified mass. The fusion zone was in contact with un
vitrified soil that might have contaminated the vitrified product sample. 

PCB concentrations in the initial Hot Spot sediment averaged 2,085 ppm (measured as Aroclors), PCBs 
were not detected in the vitrified glass-like product. 

A summary of feed sediment and treated materials TCLP data is given in Table 4-27. The mobility of 
cadmium, chromium, and lead was reduced by the vitrification. The results for the other TCLP metals do 
not appear to be significantly different for the untreated and treated material. This appears to be a function 
of the relatively low concentrations in the initial feed sediment. Note that no heavy metals exceeded TCLP 
regulatory criteria in the initial Hot Spot sediment (Section 2.2). 
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Table 4-27
 
Summary of Feed Sediment (SI) and Vitrified Product (S3) TCLP Metals Results
 

TCLP Average Feed 1 Average 
TCLP Analyte Regulatory Limit Concentration i Vitrified Product 
Arsenic 5,000 17 ! 5.37 
Barium 100,000 264 i 329 
Cadmium 1,000 43.6 i ND 
Chromium 5,000 71.7 i 14.3 
Lead 5,000 694 j 14.4 
Mercury 200 ND i 0.24 
Selenium 1,000 4.1 ! 8.9 
Silver 5,000 ND 1 ND 
Results are reported in units of ug/L
 
ND- Not Detected
 

Vitrified product results indicate that the glass-like matrix is essentially inert, and would not release 
significant concentrations of organics or metals to the environment should it be left in place on-site. 

Sediment Adjacent (S4A) to and Beneath (S4B) the Vitrified Block 

Sampling of the soil adjacent to (S4A) and beneath (S4B) the melt was performed by collecting samples 
from two regions adjacent to and beneath the vitrified product. Samples were collected from the zone that 
reached maximum temperatures of 100°C and from the zone that reached temperatures between 300 and 
400°C. These regions were determined from thermocouple data to be 1.5 inches (300-400°C) and 3.5 
inches (100°C) from the vitrified mass, respectively. 

The samples were collected after removing the cover soil from the test container. An 18-inch long stainless 
steel tube (1 inch diameter) was pounded in vertically at various locations 1.5 inches and 3.5 inches from 
the melt. Enough core samples were collected to ensure that an adequate quantity of material was available 
for analysis. • The tubes were driven in at each sample location and then they were capped with tape to 
ensure that no contaminated material from additional coring or digging operations would fall into the tubes. 
The soil surrounding the sample columns was then removed, which permitted the removal of the sample 
columns. The sample columns from each of the thermal regions were then transferred onto a clean plastic 
liner and composited. Three composite samples were collected: two adjacent to the vitrified mass and one 
beneath. The target thermal regions for the adjacent samples were the one inch (300-400°C) and 3.5 inches 
(100°C) from the block and the beneath sample represented the 100°C (3.5 inch) region. 

Samples were collected to evaluate the treatment process prior to the actual melting. The data were used to 
assess whether PCBs were treated or volatilized during the heating process prior to actual vitrification. Data 
were also used to assess the behavior of metals during the process. 

Table 4-28 summarizes the analytical results for the sediment collected from adjacent to and beneath the 
vitrified block. Results are the average of batches #1 and #2 which provided similar results. These samples 
were dry, fine grained and powdery. No evidence of melting was observed in the portions of adjacent 
materials collected for analysis. The results summarized in Table 4-28 indicate that the concentration of 
PCBs was reduced in the zones adjacent to the melt. The concentration of metals in the zone next to the 
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melt remained approximately the same, although the lead data indicate that th is more volati le metal may 
have been desorbed and recondensed in the 3.5 inch zone. Mercury data suggests that the relatively small 
amounts of this metal were also volatilized during the vitrification process. 

Table 4-28
 
Results for Sediment Collected Adjacent to and Beneath the Melt
 

Analyte Feed Adjacent**; Adjacent Beneath 
(rag/kg) Sediment (1 inch)®. ; (3.5 inches) (3.5 inches) 

Total PCBs 2,085 64 750 410 
Mercury 1.0 0.08 0.05 0.28 
Lead 418 396 809 864 
Cadmium 7.0 6.9 14 7.8 
Arsenic 5.0 5.0 6.5 4.9 

The New Bedford treatability tests resulted in adjacent soil contaminant concentrations that are consistent 
with Geosafe's past vitrification tests. Samples taken three inches away from the vitrified mass had 
relatively low levels of contamination. PCB levels in the samples collected one inch away from the melt 
were reduced by 80 to 90%. These data suggest that the PCBs are removed during the heating process, 
prior to melting. The off-gas sample results (see below) also suggest that a significant portion of the 
organic contaminants were desorbed rather than destroyed during the vitrification process. 

Off-Gas Analysis 

The vitrification treatability test system was designed to simulate waste melting conditions at full-scale. 
The off-gas sampling and treatment system was designed to facilitate characterization of the off-gas for the 
purposes of designing full-scale needs. The data gathered from off-gas system sampling during testing was 
used to assess system performance, control emissions, and facilitate full-scale off-gas treatment system 
design. 

Gas samples were collected during two segments of batch #2. Due to the high organic vapor and particulate 
concentrations measured during batch #2, and the subsequent stoppage of the test, the second sampling 
duration was shortened considerably. Gas samples were taken at four locations in the off-gas system. 
Samples were collected at the following locations: 

• The inlet port of the test container (S2) 
• Untreated gas exiting the test container (S5) 
• Gas exiting from the condensate collection tank and carbon bed (S7) 
• Gas exiting the thermal oxidizer unit (S10) 

Sampling locations are illustrated in Figure 4-15. Sampling methodologies and detailed results are provided 
in the TRC report included in the Data Compendium. Analytical methods are discussed in Section 4.3. 

Back pressure difficulties appeared to interfere with the collection of samples at S2 and other sampling 
related difficulties prevented the collection of isokinetic sampling at locations S5 (system off-gas) and S7 
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(carbon treatment inlet) . Sampling at location S10 (post thermal oxidizer) was conducted isokinetically in 
accordance with EPA approved methodology. For performance assessment purposes, only the vitr if icat ion 
off-gas (S5) and the thermal oxidizer off-gas (S10) are discussed in this section. Results from S7 and S10 
were fairly similar . Due to the potential error associated with the S7 location, this data was not considered 
useful for comparison with the more accurate S10 data. Similar sampling difficulties were noted for the S5 
location. However, these data indicate elevated concentrations of contaminants at th i s location and are 
useful in an overall effectiveness evaluation, provided that the user consider the inherent inaccuracies in the 
data. The Geosafe report, included in the Data Compendium, summarizes the various vent gas samples in 
more detail. 

A summary of the masses of key organic constituent at various points is given in Table 4-29. Calculations 
for the sediment mass are based on the masses in the various treatment zones given in Section 4.5.3.2. The 
mass of contaminant removed from sediment was calculated as the contaminant concentration multiplied by 
the treated mass including the mass of the adjacent and beneath zones (see Section 4.5.3.2) corrected for the 
concentration remaining in the adjacent and beneath zones. Vent gas data were taken from the TRC report 
included in the Data Compendium. Sediment PCB data are provided for both Aroclors and isomers for 
comparison purposes, as the different analyses provide slightly different results (see Section 4.3 for 
additional discussion on the analytical methods). Air samples were analyzed for PCBs using the isomer 
method only. Similarly, data for dioxins and furans are given for total mass and for 2,3,7,8-TCDD 
equivalents. 

Table 4-29 also includes a measure of overall process destruction/removal efficiency. Determination of the 
DRE is as follows (40 CFR 1991): 

Win 

where:	 Wjn = (mass in untreated sediment) - (mass remaining in treated sediment) 
Wout = mass at the thermal oxidizer outlet (S10). 

Table 4-29
 
Summary of Masses for Organic Contaminants
 

MHlHHBHHHHHIHHHHHH	 HHHHHHHHH|
9IHllllHlU^HlHWlB^^^^H

3Et̂ MfflHHI||B	 BB^WB^SE^fflfiB HHJBflHIUPPN
BBOmgaSafflBloBBJ E^HIKlil BHdHBB HBB| 9HHHI^^^I :	 ^ V'-^Sj^D'^-^iY'-' -i y^^^^SwilHWIWw , : ;;U{t33u.;i ,. -.;;*<*;;^»-»EMi i'i {. ̂ EseSte id  :t fy&î ^̂ '̂ ît̂ A&f*

PCB - Aroclor (mg) 654,995 376,704 61.9 99.9905
 
PCB - Isomer (mg) 1,417,427 342,397 61.9 99.9956
 

PCDD/PCDF (ng) 8,902,801 89,400,000 493,000	 94.4624 
PCDD/PCDF - tox eq (ng) 266,822 1,600,000 8,690	 96.7431 

The DRE equation is a measure of the overall effectiveness of the melting process in conjunction with the 
off-gas treatment system. The sediment masses used for the DRE calculation are given in Section 4.5.3.2. 
Results from the one inch and 3.5 inch treatment zone were used in the calculation in an effort to consider 
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partial treatment of the sediment in these zones, with the reasonable assumption that the process was 
capable of treating all sediment to an inert (non-detect) glass-like solid. 

The results and DREs summarized in Table 4-29 indicate that the off-gas treatment system is capable of 
treating the organic contaminants present in the vitrification off-gas. Therefore, by considering only the 
mass from the initial sediment (Wjn) and the mass released to the atmosphere (Woul), it can be concluded 
that the vitrification process treats organic contaminants, including PCBs, dioxins and furans. 

To fully understand the vitrification process with respect to the treatment of Hot Spot sediment, the results 
from the vitrification off-gas (S5) must also be considered. These results are also summarized in Table 
4-29. Based on these data, approximately 25 to 50 percent of the PCBs from the sediment were desorbed 
into the vent gas (S5) rather than being destroyed or otherwise incorporated into the vitrified product. 
Furthermore, the process resulted in a ten fold increase in dioxin and furan mass and a six fold increase in 
2,3,7,8-TCDD toxicity equivalent mass. Based on these results, it appears that the vitrification process does 
not destroy the organic contaminants, but rather, releases them in the vent gas. Subsequently, any vent gas 
treatment system proposed to be used in conjunction with vitrification must be designed to destroy the 
maximum potential concentration of organic contaminants that could be released during vitrification. 

Results from the thermal oxidizer outlet (S10) indicate that the off-gas treatment system treated the 
contaminants prior to release to the atmosphere. Overall process DREs were lower than typically 
experienced by Geosafe. Geosafe believes that this is due to the high moisture content and fine grained 
nature of the sediment and can be improved by dewatering the sediment prior to vitrification. The data 
presented suggest that dewatering is a reasonable approach to improving performance. This approach and 
the subsequent testing that would be required prior to full-scale implementation are discussed in Section 
4.5.4.2. The effectiveness of the vent gas treatment system used for the pilot test is estimated in Table 4-30. 
The data presented in Table 4-30 can be used as an approximate estimate only, given the sampling 
inaccuracies at the S5 location. Despite sampling inaccuracies, the data indicate that modifications and 
additional testing could improve the off-gas treatment system. 

A complete characterization of the vent gas streams is provided in the TRC report included in the Data 
Compendium. The data in the TRC report were used to develop potential full-scale treatment needs (see 
Section 4.5.4.2). Removal efficiency was calculated according to the following calculation: 

S5 Flow Rate - S10 Flow Rate , , . - „ . _ 
x 100 = %Removal 

S5 FlowRate 

The data presented in Table 4-30 indicate that the off-gas treatment system is treating the organic 
contaminants in the vent gas stream. The removal efficiencies given in Table 4-30 appear to be less than 
optimal, although definitive conclusions cannot be drawn due to the inaccuracies in sampling at the S5 
location. Given appropriate state of the art vent gas treatment equipment and appropriate optimization and 
testing, it is expected that a vent gas treatment system can be developed that adequately treats the vent gas 
to below applicable treatment standards (see Section 4.5.4). 
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Table 4-30
 
Summary of Organic Contaminants in Geosafe Vent Gas Streams (Batch #2)
 

Vitrification Thermal Oxidizer Vent Gas 
Off-Gas Outlet Treatment System 

Analyte (Flow Rate) i Average (S5) Average (S10) Removal Efficiency (%) 

PCB Total (mg/hr) i 17,100 2.81 99.9836 

PCDD/PCDF (mg/hr) 1 4.07 0.0224 99.4489 
PCDD/PCDF Tox Eq (mg/hr) \ 0.0729 0.000395 99.4585 

Lead (Ibs/hr) 1 0.0041 NA 
Paniculate (Ibs/hr) ! 0.21 NA 

NA = Not Analyzed 

4.5.3.2 Characterization of Monoli ths and Volume Reduction 

Table 4-31 summarizes the volumes of mass treated in the vitrified monolith, the 0-1 inch surrounding zone 
and the 1-3 inch surrounding zone for batch #1 and batch #2. These values were used to determine the 
destruction and removal efficiencies presented above and were calculated by subtracting the mass 
contributed from the clean cover layer. Geosafe calculated the volume of the vitrified mass using the mass 
and density of the material. The calculations for these values can be found in the Geosafe report included in 
the Data Compendium. 

Table 4-31 
Summary of Treated Mass Zones 

Mass of Glass (kg) 271.1 95.3 
Mass in 0-1 inch Zone (kg) 73.1 63.6 

Mass in 1-3 inch Zone (kg) 171.6 154.4 

Average Bulk Density (g/c 1.09 1.47 

Vitrified monoliths typically consist of a layer of bubbles in glass overlying a relatively homogeneous solid 
glass layer in the block. A photograph of the vitrified product is included as Exhibit 4-9. When power is 
terminated, the melt begins to cool and the bubbles that exist at that time freeze and are preserved. The 
surface of the vitrified mass typically resides below the surface of the surrounding soil as a result of volume 
reduction but the degree of subsidence will vary depending upon the thickness of the layer of frozen 
bubbles. While the thickness of the layer of bubbles can be significant at pilot scale, it generally collapses 
under its own weight at full-scale and is relatively insignificant. 
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Exhibit 4-9
 
Vitrified Product
 

Batch #1 resulted in a vitrified mass weighing 694 Ibs. (315 kg) including the clean soil cover layer. The 
glass has a density of approximately 2.4 g/cm^. Thus, the volume of the glass (not including void space) 
was 129.6 liters. The maximum dimensions of the volume of sediment treated was approximately 27 inches 
by 30 inches wide by 31.5 inches deep indicating an approximate volume of 418 liters. Using these figures, 
a total volume reduction of approximately 69% took place during the test. Batch #2 resulted in a vitrified 
mass weighing 405 Ibs. (184 kg). The glass has a density (excluding void space) of approximately 
2.4g/cm3. Thus, the volume of the glass (not including void space) was 76.5 liters. The maximum 
dimensions of the volume of sediment treated was approximately 28.5 inches by 28.5 inches wide by 24.5 
inches deep indicating an approximate volume of 266 liters. Using these figures, a total volume reduction 
of approximately 71% took place during the test. 

For both tests, the precise volume of vitrified sediment is difficult to determine. This is because the width 
of the vitrified zone is wider at the base than at the top and because the vitrified masses are irregularly 
shaped. Therefore, the above volume reduction estimates should be considered a maximum. The actual 
volume reduction that can be expected for the New Bedford Harbor sediments is likely between 60% and 
65%. A summary of the vitrified dimensions is provided in Table 4-32. 

***** DRAFT FINAL *****
 
RevO 12/30/97 4-94 D97-042 



Table 4-32
 
Vitrified Block Dimensions
 

Parameter Batch#l Batch #2 

Maximum Depth (in.) 31.5 24.5 
Maximum Diameter (in.) 30.0 29.5 
Maximum Circumference (in.) 94.5 88.0 
Weight (Ib.) 694 405 
Volume Reduction (%) 69 71 

Removal of Additional Water 

For batch #1, the removal of water from the sediments around the vitrified mass caused subsidence of the 
entire sediment surface in the test container from 4.5 to 9.5 inches below the level measured at the 
beginning of the test. This represents a minimum of 227 liters of water that was removed from the 
container during the heating/melting process. 

For batch #2, the removal of water from the sediments around the vitrified mass caused subsidence of the 
entire sediment surface in the test container of 3.5 inches below the level measured at the beginning of the 
test. This represents a minimum of 111 liters of water that was removed from the container during 
heating/melting. 

The New Bedford Harbor sediment is held in suspension by its high water content. As water is removed by 
heating, volume is lost until the sediment particles are no longer suspended. Water continues to be removed 
as heating progresses, but this water is removed from between sediment grains and does not contribute to 
further volume reduction of the dried surrounding sediment soils. It is assumed that the total quantity of 
water removed from the thermally treated zone during batches 1 and 2 was 227 liters and 111 liters, 
respectively. 

4.5.3.3 Energy Consumption and Efficiency 

The energy efficiency of the vitrification process is defined as the amount of energy consumed during 
melting divided by the mass of the block produced. Batches 1 and 2 had an estimated energy efficiency 
of 2.49 kWh/kg and 2.84 kWh/kg, respectively. Geosafe indicates that typical efficiencies for 
engineering scale testing range from 1.0 to 1.6 kWh/kg. Based on Geosafe's previous experience, large 
scale efficiencies range from 0.8 to 1.0 kWh/kg and are typically better than smaller scale efficiencies 
due to a decrease in heat loss caused by a greater surface area to volume ratio at large scale. The New 
Bedford Harbor testing energy efficiency values are much higher apparently due to the excessive water 
that must be removed prior to vitrifying the soil. If the estimated water quantities of 227 kg and 111 kg 
for batches 1 and 2, respectively, are incorporated into the energy efficiency evaluation, the respective 
kWh efficiency values for the tests become 1.45 kWh/kg and 1.77 kWh/kg. These values are more 
consistent with typical vitrification. 
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4.5.4 Geosafe Full-Scale Application 

The application of the vitrification technology to full-scale treatment of the Hot Spot sediment is discussed 
in this section. The general approach to full-scale implementation and the associated requirements were 
developed based on the known characteristics of the sediment (Section 2.2), pilot scale testing results, 
Geosafe's testing experience and Foster Wheeler's experience and engineering judgment. This section 
includes a discussion of Geosafe's experience, the conceptual full-scale system, the technology 
implementation schedule, technology limitations, a HAZOP review, and estimated treatment costs. 

In summary, based on pilot scale testing and Geosafe's experience, vitrification at full-scale may be a 
potential option for treatment of the Hot Spot sediment. Following completion of the pilot study, it was 
concluded that some significant matrix related difficulties require resolution and additional testing prior to 
full-scale implementation. Specifically, the process off-gas data from the pilot study indicate that the 
Destruction and Removal Efficiency (DRE) was lower than the Geosafe process typically achieves. The 
data also indicate that the process produced organic by-products, including dioxins and furans. 

It appears that these difficulties were directly related to the sediment matrix. That is, the sediment contains 
a large proportion of water (approximately 50%) and is very finely grained. This caused the sediment to 
become "fluidized" during the melting process, releasing significant amounts of steam and particulars to the 
off-gas stream. Under these circumstances, organic compounds were released with steam from the 
perimeter of the melt rather than remaining entrained in the sediment matrix. The organic compounds in 
the steam/particulate phase were then no longer available for treatment in the melting process and were 
subsequently transferred and treated within the off-gas treatment system. Several data gaps and process 
operation difficulties were identified during pilot scale testing that need to be resolved prior to full-scale 
implementation. These are briefly summarized below. Further discussions on the process modifications 
and additional design testing are provided in the following subsections. 

Pilot scale testing and Geosafe's experience indicate that vitrification can successfully "melt" Hot Spot 
sediment into an essentially inert block of glass. Analysis of the resulting glass product indicated that PCBs 
and other organics were no longer present in the glass matrix and that the inorganics that remained were not 
teachable in quantities above relevant regulatory criteria. 

At a minimum, full-scale application would require the dewatering of the sediment prior to vitrification and 
an off-gas treatment system. These modifications to the process should improve destruction and removal 
efficiencies and minimize the generation of undesirable organic compounds in the vent gas stream. 
Additional testing of Hot Spot sediment with successful resolution of matrix related difficulties would be 
required prior to fully evaluating full-scale implementation. These additional tests could be completed 
during the design phase of the clean-up. However, it must be noted that implementing these steps may or 
may not appropriately address the concerns identified during the pilot study. Should additional testing 
determine that the vitrification process is not a viable treatment process for the Hot Spot sediment, it may be 
advisable to have a back-up or contingency plan in place. 

The full-scale treatment approach presented in this section was developed based on Geosafe's project 
experience and the results from the pilot study. Geosafe has considerable project experience with 
vitrification and believes that the difficulties encountered during the pilot test can be overcome with system 
modifications. Foster Wheeler is of the opinion that the modifications must be tested at pilot scale to 
determine that they adequately address the matrix related issues identified during the pilot test. The 
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approach discussed below is conservative and relies heavily on the results from the pi lot test to determine 
the requirements for addi t ional testing and full-scale implementat ion. 

4.5.4.1 Geosafe Experience 

This section provides a summary level discussion of the development and commercialization of the 
technology and Geosafe's specific project experience. 

Vitrification developers have defined seven (7) scales of vi t r i f icat ion equipment . Melt size is the primary 
determinant of scale. Equipment power level and melting rate are related factors, although the possible melt 
sizes for different scales of equipment overlap somewhat. The scales of the vitr if ication equipment and the 
anticipated equipment power levels are listed in Table 4-33. The New Bedford Harbor Hot Spot pilot scale 
testing was conducted using a 30 kW system (Scale 2). 

Table 4-33 
Scales of Vitrification Equipment 

^fliiilif'B IW^-S^calMl^izep- .'? :."__ ••Equipment Power Level. (kV^^I 
: Vjf-. .• xjS*rKfc;-i! ».% ; .v '#?*!:•' V •Wl*>'*^^>;V:;sli'-.'-1ife.. •!?*•'..• <: ''' 

, 1 to 5 Ibs. 5 
2 50 to 200 Ibs. 30 
^ 0.5 to 10 tons 30 or 75 
4 20 to 50 tons 500 
5 100 to 1,400 tons 1,500 or 3,750 
6' 2,000 to 5,000 tons 20,000 
7' 10,000 to 15,000 tons 50,000 

1 Equipment scales 6 and 7 have been studied only and have not been tested; vitrification 
melting has been performed at the other scales. 

Geosafe typically performs treatability testing at Scale 2 (approximately 20 Ib/hr processing rate), which is 
technically acceptable for scale-up use, while being reasonably economical and efficient to perform. 
Geosafe is able to use the results from this scale of testing for performing remedial design and cost 
estimates for operation at Scale 5 (large scale). Scale 5 is the largest scale that employs mobile (trailer 
mounted) equipment. Scale 5 equipment has existed since 1984, and Geosafe has been operating the 
vitrification technology at Scale 5 on a continuous commercial basis since 1993. 

During the development work, the application of the technology to the hazardous chemicals of concern 
under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA or Superfund) and the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA) became obvious. The process system has been developed and demonstrated through large 
scale, and wastes treated at various scales include a variety of hazardous chemical, radioactive, and mixed 
wastes. Development and testing on various hazardous materials has enabled the use of vitrification for 
commercial application. 

The primary sponsor for the development and test work has been the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). 
Other sponsors include the EPA, the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), the Electric Power Research 
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Institute (EPRI), Battelle, Geosafe, and numerous other private companies. Baltcllc has obtained exclusive 
rights to application of the technology in the field of hazardous waste remediation. Battelle, in turn, has 
exclusively sublicensed Geosafe for the commercial implementation of the technology. 

The vitrification technology is typically applicable to TSCA, CERCLA, and RCRA waste, contaminated 
soils, sludges, tailings, sediments, and similar earthen materials. Accordingly, Geosafe has tested and 
evaluated the applicability of vitrification to many PCB contaminated sites. Geosafe has completed a full-
scale TSCA demonstration at a private industrial site in Washington State as part of the requirements for 
obtaining a National TSCA Operating Permit for treatment of PCBs throughout the United States. 

The Geosafe mobile vitrification treatment system meets the EPA definition of an alternate disposal 
method, intended for use in more than one EPA region, and defined by the regulations promulgated under 
TSCA. The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Part 761 (40 CFR 761) establishes rules on the disposal 
of PCBs and PCB items. Under these rules, organizations or persons wishing to dispose of PCBs are 
required to use approved methods and must obtain a permit. Geosafe has a National TSCA permit that 
allows for treatment of PCB contamination to maximum levels of 17,860 ppm. 

A summary of full-scale remediations at two Superfund sites (GE/Spokane and Wasatch Chemical) 
performed by Geosafe is included below. 

GE/Spokane Superfund Site 

Date of Project 7/94 to 10/94 
Duration of Project 4 months 
Client Name Bechtel Environmental 

San Francisco, CA 
Client Address, Phone Russ Stenzel 

(415)768-3385 
Contaminant Concentrations: PCBs: Concentrations Up to 

approximately 17,000 ppm 

Waste Media Sandy Soil 
Type of Project: Full-scale 
Waste Quantity 3,300 tons 
Cleanup Goals 2 ppm PCBs 
Treatment Efficiency (DRE) >99.9999% DRE 
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Wasatch Chemical Supcrfund Site 

Date of Project 11/94-12/95 
Durat ion of Project 14 months 
Client Name Entrada Ind. 

Salt Lake City, I IT 
Cl ient Address, Phone Roland Gow 

(801)534-5528 
Contaminant Concentrations: VOCs: <3,533 ppm 

Pesticides <300 ppm 
2-4 D: 70 ppm 
PCP: 4,000 ppm 
TCDD: 3,000 ppb 

Waste Media Dense Clay 
Type of Project: Full-Scale 
Waste Quantity 6,000 tons 
Cleanup Goals 1 ppb dioxin 
Treatment Efficiency (DRE) >99.9999% DRE 

An aerial photograph of the Wasatch Chemical Superfund Site in Salt Lake City, Utah is included as 
Exhibit 4-10. The Wasatch site used a 6x6 array of melts and staging of contaminated material for 
treatment, as would be recommended by Geosafe for the New Bedford Harbor Hot Spot sediment. The 
photo shows the use of two off-gas hoods, which would also be applicable to the New Bedford Harbor site. 

Exhibit 4-10
 
Aerial Photograph of Full-Scale Implementation
 

at the Wasatch Chemical Superfund Site in Salt Lake City, Utah
 

***** DRAFT FINAL *****
 
RevO 12/30/97 

4-99 D97-042 



4.5.4.2 Conceptual Full-Scale Treatment System 

The overall treatment approach is presented in Figure 4-16 and is an adaptation of the original concepts 
provided by Geosafe. Foster Wheeler has adapted the approach in order to provide a conservative, yet 
potentially viable approach to implement vi tr i f icat ion in a safe and environmental ly compliant manner. 

The section presents a discussion of the proposed activities inc luding addi t ional pilot scale testing, 
drying, vitrification and off-gas treatment. The overall treatment approach includes the following steps: 

Step 1. Transport the wet sediment from the CDF to the thermal dryer unit. 
Step 2. Dry the sediment to less than 15 percent moisture using a thermal dryer and transport it 

under dust control to an area (potentially the existing empty CDF) where it can be 
redeposited, compacted, and prepared for vitrification. The off-gas from the dryer would 
be treated in the off-gas treatment system. Treatment would be performed over a 6 month 
period prior to vitrification operations in order to eliminate process interferences between 
the drying and vitrification steps. 

Step 3. Redeposit dry sediment in another area of the CDF and implement vitrification in 
sequential batches over a one and a half year period. 

These steps are discussed in more detail below following a discussion of requisite pilot study testing 
activities. Details of the other related site support activities including materials handling between the 
various steps are presented in the remedial alternatives discussion with Section 6. 

Pilot Scale Testing of Treatment System 

The steps discussed above, specifically, the dewatering of the sediment and the implementation of an off-
gas treatment system, should improve the destruction/removal efficiency of the process and should reduce 
the concentration of dioxins and furans released in the off-gas. The effectiveness of these steps cannot be 
quantitatively assessed without further testing. To measure the full-scale process as a viable treatment 
option, it is recommended that the process, as proposed in this section, be tested on Hot Spot sediment at the 
pilot scale. The result of such testing should be fully evaluated prior to implementation of full-scale 
treatment. 

This pilot study testing would be similar to that discussed in Section 4.5.2, but would be modified to 
specifically address the following issues identified during the initial Hot Spot sediment test: 

•	 The thermal dryer proposed for dewatering sediments must be tested for effectiveness. This testing 
would be similar to that conducted for the thermal desorption pilot study (see Section 4.6.2) and would 
include off-gas monitoring for PCBs, dioxins, and furans. 

•	 The vitrification off-gas must be sampled isokinetically to accurately evaluate the effectiveness of the 
process on dewatered sediments. 

•	 Similarly, the accurate sampling of the off-gas would provide data that could be used to assess the 
destruction of contaminants via vitrification versus thermal desorption and subsequent vapor phase 
treatment. 
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•	 The off-gas treatment system, including scrubber solutions and the thermal oxidizcr off-gas must be 
analyzed to determine the distribution of materials and to ensure that emissions meet regulatory criteria. 

The implementation and testing of these process elements would provide data (hat can be used to evaluate 
full-scale viability. Although these modifications would be expected to significantly improve the process 
performance, there are no guarantees that this process wi l l be effective for the Hot Spot sediment. Should 
further testing of the vitrification alternative be conducted in anticipation of full-scale implementation, it is 
recommended that a contingency treatment process be considered simultaneously, should vitrification be 
determined unsuitable for this particular matrix. 

Sediment Drying 

The first step in fu l l scale treatment would be transferring the Hot Spot sediment to the dryer feed hopper 
and subsequent feeding into the indirect, steam-heated dryer. The dry sediment product would be 
transferred to the excavated area adjacent to the CDF where it would be deposited and compacted for future 
melting. Dust control would be implemented to ensure no adverse environmental effects. The off-gas from 
the dryer would be pretreated to remove moisture and particulates from the sediment and then sent to the 
off-gas treatment system to destroy PCBs, SVOCs, dioxins, and other organics. 

Sediment Vitrification 

The contaminated solid media to be melted at the New Bedford Harbor site is a sediment consisting 
primarily of fine-grained silt with small quantities of sand and shellfish debris. The results of the 
geochemical evaluation and the pilot tests indicate that the concentration of glass-form ing ions (e.g., silicon, 
aluminum) and monovalent alkali earth metals (e.g., sodium, potassium, lithium) are within the acceptable 
range for efficient processing. No chemical modification or additives would be required to enable 
processing of the sediment. 

The geochemical evaluation predicted a melt temperature near 2,000°C. However, the maximum melt 
temperature recorded during the treatability test was 1,665°C. This temperature discrepancy is believed to 
be due to the presence of shell fragments in the sediment that was melted, whereas such fragments were not 
present in the sediment samples collected prior to the test and employed in the petrologic evaluation. The 
shell fragments contributed calcium to the melt. Calcium acts as a flux and suppresses melt temperatures. 
A cooler melt results in extended electrode life and lower temperatures in the off-gas hood. Hence, the 
presence of shells in the sediment is beneficial to the process. 

The minor quantities of debris (rocks, wire, plastic, and wood) that were processed during the pilot test had 
no observable effect on the vitrification process. Significantly higher concentrations of such debris can be 
tolerated by the vitrification process. The New Bedford Hot Spot sediments are not expected to contain a 
significant amount of debris and this is not likely to be a concern. 

Following drying, the sediments would be staged in the eastern end of the CDF where the dredged material 
from the pilot study was placed. The dry sediment (still contaminated) would be covered with a geotextile 
and two feet of clean soil to prevent transport of fine grained particles away from the site. Once all of the 
contaminated sediment was placed and compacted (approximately six months) the vitrification operations 
would commence. The vitrification operations would take approximately two weeks at each of the 36 melt 
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sites. Geosafe anticipates us ing two off-gas collection hoods du r ing the appl ica t ion to provide adequate 
coverage during melting and cooling operations. 

During the melting process, Foster Wheeler anticipates that addi t ional off-gas controls above what Geosafe 
has planned, could be required. The next section discusses this off-gas treatment system. 

Gcosnfc Off-Gas Treatment System 

As a result of the pilot study tests, it is apparent that the pilot vi t r i f icat ion system generated signif icantly 
higher concentration emissions than original ly estimated. Therefore, a full-scale v i t r i f ica t ion system 
would l ikely need a more comprehensive gas cleaning system than or iginal ly proposed by Geosafe. This 
subsection presents a conceptual design for an off-gas cleaning system that would be able to meet the 
stringent emission l imitat ions expected to be imposed on the project. 

Off-Gas Treatment System Design Criteria 

The design of an off-gas treatment system must consider potential emissions of participate, hydrogen 
sulfide, heavy metals and organics. These are discussed in more detail below. 

Paniculate Emissions 

The most significant issue with the participate emissions is the quantity of particulates below one 
micron. The particles in this size range are the most difficult to remove and present a significant 
problem to most types of pollution control equipment. One of the few types of equipment that can 
control these sub-micron particulates is a wet electrostatic precipitator or wet ESP (WESP). However, a 
WESP cannot handle heavy dust loads very well. Usually, a WESP is preceded by another particulate 
control device (such as a low to medium energy venturi scrubber) to remove the large particulate and 
heavy dust loading prior to the WESP,. Venturis are very efficient at removing particulates larger than 
three microns in size and can handle heavy dust loads effectively, as long as the total suspended solids in 
the scrubbing liquid is kept low, usually less than 5% to 10% by weight. 

Hydrogen Sulfide Emissions 

Hydrogen sulfide (H2$) presents not only an odor problem, but also a health problem. The best way to 
control hydrogen sulfide is to oxidize it to water (H2O) and sulfur dioxide (SO2)- The sulfur dioxide 
emissions can be removed using a wet scrubber. 

Heavy Metal Emissions 

Based on the pilot test data, the primary metal that presents a problem is lead. It is the only metal present 
in a relatively high concentration and it also volatilizes at relatively low temperatures. Since it is 
expected that the high temperatures of the melt will volatilize the lead, this presents a potential problem 
with off-gas emissions. The best way to control the emission of lead is to condense it back to the solid 
phase in the gas cleaning system and remove it. However, when lead condenses from a vapor to a solid 
particle, it usually forms a sub-micron particle. Difficulties and treatment associated with sub-micron 
particles are discussed above. 
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( 11 lie Einixxions 

This a broad category that includes all organic emissions from the process, such as PCBs, products of 
incomplete combustion (PICs) and, potentially, dioxins and furans. The best way to control these 
emissions is to oxidize them in a thermal oxidizer. 

Conceptual System Design 

Based on these potential emissions from the sediment drying and vitrification processes, a conceptual 
design for an off-gas treatment system was developed and is briefly summarized below. 

Thermal Oxidizer 

The off-gas from the process should first pass through a thermal oxidizer to control the volatilized 
organic emissions. This uni t would be designed to oxidize all of the various compounds that might be 
present in the gas stream, including PCBs, PICs, dioxins and furans. As a result, it is expected that the 
unit will operate at in the temperature range of 980° to 1200°C with a residence time of approximately 2 
seconds. Either natural gas (if available) or propane would be used as the auxil iary fuel. 

Venturi/Packed Tower Scrubber 

Following the thermal oxidizer would be a venturi scrubber designed to remove the heavy dust loading 
expected to be emitted from the system. The scrubber would be effective in controlling the large 
particulate and reducing the concentration of particulates to a range acceptable to the WESP. Following 
the venturi would be packed tower scrubber designed to remove the acid gases generated when the H2S 
and chlorinated compounds in the waste (such as PCBs) are burned. The combination of the venturi and 
packed bed scrubber is expected to be effective at controlling the bulk of the particulate emissions and 
the acid gas emissions. 

Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) 

After the venturi/packed tower scrubber, the only remaining issue is expected to be the sub-micron 
particulates. These would be controlled by a WESP, designed to remove the sub-micron particulate 
generated by the high temperatures in the vitrification process. 

4.5.4.3 Technology Implementation Schedule 

Geosafe would employ a total on-site crew of about 11 people to operate the large scale vitrification 
equipment system 24 hours a day. The total time to dry and vitrify the sediments would be approximately 
two to three years. However, the pilot scale testing and additional process development steps could take as 
long as three years. This results in a combined schedule of approximately five to six years. 

The primary technology limitation for the vitrification of the Hot Spot sediments appears to be excessive 
moisture. While other factors, such as grain size distribution, also play a role, excess moisture appears to 
present the primary challenge. As a result, a complex and expensive off-gas treatment system has been 
included by Foster Wheeler in the conceptual full-scale design. A comprehensive design scale testing 
program has been included in the conceptual full-scale application to determine if the sediments can be 
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dewatered to the 10 to 15 percent moisture range and if th is would he effective in e l i m i n a t i n g the problem 
of excess participates and the creation of dioxins and furans. It is possible thai the results of the pilot testing 
conducted during the design phase would demonstrate that these l i m i t a t i o n s had been overcome. However, 
it is important to note that it could take up to three years to go through t h i s design scale testing phase. 

4.5.4.4 Geosafe Vi t r i f i ca t ion Hazards Review 

This review is conceptual in scope because there are no detai led Process Flow Diagrams (PFDs), no 
detailed Piping and Instrumentat ion Diagrams (P&IDs), operating instructions, etc., that exist to form the 
basis for an in-depth HAZOP review. Should implementation proceed at sometime in the future, such an 
in-depth HAZOP Review would be performed. In summary, th is Hazards Review h igh l igh ts the main 
areas of concern to ensure these issues are factored into the overall evaluat ion of th is technology. 

Vitrification Overview 

The Geosafe process employs hazardous operating conditions both in the vitrification where the molten 
glass temperature is about 1.600 to 1,700°C, and in the thermal oxidizer where the temperature is about 
900°C after the hot vitrification off-gas is burned. All of these process uni ts operate close to atmospheric 
pressure. Another potential hazard is the high electrical energy load required to vitr ify the sediment. 

Hazards Analysis 

Hazards associated with the vitrification process are discussed below. Hazards are discussed in terms of 
physical and chemical hazards as well as hazardous operating conditions and equipment or utility failure. 

Physical Hazards 

The physical hazards that may be encountered are burns from hot equipment, noise, exposure to the cold, 
heat stress, sharp surfaces, falling objects, lifting, electrical shock, and those associated with work near 
heavy and industrial equipment. Should implementation proceed, the Site Safety Officer or alternate, 
would address activity-specific safety procedures to minimize the potential for injury associated with 
these hazards during full-scale operations. 

Weather Events 

Major equipment would be exposed to the weather. High ambient temperature does not appear to present 
any process hazard. Low (sub freezing) temperature could cause problems maintaining flow of aqueous 
streams required for off-gas treatment and wastewater treatment presenting the possibility of release of 
inadequately treated material. Tracing (electrical or steam) of exposed piping should be considered 
where appropriate. 

In the event of rain, power cables to the vitrification unit and connections to the electrodes would be 
exposed. Elevating and insulated cables appear preferable to laying them on the soil surface. This would 
reduce likelihood of mechanical damage and personnel exposure. Infiltration of moisture into stock 
piled or unprocessed dried silt could result in processing conditions leading to poor destructions of 
contaminants as experienced in the pilot work. 
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Accumulation of an unusually heavy amount of snow on the vitrification u n i t containment hood could 
present the possibility of collapse of the covering wi th release of untreated off-gas. Short-circuiting of 
the electrodes to the containment hood appears to he another possibil i ty. Proper maintenance and 
weather proofing should eliminate these concerns. 

Off-Site Event 

Fire or other incidents occurring on adjacent property do not appear to present addi t ional hazard from the 
Geosafe equipment. 

Chemical Hazards 

The following materials associated with the process are hazardous because of toxicity: 

PCBs
 
Dioxins (produced during vitrification)
 
Other toxic organics in the sediment
 
Heavy metals
 

Equipment Failure 

Leakage or catastrophic failure of piping or pumps would release contaminated silt during the transfer of 
hot spot sediment to and from intermediate storage causing possible personnel exposure. Berms will be 
provided to minimize the spread of such releases. 

Failure of the thermal dryer could release contaminated vapor and silt. Leak detection equipment will be 
used to prevent such a failure. The method of transfer of dry sediment to the melt area has not been 
determined. However, moving the dried sediment poses the potential for release of contaminated dried 
material which could be carried by wind and could cause personnel exposure and/or on and off-site 
contamination. 

Misoperation of the off-gas treatment system could cause release of contaminated vapor and particulates. 
This system will have a backup carbon absorption unit. Misoperation of the scrubbing system and 
thermal oxidizer could create a release of hot contaminated gas. A carbon adsorption system would 
back-up these units. 

Failure of the induced draft fan could lead to development of positive gauge pressures in the system with 
the possibility of contaminated gas leakage from melt hood or scrubbing equipment. A backup power 
generator will prevent this event. 

Utility Failure 

Lack of electrical power would force the total shut down of the system. This may not present a hazard 
provided it is not of sufficient duration to permit solidification of a partially vitrified cell. Recovery 
operations (i.e., reheating) may entail potential exposure of personnel. Lack of water would force a total 
shut down. Unanticipated failure could result in release of contaminated gas to the atmosphere. The 
source of thermal oxidizer fuel is not indicated (i.e., utility service gas or on site LPG). Loss of the fuel 
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source would cause a forced shut down and possible release of contaminated gas or water due to an 
overloaded scrubber system. 

Hazards Summary 

In summary, major HAZOP issues ol concern are the following: 

•	 Release of hot contaminated gases from the vitrification unit and thermal o\idi/.cr. 
•	 Release of hot, molten glass. 
•	 Electrical shock from the high electrical energy load. 

These issues of concern are addressed in the following ways: 

•	 Release of contaminated gases is prevented with a backup carbon adsorption system. 
•	 Release of molten glass w i l  l be prevented by proper staging of the melt cells and suitable clean soil 

cover based on past Geosafe practice. 
•	 Elimination of electrical shock by elevating and insulating electrical cables, and employing NEMA 

OSHA standards. 

4.5.4.5 Estimated Treatment Cost 

This section presents the treatment only costs for vitrification of the 18,000 tons of Hot Spot sediments. 
Although Geosafe anticipates that following dewatering the sediment volume will be reduced to 12,000 
cubic yards from the ini t ia l volume of 15,000 cubic yards, the per ton cost of treatment is based on the 
initial 18,000 tons currently contained in the CDF. This is consistent with the development of the costs 
which also include dewatering. 

Foster Wheeler modified the estimated Geosafe costs in several areas. The first modification increased 
estimated costs for electrical power, as the regional cost for electrical power used by Geosafe was low by a 
factor of two. Other modifications included the addition of a comprehensive design scale test program, 
thermal dryer and enhanced off-gas treatment system. The estimated vitrification costs are presented in 
Table 4-34 and include design scale testing, mobilization, dewatering, melt processing, off-gas treatment 
and demobilization. The costs for the enhanced off-gas treatment system are divided between the costs for 
dewatering and melting operations. The division of cost is based on the duration of these two activities, six 
months and eighteen months, respectively. 
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Table 4-34
 
Estimated Vitrification Preparation Costs
 

Activity Estimated Cost 

Design Scale Testing $1,616,000 

Mobilization $300,000 
Dewatering 

$6,324,000 

Melt Processing $8,196,000 

Off-Gas Treatment for Melt Operations $4,001,000 

Demobilization $250,000 

Total: $20,687,000 

Cost per ton of wet sediment (18,000 tons) $l,149/ton 

The estimated costs for the design scale testing include a month long test program for both thermal 
dewatering and vitrification operations. A minimum of four separate melts would be conducted on the 
dried sediment. The sediment drying activities would be done at a rate to provide enough sediment for 
vitrification operation and to assess the efficacy of the drying operations. This would include the energy 
required to dry the sediment and measurement of the quantity and quality of the resulting off-gas. Both 
tests would include extensive off-gas sampling, detailed analytical chemistry evaluations and a 
comprehensive site-wide air monitoring program. 
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4.6 SAIC/Eco Logic Test Program 

The third pilot study was conducted by Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) and Ceo 
Logic in a teaming partnership. The treatment technology evaluated was a two stage process involving 
thermal desorption of contaminants from the I lot Spot sediment and subsequent chemical reduction of 
chlorinated organics in the gas phase vent stream. The technology and equipment arc Eco Logic's. 
Accordingly, discussions regarding the pilot test refer to SAIC/Eco Logic, f u l l scale technology and 
implementation discussions refer to Eco Logic's process experience and equipment. 

In order to ful ly assess f u l l scale appl icabi l i ty of these processes, the two stages (thermal desorption and 
chemical destruction) are discussed in conjunction with one another, as the pilot test was conducted. These 
two uni t processes are also discussed as separate processes, capable of being used independently and in 
conjunction with other treatment technologies. For instance, the gas phase chemical reduction process 
could potentially be used to treat residual oil generated by solvent extraction (see Section 4.4). 

The data collected to evaluate the processes are summarized and discussed in the following subsections. 
SAIC/Eco Logic's report of the pilot scale testing program is included in the Data Compendium. TRC 
conducted the vent gas sampling during the SAIC Eco Logic test program and their report including the 
associated stack sample results is included in the Data Compendium. Laboratory results for the samples 
collected during the program ( a l l media including solids, liquids and air) are also included in the Data 
Compendium. 

4.6.1 Process Description 

Since 1986, Eco Logic has conducted research, development, and product engineering with the aim of 
developing a new technology for destroying organic wastes in a wide range of matrices including harbor 
sediments, soils, leachates, lagoon sludges, and highly concentrated organic wastes. Much of this work was 
supported by the Government of Canada (National Research Council - Environment of Canada and the 
Department of National Defense) and the EPA. The goal was to develop a commercially viable chemical 
process that could deal with aqueous wastes, contaminated soils, sediments, and also destroy concentrated 
organic wastes (i.e., solvents, PCB oils, industrial wastes, pesticides, and chemical warfare agents). 
Additional detail on the history of the process is included in the Eco Logic report included in the Data 
Compendium. 

The process consists of a thermal reduction mil l (TRM) that pulverizes and grinds the sediment at elevated 
temperatures. The operation of the TRM is conceptually similar to other indirect thermal desorption 
systems. However, the TRM uses a molten tin bath as a means of heat transfer and the operating 
atmosphere is hydrogen based to minimize the potential for the creation of dioxins and furans. Organic 
compounds and steam are volatized from the sediment and removed from the TRM by the hydrogen sweep 
gas. The TRM off-gas is vented to the gas phase reactor, where the gas is subjected to high temperatures in 
a hydrogen atmosphere. 

The Eco Logic reactor destroys the organic compounds through chemical reaction with hydrogen at high 
temperature, reducing contaminants to methane and hydrochloric acid. Off-gas exiting the reactor is 
processed through scrubbers to remove water, hydrochloric acid and hydrogen sulfide. The gas is 
subsequently processed through an excess gas burner that destroys methane and other residual organics 
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prior to release to the atmosphere. The thermal energy from the excess gas burner can also be used wi th in 
the process to operate a steam boiler. The chemical process reactions are illustrated in Figure 4-17. 

Figure 4-17 
Eco Logic Process Reactions 

I'Cll molecule & hydrogen react to produce 
+ X l lT . + 4 I Id 

ben/.ene & h v d r o u e n ch lo r ide 

Dioxin molecule iiiul hydrogen react to produce 
+ 8 II; + 4 HC1 + 2 H,O benzene, hydrogen chloride & water 

PAH molecule and hydrogen react to produce 
23 H, methane 

Benzene and hydrogen react to produce methane 
+ 9 H; . 6 CH4 

Hydrocarbons & hydrogen react to produce 
C n H ( 2 , 1 + 2 ) + ( n - l ) H 2 methane 

WATER SHIFT REACTIONS 

Methane and water react to produce carbon C H 4 + H 4 O CO+ 3 H2 monoxide and hydrogen 

Carbon monoxide and water react to produce 
CO + H2O . CO2 carbon dioxide and hydrogen 

The chemical process reactions are reductive in nature with the exception of the reaction between water and 
methane to generate hydrogen, carbon monoxide, and carbon dioxide. These "steam reforming" or "water 
shift" reactions also shown in Figure 4-14 are utilized to regenerate hydrogen for the reduction reactions, 
reducing the requirements for purchased hydrogen (under full scale applications). 

Unlike typical incineration systems which utilize oxidation reactions, the efficiency of the reduction 
reactions is enhanced by the presence of water, which acts as a reducing agent and a source of hydrogen. 
Consequently, aqueous waste such as harbor sediments, sludges, and leachates can be treated efficiently and 
without prior dewatering. 

A benefit of using an active reducing hydrogen atmosphere for the destruction of chlorinated organic 
compounds, such as PCBs, is that oxygen is not present in significant concentrations such that the potential 
for formation of dioxins or furans is greatly minimized. 
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Pi lo t scale systems have been used by Ceo Logic over the past few years to perform waste specific studies 
for several commercial clients. Several of these projects have resulted in f u l l scale t rea tment u n i t s . A 
process How diagram summariz ing the pi lot scale test program is included as Figure 4 - I K  . This figure also 
includes the sampling locations that were used and the analyses that were conducted for each sample. The 
pi lo t system includes a piston feed system for delivery of soil to the TRM. a gas phase chemical reduction 
reactor and a two stage gas scrubbing system with continuous emission moni tor ing equ ipmen t . Photographs 
of the p i lo t u n i t components are included as Exhibi ts 4-1 1 and 4-12. Exh ib i t 4-1 I shows the p i lo t scale 
TRM and Exhibit 4-12 shows the Reactor Chamber, the Scrubbers and Excess (las Burner. 

Exhibit 4-11
 
Pilot Scale TRM
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Exhibit 4-12
 
Pilot Scale Gas Phase Reactor and Off-gas Treatment System
 

The hydrogen sweep gas, water, and desorbed contaminants exited the TRM and entered the gas phase 
chemical reduction reactor at the bottom. The reactor was operated in an atmosphere of hydrogen and was 
heated by propane to maintain a temperature of at least 900°C. Reduction of the organic contaminants 
occurs along the length of the reactor and the resulting gases exited the reactor from the top after a typical 
residence time of 4 to 10 seconds. The process reactions take place in less than one second, but a residence 
time of several seconds was used to ensure complete destruction. 

The reacted product gas leaving the reactor was routed through a two stage gas caustic scrubbing system to 
remove heat, water, hydrocloric acid and particulates. The scrubbed product gas was then compressed and 
sent to temporary storage before being burned in the Excess Gas Burner. At the end of each test run, the 
scrubber effluent solution/slurry was collected and then pumped through a filter followed by a bed of 
activated carbon. 

4.6.2 SAIC/Eco Logic Test Program Elements 

The pilot test program for the SAIC/Eco Logic process is described in this section. The following three 
subsections discuss the pilot scale test schedule, optimization and operating conditions, and the sampling 
and analytical program. Additional detail in the pilot scale test program is provided in the SAIC/Eco 
Logic report included in the Data Compendium. The results of the pilot program are discussed in 
Section 4.6.3. 
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4.6.2.1 Pilot Test Schedule 

The SAIC/Eco Logic test program consisted of three "acclimation" runs and three "performance" 
verification runs, for a total of six test runs. The acclimation runs ( A I , A2, and A3) were conducted on 
November 18, 19, and 20, 1996. Each acclimation run consisted of a shortened batch, approximately two to 
three hours in duration, under steady-state conditions. The acclimation runs were used to provide 
preliminary data for optimizing processing conditions prior to commencing the performance tests. 
Optimization focused on the TRM operation and included variations in the waste feed rate, mil l speed, and 
sweep gas flow rate. System conditions downstream of the TRM, including the reactor, scrubbers, and 
flare, were constant throughout all acclimation and performance verification runs. 

The tests conducted on November 18 and 19 (Al and A2) were intended for optimization purposes only, 
and did not include sampling and analysis of all potential sample locations within the system. Run A3, 
conducted on November 20, provided a more complete set of data (including gas sampling locations), and 
was later included as part of the process evaluation (see Section 4.6.3). The overall actual test schedule is 
shown in Table 4-35. 

Table 4-35
 
SAIC/Eco Logic Test Program Schedule
 

11/18/96 1 Al Acclimation/Optimization runs 
11/19/96 2 A2 Acclimation/Optimization runs 
11/20/96 3 A3 See Note 
11/23/96 4 PI Verification/Performance runs 
11/24/96 5 P2 Verification/Performance runs 
11/25/96 6 P3 Verification/Performance runs 

Note: Run A3 was intended as an acclimation/optimization run but was later used in 
conjunction with performance data to provide a larger data set for evaluating 
overall process performance. 

The test program was originally envisioned to occur over a seven-day period. This was anticipated to 
include two days of acclimation testing and five days of performance testsing. However, initial difficulties 
experienced by SAIC/Eco Logic during the acclimation testing extended the acclimation testing with three 
days remaining for performance testing. Continuing difficulties with the unit ultimately shortened the test 
program to 3 days of acclimation testing and 3 days of performance testing. SAIC/Eco Logic was also 
afforded a brief "rest" period between the acclimation and performance test phase to disassemble the TRM 
and examine the inner workings to ensure continuous operations during the performance tests. 

Performance runs (PI, P2, and P3) were conducted on November 23, 24, and 25, 1996 to determine the 
ability of the pilot scale system to meet the study objectives. During each test, detailed sampling and 
analyses were performed on input sediment, treated solids, and scrubber water. Gas samples were collected 
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for all performance tests. Specific details on the gas sampling program arc presented in the TRC report 
which is included in the Data Compendium. 

It was originally anticipated that data would be formally evaluated for the performance runs only. 
However, the TRM experienced mechanical difficulties during run P3. Because of the operational 
difficulties, P3 data was not expected to represent optimal operating conditions It was therefore determined 
that, based on the relative thoroughness of the data from run A3. this data could be used in addition to the 
performance runs to evaluate process performance. Data from run P3 was also included in the overall 
evaluation. The mechanical difficulties associated with this run are further discussed below. 

4.6.2.2 Pilot Scale Test Conditions 

After the first two acclimation runs (Al and A2), operating conditions were held constant throughout the 
remaining acclimation and performance runs (A3 and PI through P3). Each run day commenced with a 
brief health and safety meeting followed by a two hour set-up period. This procedure included a system 
pressure and leak check, instrument calibration, preparation of scrubber solutions and bringing hydrogen 
concentration and heating zones to optimum operating conditions. Waste processing operations 
commenced once optimum conditions were reached and ranged from five to eight hours in duration. After 
waste processing was halted, the system was shut-down and samples were collected. This procedure 
required approximately two hours. The SAlC/Eco Logic report included in the Data Compendium includes 
the manual operator logs for system start-up, operation and shut-down for all acclimation and performance 
runs. The manual logs were collected for system conditions every ten minutes of operation. In addition, an 
automated datalogger was programmed for on-line continuous monitoring of various parameters, including 
system temperatures, bulk gas concentrations and trace gas concentrations. System conditions for run A3 
and the performance runs are summarized in Table 4-36. 

TRM Operation 

Sediment was loaded into the TRM in pre-weighed batches. The piston feed system was manually turned to 
deliver two kilograms of waste per hour to the TRM ball mill. The total amount of waste processed for 
each batch ranged from 9.7 to 17.3 kilograms, depending on the total run duration which ranged from five 
to eight hours. The TRM was operated in a hydrogen atmosphere with tin bath temperatures for the test 
runs ranging from 627°C to 639°C. Once sediment processing was complete, the unprocessed sediment 
was recovered from the feed system and weighed to determine the total amount of sediment processed. 
Treated sediment, recovered from the TRM catch pot, was weighed and sampled. 

Reactor System 

The reactor was operated at temperatures for the test runs ranging from 910°C to 939°C. The reactor was 
designed to ensure a residence time of at least 1.5 seconds for the destruction of the organic contaminants. 
The system operating pressure was slightly positive and the hydrogen content was maintained in excess of 
97 percent throughout all test runs. 

Through their experience gained in treating a variety of wastes, Eco Logic has determined that 55 percent is 
the minimum concentration of hydrogen required for the reactor to ensure complete destruction of the 
waste. The concentration of hydrogen in the pilot-scale reactor during treatment of New Bedford Harbor 
sediment was well above (approximately 97 percent) that required. However, this was necessary to ensure 
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adequate gas flows through the entire system and to allow collection of gas samples after the scrubber 
system. The excess hydrogen does not adversely affect, nor does it enhance, the reduction reactions, i.e., 
there is a hydrogen threshold beyond which the destruction efficiency of the process is not affected. 

Table 4-36 
SAIC/Eco Logic Test Program Operating Conditions 

Run No.
 
'i^-;.; •; Parameter ' . > • ' A3s | PI | P2 P3
 

Date: 1 1/20/96 11/23/96 11/24/96 1 1/25/96
 
Start Time: 1 1 : 1 0 9:25 9:10 9:05
 
Stop Time: 16:00 14:30 15:10 17:10
 
Total Test Duration (min): 290 305 360 485
 

Waste Solids (kg):
 
Input Waste (wet solids) 9.7 10.3 11.3 17.3
 
Recovered Solids (dry solids) 4.4 2.1 3.0 4.1
 

Scrubber Water Volume (L):
 
Pre-Run 70 70 70 70
 
Post-Run 76 76 77 80
 

System Temperatures (°C):
 
TRM - Tin 627 636 629 639
 
Reactor Flame 786 829 783 823
 

Reactor Exit 912 916 939 910
 

Scrubber 1 28 26 27 29
 

Scrubber 2 15 14 13 15
 

Product Gas 10 10 6.6 13
 
Flare Inlet 574 613 738 741
 
Flare Outlet 669 714 835 848
 

Product Gas Concentration (%):
 
Carbon Monoxide 1.39 1.98 1.66 1.66
 
Methane 2.12 0.47 0.39 0.34
 
Hydrogen 97.9 98.1 97.4 98.4
 
Oxygen 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
 

Scrubber System 

The scrubbers were designed with both top and middle spray inputs to ensure thorough wetting and reaction 
with the product gas. The flow of the product gas was concurrent for the first scrubber and counter-current 
for the second scrubber. The solutions within each scrubber were continuously circulated from the solution 

>•** 
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tank through the gas chamber. The scrubbers were equipped with cooling water jackets to ensure sufficient 
heat removal from the scrubbing solutions and to facilitate condensation of the water component of the 
product gas. The scrubbers contained a caustic (sodium hydroxide) solution for the removal of hydrogen 
sulfide and hydrochloric acid. 

During system set-up prior to each test run, the scrubbers were charged wi th 35 liters of fresh caustic 
solution. The solutions were periodically checked and maintained at pH 10 by adding concentrated caustic 
when necessary. The temperature of the first scrubber solution ranged from 26°C to 29°C and the 
temperature of the second scrubber solution ranged from 13°C to I5°C. The product gas exiting the second 
scrubber was approximately IO°C. At the completion of each test run, the scrubber solutions were sampled 
and discharged to a 40-gallon drum. The combined scrubber solutions were allowed to settle overnight and 
were then filtered through GAC and sampled after this tertiary treatment. 

Excess Gas Burner 

The gas exiting the second scrubber was tested using the on-line instruments, compressed, and then 
temporarily stored in a tank prior to being released to a vertical gas flare. The excess gas burner chamber 
was propane fired and operated at temperatures ranging from 669°C to 848°C. 

4.6.2.3 Sampling and Analysis 

Sampling and analysis was conducted to ensure that appropriate data were available at the completion of the 
study to allow an evaluation of the process with regard to the objectives of the program. This Section 
provides an overview of the analytical program and summarizes the samples collected and associated 
analytical parameters. 

Field Measurements 

Throughout sediment processing, specific operating parameters were monitored and recorded both 
manually and using the automated datalogger. The data collected included the following: 

temperature of the TRM tin bath 
temperature of the reactor 
temperature and pH of the scrubber solutions 
temperature of process gas 
temperature of excess gas flare 
manual recording of sediment, hydrogen, nitrogen and propane flows 
mass of sediment input 
mass of treated sediment recovered 
test duration 
process gas monitoring for oxygen content and destruction products 
chemical analysis of input sediment, treated sediment, pre- and post-test scrubber solutions, and 
process gas 
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On-Line Instrument Analysis 
•x-x-

The scrubbed product gas \v;is continuously monitored using an on-line chemical ionization mass 
spectrometer (CIMS). The CIMS monitored ten organic compounds every few seconds at concentrations 
ranging from percent levels down to ppb levels. The CIMS was used as part of the Leo Logic process to 
monitor the concentrations of certain compounds indicative of the process destruction efficiency. 
SAlC/Eco Logic also used a inicro-GC to analyze for benzene and monochlorobenzene (discussed below) 
and NOVA analyzers to measure for oxygen, hydrogen, methane, carbon monoxide, and carbon dioxide. 

Chemical Ionization Mass Spectrometer (CIMS) 

The CIMS was used to cont inuously monitor the product gas as it exited the second scrubber and before it 
was compressed. The CIMS is the first indicator of destruction efficiency and allowed the operator to 
immediately identify conditions causing reduced destruction efficiency, before the gas is sent to the product 
gas storage tank. 

The CIMS is a single quadrupole ionization mass spectrometer capable of monitoring, continuously 
displaying, and recording organic compounds at concentrations down to the low parts per bill ion range. As 
many as ten compounds can be selected for analysis as indicators of organic destruction efficiency. 
Therefore the system can be tuned to be waste-specific. Decreases in destruction efficiency, as indicated by 
continuous product gas monitoring, automatically trigger system alarms. 

The indicator compounds selected for monitoring by the CIMS depend on the character of the wastes being 
processed. For this Hot Spot sediment pilot study, where PCBs were the primary contaminant, 
monochlorobenzene was the primary compound monitored as an indicator of destruction efficiency. (The %nir 
chemical reduction of a PCB molecule generates monochlorobenzene as a final step before complete 
dechlorination to benzene). The low concentration of monochlorobenzene in the product gas was used by 
SAIC/Eco Logic as an indication that PCB destruction was proceeding to completion. The CIMS 
continuously monitors and records the concentration of monochlorobenzene in the gas. In this manner, the 
CIMS provides a permanent record of reactor performance. 

During the testing, an increase in monochlorobenzene concentration in the product gas would have 
automatically triggered a process control alarm. This alarm was not triggered at any time during the pilot-
testing. Benzene concentrations were also monitored to provide an indication of process efficiency. 
Toluene and hydrogen sulfide concentrations were also monitored. 

Micro Gas Chromatograph (Micro-GC) 

In addition to the CIMS, an on-line micro-GC was used to evaluate indicator compounds in the process, 
which provide an estimate of process performance. As with the CIMS, monochlorobenzene and benzene 
concentrations were measured. This on-line instrument was used to monitor the compressed product gas 
from the product gas storage tank to ensure that the gas sent to the excess gas flare did not contain levels of 
organic compounds above operating specifications. Target compounds were not detected above acceptable 
levels during the test runs. 

The micro-GC is a self-contained miniaturized gas chromatograph equipped with a micro-machined injector 
system, microbore analytical and reference columns and a micro-machined solid state detector. This system 
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is capable of providing relatively accurate, high resolution gas analysis in seconds. The GC was calibrated 
using gas mixtures of known concentration. At eacli minute during destructor operations, a gas sample was 
collected in the sample loop and separated on the OV-1 microbore analytical column. Observed peaks were 
compared to the calibrated compounds and the concentration determined. 

Nova Multi-Gas Analyzer 

The gas composition in the system was carefully monitored to ensure that all the components necessary 
for the operation of the process were present. The levels of specific products of reduction are used to 
monitor the process and to demonstrate that the appropriate reactions are taking place in the reactor. A 
Nova Multi-Gas Analyzer was employed to monitor the concentrations of hydrogen, methane, carbon 
monoxide, and carbon dioxide in the gas exiting the scrubber and prior to the compressor. All of the 
gases except hydrogen are detected by a high precision infrared detector. Hydrogen was monitored by a 
temperature controlled thermal conductivity cell contained within the analyzer, compensated for carbon 
monoxide, carbon dioxide, and methane. The levels of bulk gases were consistent between the test runs, 
at levels which indicated that the treatment process was proceeding optimally. 

Nova Oxygen Analyzer 

As part of a comprehensive plan for the safe handling of hydrogen in a closed, heated vessel, the 
concentration of oxygen was monitored on a continuous basis. A Nova Oxygen Analyzer, equipped with an 
electrochemical cell, was used to sample the product gas exiting the scrubber prior to the compressor to 
ensure that there was no oxygen in the system. If oxygen had been detected above a specified limit, an 
alarm would have automatically alerted the operator to take the appropriate action. This alarm was never 
triggered. A backup analyzer was also kept on-site. 

Off-Site Laboratory Analysis 

Table 4-37 outlines the sampling and analytical program for the treatability study, designed to characterize 
the system inputs and outputs. Sampling locations are illustrated on the process flow diagram included as 
Figure 4-18. These analyses provided data for the determination of TRM desorption efficiency, system 
DRE, mass balance, as well as the fate of the inorganic contaminants. 

Laboratory results and vent gas sample results are included in the Data Compendium. A discussion of the 
analytical methods and associated QC is included in Section 4.3. 

4.6.3 Effectiveness Evaluation 

The effectiveness of the Eco Logic pilot scale treatment unit on the Hot Spot sediment is discussed in the 
following subsections. The first subsection discusses process performance in terms of the analytical 
results for the various outputs from the process. The second subsection discusses the materials balances 
for the pilot test. The results discussed in this section were used to develop the concepts for full-scale 
application discussed in Section 4.6.4. Where appropriate, the process is discussed as two processes, 
thermal desorption separately from chemical destruction. The process is also discussed as a single 
operation, based on the way the pilot test was performed. 
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Table 4-37
 
Sampling Locations and Analysis for the SAIC/Eco Logic Pilot Scale Test
 

S1

Sample 
Location/Matrix 

 screened hot spot 
sediment feed 

S6 treated solids 

S4

S5

S9

 scrubber effluent, 
pre-tertiary treatment 

 Scrubber effluent, 
post-tertiary 
treatment 

 TRM off-gas to 
reactor 

S7 scrubbed product gas 

S8 exhaust gas 

Sampling 
Technique 

composite grab collected 
from pre-designated 
buckets prior to waste 
processing 

grab sample collected 
from TRM catch pot after 
waste processing 
complete 

grab sample collected 
directly from scrubber 
after waste processing 

grab sample collected 
after scrubber solution 
filtered through GAC 

non-isokinetic sample 
collected of gas exiting 
TRM (M23 and M29) 

non-isokinetic sample 
collected of gas exiting 
second scrubber (M23, 
M29, M26A) 

Isokinetic sample of final 
hot vent gas effluent 
(M23, M29, M26A) 

Parameters
 
Analyzed
 

PCBs. SVOCs, metals, oil & grease. 
EOX, chloride and sulfate, pH, and 
% solids 

PCDD/PCDFs 

TCLP 

PCBs, SVOCs, metals, oil & grease, 
chloride and sulfate, pH, and % solids 

PCDD/PCDFs 

TCLP 

PCBs, SVOCs, metal, 
PCDD/PCDFs, oil & grease, chloride 
and sulfate, pH, TSS, and TDS 

PCBs, SVOCs, metals, 
PCDD/PCDFs, oil & grease chloride 
and sulfate, pH, TSS, and TDS 

PCB Isomers, PAHs, PCDD/PCDFs 

Metals 
Chloride 
Particulate 

PCB Isomers, PAHs, PCDD/PCDFs 
Metals 

Chloride and Particulate 

PCB Isomers, PAHs, PCDD/PCDFs 

Metal, chloride, benzene, and 
particulate 

TestRuirandfllf'
 
Frequency V-^
 

All test runs in duplicate 

A3, P1,P2, andP3 

P2 and P3 

P2, in duplicate 

PI and P3; P2 in duplicate 

PI in duplicate; P2 and P3 

PI, P2, and P3 in duplicate 

Pl,P2,andP3 

A3, P2, and P3 

PI andP3 
PI andP2 
P2 

A3 and P2 

PI and P3 

Pl ,P2,andP3 

P1,P2, andP3 

A3, Pl,P2,andP3 
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4.6.3.1 Process Performance 

Overall process performance is discussed in two segments the first being equipment performance and the 
second in terms of analytical results for the process outputs. Process mass balances and the effect on the 
evaluation process are discussed in Section 4.6.3.2. 

Equipment Performance 

During the pilot study, the pilot scale equipment and on-line instrumentation generally worked as 
anticipated. The effectiveness of the reactor and the vent gas treatment systems were measured 
quantitatively and are discussed in the following subsection. Several operational difficulties associated 
with the TRM were encountered during the test. These difficulties may have had a negative effect on the 
desorption efficiency of the TRM. The mechanical difficulties are summarized below. Desorption 
efficiencies are discussed in the following subsection. 

•	 During TRM commissioning on-site, difficulties were experienced in heating the TRM to the 
appropriate temperature for waste processing. This was due to inadequate propane supply to the 
TRM burners, caused by the use of inappropriate regulators on the tanks, and compounded by low 
ambient temperatures. This problem was alleviated by replacing the propane tank regulators with 
those suitable for liquid propane tanks and capable of delivering adequate propane despite the low 
ambient temperatures. 

•	 It was originally anticipated that SAIC/Eco Logic would process soil at a rate of approximately ten 
pounds per hour. However, data generated during the acclimation tests indicated lower than 
expected desorption efficiencies, which were thought to be due in part to inadequate residence time 
of the soil in the TRM. The throughput rate was decreased by half in order to increase the 
residence time and achieve improved desorption of organic contaminants. Factors other than 
throughput were also found to contribute to the lower desorption efficiencies. 

•	 After the first acclimation run, the flow rate of hydrogen through the TRM was increased in an 
attempt to improve the desorption efficiencies. This caused an increase in particulate carryover into 
the TRM mill casing, but did not adversely affect the performance of the TRM. This problem may 
be mitigated in the full-scale TRM through the use of dust shrouds and purging of the dust shroud 
area during soil processing operations. 

•	 Following the final performance run (P3), the TRM was dismantled and inspected. It was then 
discovered that the treated sediment auger had separated from the drive mechanism during the run. 
This was a result of slippage of the drive coupler on the shaft of the output solids auger. This 
resulted in treated sediment accumulating in the auger, possibly restricting gas flow through the 
system and limiting the rate of desorption in the TRM. The auger system was demonstrated in the 
earlier runs to successfully remove processed solids from the system. The problem encountered in 
the final run was mechanical and not attributed to an inherent design flaw. 

•	 The carry-over of particulate into the mill casing caused displacement of the tin from the tin bath 
into the output solids collection pot. This was compounded by overfilling the tin bath in an effort to 
ensure sufficient tin for adequate heat transfer to the contaminated sediment. The larger 
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dimensions of the full-scale TRM and signif icantly larger amounts of tin would likely result in 
negligible impact from participate carryover. 

Eco Logic's commercial scale TRM is equipped with pairs of 8 inch feed augers that are intermeshed and 
reverse threaded to turn in opposite directions to prevent blockages. These augers feed into a 2-foot 
diameter opening that allows for a sufficient flow of gas to prevent concurrent flow of sediment and gas. 
This feed system was developed specifically for the commercial-scale TRM and was tested after fabrication 
and prior to transport to a site in St. Catharines, Ontario. 

Analytical Results 

Analyt ical results from the SAlC/Eco Logic pilot test are discussed in the following subsections. The 
results are discussed in two subsections, the first being the TRM and the second being the Eco Logic 
reactor. Additional detail for each batch is included in the SAIC/Eco Logic report included in the Data 
Compendium. The details of the vent gas sampling are included in TRC's report also included in the 
Data Compendium. 

To evaluate the effectiveness of the SAIC/Eco Logic process, data from batches A3, PI, P2, and P3 were 
used. These data agreed well and appeared to be generally representative of the process. Acclimation 
batch A3 was not in i t ia l ly intended to be used for evaluation purposes. However, operating difficulties 
during batch P3 made it desirable to use a larger data set for overall evaluation. Because A3 was 
operated under essentially the same conditions as batches PI and P2, it provided additional data useful 
for the overall evaluation. Each of the four batches was given equal weight in the evaluation process. 

TRM Results 

Sampling locations (SI through S9) are illustrated on Figure 4-18 and described in more detail in 
Table 4-37. Table 4-38 summarizes average concentrations for feed and treated material data for the 
SAIC/Eco Logic pilot study. The tables include the averages from batches A3, PI, P2, and P3, where 
available. Data from each batch are included in the Data Compendium. In some cases, results were not 
available from each batch. For instance, vent gas samples could not be collected for each analysis during 
each batch due to sampling limitations time constraints. Available data are included in the calculated 
average. 

Throughout this evaluation discussion, PCB Aroclor data for solid and aqueous samples are reported as the 
sum of the detected Aroclors (typically Aroclors 1242 and 1254). Total PCBs in the gas samples are 
reported as the sum of the detected isomers. Dioxin TEQs are calculated using International Toxic 
Equivalency Factors (I-TEF), assuming non-detect congeners were not present. This is consistent with 
Method 23 of 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A. The total PAHs represent the sum of only those PAHs detected 
above the method reporting limit (values below the quantitation limit were not included). Only those 
semivolatile compounds detected above the method quantitation limit are included in the summary tables. 
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Table 4-38
 
SAlC/Eco Logic Analytical Results for Feed (SI) and Treated (S6) Sediment
 

Feed Treated 
Sediment Sediment 

Analyte Average (SI) Average (S6) 

Total PCBs (mg/kg) 5,700 52 

Dioxin and Furan (TEQ) (pg/g) 1,775 34 

Dioxin and Furan (Total) (pg/g) 29,750 2,100 
Semi Volatiles (mg/kg) 

1 ,4-Dichlorobenzene 19 0.4 
Total PAHs (mg/kg) 16 1.2 

Chloride (mg/kg) 17,500 7,525 

Metal (mg/kg) 
Arsenic 12 7.3 
Barium 160 168 
Cadmium 15 6.3 
Chromium 325 313 
Copper 753 595 
Lead 603 328 
Mercury 0.95 0.17 
Selenium 2.6 1.4 
Silver 3.35 2.7 
Zinc 1,925 1,400 

Desorption Efficiency in TRM 

Desorption efficiency is a measure of the effectiveness of the TRM to desorb PCBs, dioxins and furans 
from the sediment. This value was calculated as follows: 

Desorption Efficiency (%) = 100 x [concentration in untreated solids - concentration in treated solidsl 
concentration in untreated solids 

PCBs 

Table 4-39 presents the desorption efficiencies calculated for PCB desorption from the Hot Spot sediment 
for A3 and each performance batch. In each test, greater than 98% of PCBs present in the sediments were 
desorbed using the TRM. This indicates that high levels of organic contaminants were removed from the 
sediment using this pilot-scale desorption technique. These desorption efficiencies were achieved with a 
single pass of the sediment through the TRM. Over the four runs, the concentration of PCBs in the treated 
solids ranged from 28 ppm to 77 ppm, with an average concentration of 52 ppm. 
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Table 4-39
 
PCB Desorption (Removal) Efficiency in TRIM
 

Parameter ! A3 PI P2  P3 !

PCBs in Untreated Solids (ug/g) | 6,400 4,700 5,000 ! 6,700 
PCBs in Treated Solids (ug/g) ! 31 77 28 1 72 
Desorption Efficiency of PCBs (%) I 99.52 98.36 99.44 | 98.93 

TRM desorption efficiencies ranged from 98.36 to 99.52% and averaged 99.06%. In all test runs, the PCB 
levels in treated sediment were higher than SAIC/Eco Logic anticipated. The likely reasons for the higher 
than expected PCB concentrations in the treated sediments were the problems encountered with TRM. 
These difficulties included the sediment feed system for the TRM. SAIC/Eco Logic believe that intermittent 
plugging of the feed tube caused "squirting" of untreated sediment up the m i l l and reduced the effective 
TRM residence time. In addition, when waste plugged the end of the waste feed tube, the flow of gas out of 
the mi l l became restricted, causing hydrogen to flow around the mi l l instead of through the mil l and 
decreased desorption efficiency. Water vapor produced at the feed end of the mill may also have caused 
condensation of PCBs on the treated sediments exiting the mil l . 

Dioxins and Fur cms (PCDDs and PCDFs) 

Average dioxin and furan data are also presented in Table 4-38. TEQ values are provided in addition to 
total concentrations. The average concentration of dioxins and furans in treated solids was 2,100 pg/gm 
(parts per trillion). The TRM reduced the concentration of dioxins and furans in the sediment by 
approximately 93%. Desorption efficiency on a TEQ basis was approximately 98%, similar to the 
efficiency calculated for PCBs. 

Results from the TRM were reviewed to evaluate the potential for PCB destruction within the TRM. 
Because the TRM operates at elevated temperatures in a hydrogen (reducing) atmosphere, the potential for 
PCB destruction exists. Similarly, as for any thermal treatment process, the possibility for the formation of 
dioxins and furans also exists and was evaluated. The evaluation of the TRM as a single operating unit was 
limited because sampling limitations precluded the collection of an isokinetic (flow representative) sample 
of the TRM off-gas (S9) location. Because of this sampling limitation, definitive conclusions regarding the 
characterization of the TRM off-gas cannot be drawn. However, the data were used to provide a summary 
level evaluation of the TRM performance with respect to PCB destruction and/or the potential for the 
formation of other organic compounds. The results of this evaluation are discussed below. 

Available data for PCBs, dioxins and furans from sediment and the TRM off-gas are summarized in Table 
4-40. Ratios of the off-gas to the input sediment are also included for comparison. Based on the data 
summarized in the table, it appears that the total mass of PCBs was reduced by the thermal desorption 
process. The total mass of dioxin and furan appears to have increased in two out of three of the batches, 
although the dioxin TEQ was increased in only one of the batches. In general, the mass of dioxin and furan 
increased with the decrease in PCB concentration, although the relationship does not appear to be linear. 
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Table 4-40
 
Comparison of Mass in Input From Sediment (S1-S6) and TUM Off-Gas (S9)
 

: ;; A3 •• Ratio P2 Ratio P3 Ratio 
J' . ' '  : TRM Off-Gas TRM Off-Gas TRM Off-Gas 

Parameter Input , Off-Gas to Input Input Off-Gas to Input Input Off-Gas to Input 

PCB (ing) 25,000 1,100 0.044 23,000 7,300 0.317 46,000 19.000 0.413 

Dioxin/furan (ng) 120,000 13,000 0.108 120,000 240,000 2.0 190,000 800.000 4.2 

Dioxin TEQ (ng) 6,500 270 0.042 7,600 5,100 0.67 12,000 15.000 1.2 

Results from each of the three batches were highly variable, as were the ratios of the mass output versus the 
mass input. This variability between batches is an indication that the sampling procedures were not truly 
representative of the process operation. However, the fact that during batches P2 and P3, PCBs at this 
location (S9) decreased in total mass, while the mass of dioxins and furans increased, is strong suggestive 
evidence that the results are not merely an artifact of sampling variability and that the thermal process has 
the potential to form dioxins and furans. 

Given the sampling results and the known limitations of the TRM off-gas sampling location, these summary 
level results should be used for consideration only. Definitive conclusions regarding the extent of reduction 
of PCBs and the formation of dioxins and furans cannot be drawn. However, based on the available data, it 
does appear that the thermal process has the potential to produce dioxins and furans despite the hydrogen 
atmosphere inside of the TRM. To fully evaluate the process in terms of dioxin and furan production, 
additional testing must be conducted. Such testing would require a TRM off-gas sampling port that could 
be sampled isokinetically. 

The dioxin TEQ values for the treated solids from batches A3, PI, P2, and P3 ranged from 19 to 48 pg/g 
(ppt). PCDD and PCDF levels in treated sediment were lower than the Universal Treatment Standards cited 
in 40 CFR 268.48, which list criteria of 1,000 pg/g for each of the tetrachlorinated through hexachlorinated 
PCDDs and PCDFs. 

Other Contaminants of Concern 

Results for other contaminants of concern are also summarized in Table 4-38. As expected for a process 
that treats PCB's dioxins and furans, other organic contaminants were also significantly removed in the 
thermal desorption process. 

Results for inorganic parameters indicate that the inorganic composition of the sediment remains essentially 
unchanged with the notable exceptions of chloride, copper, and lead. These more volatile components were 
desorbed to some degree into the vent gas stream and treated in the scrubber system. Scrubber water results 
(see below) support this premise. 

TCLP Results 

Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) results for untreated and treated sediment are provided 
in Table 4-41. TCLP analysis was utilized to evaluate the degree to which the thermal desorption process 
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may have altered the mobil i ty and transport of contaminants, especially metals, as a result of treatment. 
Table 4-41 provides the average concentration of key contaminants in the leachate of the Hot Spot 
sediment and the treated solids compared to regulatory levels prescribed in 40 CFR 261.24. 

Table 4-41
 
SAIC/Eco Logic TCLP Results for Feed (SI) and Treated (S6) Material
 

.••ySrj-iv.- Feed Treated TCLP 
Sediment Sediment Regulatory 

:' ;-3pScafi]p?Analyte Average (SI) Average (S6) Limit 

Total PCBs 27 0.6 NC 

1 ,4-Dichlorobenzene 84.5 ND 7,500 
Arsenic 22.5 ND 5,000 
Barium 350 637 100,000 
Cadmium 18 31 1,000 
Chromium 21.5 1 1 5,000 
Copper 50.5 2,450 NC 
Lead 470 840 5,000 
Mercury ND ND 200 
Selenium 13 13 1,000 
Silver ND ND 5,000 
Zinc 8,250 4,100 NC 

Results are reported in units of ug/L 
ND = Not Detected 
NC = No Criteria 

Based on the available data, it appears that the thermal desorption process does increase the leachability 
(mobility) of certain heavy metals, particularly barium, cadmium and lead. The data in Table 4-41 suggests 
that copper leachability may also be increased as a result of the thermal desorption process. These TCLP 
copper results are inconsistent with those for the non-TCLP metal analysis (Table 4-38), suggesting a 
potential problem with the analytical methodology. Because copper is not a typical TCLP analyte (no 
regulatory criteria), it is likely that the laboratory methodology for TCLP copper is somewhat inaccurate. 
Should TCLP copper data be required for further quantitative assessment, additional investigations could be 
conducted on the appropriateness of the analytical methods. TCLP values for both the input waste and 
treated solids are below the regulatory criteria, indicating that the thermal desorption treatment does not 
cause the material to exhibit toxicity characteristics. Treated materials are not likely to require further 
treatment for metals. 

The decreased levels of TCLP organic contaminants is attributed to their having been successful desorbed 
from the soil. The concentration of several metals in the leachate, such as arsenic, chromium, and zinc, 
decreased after treatment. This may indicate that these metals have either volatilized from the sediment 
during TRM processing or they have become more fixed to the treated solids and therefore less leachable. 

Reactor Destruction Efficiency Results 

To fully evaluate the potential for full scale implementation of this technology, it is useful to consider the 
destruction efficiency of the second stage of this process (chemical destruction) independently from the 
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thermal desorption unit. Unfortunately, sampling limitations associated with the pilot scale unit precluded 
the collection of truly representative vent gas samples before and after the Eco Logic process reactor and 
conclusive destruction efficiency cannot be reported. Despite these sampling limitations, a significant 
amount of data was generated that can be used to provide an overall assessment of the chemical destruction 
stage of this process. Average vent gas concentrations at the various sampling locations are summarized in 
Table 4-42. The sampling locations are illustrated on Figure 4-18. 

Table 4-42
 
SAIC/Eco Logic Test Program
 

Chemical Characterization of Vent Gas Streams
 

Total PCBs (ug/dsm3) 546,667 1.2 0.11 
Dioxin (TEQ) (pg/dsm3) 408,333 1.9 0.10 
Dioxin (Total) (pg/dsm3) 21,400,000 189 26 
Benzene (ug/dsm3) NA NA 9.6 
Total PAHs (ug/dsm3) 105,667 53,000 5.3 
Particulate (mg/dsm3) 5,700 37 6.68 
Chloride (ug/dsm3) 4,900 51 ND 
HC1 (ug/dsm3) 570,000 71 19 
Metals (ug/dsm3) 

Arsenic 145 2.2 1.4 
Cadmium 620 4.5 0.10 
Chromium 6,650 431 21 
Copper 7,150 9.3 3.2 
Lead 6,700 51 2.2 
Mercury 330 ND ND 
Zinc 52,000 185 25 

NA = Not Analyzed 
ND = Not Detected 

Destruction Efficiency is the measure of the quantity of a contaminant input to the reactor which does not 
exit the system in the vent gas stream. It is calculated as follows: 

Destruction Efficiency (%): 100 x [Mass of Contaminant into the system - Mass of Contaminant exiting the system] 
Mass of Contaminant into the system 

Total contaminant mass input to the reactor can be calculated in two ways. The first being the total mass 
contributed to the reactor based on the input vent gas stream (S9). The second way to calculate the mass 
into the reactor is to calculate the mass desorbed from the input sediment (i.e., input sediment mass - treated 
sediment mass = mass desorbed). 

Based on results from location S7, the combination of the reactor and the post-reactor scrubbers effectively 
reduces the concentration of PCBs, dioxins, furans, and metals in the off-gas. The results for each 
contaminant are discussed in more detail below. Scrubber water data (Table 4-43) support the conclusion 
that the reactor system destroys PCBs, dioxins, and furans. 
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Table 4-43
 
SAIC/Eco Logic Test Program
 

Chemical Characterization of Untreated (S4) and Treated (S5) Scrubber Water
 

Untreated : Treated :? 
Scrubber Water Scrubber Water * 

Analyte Average (S4) Average (S5) 

Total PCBs (mg/L) ND ND 
Dioxin(TEQ)(pg/L) 2.1 0.44 
Dioxin (Total (pg/L) 970 63 
Chlorinated benezenes (m/L) ND ND 
Total PAHs (mg/L) 14 ND 
Total Suspended Solids (mg/L) 587 28 
Chloride (mg/L) 2,300 923 
Metals (mg/L) 

Arsenic ND 15 
Barium 54 3 
Cadmium 85 30 
Chromium 57 1 1 
Copper 907 78 
Lead 1,540 318 
Mercury 9.6 2.2 
Selenium ND ND 
Silver 3.4 1.6 
Zinc 5,167 2,373 

ND = Not Detected 

PCBs 

The reactor destruction efficiency, calculated using the TRM off-gas (S9) data for the input to the reactor 
and the scrubber off-gas (S7) as the output was 99.999%. As discussed above, samples were not collected 
isokinetically from either of these locations. Therefore, these results should be used as general estimates 
only. 

Reactor efficiency calculated on the basis of the mass of PCB removed from sediment are summarized in 
Table 4-44. The data included in this table were calculated using the results obtained downstream of the 
off-gas thermal oxidizer unit (S8). These samples were collected isokinetically and, therefore, the data 
are likely to be more accurate than from the S7 sampling location. In addition, the results from S8 give a 
more accurate description of the reactor and off-gas treatment system as an operating unit as opposed to 
the S7 location which was located before the thermal oxidizer. As shown in Table 4-42, the difference 
between the S7 and S8 locations indicates that the thermal oxidizer unit provides some treatment of 
PCBs and other organics. The average destruction efficiency calculated using sediment data (Table 
4-44) was 99.99989, slightly less than the 99.9999 (6 nines) typically required for incinerator operations. 
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Table 4-44
 
PCB ORE Based on Input Solids (S1-S6) and Exhaust Cas (S8)
 

Parahre^ertf«vv > ; •• A3 PI P2 P3 
Total Mass of PCB Input Sediment (mg) 25,000 19,000 23,000 46,000 
Total Mass of PCB Out (Exhaust Gas) (mg) 0 0.026 0.0023 0.13 
Destruction Efficiency (%) 100.0000 99.99986 99.99999 99.99972 

The difference in Destruction Efficiency (99.999 vs. 99.99989) is dependent upon the calculation method 
used (i.e., TRM off-gas (S9) versus sediment data (SI minus S6)). Again, the difference in the mass 
balance of organic contaminants between the Hot Spot feed sediment data and the TRM off-gas (S9) data is 
responsible for the difference in these two Destruction Efficiencies. It is somewhat possible that the 
elevated temperatures of the TRM, in conjunction with the hydrogen atmosphere, destroyed some of the 
PCBs during the desorption process. In theory, this could account for the lower total mass calculated from 
the TRM off-gas results. In either event, it is clear that the reactor was very efficient in destroying the PCBs 
that were separated during the thermal desorption step. 

Dioxins and Furans 

Reactor destruction efficiencies for dioxins and furans were calculated using the same process as described 
for PCBs. Calculations were performed on a total mass basis and on a TEQ basis. The average of available 
results are summarized in Tables 4-45 and 4-46. Note that each sampling location could not be sampled 
during each batch due to sampling limitations. 

Table 4-45
 
PCDD/PCDF Destruction Efficiency
 

Based on Input Solids (S1-S6) and Exhaust Gas (S8)
 

Efficiency Calculated on a Total PCDD/F Mass Basis 
Total Mass Input from Sediment (ng) 137,500 
Total Mass Out (Exhaust Gas) (ng) 9.6 

Destruction Efficiency (%) 99.9923 

Efficiency Calculated on Dioxin TEQ Basis 
Total Mass of Input from Sediment (ng) 8,400 
Total Mass Out (Exhaust Gas) (ng) 0.034 

Destruction Efficiency (%) 99.99959 

Dioxin and furan emissions from the thermal oxidizer outlet were approximately 15 pg/hr at a TEQ 
concentration of approximately 0.10 pg/dsm^. With dispersion from the stack, ambient concentrations at 
the perimeter of the site are expected to meet the DEP ambient air guideline of 0.045 pg/m^ TEQ. 
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Table 4-46
 
PCDD/PCDF Destruction Efficiency
 

Based on TRM Off-Gas (S9) versus Product Gas (S7)
 

Parameter Average 

Efficiency Calculated on a Total PCDD/F Mass Basis 
Total Mass from TRM Off-Gas (ng) 126.500 
Total Mass Out (Product Gas) (ng) 2.5 
Destruction Efficiency (%) 99.9948 

Efficiency Calculated on Dioxin TEQ Basis 
Total Mass from Input TRM Off-Gas (ng) 2,685 
Total Mass Out (Product Gas) (ng) 0.0245 
Destruction Efficiency (%) 99.9993 

Benzene 

Sufficient data are available both historically and from this pilot program to conclude that benzene is a by-
product of the reactor process. The concentration of benzene in the reactor off-gas was measured using the 
on-line instrumentation and is reported in the SAIC/Eco Logic report included as in the Data Compendium. 
Benzene data for the thermal oxidizer off-gas is given in Table 4-42. In addition to benzene, relatively low 
concentrations of other organic contaminants, primarily naphthalene, remain in the post-reactor vent gas 
(S7). The benzene and other organic contaminants are further treated using thermal oxidation. Samples 
collected following the thermal oxidization unit (S8) were collected isokinetically and are expected to be 
representative of the effluent vent gas from the SAIC/Eco Logic system. The data from S8 are included in 
Table 4-42. Comparison of S8 benzene concentrations with real time monitoring data (see'Eco Logic report 
included in the Data Compendium) indicate that benzene concentrations are significantly reduced by the 
thermal oxidation process. 

The average detected concentration of benzene was 9.6 ug/per dry standard cubic meter (dsm^). The 
ambient air criteria for benzene in the State of Massachusetts are as follows: 

Threshold Effects Exposure Limit (TEL) (24-hour average) 1.74 ug/m3 
Allowable Ambient Limit (AAL) (annual average) 0.12ug/m3 

The levels detected during the test runs are stack gas levels, and can only be compared to ambient air 
criteria through consideration of the dispersion which takes place between the stack and the receptor 
(ambient air) location. The two most important factors in dispersion modeling are stack height and rate of 
gas flow out of the stack. Dispersion factors calculated for two of Eco Logic's commercial-scale operations 
show that concentrations are dispersed approximately 1,000 to 10,000 times, depending on the dispersion 
model used. To reduce the stack gas levels of benzene in the New Bedford Harbor test runs to reach AAL 
criteria, only about 5 to 100 times dispersion is required. Therefore, the levels detected during pilot-scale 
test runs are likely to be within acceptable limits. 

The benzene data collected from pilot-scale testing will allow for the design of a suitably sized 
boiler/catalytic steam reformer stack which will ensure adequate dispersion of benzene at commercial-scale. 
This design will also account for the fact that in commercial-scale operations, benzene is removed in the 
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scrubber wash oil leg (SWOL), and that product gas is mixed with natural gas or propane prior to being 
used as boiler fuel, both of which wi l l ultimately minimize the amount of benzene in the exhaust gas. 

Semivolatiles 

Table 4-42 presents total PAH vent gas concentrations, which were calculated by summing only those 
Toxic Compound List PAHs detected above the reporting l imi t . 

The PAHs detected in post-reactor (S7) samples were primarily naphthalene, with minor amounts of 
acenaphthylene, phenanthrene and 2-methylnaphthalene. The presence of these compounds can be directly 
attributed to post-reactor condensation reactions. These are known by-products of the Eco Logic Process, 
which at commercial-scale are recovered primarily with solids from the scrubber filtration system and in the 
scrubber wash oil leg (SWOL) which removes PAHs from the gas stream. 

Data from pilot-scale testing at the New Bedford Harbor site confirms that GAC treatment removes 
naphthalene and other PAHs from the scrubber water. (See Table 4-43). Naphthalene remaining in the 
product gas after scrubbing was combusted in the excess gas flare to near analytical detection limits during 
the pilot-scale testing program. 

4.6.3.2 Material Balances 

Mass Balance Closure (MBC) for a particular substance is defined as the deviation from perfect closure, as 
follows: 

MBC (%) = 1 00 x (total mass in input streams - total mass in out put streams) 
(total mass in-put streams) 

The MBC is zero percent for perfect closure (i.e. inputs are equal to outputs). If the MBC is positive, then 
the measured inputs are greater than the measured outputs; if it is negative, the measured outputs are greater 
than the measured inputs. The MBC thus expresses the deviation from perfect closure. 

Solids Mass Balance 

Solids mass balance results are provided in Table 4-47. The solids mass balance closure calculations were 
based on calculation of the dry solids in the feed and the solids recovered from the treated solids catch pot 
and scrubbers. The measured wet feed weight was multiplied by the percent solids value to arrive at a 
weight of dry feed solids. The treated solids were calculated by adding the recovered weight of solids in the 
catch pot and an allowance for unrecovered solids remaining in the TRM, which was estimated at 500 
grams for each run. This estimate was based on visual inspection of material recovered when cleaning the 
TRM, but could not be quantified due to the method of recovery. 

Table 4-47
 
SAIC/Eco Logic Solids Mass Balance Closure
 

Mass In (g/min) 13 13 12 14 
Mass Out (g/min) 17 8.7 9.8 9.6 
Mass Balance Closure (%) -32 33 20 30 
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The weight of solids exiting the process in the stack gas was relatively low, as indicated by particulate 
levels in Table 4-42. The sampling location most representative of particulate release to the atmosphere is 
S8. This sampling location was just prior to release of the off-gas to the atmosphere and the samples were 
collected isokinetically. As noted earlier, the sampling at S9 and S7 was not conducted isokinetically and 
some error is associated with these measurements. There may have been other areas, however, where solids 
hang-up occurred but where it was diff icult or impossible to recover without completely dismantling the 
equipment after each run. These areas include the TRM, the piping between the TRM and reactor, the 
reactor, and the treated solids auger. 

The mass balance closure results were -32, 33, 20, and 30% for tests A3, PI, P2 and P3, respectively. 
It appears that the solids mass balance closure for run A3 is an outlier and that, in general, less solids were 
recovered from the TRM than were input. As discussed above, this indicates that some solids remain in the 
TRM from one run to the next. The poor mass balance results are attributed to the operational difficulties 
experienced by the pilot scale TRM. 

Fate of Metals 

Table 4-48 provides the total mass of metals input to the system and recovered in treated solids, scrubber 
water and exhaust gas, for each test run. For the treated solids data, the total mass of the sample was 
calculated to be 95% of the dry weight untreated sediment input, which accounts for the loss of 
approximately 5% of the mass due to volatilization of cellulosic material. This approach assumes the solids 
which were not recovered were treated in the same manner as the recovered solids, and eliminates any error 
associated with the missing material. 

Table 4-48
 
Mass of Metals Input to System and Recovered
 

Arsenic 58 36 ND 0.0028 61% 
Barium 788 763 4.2 NA 97% 
Cadmium 73 30 6.8 0.00019 51% 
Chromium 1,575 1,483 4.4 0.042 94% 
Copper 3,650 2,800 71 0.0062 79% 
Lead 2,950 1,525 120 0.0043 56% 
Mercury 4.6 0.8 0.74 ND 34% 
Selenium 11 9.2 ND NA 84% 
Silver 16 12 0.27 NA 78% 
Zinc 9,200 6.575 403 0.049 76% 
Results are reported in units of milligrams (mg) 
NA = Not Analyzed 
ND= Not Detected 
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The greatest portion of input metals were recovered from the treated solids. Data from the less volatile 
metals (barium, chromium, copper and zinc) gave recoveries of greater than 75% indicating that correcting 
for the lost solids is appropriate. Data for the more volatile metals (arsenic, cadmium, and lead) indicate 
that these metals are volatilized into the vent gas. Scrubber water data do not fully support this premises. 
However, it is likely that, due to the high level of paniculate in the scrubber water, the sample collected 
and/or analyzed was not fully representative of the concentration of particulate and/or metals. 

4.6.4 SAIC/Eco Logic Full-Scale Application 

The following subsections discuss potential fu l l scale application of thermal desorption and gas phase 
chemical reduction as a means for treating the Hot Spot sediment. The section begins with an overview 
of related full scale work that has been conducted by Eco Logic as they have developed their technology 
process and equipment over the past ten or so years. Much of this information has been taken directly 
from their report and so the claims of success are, by in large, theirs. These claims were not 
independently verified by Foster Wheeler. 

The discussion of potential full scale treatment of the Hot Spot sediments includes an overview of the 
treatment system components and their operation, the estimated time to fabricate and deliver a treatment 
unit to the New Bedford site, the estimated cost to treat the 18,000 tons of Hot Spot sediment, a 
discussion of the unit's potential operational hazards and potential site specific and/or technological 
limitations for the process. 

In much of this section, the Eco Logic process is discussed as a combination of thermal desorption and 
gas phase chemical destruction as the treatability study was conducted. It is important to consider that 
the processes could be operated separately as well. If considered separately, the thermal desorption 
process could be used to produce a semi-solid oil product, similar to that produced by the solvent 
extraction process. Similarly, the oil from the solvent extraction process could be vaporized and 
subsequently treated using the gas phase reactor. In addition, it should be noted that the technical 
approach and cost estimate have been modified by Foster Wheeler to reflect our evaluation of the 
treatment equipment during the pilot scale test and our engineering judgment based on direct experience 
with implementing innovative technologies in general, and at Superfund sites. 

4.6.4.1 Eco Logic Full Scale Experience 

Since 1986, Eco Logic has conducted extensive research, development, test evaluation, and product 
engineering with the aim of developing an efficient, non-incineration technology for destroying organic 
wastes in a wide range of matrices including sediment, soil, leachate, sludge, bulk solids, and high and low 
strength liquids. Much of this work was supported by the governments of Canada (Environment Canada 
and the Department of National Defense) and the United States (EPA). 

The technology has been demonstrated and proven to be an efficient and publicly acceptable means of 
destroying high strength organic waste streams on-site. Development of the Eco Logic process has 
progressed to the point where commercial scale units are currently treating hazardous wastes at a site in 
Kwinana, Western Australia and at General Motors of Canada Limited in St. Catharines, Ontario. Details 
of these current commercial scale operations are briefly summarized below. 
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Kwinana, Western Australia 

The first SE25 ELI Destructor is currently operational in Kwinana , Western Aus t ra l ia , where contracts 
for the destruction and recycling of pesticide residuals and PCB-contaminated electrical equipment have 
been awarded. Results of both DDT and PCB testing are included in Table 4-49. 

Table 4-49 
Stack Test Data for Commercial-Scale treatment of DDT and PCBs 

DDT :; : • PCBs 
;:-'r Quantity , . • , Quantity . • 

Input: 
Duration of Run 81 minutes 1 10 minutes 
Feed 127.5 L 122 L 
Concentration 30.3 % 90% 
Mass Input 39.7915kg 142.74kg 

Output: 
Gas Flowrate 0.76 m3/sec 0.601 m3/sec 
Concentration 1.7 g/Nm3 <0.72 ug/m3 
Mass Output 0.00000628 kg 0.00000187kg 
DRE 99.999984 % 99.999998% 

DRE = 100 x (mass input - mass output) / mass input 

A compliance testing program overseen by the representatives of the Western Australian Department of 
Environmental Protection was conducted while processing PCB oils. An independent stack sampling 
company performed stack gas sampling at the catalytic steam reformer/boiler stack for PCB and semi-
volatile analyses, and all analyses were conducted by an independent laboratory. No PCBs were 
detected in the stack gas, and detected semi-volatile compounds were at concentrations well below air 
emission guidelines. Based on a detection limit of 0.72 ug/m^ for PCBs, the destruction removal 
efficiency (DRE) was calculated to be 99.999998 percent (seven nines). This same unit is now being 
utilized to treat PCB-contaminated electrical equipment from various regions in Australia. An aerial 
overview of this site is presented in Exhibit 4-13. 
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Exhibit 4-13
 
Ecologic Full-Scale Implementation at Kwinana, Western Australia
 

St. Catharines, Ontario 

The second SE25 ELI Destructor is currently processing PCB-contaminated materials at the General 
Motors of Canada Limited (GMCL) facility in St. Catharines, Ontario. The contaminated matrices 
include soil, electrical equipment, askarel, concrete, and various other solid wastes including personal 
protective equipment and tools. GMCL has indicated that their remaining stored PCB inventory 
currently located at various facilities in Southern Ontario will be transported to St. Catharines for 
treatment. Photographs of the TRM and gas phase reactor at the St. Catharines site are presented as 
Exhibits 4-14 and 4-15, respectively. 

Table 4-50 presents a summary of the DREs and destruction efficiencies (DEs) for PCBs and 
chlorobenzenes (CBs) from the performance testing program conducted at GMCL. Initial results for the 
treated material as well as ambient air indicate that the system is conforming to the guidelines set out by 
the Ontario MOE. Results of independent regulatory testing show that the Eco Logic treatment system 
consistently achieved a ORE of at least seven nines (99.99999 percent) for PCBs and at least six nines 
for CBs. This testing was conducted with the Eco Logic Sequential Batch Vaporizer (SBV) and the gas 
phase reactor. 
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E x h i b i t 4-14
 
Ecolo«ie Full-Scale TRM
 

Eco Logic has also recently completed treating 1,500 tons of sediment type wastes that were 
contaminated w i t h PCBs (referred to as settled solids) with the TRM and gas phase reactor. To date. l:co 
Logic reports that they have successfully treated these solids and have operated the TRM at throughput 
rates of up to 100 tons per day for several hours at a time. They also report that the process was effective 
in t reat ing the settled solids from 1 70 ppm PCB to below single digi t ppm range. 

Table 4-50 
Summan- of ORE and DE Values for PCBs and CDs at GMCL 

^^rmeter:f,^:_Un^^ '$$$*&?••*    .
•*; V-; 

 Test S^jjjjfK^ 
DRE for PCBs % 99.9999996 99.9999985 94.9999997 

DRE for CBs % 99.9999842 99.9999985 99.9999977 

DE for PCBs % 99.9999996 99.9999985 99.9999808 

DE for CBs % 99.9999836 999999972 99.9999971 
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Exhibit 4-15
 
Ecologic Full-Scale Reactor
 

4.6.4.2 Conceptual Full-Scale Treatment System 

The conceptual full-scale Eco Logic treatment system was developed based on over ten years of 
research, engineering, testing and full-scale application. The conceptual design also takes into account 
the results of the New Bedford Harbor Hot Spot treatability studies and the chemical/physical 
characteristics of the sediment. The system includes the TRM to separate the organic contaminants 
through thermal desorption and the gas phase reactor to complete the chemical destruction of the organic 
contaminants. 

The methodology Eco Logic has used to scale-up the results of the pilot scale test to full-scale appear to 
be based largely on their overall experience in fabricating and operating full-scale treatment units. This 
would appear sufficient for the reactor system which has a much larger base of full-scale operating 
experience than does the TRM. As a result, full scale requirements for the TRM are not definitive and 
require further evaluation. Further details of the scale-up process proposed by Eco Logic are included in 
their report in the Data Compendium. 

The conceptual full-scale Eco Logic treatment unit presented in Figure 4-19 is designed to operate 24 
hours per day, seven days per week. The design capacity is 70 tons per day. The on-line factors used by 
Foster Wheeler in evaluating full-scale application was 60%, resulting in an estimated throughput of 42 
tons per day of wet sediment. This on-line factor is based on an average of Eco Logic's projected factor 
of 80% and their performance during the pilot scale study which was at a throughput rate of 40%. Eco 
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Logic is continuing with the testing and development of a large scale TRM that was constructed and 
tested during 1996 and 1997. Hopefully this continued development will result in higher throughput 
rates as their overall process continues to mature. 

Full-scale application of the process is discussed in terms of waste inputs, waste processing and process 
outputs. Again, additional detail is contained in the SAIC/Eco Logic report (Data Compendium). 

Waste Inputs 

Waste inputs for the Eco Logic process are described below. These are discussed as sediment feed 
which can be desorbed in the TRM and those waste inputs not suitable for processing in the TRM. 

Input Sediment Waste Feed 

Hot spot sediments would be treated in the Thermal Reduction Mill (TRM), with the desorbed contaminants 
being sent to the reactor through a separate port. The TRM would be designed to vaporize water and 
organic contaminants in the feed sediment while mechanically working the solids into a fine granular 
mixture for optimum desorption. The water vapor and organic contaminants volatilized from the sediment 
would be continuously swept into the reactor by a side stream of hydrogen-rich, hot recirculation gas. 

Bulk Solid Wastes 

Bulk solid wastes not appropriate for the TRM would be treated using a Sequencing Batch Vaporizer 
(SBV). The SBV is a large heated autoclave-type chamber. Organic contaminants contained in the material 
treated are volatilized and the resultant organic vapors swept directly into the reactor by the hydrogen-rich 
hot recirculation gas. Examples of material suitable for SBV treatment include personal protective 
equipment (PPE), and oversized material screened from the sediment. The SBV can also be used to 
regenerate spent activated carbon. 

Liquid Organic Wastes 

Liquid wastes can be directly injected into the reactor through a series of nozzles to atomize the liquid 
waste. Potential wastes that could be treated through this method include PCB contaminated transformer 
oils and other highly concentrated liquid wastes. 

Waste Processing 

The various input streams to the reactor including vaporized liquid wastes as well as gas streams from the 
TRM and SBV, would be injected through several ports mounted tangentially near the top of the reactor. 
Special nozzles would be used to atomize liquid wastes to accelerate liquid vaporization. The gas mixture 
swirls around a central stainless steel tube, and is heated by 18 vertical radiant tube heaters with internal 
electric heating elements. By the time the gas drops to the bottom of the reactor, the gas mixture reaches a 
temperature of at least 850°C. The process reactions take place from the bottom of the central tube 
onwards, and take less than one second to complete. 

Product gas leaving the reactor would be scrubbed to remove water, heat, fine particulate, HC1, aromatic 
compounds and carbon dioxide. The first stage of the scrubber (Scrubber Acid Leg - SAL) can be operated 
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to recover hydrochloric acid, which avoids acid neutralization with caustic. If the waste stream is heavily 
chlorinated, the acid can usually be recycled, and generation of large volumes of salty waste water requiring 
treatment and discharge can be avoided. For low strength waste, such as New Bedford Harbor sediment, 
hydrochloric acid recovery is not economically feasible. In this case, the SAL would be modified by the 
addition of extra spray nozzles to enhance particulate scrubbing. Further particulate and acid polishing are 
accomplished in the second scrubber stage. It was demonstrated at pilot-scale that atomizing spray nozzles 
are effective in controlling particulate levels in the gas stream. During the demonstration, it was observed 
that the first scrubber solution was dark in color after processing, and the second scrubber solution was 
clear. This suggests that the majority of particulate was successfully collected in the first scrubber. 

The second stage of scrubbing drops the temperature of the gas to remove water and completes the removal 
of HC1 by caustic packed tower scrubbing (Scrubber Weak Acid Caustic Leg -SWACL). Particulate matter 
(which may have entered the reactor as dissolved or suspended solids in the original waste) is removed in 
both the first and second stages of the scrubber by continuous filtering. Heat is removed using plate heat 
exchangers and is transferred to the cooling water system. 

The third stage of scrubbing removes low levels of benzene and naphthalene from the gas stream by neutral 
oil washing (Scrubber Wash Oil Leg - SWOL). The rich oil is pumped to a stripper where benzene and 
naphthalene are removed and sent to the inlet of the catalytic steam reformer for conversion to hydrogen 
and carbon dioxide. The fourth scrubbing stage removes carbon dioxide using monoethanolamine (MEA) 
absorption (Scrubber Monoethanolamine Leg - SMEAL). The rich MEA is pumped to a stripper where the 
carbon dioxide is removed and is sent to the common boiler/catalytic steam reformer stack. 

The scrubber water from the stage-two scrubber leg returns to the covered section of the scrubber tank 
through a drop-tube that extends well below the water surface. This acts as a seal against air infiltration and 
as an emergency pressure relief mechanism. There will be no gas release if a short-term pressure surge 
forces gas out of the bottom of this tube since a check valve allows the gas to re-enter the system once the 
pressure returns to normal. The entire treatment loop operates within 1 psi of atmospheric pressure. 

As waste is processed through the system, acid and water are generated as outputs. Filtered acid is pumped 
to a storage tank for further activated carbon treatment prior to recycling. Scrubber decant water is also 
filtered and carbon-treated to remove organic contamination, and is then stored for analysis prior to 
discharge. Spent activated carbon can be regenerated on-site in the SBV, and the minor amount of scrubber 
particulate can also be processed through the TRM or SBV. 

The cooled and scrubbed reaction gas is a clean dry mixture of hydrogen, methane, carbon monoxide, and 
other light hydrocarbons. Some of the reaction gas is reheated and recirculated back into the reactor. 
Reaction gas is also recirculated through the TRM and/or the SBV as sweep gas, and through the catalytic 
steam reformer for hydrogen generation. Excess reaction gas is removed from the system, compressed, and 
stored. This stored "product gas" is chemically tested and subsequently used as fuel to heat ancillary system 
components. 

Figure 4-19 presents a process schematic of the entire system, including the TRM, the SE25 reactor and 
ancillary technologies. Most of the system components are mounted on standard-bed highway trailers for 
ease of mobility. The reactor trailer houses the reactor, the electric heating control system, the scrubber 
system, the recirculation gas blower, the recirculation gas heater and the watery waste preheater vessel. A 
second trailer contains the main power distribution room, the boiler and the catalytic steam reformer. Gas 

***** DRAFT FINAL *****
 
RevO .
D97-042 H 1 

 12/30/97 



cooling capacity for the scrubbing system is recirculated through evaporative coolers, and scrubber 
stripping operations are carried out in a container situated near the boiler. The product gas compression and 
storage system is also skid-mounted to allow flexibility in site layout. For processing soils and other solids, 
the TRM is housed on a separate trailer and the SBVs are skid-mounted units. The process control system, 
gas analyzer systems, and the command center are housed in a standard office trailer. 

Process Outputs 

The primary outputs from the treatment of PCBs in sediment are the treated solids, scrubber water, 
hydrochloric acid and product gas. 

Treated solids 

Sediment treated in the TRM would be recovered and wetted so as to cool the material for handling and 
reduce the potential for dust emissions. The treated material would be generated at a rate as low as 50% of 
the input mass due to losses of water, organic contaminants, and carbon. Treated sediment would be 
chemically tested for waste-specific contaminants to verify the adequate removal of organic contaminants. 
After analysis verified that the material was treated to cleanup levels, it would be transported to the on-site 
storage or disposal area. The treated sediment is expected to be a fine, inert, silica-rich material. Because 
of the design of the Eco Logic process, no caustic would be added to the sediment during treatment. 
Therefore, the treated sediment will be of average pH and salinity which does not prohibit development of 
plant life. The treated sediment would likely be disposed of in a CDF on-site. 

Water 

During normal operations, water is generated as scrubber decant water, which may contain trace levels of 
low molecular weight hydrocarbons (benzene and naphthalene) and metals. The water will be treated with 
granular activated carbon (GAC) and solids filtration, stored on-site, and tested to ensure compliance with 
local POTW discharge limitations prior to discharge to the municipal sewer system. Alternately, the treated 
process water can be re-used on-site in the evaporative coolers. Water collected from the spill pad sump 
can be managed in the same manner at the New Bedford Harbor site. SAIC/Eco Logic estimate that 
approximately 10,000 gallons per day of treated scrubber water will require discharge on-site or to the 
municipal sewer system. 

Hydrochloric Acid 

Moderate strength hydrochloric acid (approximately 25% acid by weight) is generated during normal 
operations. The acid is subjected to GAC filtration to remove trace levels of benzene and naphthalene. The 
acid is stored on-site until testing demonstrates compliance with relevant criteria. Because of the relatively 
low chlorine content of the New Bedford Harbor Hot Spot sediments, relatively low amounts of 
hydrochloric acid are expected to be generated and the scrubbed acid can be neutralized with caustic and 
discharged as salty wastewater to the municipal sewer system. 

Product Gas 

Excess product gas is generated during the destruction of PCBs and other organic contaminants, and would 
be recycled to the catalytic steam reformer to generate hydrogen to feed the reactor and TRM or would be 
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compressed and subsequently used on-site as fuel to heat the system steam boiler and catalytic steam 
reformer. Hydrocarbon levels obtained from stack sampling of product gas combusted in an excess gas flare 
during the pilot-scale testing program at New Bedford Harbor site indicate that local air standards can be 
achieved with the more sophisticated gas cleaning system of the commercial-scale system. 

The approximate product gas composition for commercial-scale operations is as follows: hydrogen (65%), 
methane (25%), and carbon monoxide (approximately 10%), with trace amounts of lighter organic 
compounds (e.g., ethylene and benzene). Because PCBs, PCDDs/PCDFs and other semi-volatile 
compounds of interest cannot be measured accurately in real-time, the product gas is continuously tested 
(once per minute) for compounds indicative of incomplete destruction such as monochlorobenzene, using 
an on-line gas chromatograph (GC) following temporary storage. As part of standard operating procedure, 
the use of product gas as fuel is halted if the on-line GC detects monochlorobenzene concentrations in 
excess of 100 parts per million by volume (ppmv). Product gas is then diverted to a second storage tank, 
where it is reprocessed. Reprocessing of product gas has only been required on two or three occasions over 
the past two years of operating commercial-scale systems. In these cases, the processing of contaminated 
materials is halted and the product gas is recirculated until it meets established quality criteria as measured 
by the CIMS and micro-GC. 

4.6.4.3 Technology Implementation Schedule 

The technology implementation schedule included a number of components in addition to just treating the 
sediment. The schedule must incorporate the time to design and construct a full-scale treatment system 
capable of treating the Hot Spot sediments. Simply having a full-scale unit in existence may not be 
sufficient to meet the site-specific challenges that the Hot Spot sediment present. This was clearly 
demonstrated during the pilot scale testing program. In addition, the time to mobilize to the site, set-up the 
treatment unit skids and perform complete checkout/start-up activities must also be included. Finally, time 
must be included for decontamination and disassembly of the treatment equipment for demobilization. 

For the Eco Logic process, Foster Wheeler has estimated the total time, including treatment, to be on the 
order of three years. This includes 12 to 15 months for design and construction of the treatment equipment; 
three months for mobilization and set-up/checkout activities; 15 months for treatment; and one month for 
decontamination and disassembly of the treatment equipment. 

4.6.4.4 Technology Limitations 

The process limitations are primarily associated with the TRM. Eco Logic has been operating full-scale 
reactor systems at several sites and has a base of successful operating data. However, the viability of the 
full-scale TRM to treat Hot Spot sediment has yet to be completely demonstrated. A commercial-scale 
TRM has been designed, fabricated and tested with clean sand for an extended period of time prior to 
transportation of the unit to General Motors of Canada Limited (GMCL) in St. Catharines, Ontario and 
subsequently processed 1,500 tons of PCB contaminated sediment over the past several months. Eco Logic 
also claims the TRM is scheduled to be used at a decommissioned General Electric Canada Inc. plant to 
process approximately 7,000 tons of PCB-contaminated soil currently stored above-ground. However, the 
schedule of this planned activity was unclear to Foster Wheeler at the time this document was prepared. 

While the pilot-scale TRM did successfully desorb PCB's and other organics from the sediment, PCB 
concentrations in the treated sediments were substantially higher than expected, based on previous 
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treatability studies performed by Eco Logic on PCB-contaminated sediments. Potentially more concerning 
though was the constant string of mechanical difficulties which plagued the TRM throughout most of the 
pilot scale study. 

The relatively low desorption efficiency of the pilot scale TRM may be directly related to mechanical and 
materials handling difficulties encountered during the treatability study test program. These difficulties 
include: 

•	 Initial difficulties reaching the design operating temperature 
•	 Sediment throughput at 40% of the design capacity 
•	 Paniculate buildup within desorption unit 
•	 Loss of molten tin during treatment operations 
•	 Mechanical breakdown of the exit system for solids 

Elimination of these mechanical difficulties and the associated reduced throughputs should be able to 
overcome the lower than expected desorption with the appropriate design modifications. Prior to 
re-inventing the TRM, it may be possible for Eco Logic to investigate full-scale thermal desorption units 
that are available from other vendors. These units may provide better throughput rates and potentially 
better removal efficiencies. An important consideration in trying to co-mingle technologies is that the Eco 
Logic operates in a hydrogen atmosphere. 

The other concept that must be kept in mind while evaluating the potential limitations of thermal desorption 
system is the formation of dioxins and furans. While it would appear that the hydrogen environment was 
effective in minimizing the formation of these compounds and the reactor system was effective in treating 
them, the data still suggest that these compounds are formed to some degree while treating the Hot Spot 
sediment. Again, it is important to note that only small quantities may have been formed and that the 
reactor treated most of this material. 

4.6.4.5 Eco Logic Hazards Review (HAZOP) 

This review is conceptual in scope because there are no detailed Process Flow Diagrams (PFDs), no detailed 
Piping and Instrumentation Diagrams (PIDs), operating instructions, etc. that exist to form the basis for an 
in depth HAZOP Review. Should implementation proceed at sometime in the future, such an indepth 
HAZOP Review would be performed. In summary, this Hazards Review highlights the main areas of 
concern to ensure these issues are factored into the overall evaluation of this technology. 

Eco Logic Process Overview 

The Eco Logic process employs hazardous operating conditions in the Thermal Reduction Mill (TRM) with 
an 590°C hydrogen and carbon monoxide atmosphere. The Reactor operates in a hydrogen and carbon 
monoxide atmosphere at 870°C. In addition, hydrogen is stored under high pressure. In the TRM the PCBs 
and dioxins are desorbed (volatilized) and sent to the Reactor where they are destroyed. Additional 
concerns include the escape of TRM gas containing PCBs and dioxins and the escape of reactor gas 
containing hydrochloric acid. Major issues of concern are the following: 

•	 Release of gases with high hydrogen and carbon monoxide contents and high temperature from 
both the TRM and Reactor 
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• Release of hydrogen from the high pressure hydrogen storage vessels. 
• Escape of TRM gas containing PCBs and dioxins and/or reactor gas containing 11C1. 

Hazards Analysis 

Hazards associated with the Eco Logic process are discussed below. Hazards are discussed in terms of 
physical and chemical hazards as well as operating conditions and equipment fa i lure . 

Physical Hazards 

The physical hazards that may be encountered are noise, exposure to the cold, heat stress, sharp surfaces, 
fa l l ing objects, lifting, electrical shock, and those associated with work near heavy and industrial 
equipment. Should implementation proceed, the Site Safety Officer, or alternate (SSO/alternate), would 
address activity-specific safety procedures to minimize the potential for injury associated with these hazards 
during full-scale operations. 

Fire Exposure - Off-Site Fire 

The Confined Disposal Facility site is well isolated from the surrounded development except for textile 
manufacturing activity opposite the site's frontage on Sawyer Street. The road is narrow and is a dead end; 
traffic appears rather low, limited to workers and deliveries to the manufacturing operations and the CDF. 
The potential for radiation from a significant building or vehicle fire activating relief valves on the 
hydrogen tube trailers or propane tank should be considered in siting this equipment. Installation of a 
sprinkler system should be considered to control equipment temperature. 

Fire Exposure - On-Site Fire 

Any leakage of hydrogen, gas/propane fuel, or in process gas, creates the potential for a fire. Possible 
ignition sources are propane burners for heating the TRM, steam generator, steam reformer, and electrical 
fault. Hydrogen leaking from a high pressure source may ignite if subjected to a spark or heat. Control of a 
gas fire should be by cutting off the supply of gas and allowing the fire to burn out. Block valves (possibly 
self closing on fire exposure) should be installed to permit isolation of equipment from all gas supply. 

Chemical Hazards 

The following materials associated with the process are hazardous because of toxicity and/or flammability: 

Hydrogen
 
Propane
 
Carbon monoxide
 
Hydrochloric acid
 
Monoethanolamine
 
PCB's
 
Other toxic organics in the sediment
 
Heavy metals
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Materials Handling 

•	 Access to the Confined Disposal Facility by vehicles is along Sawyer Street, a narrow dead end 
road which may pose some difficulty for a hydrogen tube trailer. Frequency of delivery is not 
specified. Control of delivery time of day may be desirable. Praxair tube trailers range from 23-34 
feet in length. 

•	 The proposed use of an enclosed conveying system for sediment transfer appears desirable if 
adequate arrangements are made for safely venting any process gas leakage from the thermal 
reduction mi l l . 

In-Process Material 

The in process gas flows are hazardous. The total quantities of materials in the system are not given. The 
TRM appears to be the largest individual piece of equipment with an indicated volume of 245.7 cubic feet. 
Circulation of gas through the system is by a blower drawing recirculation gas from the scrubbing system 
and fresh material to supply pressure. Blower and compressor controls should protect against creation of a 
vacuum in the system which could lead to air infiltration. 

Hazardous Operating Conditions 

Operating temperatures in the TRM are 590°C and in the reactor, 870°C. Hydrogen is stored under high 
pressure. These conditions must be maintained and monitored to ensure safe operating conditions. 

Performance Failure 

Failure of the TRM to completely desorb the organics would lead to the discharge of contaminated solids 
which could be readily recycled without additional hazard. Failure of the Reactor to completely decompose 
the organics could lead to contamination of scrubber liquids; analytical checks should prevent additional 
hazard in handling/disposing of these liquids. Inadequate scrubber system performance could lead to 
emission of hazardous materials to the air. The provision of continuous analytical monitoring of the vent 
gas should adequately address this concern. 

Utility Failure 

Water is required to scrub and cool the gases exiting the reactor, cooling the treated soil discharged from the 
mill, and steam generation. It appears shutdown of the system following a supply failure would not create 
additional hazard. Interruption of electricity supply would prevent operation of the system with cooldown 
presenting the possibility of air infiltration, start-up purging procedures should be adequate without 
additional hazard. 

Catastrophic Equipment Failure 

Failure of any of the major pieces of equipment would likely lead to a complete release of the system's 
gaseous contents and fire. The TRM appears to be the piece of equipment most susceptible to failure since 
it rotates and is subject to a wide temperature range; maintaining a gas tight seal might be a problem and 
means of detecting leakage a desirable requirement. Provision of automatic excess flow valves in the 
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hydrogen supply and fuel supply systems (if not incorporated in supplier's equipment) should be 
considered. 

Hazards Summary 

The hydrogen and carbon monoxide gas concentrations, temperatures and hydrogen pressures experienced 
in the Eco Logic Process, are common operating conditions in the chemical and petro-chemical industries 
that produce commercial-grade hydrogen, methanol, ammonia and urea. Adapting these standard industrial 
practices to environmental remediation application is not a radical departure from proven technology. 

4.6.4.6 Estimated Treatment Costs 

The estimated costs to treat the 18,000 tons of Hot Spot sediment using the Eco Logic process are 
discussed in this section. The costs were projected on a throughput of 42 tons of wet sediment per day. 
This throughput rate is 60% of the treatment unit's 70 ton per day design. It is important to note that the 
estimate is for treatment of the sediments only, and does not include other support related efforts such as 
design, procurement, site facili t ies, sediment removal and treated material handl ing, and air monitoring. 
The cost estimates are based on input provided by SAIC/Eco Logic in their treatability study report (Data 
Compendium). Foster Wheeler has adjusted these estimates slightly in some areas to reflect our 
experience in implementing innovative treatment technologies at Superfund sites, and our overall 
engineering judgment. 

The estimated treatment costs include several major categories including allocated capital costs such as 
design, fabrication and testing; permitting for the process; mobilization and demobilization, initial site 
testing of the technology (commissioning); and, treatment operations including labor, utilities and 
supplies. Two costing scenarios have been included for the Eco Logic process. The first scenario 
includes both treatment steps, thermal desorption to separate the contaminants and gas phase chemical 
destruction of the separated contaminants. The second scenario addresses potential application of the 
Eco Logic process to the oily waste extract produced by another separation process such as solvent 
extraction. Under this scenario, the 423 tons of extract are volatilized into the gas phase using the SBV 
and are subsequently treated in the gas phase reactor system. Each of these approaches are more fully 
discussed below. 

Estimated Eco Logic Treatment Costs (Separation and Chemical Destruction) 

The estimated costs for the Eco Logic process were developed based on 18,000 tons of Hot Spot 
sediment with a wet unit weight of 1.2 tons per cubic yard. This sediment would be provided to the Eco 
Logic process unit at anticipated rate of 42 tons per day. This treatment rate was lowered by Foster 
Wheeler from Eco Logic's estimate of 56 tons per day to reflect an overall on-line capacity of 60%. This 
on-line factor is on the low side for most commercial processes and is primarily attributed to the 
anticipated performance of the TRM, which if not operating properly, becomes a bottleneck for all 
treatment operations. The decision to use the 60% on-line factor was a balance between the positive 
aspects of Eco Logic's ongoing testing and development of their existing full scale TRM, and the 
operational difficulties they experienced during the Hot Spot treatability studies. During these studies, 
the Eco Logic pilot scale treatment unit only performed at 40% of the design capacity and experienced 
significant down-time. 
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The major cost components of the estimate include allocated capital costs; process permitting: 
mobilization: in i t i a l site testing or commissioning; treatment operations; and demobilization. The 
summary level costs for these items are presented in Table 4-51 and are discussed in more detail below. 

Table 4-51
 
Estimated Treatment Costs for Eco Logic Process
 

Thermal Separation and Gas Phase Chemical Destruction
 

S^^^Sifta;^Mtt>M^m''---^^^. :'•••:•'„, "••*: .Estimated Cost ,;•.>£•& 
Capital (Allocated) 3,000,000 
Permitting 100,000 
Mobilization 1,810,000 
Commissioning 290,000 
Treatment Operations 5,239,000 
Demobilization 675,000

Bi4,opo'..;> 

Cost Per Ton of Sediment (18,000 tons) $617/ton 

Allocated Capital Costs 

Eco Logic typically amortizes the $10,400,000 cost of their treatment units over a five year period. To 
calculate the percentage of capital costs applicable to a potential cleanup of the Hot Spot sediments, the 
ratio of the time to complete a Hot Spot cleanup using the Eco Logic process, to the five year 
amortization period was multiplied by $10,400,000. The total project duration of 75 weeks results in an 
allocated capital cost of $3,000,000. The schedule estimate includes 61 weeks for treatment activities 
and 14 weeks for mobilization, commissioning and demobilization. 

Permitting 

Efforts under permitting include all efforts to obtain any federal, state or local permits that may be 
directly applicable to the treatment process and the associated reagents and process gases. 

Mobilization 

Mobilization costs include transportation and setup of the treatment equipment. Also included are costs 
to support hiring and training of local technicians and laborers to support treatment operations and the 
salary and living costs for company personnel. 

Commissioning 

The costs under this category are primarily associated with the efforts to completely test the treatment 
system. This will include a test of the individual system components and the operation of the overall 
system including the relevant safety systems. 
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Treatment Operations 

The operations costs include all of the labor, utilities, reagents and process gases to treat the 18,000 tons 
of Hot Spot sediment over a 61 week period. Details of the operational costs are provided in Table 4-52. 

Table 4-52
 
Estimated Operational Treatment Costs
 

Eco Logic Thermal Desorption and Gas Phase Destruction
 

• Activity Estimated Cost ($) 
Personnel salaries, travel, accommodations 2,583,000 
Electricity 1,291,000 
Natural gas "7447600" 
Caustic 36,000 
Wash oil "247606" 
Monoethanolamine 24,000 
Hydrogen "72v666" 
Nitrogen 72,000 
Carbon Dioxide "T27666" 
Boiler chemicals, etc. 24,000
 
Calibration gases "i2"7666"
 
Diesel fuel 12,000
 
Compressor and other oils 727666"
 
Personal protective equipment 287,000
 
Bag filters 487666"
 
Cartridge filters 48,000
 
Granule activated carbon "367666"
 
Miscellaneous parts and supplies 90,000
 
Equipment rental "2157606"
 
Maintenance 179,000
 
Sewer and water ""187666"
 

Operational Costs per Ton of Wet Sediment $291/ton
 
(18,000 tons)
 

Demobilization 

The estimated costs for demobilization include the efforts to decontaminate the treatment system, 
disassemble the various pieces of treatment equipment for shipment off-site. 

Estimated Eco Logic Treatment Costs (Gas Phase Chemical Destruction Only) 

The estimated costs for this application of the Eco Logic process was developed to support 423 tons of 
oily extract generated through a separation process such as solvent extraction. The extract would be 
provided to the Eco Logic process unit at an anticipated rate of 3.2 tons per day. The conceptual 
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treatment approach would include heating the extract wi th in the SBV and treating the resulting off-gas in 
the reactor system. 

The major cost components of the estimate include allocated capital costs: process permitting; 
mobilization; initial site testing or commissioning; treatment operations; and demobilization. These are 
summarized in Table 4-53 discussed in more detail below. 

Table 4-53 
Estimated Operational Treatment Costs Eco Logic Gas Phase Chemical Destruction Only 

-Estimated-
Capital (Allocated) 1,085,000 
Permitting 100,000 
Mobilization 1,360,000 
Commissioning 250,000 
Treatment Operations 1,782,000 
Demobilization 555,000 

Cost Per Ton of Extract (423 tons) $12,132/ton 

Allocated Capital Costs 

Eco Logic typically amortizes the $8,550,000 cost of this potential application of their treatment unit 
over a five year period. To calculate the percentage of capital costs applicable to a potential cleanup of 
the Hot Spot sediments, the ratio of the time to complete treatment of the extract from the Hot Spot 
cleanup using the Eco Logic process, to the five year amortization period was multiplied by $8,550,000. 
The total project duration of 33 weeks results in an allocated capital cost of $1,085,000. The schedule 
estimate includes 19 weeks for treatment activities and 14 weeks for mobilization, commissioning and 
demobilization. 

Mobilization/Commissioning/Demobilization 

The costs for mobilization, commissioning and permitting are quite similar to those for the Eco Logic 
unit including the TRM and are discussed above. 

Treatment Operations 

The operational treatment costs presented above in Table 4-53 include similar components as the 
complete treatment process (Table 4-52). The difference in these costs is primarily due to the duration 
on site, 19 weeks for the SBV/reactor application to treat the 423 tons of oil extract as compared to 61 
weeks for the TRM/reactor to treat 18,000 tons of sediment. 
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4.7	 Bench Scale Stabilization Studies 

In addition to the pilot scale studies described in the above section, a bench scale study was conducted to 
evaluate solidification and stabil ization as a potential remedy for future consideration. The bench scale 
study is discussed and summarized in this section. A complete report on the bench scale tests including 
how they were conducted and the testing results is included in the Technical Memorandum provided in 
Appendix A. Supporting data and field notes are included as at tachments to the Technical 
Memorandum. An out l ine of the overall test objectives is given below. The bench scale testing 
procedures are described in Section 4.7.1, the results of testing are discussed in Section 4.7.2, and the 
potential for full-scale application is discussed in Section 4.7.3. 

Bench scale testing of the Hot Spot sediment was conducted pr imari ly to determine whether 
solidification and/or stabil ization (S/S) was a viable treatment process to consider for further testing. 
The objectives of the testing are summarized as follows: 

•	 Evaluate and quantify the effectiveness of stabilization/solidification (S/S) technologies to 
immobilize the PCBs and heavy metals present in the contaminated material. 

•	 Evaluate the potential for the S/S process to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of the 
hazardous constituents. 

The bench scale test was intended to determine whether the solidification/stabilization process was an 
option for consideration for treating the Hot Spot sediment directly from the CDF. In addition, 
solidification / stabilization was considered for stabilizing residuals from the treatment processes, should 
such residuals require additional treatment, especially for metals. Both the solvent extraction and 
thermal desorption processes have the potential to concentrate and/or mobilize metals during the 
treatment process. Such treatment residual may require additional treatment to reduce the leachability of 
metals. 

4.7.1 Bench Scale Treatability Testing Elements 

Foster Wheeler Environmental conducted the bench scale treatability testing of three 
solidification/stabilization admixtures to determine their effectiveness in immobilizing the PCBs and 
heavy metals present in the New Bedford Harbor Hot Spot sediments. The engineering and field 
execution aspects of the treatability study included the following activities: 

•	 Conducting bench scale testing utilizing S/S reagents provided by two subcontractors. In 
addition to the S/S subcontracts, Foster Wheeler Environmental conducted an S/S evaluation 
using commercially available Portland cement as an admixture. 

•	 Implementing the bench scale treatability studies as well as the sampling and analytical testing in 
accordance with the site-specific Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) and Quality Assurance 
Project Plan (QAPjP). 

•	 Compilation of the physical/chemical data gathered during the bench scale studies. 
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The following subsections discuss the untreated sediment, the stabilization admixtures and the testing 
process. Section 4.7.2 discusses the results of the testing in terms of overall effectiveness. Effectiveness 
was measured by the analytical testing of treated materials and by physical characteristics of the treated 
material. 

4.7.1.1 Untreated Hot Spot Sediments 

Sediment for the bench scale treatability study was manually removed from five locations in the CDF 
and placed in a wheelbarrow for mixing. The sediment was thoroughly mixed, sampled in duplicate for 
PCBs and then transferred to 5 gallon plastic buckets. PCB results for the samples collected from the 
wheelbarrow averaged approximately 12,000 ppm. This concentration was determined to be appropriate 
for the bench scale testing. Subsequently, a sample was collected from each of the five buckets that were 
to be used for the testing. Results for the samples from the five buckets ranged from 4,800 ppm to 
18,800 and averaged approximately 10,000 ppm PCB. 

4.7.1.2 Solidification/Stabilization Reagents 

The following seven (7) admixtures from Foster Wheeler Environmental, MARCOR Environmental and 
World Environmental were utilized during the bench scale treatability study: 

Foster Wheeler MARCOR World 

Portland Cement HWT-27 LPCII 
Absorbent Clay Clarion SM399 

Zoneco- PI 
OT - P2 

A brief description of each reagent is provided in Appendix A. In general, the Portland cement and 
absorbent clay were commercially available materials used by Foster Wheeler to solidify the sediment. 
The MARCOR and World reagents were solid and liquid materials designed to bond with organic and 
inorganic contaminants in a resulting solid inert material. 

4.7.1.3 Bench Scale Chemical and Compressive Strength Testing Procedures 

On November 30 and December 4, 1995, bench scale treatability tests were conducted on the New 
Bedford Harbor Hot Spot sediments using S/S reagents supplied by Foster Wheeler Environmental, 
MARCOR and World. Each S/S reagent was added, mixed and cured in accordance with the instructions 
provided by each vendor. The proportions of each mix to the untreated sediment is described below. 
The details of the mixing and curing times are given in the Technical Memorandum provided in 
Appendix A. 

Each group of reagents was mixed in three proportions (batches) to determine whether the proportion of 
reagents had an impact on the effectiveness results. Samples from each batch were analyzed for TCLP 
using both EPA Method 1311 and the steel cage method (40CFR, Part 268). The difference in the two 
methods is described in Section 4.3 and summarized in Section 4.7.2.1 below. Each mixture was 
analyzed in triplicate to provide an indication of the variability within the batch. In addition, each 
mixture was analyzed for compressive strength. 
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Portland Cement/Absorbent Clay 

Foster Wheeler Environmental utilized a stabilization/solidification admixture consisting of Portland 
cement and an absorbent clay. Each reagent was added to the sediment in the following proportions: 

Batch Sediment Portland Cement Absorbent ,GIay || 
#1 3,000 g 600 g (20 %) O  g 
#2 3,000 g 600 g (20%) 75 g (2.5%) 
#3 3,000 g 750 g (25%) 75 g (2.5%) 

MARCOR Environmental 

The MARCOR Environmental stabilization/solidification admixture was added in a slurry form at mix 
ratios of 12.5%, 17.5% and 25% (by weight) to 2,500 grams of sediment. 

World Environmental 

Three stabilization/solidification mixtures were recommended by World Environmental for the bench 
scale testing: 

#1 2,000 g 3 60 g (18%) 40 g (2%) 40 g (2%) O g 
#2 2,000 g 360 g (18%) 40 g (2%) O  g 40 g (2%) 
#3 2,000 g 300 g (15%) 40 g (2%) 2 0 g ( l % ) O g 

The sediment and reagents were well mixed using an electric mixer. The resulting mixtures were 
transferred to glass jars and allowed to cure for more than 30 days. After the mixtures solidified, the jars 
were shipped to the laboratory for analysis. The laboratory was responsible for breaking the jar and 
analyzing the solidified product for TCLP analytes and compressive strength. The results of the testing 
are summarized in Section 4.7.2. 

4.7.1.4 Bulking Factor Test Procedures 

Bulking factor tests were conducted with the stabilization/solidification reagents utilized in the Bench 
Scale Treatability Studies for the Hot Spot sediments on December 13, 1995. The highest reagent ratio 
utilized during the Bench Scale Treatability Studies was used for the bulking factor tests. Using 
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sediment with a concentration of approximately 10,500 ppm PCBs and a moisture content of 40%, the 
reagents and sediment were mixed in the following proportions: 

Foster Wheeler: sediment = 622 g 
2.5% Oil Dry = 15 g 
25% Portland Cement = I 56 g 

MARCOR: sediment = 6 1 ( )  g 
25% HWT-27 slurry = 1 5 3 g 

World: sediment = 646 g 
18%LPCII = H 6 g 
2%SM-399 = 1 3  g 
2% PI = !3g 

The mixtures were measured for weight and volume and allowed to cure for 34 days. After the curing 
period, weight and volume were measured again. The results from the bulking factor tests are discussed 
in Section 4.7.2.4. 

4.7.2 Effectiveness Evaluation 

The results from solidification/stabilization testing are discussed in the following subsections. 
Effectiveness was measured in terms of the ability of the process to reduce the leachability of PCBs, 
other organics and metals and also in terms of the physical characteristics of the treated material. As 
discussed below, the results from the chemical testing were not favorable and this means of treatment is 
not likely to be pursued further. Accordingly, the physical testing of the treated material is somewhat 
inconsequential and is only briefly summarized below. 

4.7.2.1 Chemical Analysis 

Samples were collected of untreated sediment, stabilization/solidification (S/S) admixtures, make-up 
water, and the stabilized material. Sediment samples were analyzed for PCBs, TCL Semivolatiles 
(SVOCs), TAL metals and TPH to characterize the material prior to treatment. The samples were also 
analyzed for particle size and moisture content to determine bulking ratios and treatment handling 
requirements. Both the reagents and make-up water were analyzed for PCBs, SVOCs, and metals to 
ensure that these components were not contributing additional contamination to the sediment. None of 
these reagents were found to have significant concentrations of contaminants that would affect the results 
for the treated product. 

To evaluate the overall effectiveness of stabilization/solidification, the feed sediment and treated 
material were analyzed in triplicate using the TCLP leaching procedure, EPA Method 1311. Treated 
material was also analyzed using the steel cage method. The steel cage procedure suspends the solidified 
material intact in the leachate solution, whereas the 1311 method requires that the sample be pulverized 
to pass through a 9.5 mm sieve before leaching. Both methods use an acidic leaching solution intended 
to simulate the natural leaching that would occur in a landfill situation. The TCLP leachates from both 
these methods were analyzed for PCBs, TCL SVOCs, and TAL metals. The analytical results for the 
TCLP analyses are summarized and discussed below. 
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TCLP (Method 1 3 1 1 ) results for selected analytes are reported on Table 4-54 and are discussed below. 
A complete TCLP data set is included in Appendix A. Results from the routine TCLP leaching 
procedure, where the samples were pulverized prior to leaching, were chosen for this summary 
discussion. This routine leaching procedure was expected to be a more conservative measure of 
teachabil i ty than the steel cage, as the samples were physically pulverized prior to leaching. In fact, 
results from the steel cage leaching were not significantly different from the routine leaching results, 
with the exception of some metals results which suggest contamination from the cage material. 
Therefore, the routine TCLP (Method 1311) results were selected for this evaluation. 

Table 4-54
 
Summary of Solidification/Stabilization TCLP Results
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PCB NC 1 1 49 38 46 27 33 45 43 25 30 

1,4-DCB 7,500 102 127 82 94 173 153 88 92 97 122 

Arsenic 5,000 54 18 7 8 3 3 3 3 3 11 
Cadmium 1,000 147 131 133 35 ND ND ND ND ND ND 
Chromium 5,000 226 207 158 59 19 21 14 14 14 14 
Copper NC 161 706 798 688 731 726 820 1,353 1,340 1,497 
Lead 5,000 1,630 964 393 67 2 4 6 3 2 7 
Zinc NC 18,050 18,307 20,933 10,235 13 17 61 14 9 16 

Results are reported in units of ug/L 
Results are the average of three replicate samples 
NC = No Criteria 
ND = Not Detected 

TCLP PCBs 

TCLP PCB data for the raw sediment and solidified materials are summarized in Table 4-54. No 
regulatory standard for TCLP PCB analysis is available, therefore, data are used for comparison purposes 
only. Untreated raw sediment PCB results were 11 ug/L (ppb) in the TCLP leachate solution. This is 
consistent with the results for the pilot study feed material, where the TCLP results for sediment with 
approximately 2,300 ppm PCBs gave a TCLP result of 15 ppb and sediment with an average PCB 
concentration of 5,700 ppm gave an average TCLP result of 27 ppb. Based on these ratios of untreated 
sediment results to TCLP results and assuming a linear relationship, maximum Hot Spot sediment 
concentrations of 200,000 ppm (see Section 2.2) would give a maximum TCLP PCB result of 
approximately 1.1 ppm (mg/L). 

In summary, the high concentrations of PCBs in the sediment are not readily leachable using the TCLP 
process, presumably because the high concentration of oil and other organics in the sediment 
preferentially retain the PCBs rather than allowing them to dissolve in the acidic TCLP leachate solution. 
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TCLP PCB results for the solidified materials were higher than for the i n i t i a l raw sediment for each 
group of stabilization materials. Average TCLP PCB results for stabilized material ranged from 25 to 49 
ppb. double to greater than quadruple those found for the untreated sediment. Although the reason for 
the greater leachability in the treated material cannot be determined based on the l imited available data, 
one possible reason is that the solidification process absorbs some of the oily, organic fraction of 
sediment making the PCBs more mobile in the aqueous phase. Based on these results, none of the 
stabilization/solidification mixes is an effective method of treating the PCBs in the Hot Spot sediment. 

TCLP Metals 

Results for selected TCLP metals in untreated and stabilized sediment are provided in Table 4-54. None 
of the TCLP metals results for untreated raw Hot Spot sediment approached the respective TCLP 
regulatory criteria. This is consistent with the pilot study feed material data (Section 2.2), where no 
sample results approached the TCLP criteria. The metal of greatest concern from a TCLP perspective 
was lead with a TCLP concentration of 1,630 ppb detected during this bench scale study. The regulatory 
criteria for lead is 5,000 ppb. TCLP lead results from the pilot study feed materials ranged from 470 ppb 
to 940 ppb, significantly less than the criteria. 

Other metals of concern in the Hot Spot sediment included arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, and 
zinc. Solidification/stabilization does reduce the TCLP concentration of most of these metals of concern. 
Both the World Environmental and the Foster Wheeler Portland cement mixtures effectively reduced the 
TCLP concentrations of arsenic, cadmium, chromium, lead, and zinc. The MARCOR mixture was less 
effective at reducing the mobility of the metals. 

All three S/S mixtures appear to result in an increased concentration of copper in the leachate solution, 
although the results from World Environmental were the highest. Copper is not included on the RCRA 
list of metals and has no associated regulatory criteria. Because the laboratory does not typically include 
copper in the TCLP analysis, the results for this analyte may be biased high due to laboratory error. 

The Foster Wheeler prepared mixture of Portland cement and clay appears to be at least as or perhaps 
more effective at treating metals as the World mixtures. The MARCOR mixture appears to be less 
effective, based on the bench scale results. 

In summary, the solidification/stabilization process may reduce the concentration of TCLP metals in the 
Hot Spot sediment. The raw, untreated Hot Spot sediment did not exceed criteria for TCLP metals. 
Therefore, in its current state in the CDF, Hot Spot sediment requires no further treatment for metals 
contamination. The results from the pilot scale tests indicate that treated product from the three tested 
technologies studies is also not likely to exceed TCLP metals criteria. However, it is possible that one of 
treatment technologies ultimately selected to treat the PCB contamination may provide a treated 
sediment material with increased mobility of metals. In the event that treated sediments require 
additional treatment for metals, it appears that solidification/stabilization might be a treatment 
technology for future consideration. 
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TCLP Scinivolatilcs 

TCLP results for 1,4-dichlorobenzene (1,4-DCB) in untreated and solidif ied sediment are provided in 
Table 4-54. This was the only semivolat i le compound wi th a TCLP regulatory cr i ter ion that was 
detected at s ignif icant concentrations dur ing the leaching studies. S imi l a r to the TCLP PCB results, 
so l id i f i ca t ion / s t ab i l i za t ion does not appear to appreciably reduce the concentrat ion of t h i s semivola t i le in 
the TCLP leachate. 

Semivo la t i l e concentrations in the Hot Spot sediment are somewhat inconsequent ia l in comparison with 
the PCBs. They were considered in th i s evaluation in order to provide a complete review of the 
sol idif icat ion s tabi l izat ion process. TCLP semivolat i le results for the untreated sediment do not 
approach the TCLP regulatory l imi t for seinivolatiles and it is reasonable to presume that treated 
sediment resul t ing from a process that removes PCBs is not l ike ly to exceed TCLP criteria for 
seinivolat i les. 

4.7.2.2 Unconfined Compressive Strength 

In addit ion to the TCLP leaching procedures, the compressive strength of the treated material was also 
determined. The unconfmed compressive strength data for each S/S admixture is provided in Table 4-55. 
Of the three admixtures tested, Portland cement provided the highest compressive strength and 
MARCOR provided the lowest compressive strength. The average compressive strength for Portland 
cement, MARCOR and World were 222 psi, 58 psi and 162 psi, respectively. 

Table 4-55
 
Compressive Strength Data for the Solidification/Stabilization Testing
 

?fr •>. V 
less Average 

Foster Wheeler 200 
195 222
 
270
 

MARCOR 45 
Environmental 50 58 

80
 
World Environmental 200 

125 162
 
160
 

4.7.2.3 Mixing and Curing 

All three admixtures mixed relatively easily with the Hot Spot sediments. The addition of Portland 
cement and World's reagents produced a slightly pasty mixture which could present some material 
handling difficulties at full scale. Since MARCOR's reagent was added in a slurry form, the resultant 
mixture was more fluid than the other two mixtures and may be slightly easier to handle on a full-scale. 
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After approximately one week of air curing, samples containing Portland cement and the World reagents 
had set up to a relatively hard material. However, the MARCOR samples were s t i l l soft and pliable. By 
the end of the 30 day curing period all the samples appeared dry and solid. 

4.7.2.4 Bulking Factor Test 

Based on the results of the bulking factor study, the MARCOR reagent provided the largest percentage 
decrease in weight (7.4 %) and volume (13 %). The least amount of reduction was observed in the 
samples prepared with Foster Wheeler Environmental's reagents, 1.14% and 0 % for weight and volume, 
respectively. The sediment treated with the World Environmental reagents had weight and volume 
decreases of 1.5 % and 4.5 %, respectively. 

4.7.3 Solidification/Stabilization Full-Scale Applications Discussion 

Based on the data obtained from the bench scale treatability study, it does not appear that 
stabilization/solidification is a viable treatment method for the Hot Spot sediments. At the mix ratios 
tested, the admixtures in most cases, increased the leachability of PCBs. A high reagent to sediment 
ratio may decrease the leachability of the PCBs, however, the treatment cost would also increase as well 
as the volume of material which must ultimately be disposed. 
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5. DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
 

This section of the FS Addendum presents the development and screening of remedial alternatives to 
address the 15,000 cubic yards of contaminated Hot Spot sediment currently stored in the CDF. As an 
FS Addendum, the document does not develop remedial alternatives from ground zero. Rather, the 
remedial technologies and alternatives used the 1990 ROD and 1995 ESD to form the in i t i a l basis. 

In summary, the development of remedial alternatives is based on the 1990 Hot Spot ROD and 1995 
ESD, the results of the recently completed site specific treatability study program and the general 
development of remedial treatment technologies as they may have progressed over the past eight year 
period. It is also important to note that the treatability study program was explicitly designed to capture 
technology developments and improvements over the period since the original technology evaluation 
was completed. The treatability study test program was advertised on a national basis to ensure that all 
potential vendors of sediment/soil treatment technologies were aware of the opportunity to participate. 
This method of communicating with the vendor community was highly successful, as over sixty potential 
participants requested bid packages and multiple proposals were received. Additional details of the test 
program are provided in Section 4 of this document. 

This section includes a summary of the remedial technologies identified and screened in the 1989 Hot 
Spot Feasibility Study (FS) and a description of how the results of the more recent site specific 
treatability studies modified the list of current candidate remedial technologies. The section also 
discusses the formulation of the remedial alternatives that will be evaluated in detail in Section 6 of this 
FS Addendum report. 

5.1 Remedial Technology Identification and Screening 

This section provides a summary of the technology evaluation process used to prepare the 1989 Hot Spot 
FS. This 1989 FS report was a critical technical support document for the 1990 Hot Spot ROD. This 
section also provides an overview of the recently conducted treatability study program and how the 
results of this program have modified the list of technologies available to create complete remedial 
alternatives. 

5.1.1 Hot Spot Remedial Technology Identification and Screening 

The remedial alternatives presented in the 1989 Hot Spot FS were assembled from a comprehensive 
evaluation of remedial technologies. This evaluation included an extended literature search on the 
universe of potential technologies and performance results from a series of site specific treatability 
studies including both bench and pilot scale testing. Two of the technologies evaluated during the 
recently completed treatability study test program (solvent extraction and vitrification) were also 
involved in these earlier treatability studies. Much of the previous work in evaluating and screening 
potential remedial technologies for the Hot Spot sediment is chronicled in the Detailed Analysis of 
Remedial Technologies for the New Bedford Harbor Feasibility Study (Ebasco, 1987) and the Hot Spot 
Feasibility Study (Ebasco, 1989). These reports contain a detailed description of the treatment 
technologies and the three primary criteria used in the screening process. These criteria included 
effectiveness, implementability and cost. These three criteria and the different factors that were 
considered under each criterion are presented in Figure 5-1. 
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Figure 5-1 
1989 Hot Spot FS Technology Evaluation Criteria (from Ebasco, 1989) 

EFFECTIVENESS ^ 

1 Technically effective in 
addressing the 
contaminants 

p At ta inment of State and 
Federal ARARs, Criteria, 
Advisories or Guidance 
Potential Adverse Impacts 

CANDIDATE
 
TECHNOLOGY
 

IMPLEMENTATION COST 

' Technical Feasibility Direct/Indirect Capital Costs 
' Administrative Feasibility ' Operation and Maintenance 
' Level of Development Sensi t ivi ty 
' Support Requirements Uncertainty 
> Availability 
• Time 
i Safety 
> Monitoring and Maintenance 
• Permitting 
• Legal Constraints 

APPLICABLE
 
TECHNOLOGY
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The overall technology evaluation process for the 1989 Hot Spot FS included over 100 potential 
technologies under four categories of general response actions for both sediment and water. These 
general response actions included removal, containment, treatment, and disposal. This range of response 
actions and the resulting technology types from the 1989 Hot Spot FS are presented in Figure 5-2. The 
list of individual technologies potentially applicable for treatment of sediment and water is presented in 
Table 5-1. Through a comprehensive screening and evaluation process that is presented in the 1989 Hot 
Spot FS, the list of technology types and process options were reduced to those presented in Figure 5-3. 
Under the general response action of treatment, several approaches were applicable inc luding solvent 
extraction, incineration and solidification. The response action for disposal included two options, an off-
site permitted disposal facility and shoreline disposal in a CDF. The technology included under the 
response action of containment was in-place capping. Also included as a possible response action was 
the no action approach. These technologies were later used in the development of the remedial 
alternatives in the 1989 Hot Spot FS. 

It is important to note that the removal component for the Hot Spot sediments has already been 
completed. As such, any future consideration of remedial technologies and alternatives wi l l address the 
Hot Spot sediment as it is currently stored in the CDF. 

5.1.2 Recent Hot Spot Treatability Studies 

A series of site specific treatability studies were conducted over the past two years to assist in evaluating 
the current state of remedial technologies potentially applicable to the Hot Spot sediment currently stored 
in the CDF. These studies were conducted to develop a critical understanding of effectiveness, 
implementability and cost for each technology. The treatability studies were conducted for two general 
approaches to treatment: (i) destruction of the contaminants; and, (ii) separation and destruction of the 
contaminants. The terminology associated with these approaches was developed by the forum group 
formed to enhance community participation in revising the ROD for the Hot Spot sediments. In this 
section of the report, the technologies tested are discussed under the technology types and process 
options originally used within the 1989 Hot Spot FS (e.g. physical, thermal, chemical, etc.). This was 
done to facilitate incorporation of the recent treatability study results within the existing body of FS 
work. The treatability study program and the results are discussed in detail within Section 4 of this 
report. 

In summary, the treatability studies confirmed that several remedial technologies demonstrate the 
potential to treat the Hot Spot sediments. These technologies, by and large, treat the PCBs and other 
organic contaminants generally leaving the heavy metals in the treated solids. However, the treated 
solids pass TCLP testing and additional treatment steps do not appear to be necessary. The studies also 
demonstrated that one of the technologies originally retained for detailed analysis in the 1989 Hot Spot 
FS (solidification) was not effective in reducing the leaching of organic contaminants (PCBs) from the 
sediment and was therefore, eliminated from further consideration. 

The results of the treatability study program provided several new treatment technologies to use in 
assembling remedial alternatives. These included thermal desorption, vitrification, chemical 
dechlorination with a metal reagent, and gas phase dechlorination. While the vitrification and chemical 
dechlorination technologies were initially considered in the 1989 Hot Spot FS, they were not included in 
the development of the remedial alternatives due to concerns regarding potential materials handling 
difficulties and availability of commercial process equipment. It is interesting to note that both 
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Figure 5-2 
1989 Hot Spot FS Range of Potential Response Actions (Ebasco, 1989) 

RESPONSE ACTION 

REMOVAL CONTAINMENT NO ACTION 

Non-Conventional
 
Methods
 

IN-HARBOR SHORELINE 
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Table 5-1
 
Potentially Applicable Treatment Technologies
 

From the 1989 Hot Spot FS (Ebasco, 1989)
 

Sediment Water 
Technology Matrix Matrix 

Biological 
Advanced Biological Methods X 
AerobicfBiological Methods X 
Anaerobic Biological Methods X 
Composting? t 
Land Spreading X 

Physical 
il Aeration?,^" X 

Carbon Adsorption X 
X 

Evaporation X 

Extraction X 

Solidification X 

In-Situ Adsorption X 

Molten Glass X 

Supercritical Extraction 

Particle Radiation 

Crystallization X 

X 

Reverse Osmosis X 
••x 

Acid Leaching X 

X - donates potentially applicable technology for the matrix 
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Table 5-1 
Potentially Applicable Treatment Technologies 

From the 1989 Hot Spot FS (Ebasco, 1989) 
(continued) 

Sediment Water 
Technology Matrix Matrix 

Chemical 

Alka l i Metal Declilorination X 
Alkaline Chlorination , . ; X 
Catalytic Deliydrochlorination X 
Electrolytic Oxidation X 
Hydrolysis X 
Chemical Immobilization > •::'.,«... 
Neutralization X 
Oxidation/Hydrogen Peroxide , ,•£.':.>*•• ^:;-*:;'Ve-'' X 
Ozonation X 
Polymerization > :cfj >?:^?*X ' - , ' . . • 
Ultraviolet Photolysis X 

Thermal
 

Electric Reactors X
 
.•>,, •.-.£••*." i'J'V'.'.V '-•,-,' ""' , Fluidizeli Bgd:Reactors :: ^ . ;• ' , ' • • - • ('•% • •:'.-!%jX"y:-r*>:; ••• 

Fuel Blending X 
. -v i •"**•••* '•- -y 'jrfsHfrrvfvfM'M '••'''* fc-^-sJ "•"-" :,"•'''" '*•" '• '•. '.••'" . ' •• • >;:•."'• ,•$•&$** . .'sV1-' ' 'V'V:^ •' '""'<••:3Jgdustoal.B(3ilerJi-,, •^•;;,:.: ̂  :̂:; •_.$%.. iv:?-;.-^--,^iK.-..^ife '.':,'. -V.J,fS;

Infrared Incineration X 
- : "'&••'•. '.:(;|In;;Sitiirra^^esrracti6ri@"- •'•.;= -^: - ' ;%ffC ^:l?^^^0' 

Liquid Injection Incineration X 

^jrrlX'i :.»vf-^ 
Multiple Hearth Incineration X 

;SPiaMf$Sc^ ••':;c':if^S'̂ ^ ̂ lî M^" iS^v;-: •; 
Pyrolysis Processes X 

:•«}?"; *ir«^f£s-*r>'r.: -, .  •••"• . - ..; • : ^•'..'••^^*W/\̂ 3.; -• ;-- . . •
;^otar^ilrEiniBferatipn ^'.^v/'-. ." ; • ..•.̂ .-̂ •̂ H 

:

Wet Air Oxidation X 
-.-.:. f* '••T>A-:''-.>t^»>H^.«r«fir>i^T*-|'>i .:• ̂ 'i.T^\ ••. j**^ » / * • ' • ,  . ^'^^fS,-. ,•"*,**».!..••-.' . .'..J'.fcE&sS:'; .>^Superc%fiica1?Water: Oxidations ; * xx^ff- -,f. ;-^f*. -̂a-̂ x****-̂ -' -• ..,:•-:• :*' 

"- . ' •• '• v^ ^'••' " '.-,"• 

X - donates potentially applicable technology for the matrix 
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Figure 5-3
 
Technology Types and Process Options
 

Remedial Alternatives Development for the 1989 Hot Spot FS (Ebasco, 1989)
 

Response 
A c t i o n s 
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Monitoring 

I	 1 
P H Y S I C A L	 T H E R M A L P H Y S I C A L CHEMI:AL 

Inc inera t ion Carbon Adsorp t ion 
Solvent Extraction • Infrared Coagula t ion / UV/Peroxide 
Sol id i f ica t ion	 • Rotary K i ln Flocculat ion/ 

•	 F lu id ized Bed Prec ip i t a t ion 

Off-Site 
•	 Pe rmi t t ed Disposal 

Fac i l i ty 
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technology types were evaluated as a part of site specific treatabili ty study testing conducting dur ing (lie 
late 1980s. It is clear that these technologies have undergone considerable development since then. The 

results of recent studies also confirmed that solvent extraction was a viable physical treatment approach 
and that significant process engineering and development has occurred since the 1989 I lot Spot FS. 
Similar ly , significant advancements in thermal desorption processes, par t icular ly wi th systems that are 
indirectly heated have occurred over the past eight years. It is interesting to note that thermal desorption, 
which was not previously included wi th in the thermal treatment technology type, has now been included 
because detailed process engineering, design, testing and commercial application have occurred since the 
late 1980s. Gas phase declilori nation is another technology that has by and large, been developed since 
the 1 989 Hot Spot FS. 

While sediment treatment technologies have generally progressed over the past eight years, they all 
require additional process development and testing prior to their application to the Hot Spot sediments. 
While this work could be conducted during the design portion of a Hot Spot cleanup, it could 
significantly impact schedule and increase the performance risks of the remedy. The treatability study 
program also developed cost estimates reflective of current pricing trends for sediment treatment. These 
estimates are considerably higher than the ini t ia l estimates contained in the 1989 Hot Spot FS. 

5.2 Development of Remedial Alternatives 

The general response actions and technology types to address the Hot Spot sediments within the CDF are 
presented in Figure 5-4. The technology types and process options are further refined in Figure 5-5 to 
reflect the technologies used in assembling the overall remedial alternatives. It is important to keep in 
mind that the technologies are used as building blocks to construct complete remedial alternatives to 
address the Hot Spot sediments in their entirety. 

The remedial alternatives for the Hot Spot FS Addendum have been developed based on the technologies 
presented in Figure 5-5 and the remedial response objectives presented in Section 3 of this document. 
The range of alternatives include treatment, disposal and containment response actions. Also included is 
no further action with the sediments remaining in their current location. The treatment alternatives 
include a larger range of options than the previous Feasibility Study, including both on-site alternatives 
and an off-site alternative. The range of on-site treatment alternatives includes a number of technological 
approaches. A single disposal alternative at a permitted off-site disposal facility is also included. The 
complete list of remedial alternatives is presented in Table 5-2. These alternatives are evaluated in detail 
in Section 6 of this document. 
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Figure 5-4 
Hot Spot FS Addendum Range of Potential Response Actions 

RESPONSE ACTIONS 
for Hot Spot Sediment 

stored in CDF 

No Further Containment 
Action 

TREATMENT
' "' • • '• ';*• ">.'>.•' •' • "' 

IN-HARBOR/ OFFSITE 
SHORELINE 

***** DRAFT FINAL *****
 
RcvO 12/30/97 5-9 IW7-042 



Figure 5-5 
Technology Types and Process Options for 
the Development of Remedial Alternatives 
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Treatment 
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Onsite CDF for Permitted Disposal 

Treatment Residuals Facili ty 

PHYSICAL 
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Table 5-2
 
Remedial Alternatives for Detailed Analysis: Hot Spot FS Addendum
 

Remedial Alternative •"& Alternative Description S 
HS-1 No Further Action 
HS-2A Solvent Extraction and Solid Phase Chemical Destruction 
HS-2B Solvent Extraction and Gas Phase Chemical Destruction 
HS-2C Solvent Extraction and Off-site Incineration 
HS-3A Thermal Desorption and Solid Phase Chemical Destruction 
HS-3B Thermal Desorption and Gas Phase Chemical Destruction 
HS-3C Thermal Desorption and Off-site Incineration 
HS-4 Staged Vitrification 
HS-5 In-place Capping 
HS-6 Off-site Landfilling 
HS-7 Off-site Incineration 

The list of remedial alternatives provides an appropriate range of alternatives. The alternatives also use 
the terminology developed by the forum group (i.e., chemical separation and destruction; and chemical 
destruction) whenever possible. This was done given the complex technical content of this document 
and the wide audience that may read the document including members of the forum group. The range of 
alternatives also includes two alternatives with three sub-alternatives (i.e., Alternatives 2A, 2B and 2C; 
and, Alternatives 3A, 3B and 3C). This was done to maximize the number of potential alternatives and 
associated technological options within the same general remedial approach. The sub-alternatives were 
organized by alternatives that shared a common first step in the treatment process. For example, solvent 
extraction is the first treatment step for Alternatives 2A, 2B and 2C; and thermal desorption is the first 
treatment step for Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 3C. 

5.3 Screening of Alternatives 

In summary, the technology evaluation process was effective in providing remedial technologies to 
construct a full range of alternatives including no further action, containment and treatment alternatives. 
In addition, the range of alternatives includes on-site and off-site approaches and a variety of potential 
treatment options. 
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6. DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

The objective of the detailed analysis of remedial action alternatives is to provide a comparative evaluation 
to assist in the selection of an appropriate plan to meet the remedial objectives. Section 6.1 presents a 
description of the evaluation process required by CERCLA, and further detailed in the NCP. In Section 6.2, 
the eleven remedial alternatives developed in Section 5 are described and evaluated individually with 
respect to the evaluation criteria described in Section 6.1. The comparative analysis of remedial alternatives 
is summarized in Section 6.3. In the comparative analysis, each of the remedial alternatives is assessed 
against the others with respect to the criteria set forth in the NCP, as described below. 

6.1 Evaluation Process 

During the Detailed Analysis, each remedial alternative is assessed with respect to the evaluation criteria 
mandated by CERCLA. These criteria, as set forth in the NCP, 40 CFR Sec. 300.430 (e)(9), and described 
more fully in the RI/FS Guidance (EPA, 1988), are: 

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 
2. Compliance with ARARs 
3. Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence 
4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume 
5. Short Term Effectiveness 
6. Implementability 
7. Cost 
8. State Acceptance 
9. Community Acceptance 

There are a number of different factors under each criterion that are considered when conducting the 
evaluation. These factors, along with the relevant criteria, are summarized in Table 6-1. 

Overall protection of human health and the environment and compliance with ARARs are considered 
threshold criteria, in that each remedial alternative must meet them. State and community acceptance will 
be considered by the EPA in the Proposed Plan and ROD and are not included in the following detailed 
analysis. 

6.2 Detailed Analysis 

This section presents a detailed description of the eleven alternatives developed in Section 5 and evaluates 
each against the seven criteria identified in Section 6.1. The remedial alternatives range from no further 
action to several cleanup alternatives including removal and treatment of the Hot Spot sediment. The range 
includes eight alternatives involving some form of treatment. Three of these treatment alternatives include 
a component of treatment off-site, the remaining components of treatment are all on-site. Containment is 
utilized in two of the remedial alternatives including both an on-site capping alternative and off-site 
disposal at a permitted landfill. The major components of the eleven alternatives are presented in Table 6-2. 
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Table 6-1
 
Factors For Detailed Analysis of Alternatives
 

*	 Criteriaa * €*U 

 Overall Protection of Human
 
Health and the Environment
 

2.	 Compliance with ARARs 

3.	 Long-Term Effectiveness and 
Permanence 

4.	 Reduction of Toxicity, 
Mobility, or Volume through 
Treatment 

5.	 Short-term Effectiveness 

6.	 Implementability 

7.	 Cost 

8.	 State Acceptance* 

(*to be assessed in the ROD) 

9.	 Community Acceptance* 

(*to be assessed in the ROD) 

S^l^'- '$8M* ^ ' Considerations	 '"Nl^ *4 

•	 How an alternative, as a whole, achieves and main ta ins protection of human health and
 
the environment.
 

• Compliance with chemical-specific ARARs. 

'•• • Compliance with location-specific ARARs. 

; • Compliance with action-specific ARARs. 

; • Compliance with other criteria, advisories, and guidance. 

j	 • Magnitude of residual risks remaining from untreated waste or treatment residuals at the 
conclusion of remedial activity. 

•	 Adequacy and reliability of controls used to manage wastes at the site. 

•	 Amount of hazardous materials destroyed or treated. 

•	 Degree of expected reductions in toxicity, mobili ty, and volume. 

•	 Degree to which treatment is irreversible. 

•	 Type and quantities of residual remaining after treatment. 

•	 Treatment process used and materials treated. 

•	 Whether the alternative would satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principle 
element. 

•	 Time until remedial action objectives are achieved. 

•	 Protection of community during remedial action. 

•	 Protection of workers during remedial actions. 

•	 Adverse environmental impacts that may result from the implementation of an alternative. 

•	 Technical feasibility of operating and constructing the technology. 

•	 Ease of undertaking additional remedial action if necessary. 

•	 Ability to monitor effectiveness of remedy. 

•	 Coordination with other agencies. 

•	 Availability of off-site treatment, storage, and disposal services and capacity. 

•	 Availability of necessary equipment and specialists. 

•	 Availability of services and materials. 

•	 Capital cost. 

•	 Costs of operation and maintenance. 

•	 Present-worth cost. 

•	 Features of the alternative the state supports. 

•	 Features of the alternative the state has reservations about. 

•	 Features of the alternative the state strongly opposes. 

•	 Features of the alternative the community supports. 

•	 Features of the alternative the community has reservations about. 

•	 Features of the alternative the community strongly opposes. 
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'• ) ;.:•;- ' •;';?- Allljrnative .- • IV 
HS-l: 
No Further Action 

HS-2A: 
Solvent Extraction and Solid 
Phase Chemical Destruction 

HS-2B: 
Solvent Extraction and Gas 
Phase Chemical Destruction 

HS-2C 
Solvent Extraction and Off-
Site Incineration 

HS-3A: 
Thermal Desorption and 
Solid Phase Chemical 
Destruction 

HS-3B: 
Thermal Desorption and Gas 
Phase Chemical Destruction 

HS-3C: 
Thermal Desorption and 
Off-Site Incineration 

HS-4: 
Staged Vitrification 

HS-5: 
In-Place Capping 

HS-6: 
Off-site Landfilling 

HS-7: 
Off-site Incineration 
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Table 6-2
 
Hot Spot Feasibility Study
 

Addendum Remedial Alternatives
 

5 ilSHfe'. ' '̂ i'O '''vk4*V;,^:-::i>I^itiiEipJtioii, . .-. • -iJ îî -., •'•jji$ij*, 
The site would be operated and maintained as it is today. This includes maintenance of the cover, the 
current institutional controls of fencing and periodic security checks. A routine monitoring program to 
evaluate groundwatcr and air quality is also included. 

Removal of the Hot Spot sediments from the CDF and physical separation of the PCBs and other 
organics through solvent extraction. The concentrated oily extract would subsequently be treated on-
site with solid phase chemical dechlorination to destroy the PCBs. The final step involves placement of 
the treatment residuals within a shoreline CDF. 

Removal of the Hot Spot sediments from the CDF and physical separation of the PCBs and other 
organics through solvent extraction. The concentrated oily extract would then be heated such that the 
waste would be transformed into a vapor and subsequently treated with an on-site gas phase reduction 
reactor to destroy the PCBs. The final step involves placement of the treatment residuals within a 
shoreline CDF. 

Removal of the Hot Spot sediments from the CDF and physical separation of the PCBs and other 
organics through solvent extraction. The concentrated oily extract would then be transported off-site 
for incineration at a permitted TSCA facility to destroy the PCBs. The treatment residuals from the 
solvent_extraction process would be redeposited within a shoreline CDF. 

Removal of the Hot Spot sediments from the CDF followed by a mechanical dewatering step. The 
PCBs and other organics would then be separated through thermal desorption. The concentrated oily 
extract generated by the thermal desorption process would subsequently be treated on-site with a solid 
phase chemical dechlorination agent to destroy the PCBs. The final step involves placement of the 
treatment residuals within a shoreline CDF. 

Removal of the Hot Spot sediments from the CDF and separation of the PCBs and other organics into a 
vapor phase waste stream via thermal desorption. The separated contaminants would subsequently be 
destroyed on-site in a gas phase reduction unit. The treatment residuals would be redeposited within a 
shoreline CDF. 

Removal of the Hot Spot sediments from the CDF followed by a mechanical dewatering step. The 
PCBs and other organics would be separated through thermal desorption. The concentrated oily extract 
would be transported off-site for incineration at a permitted TSCA facility to destroy the PCBs. The 
treatment residuals from the thermal desorption process would be redeposited within a shoreline CDF. 

Removal of the Hot Spot sediments from the CDF followed by a thermal dewatering step to 
significantly reduce the moisture content. The dried sediments would be redeposited (staged) within a 
portion of the CDF and treated through vitrification. 

Following in-place dewatering of the sediments with wick drains, the sediments would be capped in-
place using a multiple layer impermeable cap. The alternative includes a significant long-term 
monitoring program for leachate production, groundwater quality and potential air releases. 

Removal of the Hot Spot sediments from the CDF followed by a mechanical dewatering step. The 
sediments would be transported off-site for landfill disposal in a permitted TSCA facility. 

Removal of the Hot Spot sediments from the CDF followed by a mechanical dewatering step. The 
sediments are then transported off-site for incineration in a permitted TSCA facility to destroy the 
PCBs. 
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6.2.1 Alternative HS-1: No Further Action 

Alternative HS-1 is the no further action alternative that considers leaving the Hot Spot sediments in the 
CDF as they are today. The development and evaluation of a "no-action" alternative is required under the 
NCP. The no-action case serves as the baseline alternative, which assesses the potential risk to human 
health and the environment if no additional measures are taken to prevent exposure. A true no-action 
alternative typically does not include actions taken to reduce exposure (e.g., monitoring, fencing and site 
security inspections). In this case, many of the controls to reduce exposure are already in place. As a result, 
a true no action scenario does not apply and therefore, these existing controls are considered in the 
evaluation. The term "no further action" is used in this FS Addendum and also reflects the actions taken to 
date to remove the sediment from the Estuary and isolate them from the environment in the existing double-
lined CDF cell. The sediments are being stored in the CDF on an interim basis as EPA evaluates a range of 
potential remedial actions including no further action. 

6.2.1.1 General Description 

The controls associated with no further action include actions taken to date in association with the dredging 
and storing of the Hot Spot sediments in the Sawyer Street CDF. The existing controls associated with 
alternative HS-1 include fencing and occasional site inspections for evidence of vandalization. In 
evaluating the no further action alternative, it has been assumed that EPA's proposed cleanup measures for 
the remainder of the site (i.e., ROD II cleanup) presented in the November 1996 Proposed Plan (EPA, 1996) 
will be implemented. It is also assumed the existing institutional controls on consumption of shellfish and 
finfish from the Estuary, Lower Harbor and Bay areas of the site will also continue for some period of time. 
This ban would remain in effect until the hazards associated with ingestion of contaminated seafood have 
been reduced to a satisfactory level. Environmental monitoring planned as a part of the ROD II clean-up 
would be conducted on a periodic basis until this level has been met. Additional controls anticipated for the 
no further action remedial alternative include: continued maintenance; continued monitoring of the 
sediment, air and surface water; continued site security inspections; continued public awareness programs; 
site review once every five years. 

Public awareness programs would be implemented to educate the public on the potential health hazards 
associated with the Hot Spot sediment. The programs would include periodic meetings and presentations in 
local neighborhoods, and bilingual pamphlets. 

A regular monitoring program would be implemented to assess long-term trends in sediment, groundwater 
and air PCB concentrations, and whether surface water in the Estuary was affected. For remedial actions 
which leave contaminated sediments on site, CERCLA legislation requires that the site be reviewed every 
five years. Data collected as part of the environmental monitoring program would be evaluated during the 
five year reviews. Recommendations for potential remedial actions would be formulated, as needed, based 
on the review. 

6.2.1.2 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

The no further action alternative has been protective of human health and the environment but provides 
limited long-term protection of human health and the environment. The limitation in long-term protection 
is due, primarily, to the limitations of the existing cover in containing the Hot Spot sediments for a long 
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period of time. The CDF facility is currently operated as a temporary storage facility and does not include a 
cover system which will provide long-term isolation of contaminants within the CDF. 

6.2.1.3 Compliance with ARARs 

This section discusses the chemical-specific, location-specific and action-specific ARARs for alternative 
HS-1. Complete listings of these respective ARARs are presented in Tables B - l - l , B-l-2 and B-l-3 of 
Appendix B to this document. 

There are no "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate" federal or state chemical-specific ARARs for 
alternative HS-1. Cleanup levels are based on Action-specific standards under the TSCA. Two federal 
guidance are cited as "To be considered" in evaluating potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks 
posed by contaminants at the site. 

Location-specific ARARs pertain to the site's location within a coastal floodplain, adjacent to the 
Harbor. Federal ARARs are Executive Order 11988 - Floodplain Management (40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A), the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC Part 661 et seq.), 40 CFR 6.302) and the 
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC Parts 1451 et seq. To implement this alternative in the coastal 
floodplain a determination must be made that no practicable alternative exists outside the floodplain. 
Under such circumstances the potential harm must be minimized and action taken to restore and preserve 
natural and beneficial values. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires that the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service be consulted regarding preventing and mitigating any potential losses to fish and 
wildlife resources. 

State ARARs regulate coastal zone management (301 CMR 21.0), waterways (regarding flowed and 
filled tidelands)(310 CMR 9.00), and wetlands protection (131 MGL 40, 310 CMR 10.00). The state 
wetlands protection statute identifies the following protected resource areas that occur on or adjacent to 
the site: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage, Land Under Ocean, Designated Port Area, Coastal 
Beaches (including tidal flats), Coastal Bank (including a 100-foot buffer zone inland from the edge.of 
the bank), and Land Containing Shellfish. 

All actives, including operation, maintenance, and monitoring will comply with all the substantive 
requirements of the state Location-specific ARARs. Coordination with the state will be ongoing during 
the planning and implementation of the remedy. 

The primary action-specific ARARs are requirements regarding waste disposal and the treatment facility 
discharges. These ARARs include PCB disposal requirements under TSCA (40 CFR 761) and 
identification and regulation of characteristic hazardous waste under Massachusetts Hazardous Waste 
Management standards (310 CMR 30.00). 

TSCA requires that any PCB contaminated dredge spoil with a concentration of 50 ppm or greater be 
disposed of either in an approved incinerator, an approved chemical waste landfill, or by using a disposal 
method to be approved by the Regional Administrator. Approval must be based on a finding that, based 
on technical, environmental, and economic considerations, disposal in an incinerator or chemical waste 
landfill is not reasonable and appropriate, and that the alternative disposal method will provide adequate 
protection to health and the environment. Alternative HS-1, as an alternative disposal remedy, requires 
approval by the Regional Administrator, based on the requirements of TSCA. If properly maintained and 
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monitored, alternative HS-1 should provide the same level of adequate protection to health and the 
environment as it currently provides. 

HS-1 must comply with relevant and appropriate TSCA chemical waste landf i l l standards, which apply 
to the permanent disposal of PCB contaminated dredge spoil. TSCA allows for specific requirements for 
the landfill ARAR to be waived upon a finding by the Regional Administrator that the facil i ty w i l l not 
present an unreasonable risk of injury to health or the environment. To use the present CDF facili ty as a 
permanent disposal facility, waivers are required regarding hydrologic conditions, flood protection, and 
leachate collection. The present facility's design that includes double impermeable bottom and side 
liners, a monitoring system for leak detection, and top-of-berm elevation two feet higher than the 100
year flood elevation should meet waiver standards for the prevention of injury to health or the 
environment. 

Massachusetts Hazardous Waste ARAR's apply to all non-PCB contaminants that meet characteristic 
hazardous waste standards. Recent toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) data on the 
dredged sediment samples show the sediment does not meet the definition of a RCRA characteristic 
waste. Toxicity characteristic (TC) constituent concentrations are below TC regulatory limits for 
hazardous waste. Discharges from monitoring, operations, and/or maintenance of the facility under 
alternative HS-1 will be tested for hazardous constituents. Any characteristic wastes identified will be 
stored, treated, and/or disposed of in compliance with state hazardous waste requirements. 

Other federal and state action-specific ARARs include air quality and air pollution requirements, which 
preclude the release of PCBs and other contaminants (federal Clean Air Act, 42 USC 7401 et seq., 40 
CFR Part 61 and state air standards, 301 CMR 6.00 and 7.00). Air emissions from alternative HS-1 may 
potentially result from releases from the CDF. Air emissions will be addressed through monitoring and 
proper management of the CDF disposal cell, including maintaining water on top of the cover during the 
summer months to reduce heating of the sediments and degradation of the cover. 

Water discharges are regulated under state and federal water quality ARARs (federal Clean Water Act 
(CWA), 33 USC 1342, 40 CFR 122-125, 131 and state water standards, 314 CMR 1.00-7.00). Water 
treatment may be required if surface run-off comes in contact with the contaminated sediments, 
particularly in the cooling pool maintained above the cover. Alternative HS-1 potentially may produce 
contaminated water that will require treatment at the facility's on-site water treatment plant. Operation 
of the treatment plant requires a waiver of a provision of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System requirements of the CWA, Section 402. The provision prohibits new discharges into waters that 
do not meet applicable water quality criteria, unless certain conditions are met (40 CFR 122.4(i)). It is 
proposed that a protectiveness waiver under Section 121(d)(4)(B) of CERCLA be used for this ARAR 
since compliance would essentially prevent the cleanup of this Site and result in greater risk to human 
health and the environment than other alternatives. The issue is the result of the degraded water quality 
in the Harbor, where permitting any new discharge is not possible unless the Harbor's waters reach water 
quality standards or until the other conditions of the regulations are met. Neither of these conditions are 
likely to be accomplished in a reasonable time. 

Furthermore, since New Bedford Harbor water quality is so degraded as to preclude diluting any 
proposed discharge, Section 402 of the CWA requires that discharges meet ambient water quality criteria 
(WQC) at the discharge point. Except for copper, it is expected that the treatment facility can attain 
compliance with WQC during the remedial activities. Consistent with Section 303 of the CWA and its 
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Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach, it is proposed that discharge limits for the water 
treatment plant be implemented that are below current background levels of copper, but above WQC. 
This approach allows for attainment of ambient WQC throughout the waterbody in a phased or step-wise 
approach. The copper that wil l be discharged from the treatment plant wi l l be more than offset by the 
permanent removal of copper contaminated sediments from the Harbor. 

Federal PCB policies and guidance regarding PCB releases and treatment technologies for CERCLA 
remedial actions wil l be considered. Massachusetts guidelines to be considered include ambient air 
limits and noise levels. 

6.2.1.4 Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternative HS-1 will provide limited long term effectiveness. The existing cover system is not 
considered to be adequate for long term containment of highly contaminated sediments such as the hot 
spot sediments. During the warm months, increased volatile PCB emissions occur at the edges of the 
cover. The current design calls for a constant water layer over the cover to minimize the emissions. 
While the integrity of the water layer and cover can be effectively maintained for the interim period, 
wind and sun damage to the relatively thin cover will cause long term maintenance problems and the 
long term integrity of the cover will be difficult to ensure. 

6.2.1.5 Reduction in Mobility, Toxicity, and Volume 

Alternative HS-1 does not include sediment treatment and therefore, no reduction in mobility, toxicity or 
volume of the PCBs would be achieved through treatment. 

6.2.1.6 Short Term Effectiveness 

Protection of the community and the workers while implementing the no further action alternative are 
considered under this criterion. The primary remedial components of alternative HS-1 are environmental 
monitoring, periodic security and long term maintenance of the cover system. These activities would 
pose no risk to the community or the environment. However, the workers conducting the activities may 
require protective equipment which would be specified in a site-specific Health and Safety Plan. 

6.2.1.7 Implementability 

The implementability of the no further action alternative includes the technical and administrative 
feasibility and the availability of the services and materials. Implementability concerns for the institutional 
controls and environmental monitoring aspects of the no further action alternative are relatively few. The 
personnel and equipment to perform the services are readily available. Coordination with federal, state and 
local officials prior to conducting the public awareness programs and environmental monitoring would be 
required to ease implementation of sampling programs. 

Monitoring the effectiveness of this alternative may be somewhat hindered by the existing double liner 
system and the shoreline setting of the CDF. It may be somewhat difficult to assess a liner failure given 
groundwater levels and the potential impact of tidal fluctuations on the monitoring well network. In 
addition, it is not currently possible to detect liquid material between the two layers of liner. 
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6.2.1.8 Cost 

The costs associated with the no further action alternative include the Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 
costs for the Sawyer Street CDF facility for a thirty-year period. The costs were anticipated to include 
efforts to conduct the regular environmental monitoring, implement public outreach and educational 
programs, perform occasional security inspections, and conduct five-year reviews. 

The costs were estimated using a percentage of EPA's current costs to conduct s imilar activities at the site. 
The costs were estimated on an annual basis for a thirty-year period and then presented as a Net Present 
Worth (NPW) cost using a discount rate of seven percent. The first five years of no further action were 
estimated at EPA's current costs to maintain the site of $840,000 (i.e., 100% of current costs). No further 
action support activities for the next five-year period were assumed at one half of this cost ($420,000/year). 
Years eleven through fifteen were estimated at ($210,000/year). This process was used throughout the 
thirty-year period. The resulting NPW cost would be approximately $5.4 m i l l i o n as presented in Table 6-3. 

6.2.1.9 State Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the state on the 
Proposed Plan. 

6.2.1.10 Community Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the community on 
the Proposed Plan. 
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Table 6-3
 
Cost Estimate: Remedial Alternative HS-1
 

No Further Action
 

ACTIVITY COST ($) 
DIRECT COSTS 

- included in O&M Costs 

TOTAL DIRECT COST (TDC) $0 

INDIRECT COSTS 
A. Health & Safety (@ 5% of TDC) Level D Protection 0 
B. Legal, Administrat ion, Permitting (@ 10% of TDC) 0 
C. Engineering (@ 10% of TDC) 0 
D. Services During Construction (@ 10% of TDC) 0 
E. Turnkey Contractor Fee (@ 15% of TDC) 0 

- ' - TOTAL INDIRECT COST,^TIC)^;:\if :s$$|$& '-^:' , $0 ; 

SUBTOTAL DIRECT '. $0 -^flp^r 

CONTINGENCY (@ 20% of TDC + TIC) 0 

TOTALCAPITAL •$0 

O&M COST $8,568,750 
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6.2.2 Alternative HS-2A: Solvent Extraction and Solid Phase Chemical Destruction 

This section of the FS Addendum describes Remedial Alternative HS-2A and evaluates the alternative 
against the detailed evaluation criteria. Remedial Alternative HS-2A involves removal of the Hot Spot 
sediment from the CDF and treatment through a combination of solvent extraction and solid phase 
chemical destruction. The solvent extraction process would separate the organic contaminants including 
the PCBs into a concentrated oil extract. This extract would then be treated through solid phase chemical 
destruction. Solid phase residuals from both processes would subsequently be placed in the CDF. 

In developing this remedial alternative, the Ionics RCC B.E.S.T.® solvent extraction and CRTI SET® 
solid phase chemical destruction processes were used as representative treatment processes. It is 
important to note that discussion of these particular technology vendors is for illustrative purposes only. 

6.2.2.1 General Description 

Remedial Alternative HS-2A is a removal and treatment alternative with all treatment activities 
occurring at the site. The removal and treatment operations include the following activities: withdrawal 
of the Hot Spot sediments from the CDF, staging the sediments for treatment in sealed containers, 
screening the sediment to remove over-sized material, treating the contaminated sediments through 
solvent extraction, treating the resulting oil extract with solid phase chemical destruction, and placement 
of the treated residuals in a CDF. Overall movement of materials from the CDF through the various 
treatment processes and back to the CDF is presented in Figure 6-1. 

The first step in the site cleanup process would be upgrading the existing site facilities to accommodate 
the materials handling and treatment operations. The site already has many of the typical facilities and 
utilities required to support cleanup activities. These facilities include multiple office trailers, an on-site 
laboratory, a decontamination pad and trailer, and site security features. The site security features 
include a guard station, extensive lighting and fencing. The site also has a 350 gallon per mjnute (gpm) 
water treatment facility that is assumed to be available and operating. This is based on the assumption 
that the ROD II cleanup activities will be proceeding on a separate but parallel track. The predominant 
features of the facility upgrade would include construction of a series of treatment pads and access roads 
which are presented in Figure 6-2. 

The contaminated sediments would first be removed from the CDF with a vacuum truck equipped with 
vapor phase treatment system. This equipment successfully removed approximately 15 tons of Hot Spot 
sediment from the CDF to support the treatability study program. This equipment has several features 
which result in minimal disruption/destruction to the existing cover system on the CDF, minimal 
decontamination of construction equipment and the truck, and also provides transport to the staging area 
in a sealed vessel. These features provide benefits which are primarily targeted towards reducing the 
potential for worker and/or community exposure to PCBs, including air emissions. A picture of a typical 
vacuum truck is presented in Exhibit 6-1. 
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Exhibit 6-1
 
Typical Vacuum Truck
 

The sediments would be transported to the staging area in the vacuum truck and temporarily stored in a 
series of sealed roll-off containers, or sludge boxes. These containers would hold enough sediment for 
one to two days of treatment activities. The sludge boxes would be vented through carbon canisters to 
facilitate materials handling operations and prevent PCB emissions. From the sludge boxes, the 
sediments would be pumped to the treatment area to be screened to remove oversize particles, in this 
case, assumed to be material not passing a one inch screen. Based on the treatability studies, the plus one 
inch material is not expected to be a significant portion of the waste stream. This material can either be 
crushed to size or decontaminated using other means such as high pressure steam cleaning. This 
decision can be made during field operations and to some degree wil l be dependent on the nature of this 
material (shell fragments versus rocks) and the actual volume of material. Again, this is not anticipated 
to be a significant issue. 

The treatment approach includes solvent extraction of the 15,000 cubic yards (18,000 tons) of 
contaminated sediment from the CDF. The representative solvent extraction process uses 
diisopropylamine as a solvent to separate the oil and water from the sediment. Following this extraction 
step, the solvent would be separated from the oil and water fractions and recycled within the process. 
The results of the treatability studies demonstrated that the technology was quite capable of achieving the 
PCB treatment goal of less than 50 ppm. 
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The small quantity of water generated during treatment operations (approximately 10 gpm) is relatively 
clean and can be polished by the 350 gpm water treatment system already constructed at the site. The 
solvent extraction unit is expected to treat approximately 136 tons of wet sediment per day and operate 
on a 24 hour per day, seven day a week schedule. This results in treatment of the sediment over a five 
month period. Additional details of the solvent extraction process are in Section 4.2 of this document 
along with the results of the site specific treatability study and discussions of potential fu l l scale 
implementation. 

The 9,000 tons of treated solids from the solvent extraction process would be tested to confirm the 
treatment goal had been met and then placed in a CDF. If the results indicate that the treatment goal was 
not met, the solids would require re-treatment until compliance was achieved. The solvent extraction 
process does not treat heavy metal contamination in the sediment. However, based on pilot study data, 
the treated solids pass TCLP testing and as a result, a final step of solidification would not appear to be 
required. The treated solids could be placed in the pilot dredge material cell at the eastern end of the 
Sawyer Street CDF, or in CDF C, if available through ROD II cleanup activities. CDF C is part of 
EPA's proposed plan for the ROD II cleanup and is proposed to be constructed along the New Bedford 
shoreline just north of the Coggeshall Street bridge. Either of these locations is relatively proximate and 
would be appropriate for the disposal of this material. 

The solid phase chemical destruction process would treat approximately 3.2 tons per day of highly 
contaminated oil extract generated by the solvent extraction process. This estimated quantity is based on 
observations during the Hot Spot treatability study program and the projected throughput of the solvent 
extraction system of 136 tons of wet sediment per day. The observed generation rate for the oil extract 
from the treatability studies was a ratio equivalent to approximately five to six gallons of concentrated 
extract for each ton of wet sediment treated. This results in a total of 423 tons of highly contaminated oil 
extract to be treated with solid phase chemical destruction. 

The representative solid phase destruction process material utilizes elemental sodium and ammonia to 
destroy the chlorinated organics, including the PCBs. The results of the treatability study demonstrated 
that the technology was capable of treating the extracted oil from initial PCB concentrations of 
approximately 50,000 ppm down to the 1 to 5 ppm range. Additional details on the process, related 
treatment equipment and potential fiill scale treatment operations are presented in Section 4.2. 

On-site disposal of the treated residuals from the solid phase chemical destruction step may potentially 
be more problematic. The treatment residual from this process is estimated to be only 600 cubic yards. 
While this is a relatively small quantity, the issue of whether or not it can be disposed of in a CDF 
without addition treatment could be a much larger issue and one that is currently unresolved. During the 
pilot scale studies, the reactive nature and high pH of this product made handling complex. While CRTI 
is working to resolve these issues, the potential impacts of a reactive, high pH waste residual include 
requiring additional controls during treatment operations to ensure worker safety and health and potential 
cost impacts. These impacts are associated with the potential need to perform additional conditioning 
and/or disposal of the residuals in an off-site permitted disposal facility. It is important to note that the 
potential cost impact for off-site disposal could exceed $500,000. 
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6.2.2.2 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Remedial alternative HS-2A w i l l achieve and maintain protection of human health and the environment. 
This wi l l be accomplished through permanent treatment of over 99% of the PCBs associated with the hot 
spot sediments. The hot spot sediments wi l l be treated to below the treatment goal of 50 ppm. Disposal 
of the treated sediments in an on-site CDF wi l l greatly reduce the potential risks due to direct contact, 
and inhalation. Disposal of the treated sediments in an on-site CD!7 wi l l also protect the environment. 

6.2.2.3 Compliance with ARARs 

This section discusses the chemical-specific, location-specific and action-specific ARARs for alternative 
HS-2A. Complete listings of these respective ARARs are presented in Tables B-2A-1, B-2A-2 and B
2A-3 of Appendix B to this document. 

There are no "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate" federal or state chemical-specific ARARs for 
alternative HS-2A. Cleanup levels are based on Action-specific standards under the TSCA. Two federal 
guidance are cited as "To be considered" in evaluating potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks 
posed by contaminants at the site. 

Location-specific ARARs pertain to the site's location within a coastal floodplain, adjacent to the 
Harbor. Federal ARARs are Executive Order 11988 - Floodplain Management (40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A), the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC Part 661 et seq., 40 CFR 6.302) and the 
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC Parts 1451 et seq. To implement this alternative in the coastal 
floodplain a determination must be made that no practicable alternative exists outside the floodplain. 
Under such circumstances the potential harm must be minimized and action taken to restore and preserve 
natural and beneficial values. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires that the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service be consulted regarding preventing and mitigating any potential losses to fish and 
wildlife resources. 

State ARARs regulate coastal zone management (301 CMR 21.0), waterways (regarding flowed and 
filled tidelands)(310 CMR 9.00), and wetlands protection (131 MGL 40, 310 CMR 10.00). The state 
wetlands protection statute identifies the following protected resource areas that occur on or adjacent to 
the site: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage, Land Under Ocean, Designated Port Area, Coastal 
Beaches (including tidal flats), Coastal Bank (including a 100-foot buffer zone inland from the edge of 
the bank), and Land Containing Shellfish. 

All actives, including operation, maintenance, and monitoring will comply with all the substantive 
requirements of the state Location-specific ARARs. Coordination with the state will be ongoing during 
the planning and implementation of the remedy. 

The primary action-specific ARARs are requirements regarding waste management and treatment. 
These ARARs include PCB storage, treatment and disposal requirements under TSCA and identification 
and regulation of characteristic hazardous waste under Massachusetts Hazardous Waste Management 
standards. 

TSCA requires that any PCB contaminated dredge spoil with a concentration of 50 ppm or greater be 
disposed of either in an approved incinerator, an approved chemical waste landfill, or by using a disposal 
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method to be approved by the Regional Administrator. Approval must be based on a finding that, based 
on technical, environmental, and economic considerations, disposal in an incinerator or chemical waste 
landfill is not reasonable and appropriate, and that the alternative disposal method wi l l provide adequate 
protection to health and the environment. HS-2A qualifies as an alternative disposal remedy that requires 
approval by the Regional Administrator, based on the requirements of TSCA. 

HS-2A will require temporary storage of the PCB sediment for greater than one year. Storage of PCB 
dredge spoil for more than a year violates a TSCA storage requirement. This ARAR needs to be waived 
under Section 121(d)(4)(C) of CERCLA due to the technical impracticality, based on engineering 
constraints, involved in removing and/or treating the PCB material in less than a year. Currently, the 
storage requirement is being waived as "an interim measure" under Section !2l(d)(4)(A). The present 
waiver allows the Agency to waive the storage ARAR for an interim measure that wil l become part of a 
final remedial action at the Site. HS-2A will require PCB contaminated sediments to be stored on site 
for approximately five years until completion of the remedy. In the interim, the PCB dredge spoil will 
remain stored within the existing CDF in a manner that is protective of health and the environment (as 
described under Alternative HS-1, No Further Action). Storage of the PCB dredge spoil will comply 
with the remaining TSCA storage ARARs that do not involve the one-year storage l imi t . 

Massachusetts Hazardous Waste ARAR's apply to all non-PCB contaminants that meet characteristic 
hazardous waste standards. Recent toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) data on the 
dredged sediment samples show the sediment does not meet the definition of a RCRA characteristic 
waste. Toxicity characteristic (TC) constituent concentrations are below TC regulatory limits for 
hazardous waste. Sediments, process wastes, and discharges from monitoring, operations, and/or 
maintenance will be tested for hazardous constituents. Any characteristic wastes identified will be 
stored, treated, and/or disposed of in compliance with state hazardous waste requirements. 

Massachusetts Solid Waste ARARs are applicable to the disposal of the treated sediments containing less 
the 50 ppm of PCBs. These requirements include cover systems, surface and groundwater protection, 
monitoring, and post-closure measures. 

Other federal and state action-specific ARARs include air quality and air pollution requirements, which 
preclude the release of PCBs and other contaminants. Air emissions from the proposed alternatives may 
result from releases from the storage facility, discharges from extraction and treatment technologies, and 
handling of the sediments before on-site processing. Air emissions will be addressed through 
monitoring, management of storage facilities, and treatment of off-gases from handling and processing. 

Water discharges are regulated under state and federal water quality ARARs. Water treatment will be 
required for the process discharges and possibly for surface run off becoming contaminated by the 
stored sediments. Operation of the water treatment plant requires a waiver of a provision of the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 
402. The provision prohibits new discharges into waters that do not meet applicable water quality 
criteria, unless certain conditions are met (40 CFR 122.4(i)). It is proposed that a protectiveness waiver 
under Section 121(d)(4)(B) of CERCLA be used for this ARAR since compliance would essentially 
prevent the cleanup of this Site and result in greater risk to human health and the environment than other 
alternatives. The issue is the result of the degraded water quality in the Harbor, where permitting any 
new discharge is not possible unless the Harbor's waters reach water quality standards or until the other 
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conditions of the regulations are met. Neither of these conditions are l ike ly to be accomplished in a 
reasonable time. 

Furthermore, since New Bedford Harbor water quality is so degraded as to preclude di lu t ing any 
proposed discharge, Section 402 of the CWA requires that discharges meet ambient water quality criteria 
(WQC) at the discharge point. Except for copper, it is expected that the treatment facility can attain 
compliance with WQC during the remedial activities. Consistent with Section 303 of the CWA and its 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach, it is proposed that discharge l imits for the water 
treatment plant be implemented that are below current background levels of copper, but above WQC. 
This approach allows for attainment of ambient WQC throughout the waterbody in a phased or step-wise 
approach. The copper that wi l l be discharged from the treatment plant wil l be more than offset by the 
permanent removal of copper contaminated sediments from the Harbor. 

Federal PCB policies and guidance regarding PCB releases and treatment technologies for CERCLA 
remedial actions will be considered. Massachusetts guidelines to be considered include ambient air 
limits and noise levels. The Allowable Ambient Limits and Threshold Exposure Limits will be 
considered for alternatives involving air emissions. Revised toxicity equivalence factors (TEF)and air 
dioxin guidelines wil l be considered for evaluation of alternatives having air emissions. Noise levels 
will be minimized to the extent practicable. 

6.2.2.4 Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternative HS-2A will provide long term effectiveness through treatment of the Hot Spot sediments 
with a combination of solvent extraction and solid phase chemical destruction. Treated sediment will 
have PCB concentrations less than 50 ppm and will be disposed of in an on-site CDF. Presuming that the 
residuals from the solid phase destruction process will be solid, non-reactive and have a pH less than 
11.5, these will also be disposed of on-site. Should these residuals be unacceptable for on-site disposal, 
they will be shipped off-site in a manner that is protective of human health and the environment. 

The on-site controls to manage the residuals are sufficient. The on-site CDF will isolate the treated 
sediments from direct contact and potential volatilization. The CDFs are underlain by a relatively 
impermeable harbor sediment that would act as a barrier for leaching and finally, the CDF will be 
designed with an impermeable side wall as an additional control measure. It should also be noted that 
the metals that remain in the sediment are not expected to be leachable in significant quantities as they 
successfully passed TCLP testing. 

6.2.2.5 Reduction in Mobility, Toxicity, and Volume 

This alternative will significantly reduce the volume and toxicity of the hot spot sediments. The volume 
reduction is expected to be greater than 97% through solvent extraction. The solid phase destruction step 
will significantly reduce the toxicity of the hot spot sediments by destroying over 99% of the PCBs 
removed through solvent extraction. 
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6.2.2.6 Short Term Effectiveness 

The time to complete the remedial actions under alternative HS-2A is approximately five years. This 
estimate includes one to two years of design and procurement activities and a three year period to 
fabricate the treatment equipment and complete the clean-up operations. 

Protection of the community and the workers conducting the remediation are also considered under this 
criterion. The primary remedial components of alternative HS-2A are sediment removal and treatment 
operations. The process of removing the sediments from the CDF and handling them prior to treatment 
could generate air emissions. This potential for air emissions will be minimized by using a vacuum truck 
equipped with a vapor phase treatment system and storage of the sediments in sludge boxes vented to 
carbon canisters prior to treatment. 

The use of the solvents such as diisopropylamine and the solid phase chemical destruction reagents such 
as elemental sodium and ammonia pose potential risks to on-site workers and nearby residents. These 
risks can be greatly minimized through compliance with appropriate industry standards, the development 
and compliance with appropriate procedures and controls, and a complete HAZOP analysis of the 
treatment equipment prior to the start of treatment operations. In addition, treatment equipment 
operations would be monitored to ensure compliance with applicable emissions criteria. 

There are also potential short-term effectiveness concerns with the treatment residuals from the solid 
phase destruction process including high pH and reactivity. If the treated product demonstrates the 
characteristics observed during the pilot studies, additional safety measures will be required during 
full-scale operations. 

Worker health and safety would be addressed through requirements specified in a site-specific Health 
and Safety Plan (HASP). This plan will stipulate the appropriate personnel protective equipment and 
monitoring criteria. A site wide air monitoring program would also be implemented to ensure protection 
of workers and area residents. 

No adverse environmental impacts are anticipated while implementing alternative HS-2A. 

6.2.2.7 Impiementability 

The implementability of alternative HS-2A includes the technical and administrative feasibility of the 
alternative and the availability of the services and materials. The solvent extraction system could take up to 
eighteen months to fabricate and test prior to delivery at the site. In theory, the time to construct a solid 
phase chemical destruction unit is considerably less. However, the eighteen month time-frame for the 
solvent extraction unit would provide a reasonable amount of time to complete a solid phase chemical 
destruction unit and work through some of the materials handling difficulties experienced during the New 
Bedford Harbor treatability study program. 

The results of the pilot scale treatability studies also indicated that there may be materials handling 
difficulties associated with solid chemical dechlorination. It is important to note that these difficulties not 
be representative for all solid phase dechlorination processes. In either case, these difficulties appear to be 
resolvable through additional process engineering, development and testing. 
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Technologies are readily available to confirm that solvent extraction can treat the Hot Spot sediment to a 
residual PCB concentration of 50 ppm or less. Similar technologies are also readily available to confirm 
successful treatment of the oily waste generated through solvent extraction and compliance with any 
relevant emissions criteria. 

There is also some risk that the competitive process for solvent extraction may be somewhat limited by the 
number of potential vendors with full-scale treatment units or the ability to construct a viable full-scale unit. 
This should be thoroughly discussed during the planning phases to maximize the competitive process. 

Given the hazardous nature of process operations and reagents, a significant level of effort is anticipated to 
coordinate with local emergency officials including police, fire, EMTs, Hazmat team, and local hospitals. 
Significant coordination will also be required with state, federal and local officials. 

6.2.2.8 Cost 

The costs for alternative HS-2A include the capital costs to upgrade the site facilities, remove and treat the 
sediment using solvent extraction and solid phase chemical destruction, conduct treated materials handling 
operation and perform air monitoring. Estimated costs for this alternative are summarized in Table 6-4. 
The total cost of $27.1 million is heavily influenced by the $13 million in direct treatment costs alone. Out 
of this $13 million, approximately $9 million is associated with the capital cost to produce a treatment unit 
for the project. As a percentage of total direct treatment costs, this is on the high end of the range for most 
treatment technologies. The estimated costs for solid phase chemical destruction may be low if the 
treatment residuals require additional conditioning before placement in a CDF or to meet standards for off-
site disposal. 

The costs also contain a number of indirect costs including health and safety, legal, engineering, 
construction services and profit. A contingency factor of 20% is applied to the total of direct and indirect 
costs to cover items not anticipated at this time. 

6.2.2.9 State Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the state on the 
Proposed Plan. 

6.2.2.10 Community Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the community on 
the Proposed Plan. 
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Table 6-4
 
Cost Estimate: Remedial Alternative HS-2A
 

Solvent Extraction and Solid Phase Chemical Destruction
 

ACTIVITY?' COST ($) 

DIRECT COSTS 
A. Site Preparation 248,760 
B. Sediment Removal From CDF 329,540 
C. Solvent Extraction 10,548,000 
D. Solid Phase Chemical Destruction 2,422,098 
E. Treated Materials Handling 337,115 
F. Air Monitoring 1,152,000 

TOTAL DIRECT COST; (TDC) $15,037,513* 

INDIRECT COSTS 
A. Health & Safety (@ 5% of TDC) Level D Protection 75 1,876 
B. Legal, Administration, Permitting (@ 10% of TDC) 1,503,751 
C. Engineering (@ 10% of TDC) 1,503,751 
D. Services During Construction (@ 10% of TDC) 1,503,751 
E. Turnkey Contractor Fee (@ 15% of TDC) 2,255,627 

CONTINGENCY (@ 20% of TDC + TIC) 4,511,254 
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6.2.3 Alternative HS-2B: Solvent Extraction and Gas Phase Chemical Destruction 

This section of the FS Addendum describes Remedial Alternative HS-2B and evaluates the alternative 
against the detailed evaluation criteria. Remedial HS-2B involves removal of the Hot Spot sediment from 
the CDF and treatment through a combination of solvent extraction and gas phase chemical destruction. 
The solvent extraction process would separate the organic contaminants inc luding the PCBs into a 
concentrated oil extract. This extract would then be treated through gas phase chemical destruction. Solid 
residuals will be generated primarily by the solvent extraction step and wi l l subsequently be placed in the 
CDF. 

In developing this remedial alternative, the Ionics RCC B.E.S.T.® solvent extraction and Eco Logic gas 
phase chemical destruction processes are used as representative treatment processes. It is important to note 
that discussion of these particular technology vendors is for illustrative purposes only. 

6.2.3.1 General Description 

Remedial Alternative HS-2B is a removal and treatment alternative with all treatment activities occurring 
at the site. The removal and treatment operations would include the following activities: withdrawal of 
the Hot Spot sediments from the CDF, staging the sediments for treatment in sealed containers, screening 
the sediment to remove over-sized material, treating the contaminated sediments through solvent 
extraction, treated the resulting oil extract through gas phase chemical destruction, and placement of the 
treated residuals in a CDF. Overall movement of materials from the CDF through the various treatment 
processes and back to the CDF is presented in Figure 6-3. 

The initial treatment steps for alternative HS-2B are the same as those described for HS-2A in Section 
6.2.2. These initial steps encompass the activities conducted from the initial upgrade of the site through 
the solvent extraction treatment and disposal of treated sediment in an on-site CDF. The first step in the 
cleanup process would be to upgrade existing site conditions to accommodate the materials handling and 
treatment operations. As with alternative HS-2A, the predominant feature of this initial step is the 
construction of a series of treatment pads and access roads, as shown on Figure 6-4. Additional detail on 
existing site conditions and other site facility requirements is discussed in Section 6.2.2. An important 
consideration for alternative HS-2A is the size limitations of the site. These limitations pose potential 
health and safety concerns that must be addressed for the two treatment processes to be operated in such 
close proximity. 

Activities associated with the solvent extraction treatment process include removing the sediment from 
the CDF using a vacuum truck, transporting the sediment to the storage area and treatment unit, 
screening the sediment to remove oversize material, and treating the sediment using solvent extraction. 
Treated sediment would be tested for acceptability and returned to a CDF for ultimate disposal. Water 
generated from the treatment process would be treated using the on-site water treatment system. As 
discussed for alternative HS-2A, the solvent extraction process concentrates the organic fraction of the 
sediment into a highly contaminated oil product that requires additional treatment. Additional detail on 
the steps to conduct the solvent extraction process is provided in Section 6.2.2. 

Alternative HS-2B incorporates on-site gas phase chemical destruction as the method for treatment of the 
contaminated oil product generated from the solvent extraction process. The gas phase chemical 
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destruction process would treat approximately 3.2 tons per day of highly contaminated oil extract 
generated by the solvent extraction process. This estimated quantity is based on observations during the 
Hot Spot treatability study program and the projected throughput of the solvent extraction system of 136 
tons of wet sediment per day. The observed generation rate for the oil extract from the treatability 
studies was approximately five to six gallons of concentrated extract fov each ton of wet sediment 
treated. This results in a total of 423 tons of highly contaminated oil extract to be treated through gas 
phase chemical destruction. 

The representative gas phase destruction process material util izes a reducing environment of hydrogen 
and high temperature (900°C) to destroy the chlorinated organics inc lud ing the PCBs. The results of the 
treatability studies demonstrated that the technology was effective in treating PCBs in the gas phase. 
The average Destruction and Removal Efficiencies (ORE) for four treatment runs was 99.99989%. The 
oily waste would likely be placed in the Sequential Batch Vaporizer (SBV) which is a heated autoclave-
type chamber. The SBV vaporizes the contaminated oil into the hydrogen-rich hot recirculation gas. 

The resulting vapor stream is drawn into the reactor chamber where the destruction of the PCBs and 
other chlorinated organic compounds occurs. The residence time in the reactor is on the order of seconds 
with the product gas routed to off-gas treatment system. The off-gas system would be designed to treat 
the reaction products and includes several scrubbers and a boiler system (thermal oxidizer). The 
conceptual off-gas treatment system for the oil extract from the Hot Spot sediments includes three 
scrubbers and a boiler system to ensure that any particulates, hydrochloric acid, hydrogen sulfide, 
benzene and naphthalene are removed from the off-gas. 

A portion of the off-gas could be recirculated within the system and the remaining off-gas stored, tested 
and used as fuel for the boiler system to heat ancillary system components. Process effectiveness is 
evaluated on a real-time basis through the measurement of monochlovobenzene in the off-gas. This 
compound is used as a surrogate to estimate PCB destruction. Theoretically, monochlorobenzene is 
generated during the last step in the break-down of the PCBs within the process before final 
dechlorination to benzene. 

The New Bedford Hot Spot treatability study involving the gas phase reactor was conducted using 
thermal desorption as the separation step rather than the solvent extraction process that would be used for 
this alternative. The SBV application that would be appropriate for this alternative was not tested on a 
site specific basis. However, this is not anticipated to be a problem as the gas phase chemical destruction 
component of the treatability study was successful and the SBV application has a successful track record 
in treating highly concentrated PCB wastes at full scale. This experience base includes such wastes as 
PCB transformer oil. Additional details on the gas phase chemical destruction process, related treatment 
equipment and potential full scale treatment operations are presented in Section 4.4 

6.2.3.2 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Remedial alternative HS-2B will achieve and maintain protection of human health and the environment. 
This will be accomplished through permanent treatment of over 99% of the PCBs associated with the hot 
spot sediments. The hot spot sediments will be treated to below the treatment goal of 50 ppm. Disposal 
of the treated sediments in an on-site CDF will greatly reduce the potential risks due to direct contact, 
and inhalation. Disposal of the treated sediments in an on-site CDF will also protect the environment. 
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6.2.3.3 Compliance with ARARs 

This section discusses the chemical-specific, location-specific and action-specific ARARs for alternative 
HS-2B. Complete listings of these respective ARARs are presented in Tables B-2B-I, B-2B-2 and 
B-2B-3 of Appendix B to this document. 

There are no "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate" federal or state chemical-specific ARARs for 
alternative HS-2B. Cleanup levels are based on Action-specific standards under the TSCA. Two federal 
guidance are cited as "To be considered" in evaluating potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks 
posed by contaminants at the site. 

Location-specific ARARs pertain to the site's location within a coastal floodplain, adjacent to the 
Harbor. Federal ARARs are Executive Order 11988 - Floodplain Management (40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A), the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC Part 661 et seq., 40 CFR 6.302) and the 
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC Parts 1451 et seq. To implement this alternative in the coastal 
floodplain a determination must be made that no practicable alternative exists outside the floodplain. 
Under such circumstances the potential harm must be minimized and action taken to restore and preserve 
natural and beneficial values. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires that the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service be consulted regarding preventing and mitigating any potential losses to fish and 
wildlife resources. 

State ARARs regulate coastal zone management (301 CMR 21.0), waterways (regarding flowed and 
filled tidelands)(310 CMR 9.00), and wetlands protection (131 MGL 40, 310 CMR 10.00). The state 
wetlands protection statute identifies the following protected resource areas that occur on or adjacent to 
the site: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage, Land Under Ocean, Designated Port Area, Coastal 
Beaches (including tidal flats), Coastal Bank (including a 100-foot buffer zone inland from the edge of 
the bank), and Land Containing Shellfish. 

All actives, including operation, maintenance, and monitoring will comply with all the substantive 
requirements of the state location-specific ARARs. Coordination with the state will be ongoing during 
the planning and implementation of the remedy. 

The primary action-specific ARARs are requirements regarding waste management and treatment. 
These ARARs include PCB storage, treatment and disposal requirements under TSCA and identification 
and regulation of characteristic hazardous waste under Massachusetts Hazardous Waste Management 
standards. 

TSCA requires that any PCB contaminated dredge spoil with a concentration of 50 ppm or greater be 
disposed of either in an approved incinerator, an approved chemical waste landfill, or by using a disposal 
method to be approved by the Regional Administrator. Approval must be based on a finding that, based 
on technical, environmental, and economic considerations, disposal in an incinerator or chemical waste 
landfill is not reasonable and appropriate, and that the alternative disposal method will provide adequate 
protection to health and the environment. HS-2B qualifies as an alternative disposal remedy that requires 
approval by the Regional Administrator, based on the requirements of TSCA. 
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HS-2B wi l l require temporary storage of the PCB sediment for greater than one year. Storage of PCB 
dredge spoil for more than a year violates a TSCA storage requirement. This ARAR needs to be waived 
under Section 121(d)(4)(C) of CERCLA due to the technical impracticality, based on engineering 
constraints, involved in removing and/or treating the PCB material in less than a year. Currently, the 
storage requirement is being waived as "an interim measure" under Section !2l(d)(4)(A). The present 
waiver allows the Agency to waive the storage ARAR for an interim measure that w i l l become part of a 
final remedial action at the Site. HS-2B wil l require PCB contaminated sediments to be stored on site for 
approximately five years u n t i l completion of the remedy. In the inter im, the PCB dredge spoil wi l l 
remain stored within the existing CDF in a manner that is protective of health and the environment (as 
described under Alternative HS-1, No Further Action). Storage of the PCB dredge spoil w i l l comply 
with the remaining TSCA storage ARARs that do not involve the one-year storage l imi t . 

Massachusetts Hazardous Waste ARAR's apply to all non-PCB contaminants that meet characteristic 
hazardous waste standards. Recent toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) data on the 
dredged sediment samples show the sediment does not meet the definition of a RCRA characteristic 
waste. Toxicity characteristic (TC) constituent concentrations are below TC regulatory limits for 
hazardous waste. Sediments, process wastes, and discharges from monitoring, operations, and/or 
maintenance will be tested for hazardous constituents. Any characteristic wastes identified will be 
stored, treated, and/or disposed of in compliance with state hazardous waste requirements. 

Massachusetts Solid Waste ARARs are applicable to the disposal of the treated sediments containing less 
the 50 ppm of PCBs. These requirements include cover systems, surface and groundwater protection, 
monitoring, and post-closure measures. 

Other federal and state action-specific ARARs include air quality and air pollution requirements, which 
preclude the release of PCBs and other contaminants. Air emissions from the proposed alternatives may 
result from releases from the storage facility, discharges from extraction and treatment technologies, and 
handling of the sediments before on-site processing. Air emissions will be addressed through 
monitoring, management of storage facilities, and treatment of off-gases from handling and processing. 

Water discharges are regulated under state and federal water quality ARARs. Water treatment will be 
required for the process discharges and possibly for surface run off becoming contaminated by the 
stored sediments. Operation of the water treatment plant requires a waiver of a provision of the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 
402. The provision prohibits new discharges into waters that do not meet applicable water quality 
criteria, unless certain conditions are met (40 CFR 122.4(i)). It is proposed that a protectiveness waiver 
under Section 121(d)(4)(B) of CERCLA be used for this ARAR since compliance would essentially 
prevent the cleanup of this Site and result in greater risk to human health and the environment than other 
alternatives. The issue is the result of the degraded water quality in the Harbor, where permitting any 
new discharge is not possible unless the Harbor's waters reach water quality standards or until the other 
conditions of the regulations are met. Neither of these conditions are likely to be accomplished in a 
reasonable time. 

Furthermore, since New Bedford Harbor water quality is so degraded as to preclude diluting any 
proposed discharge, Section 402 of the CWA requires that discharges meet ambient water quality criteria 
(WQC) at the discharge point. Except for copper, it is expected that the treatment facility can attain 
compliance with WQC during the remedial activities. Consistent with Section 303 of the CWA and its 
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Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach, it is proposed that discharge limits for the water 
treatment plant be implemented that are below current background levels of copper, but above WQC. 
This approach allows for attainment of ambient WQC throughout the waterbody in a phased or step-wise 
approach. The copper that will be discharged from the treatment plant will be more than offset by the 
permanent removal of copper contaminated sediments from the Harbor. 

Federal PCB policies and guidance regarding PCB releases and treatment technologies for CERCLA 
remedial actions will be considered. Massachusetts guidelines to be considered include ambient air 
limits and noise levels. The Allowable Ambient Limits and Threshold Exposure Limits will be 
considered for alternatives involving air emissions. Revised toxicity equivalence factors (TEF)and air 
dioxin guidelines will be considered for evaluation of alternatives having air emissions. Noise levels 
will be minimized to the extent practicable. 

6.2.3.4 Long Term Effectiveness 

Alternative HS-2B would provide long term effectiveness through treatment of the Hot Spot sediments 
with a combination of solvent extraction and gas phase chemical destruction. Treated residuals would be 
less than 50 ppm PCB and will be disposed of in an on-site CDF. 

The on-site controls to manage the residuals are sufficient and would isolate the sediments from direct 
content and potential volatilization. The CDFs also are underlain by a relatively impermeable harbor 
sediment that will act as a barrier for leaching and finally, the CDF would be designed with an 
impermeable side wall as an additional control measure. It should also be noted that the metals that 
remain in the sediment are not expected to be significantly teachable as they successfully passed TCLP 
testing. 

6.2.3.5 Reduction in Mobility, Toxicity, and Volume 

This alternative will significantly reduce the volume and toxicity of the hot spot sediments. The volume 
reduction is expected to be greater than 97% through solvent extraction. The gas phase destruction step 
will significantly reduce the toxicity of the hot spot sediments by destroying over 99% of the PCBs 
removed through solvent extraction. 

6.2.3.6 Short Term Effectiveness 

The time to complete the remedial actions under alternative HS-2B is approximately five years. This 
estimate includes one to two years of design and procurement activities and a three year period to 
fabricate the treatment equipment and complete the clean-up operations. 

Protection of the community and the workers conducting the remediation are also considered under this 
criterion. The primary remedial components of alternative HS-2B are sediment removal and treatment 
operations. The process of removing the sediments from the CDF and handling them prior to treatment 
could generate air emissions. This potential for air emissions will be minimized by using a vacuum truck 
equipped with a vapor phase treatment system and storage of the sediments in sludge boxes vented to 
carbon canisters prior to treatment. 
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The use of the solvents such as diisopropylamine, hydrogen and the combination of other process 
components, such as boilers, pose potential risks to on-site workers and nearby residents. These risks 
can be greatly minimized through compliance with appropriate industry standards, the development and 
compliance with appropriate procedures and controls, and a complete HAZOP analysis of the treatment 
equipment prior to the start of treatment operations. In addition, treatment equipment operations would 
be monitored to ensure compliance with applicable emissions criteria. 

An implementability concern discussed below for Alternative HS-2B is also reflected in the short term 
effectiveness criterion as it relates to worker and community safety. This concern is the small size of the 
available treatment area and two processes that each have significant hazard potential. Again, this would 
have to be reviewed in significant detail within a formal HAZOP review. 

Worker health and safety would be addressed through requirements specified in a site-specific Health 
and Safety Plan (HASP). This plan will stipulate the appropriate personnel protective equipment and 
monitoring criteria. A site wide air monitoring program would also be implemented to ensure protection 
of workers and area residents. 

6.2.3.7 Implementability 

The Implementability of alternative HS-2B includes the technical and administrative feasibility of the 
alternative and the availability of the services and materials. The solvent extraction system could take up 
to eighteen months to fabricate and test prior to delivery at the site. The gas phase destruction unit could 
also be delivered within this eighteen month time frame. 

An aspect of implementability that would have to be further evaluated during design is the limited space 
available at the site. This may potentially impact how these two technologies would be implemented and is 
related to the nature of their treatment operations, their associated reagents and industry standards for 
spacing between certain types of process components. For example, flammable solvents and the potential 
for open flames. Again, this would have to be addressed as part of the design process to ensure safety. 

Technologies are readily available to confirm that solvent extraction can treat the Hot Spot sediment to a 
residual PCB concentration of 50 ppm or less. Similar technologies are also readily available to confirm 
successful treatment of the oily waste generated through solvent extraction and compliance with any 
relevant emissions criteria. 

Implementation of these processes will take a significant level of coordination with local, police, fire, 
hazmat and hospital personnel, given the operational aspects of these two processes. Significant 
coordination would also occur between the federal and state agencies responsible for overall 
implementation of the alternative. 

The limited number of potential vendors that could successfully implement these technologies needs to be 
considered in evaluating this treatment approach. As a result, the competitive bidding process could be 
somewhat limited. 
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6.2.3.8 Cost 

The costs for alternative HS-2B include site preparation, sediment removal operations, solvent 
extraction, gas phase chemical destruction, treated materials handling and air monitoring. The total 
alternative cost of approximately $31.9 million includes the direct costs for the activities mentioned above 
and indirect costs to cover nonconstruction related items such as engineering, health and safety and legal 
and permitting (Table 6-5). A twenty percent contingency factor has also been included to cover items not 
anticipated at this time. 

Since the treated residuals will be placed in an on-site CDF, Operation and Maintenance (O&M) costs to 
monitor and maintain the treated solids are not included. 

6.2.3.9 State Acceptance 

> This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the state on the 
Proposed Plan. 

6.2.3.10 Community Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the community on 
the Proposed Plan. 
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Table 6-5
 
Cost Estimate: Remedial Alternative HS-2B
 

Solvent Extraction and Gas Phase Chemical Destruction
 

COST 
DIRECT COSTS 

A. Site Preparation 248,760 
B. Sediment Removal From CDF 329,540 
C. Solvent Extraction 10,548,000 
D. Gas Phase Chemical Destruction 5, 1 3 1 ,836 
E. Treated Materials Handling 337,115 
F. Air Monitoring 1,152,000 

TQTAT/PIREGT' $17,747,2511 

INDIRECT COSTS 
A. Health & Safety (@ 5% of TDC) Level D Protection 887,363 
B. Legal, Administration, Permitting (@ 10% of TDC) 1,774,725 
C. Engineering (@ 10% of TDC) 1,774,725 
D. Services During Construction (@ 10% of TDC) 1,774,725 
E. Turnkey Contractor Fee (@ 15% of TDC) 2,662,088 

CONTINGENCY (@ 20% of TDC + TIC) 5,324,l75 
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6.2.4 Alternative HS-2C: Solvent Extraction and Off-Site Incineration 

This section of the FS Addendum describes Remedial Alternative HS-2C and evaluates the alternative 
against the detailed evaluation criteria. Alternative HS-2C involves removal of the Hot Spot sediment 
from the CDF and treatment through a combination of solvent extraction (on-site) and off-site 
incineration. The solvent extraction process would separate the organic contaminants including the 
PCBs into a concentrated oil extract. This extract would then be shipped off-site to permitted 
incineration facility for destruction of the PCBs and other organic contaminants. Solid phase treatment 
residuals from the solvent extraction process would be placed in an on-site CDF. 

In developing this remedial alternative, the Ionics RCC B.E.S.T.® solvent extraction is used as 
representative treatment processes. It is important to note that discussion of this particular technology 
vendor is for illustrative purposes only. 

6.2.4.1 General Description 

Remedial Alternative HS-2C is a removal and treatment alternative with the separation component of the 
treatment activities occurring on the site and the contaminant destruction component occurring at a 
permitted off-site facility. The removal and treatment operations at the site would include the following 
activities; withdrawal of the Hot Spot sediments from the CDF, staging the sediments for treatment in 
sealed containers, screening the sediment to remove over-sized material, treating the contaminated 
sediments through solvent extraction, collecting and packaging the contaminated oil extract for shipment 
off-site and placement of the treated residuals in a CDF. Overall movement of materials from the CDF 
through the solvent extraction process and placement in the CDF is presented in Figure 6-5. 

The initial treatment steps for alternative HS-2C are the same as those described for HS-2A in Section 
6.2.2. These initial steps encompass the activities conducted from the initial upgrade of the site through 
the solvent extraction treatment and disposal of treated sediment in an on-site CDF. The first step in the 
cleanup process would be to upgrade existing site conditions to accommodate the materials handling and 
treatment operations. As with alternative HS-2A, the predominant feature of this initial step is the 
construction of a series of treatment pads and access roads, as shown on Figure 6-6. Additional detail on 
existing site conditions and other site facility requirements is discussed in Section 6.2.2. 

Other activities associated with the solvent extraction treatment process include removing the sediment 
from the CDF using a vacuum truck, transporting the sediment to the storage area and treatment unit, 
screening the sediment to remove oversize material, and treating the sediment using solvent extraction. 
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The waste oil extract from the solvent extraction process would be placed in 55-gallon drums for interim 
storage and shipped regularly from the site (twice per week) to min imize the b u i l d - u p of this h ighly 
contaminated material at the site. The off-site incineration w i l l take place at a permitted off-site disposal 
facili ty specifically designed to accommodate wastes such as the oil extract from the Hot Spot sediments. 
The material is expected to have a high BTU content and treatment is expected to be relatively straight 
forward using this method. The primary performance criteria for the destruction of the PCBs w i l l be a 
DRE of 99.9999%. Since the majority of the heavy metals w i l l remain in the treated solids associated 
with the solvent extraction process, the oil waste is not expected to produce volat i le metals emissions 
during incineration. 

6.2.4.2 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Remedial alternative HS-2C wil l achieve and maintain protection of human health and the environment. 
This wil l be accomplished through permanent treatment of over 99% of the PCBs associated with the hot 
spot sediments. The hot spot sediments will be treated to below the treatment goal of 50 ppm. Disposal 
of the treated sediments in an on-site CDF will greatly reduce the potential risks due to direct contact, 
and inhalation. Disposal of the treated sediments in an on-site CDF wi l l also protect the environment. 

6.2.4.3 Compliance with ARARs 

This section discusses the chemical-specific, location-specific and action-specific ARARs for alternative 
HS-2C. Complete listings of these respective ARARs are presented in Tables B-2C-1, B-2C-2 and B
2C-3 of Appendix B to this document. 

There are no "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate" federal or state chemical-specific ARARs for 
alternative HS-2C. Cleanup levels are based on Action-specific standards under the TSCA. Two federal 
guidances are cited as "To be considered" in evaluating potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic 
risks posed by contaminants at the site. 

Location-specific ARARs pertain to the site's location within a coastal floodplain, adjacent to the 
Harbor. Federal ARARs are Executive Order 11988 - Floodplain Management (40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A), the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC Part 661 et seq., 40 CFR 6.302) and the 
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC Parts 1451 et seq. To implement this alternative in the coastal 
floodplain a determination must be made that no practicable alternative exists outside the floodplain. 
Under such circumstances the potential harm must be minimized and action taken to restore and preserve 
natural and beneficial values. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires that the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service be consulted regarding preventing and mitigating any potential losses to fish and 
wildlife resources. 

State ARARs regulate coastal zone management (301 CMR 21.0), waterways (regarding flowed and 
filled tidelands)(310 CMR 9.00), and wetlands protection (131 MGL 40, 310 CMR 10.00). The state 
wetlands protection statute identifies the following protected resource areas that occur on or adjacent to 
the site: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage, Land Under Ocean, Designated Port Area, Coastal 
Beaches (including tidal flats), Coastal Bank (including a 100-foot buffer zone inland from the edge of 
the bank), and Land Containing Shellfish. 
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All actives, including operation, maintenance, and monitoring wil l comply with all the substantive 
requirements of the state location-specific ARARs. Coordination with the state wi l l be ongoing during 
the planning and implementation of the remedy. 

The primary action-specific ARARs are requirements regarding waste management and treatment. 
These ARARs include PCB storage, treatment and disposal requirements under TSCA and identification 
and regulation of characteristic hazardous waste under Massachusetts Hazardous Waste Management 
standards. 

TSCA requires that any PCB contaminated dredge spoil with a concentration of 50 ppm or greater be 
disposed of either in an approved incinerator, an approved chemical waste landfill , or by using a disposal 
method to be approved by the Regional Administrator. HS-2C qualifies as utilization of an approved 
incinerator for the ultimate destruction of PCBs under TSCA. 

> HS-2C will require temporary storage of the PCB sediment for greater than one year. Storage of PCB 
dredge spoil for more than a year violates a TSCA storage requirement. This ARAR needs to be waived 
under Section 121(d)(4)(C) of CERCLA due to the technical impracticality, based on engineering 
constraints, involved in removing and/or treating the PCB material in less than a year. Currently, the 
storage requirement is being waived as "an interim measure" under Section 121(d)(4)(A). The present 
waiver allows the Agency to waive the storage ARAR for an interim measure that will become part of a 
final remedial action at the Site. HS-2C will require PCB contaminated sediments to be stored on site for 
approximately five years until completion of the remedy. In the interim, the PCB dredge spoil will 
remain stored within the existing CDF in a manner that is protective of health and the environment (as 
described under Alternative HS-1, No Further Action). PCB oil extracted by the solvent extraction 
process will be shipped regularly to the incinerator facility so to minimize on-site storage. Storage of the 
PCB dredge spoil and extracted PCB oil will comply with the remaining TSCA storage ARARs that do 
not involve the one-year storage limit. 

Massachusetts Hazardous.Waste ARAR's. apply to all npn-PCB contaminants that meet characteristic 
hazardous waste standards. Recent toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) data on the 
dredged sediment samples show the sediment does not meet the definition of a RCRA characteristic 
waste. Toxicity characteristic (TC) constituent concentrations are below TC regulatory limits for 
hazardous waste. Sediments, process wastes, and discharges from monitoring, operations, and/or 
maintenance will be tested for hazardous constituents. Any characteristic wastes identified will be 
stored, treated, and/or disposed of in compliance with state hazardous waste requirements. 

Massachusetts Solid Waste ARARs are applicable to the disposal of the treated sediments containing less 
the 50 ppm of PCBs. These requirements include cover systems, surface and groundwater protection, 
monitoring, and post-closure measures. 

Other federal and state action-specific ARARs include air quality and air pollution requirements, which 
preclude the release of PCBs and other contaminants. Air emissions from the proposed alternatives may 
result from releases from the storage facility, discharges from extraction technologies, and handling of 
the sediments before on-site processing. Air emissions will be addressed through monitoring, 
management of storage facilities, and treatment of off-gases from handling and processing. 
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Water discharges are regulated under state and federal water qual i ty ARARs. Water treatment w i l l be 
required for the process discharges and possibly for surface run off becoming contaminated by the 
stored sediments. Operation of the water treatment plant requires a waiver of a provision of the National 
Pollutant Discharge El imina t ion System requirements of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 
402. The provision prohibits new discharges into waters that do not meet applicable water quality 
criteria, unless certain conditions are met (40 CFR 122.4(i)). It is proposed that a protectiveness waiver 
under Section 121(d)(4)(B) of CERCLA be used for this ARAR since compliance would essentially 
prevent the cleanup of this Site and result in greater risk to human health and the environment than other 
alternatives. The issue is the result of the degraded water quality in the Harbor, where permitting any 
new discharge is not possible unless the Harbor's waters reach water qual i ty standards or un t i l the other 
conditions of the regulations are met. Neither of these conditions are likely to be accomplished in a 
reasonable time. 

Furthermore, since New Bedford Harbor water quality is so degraded as to preclude diluting any 
proposed discharge, Section 402 of the CWA requires that discharges meet ambient water quality criteria 
(WQC) at the discharge point. Except for copper, it is expected that the treatment facility can attain 
compliance with WQC during the remedial activities. Consistent with Section 303 of the CWA and its 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach, it is proposed that discharge limits for the water 
treatment plant be implemented that are below current background levels of copper, but above WQC. 
This approach allows for attainment of ambient WQC throughout the waterbody in a phased or step-wise 
approach. The copper that w i l l be discharged from the treatment plant wi l l be more than offset by the 
permanent removal of copper contaminated sediments from the Harbor. 

Federal PCB policies and guidance regarding PCB releases and treatment technologies for CERCLA 
remedial actions will be considered. Massachusetts guidelines to be considered include ambient air 
limits and noise levels. The Allowable Ambient Limits and Threshold Exposure Limits will be 
considered for alternatives involving air emissions. Revised toxicity equivalence factors (TEF)and air 
dioxin guidelines will be considered for evaluation of alternatives having air emissions. Noise levels 
will be minimized to the extent practicable. 

6.2.4.4 Long Term Effectiveness 

Alternative HS-2C will provide long term protection of public health and the environment. This will be 
accomplished through treatment of the Hot Spot sediments with a combination of solvent extraction and 
off-site incineration at an approved TSCA facility. Treated sediment will contain less than 50 ppm PCB 
and will be disposed of in on-site CDF. 

The on-site controls to manage the residuals are sufficient and will isolate the sediments from direct 
content and potential volatilization. The CDF is underlain by a relatively impermeable harbor sediment 
that would act as a barrier for any leaching and finally, the CDF would be designed with an impermeable 
side wall as an additional control measure. It should also be noted that the metals that remain in the 
sediment are not expected to be significantly teachable as they successfully passed TCLP testing. 
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6.2.4.5 Reduction in Mobility, Toxicity, and Volume 

This alternative will significantly reduce the volume and toxicity of the hot spot sediments. The 
volume reduction is expected to be greater than 97% through solvent extraction. Off-site 
incineration will significantly reduce the toxicity of the hot spot sediments by destroying over 
99% of the PCBs removed through solvent extraction. The processes are both irreversible and 
produce treatment residuals that pose little risk. 

6.2.4.6 Short Term Effectiveness 

The time to complete the remedial actions under alternative HS-2C is approximately five years. This 
estimate includes one to two years of design and procurement activities and a three year period to 
fabricate the treatment equipment and complete the clean-up operations. 

Protection of the community and the workers conducting the remediation are also considered under this 
criterion. The primary remedial components of alternative HS-2C are sediment removal, on-site 
treatment operations, interim storage of the extracted PCBs and off-site shipment to an incinerator. The 
process of removing the sediments from the CDF and handling them prior to treatment could generate air 
emissions. This potential for air emissions will be minimized by using a vacuum truck equipped with a 
vapor phase treatment system and storage of the sediments in sludge boxes vented to carbon canisters 
prior to treatment. 

The use of the solvents such as diisopropylamine could pose potential risks to on-site workers and nearby 
residents. These risks can be greatly minimized through compliance with appropriate industry standards, 
the development and compliance with appropriate procedures and controls, and a complete HAZOP 
analysis of the treatment equipment prior to the start of treatment operations. In addition, treatment 
equipment operations would be monitored to ensure compliance with applicable emissions criteria. 

Worker health and safety would be addressed through requirements specified in a site-specific Health 
and Safety Plan (HASP). This plan will stipulate the appropriate personnel protective equipment and 
monitoring criteria. A site wide air monitoring program would also be implemented to ensure protection 
of workers and area residents. 

No adverse environmental impacts are anticipated while implementing alternative HS-2C. 

6.2.4.7 Implementability 

The implementability of alternative HS-2C includes the technical and administrative feasibility of the 
alternative and the availability of the services and materials. The solvent extraction process has been 
implemented at full-scale, yet a new full-scale unit would have to be built for this project. Given one to two 
years for design and procurement, it will take five years to fabricate and test the solvent extraction unit and 
implement the removal and treatment activities. The reliability of the technology is expected to be 
reasonable for innovative treatment technology equipment. This is based on the unit process components of 
the system that are widely available in the market place and have a long operating history. 
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At the writing of this document, off-site incineration is available to treat hazardous wastes. It is possible 
that facilities may not be available in the future to incinerate the wastes. One of the largest treatment units in 
the country recently indicated that it would no longer be accepting wastes. 

Technologies are readily available to confirm that solvent extraction can treat the Mot Spot sediment to a 
residual PCB concentration of 50 ppm or less. Similar technologies are also readily available to confirm 
compliance with any relevant emissions criteria. 

On-site implementation of solvent extraction wi l l require the coordination of federal, state and local 
officials. The local coordination wi l l likely extend to the police and fire departments; hazmat team and 
EMTs; and the local hospital. 

Given the limited number of full-scale solvent extraction systems for hazardous waste treatment, there is 
concern regarding the competitiveness of the bidding process for this alternative. 

6.2.4.8 Cost 

The costs for alternative HS-2C include the capital costs to upgrade the site facilities, removal of the 
sediment from the CDF, treatment through solvent extraction, off-site incineration of the concentrated oil 
extract, materials handling of the treated solids, and air monitoring. 

The total estimated cost for this alternative is approximately $24.9 million, includes the direct costs 
described above and indirect costs to cover nonconstruction related items such as engineering, health and 
safety and legal and administrative (Table 6-6) costs. A contingency factor has also been included to cover 
items not anticipated at this time. 

6.2.4.9 State Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the state on the 
Proposed Plan. 

6.2.4.10 Community Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the community on 
the Proposed Plan. 
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Table 6-6 
Cost Estimate: Remedial Alternative HS-2C 
Solvent Extraction and Off-Site Incineration 

ACTIVITY 

DIRECT COSTS 
A. Site Preparation 
B. Sediment Removal From CDF 
C. Solvent Extraction 
D. Off-Site Incineration 
E. Treated Materials Handling 
F. Air Monitoring 

TOT AL DIRECT COST (TDG) 

INDIRECT COSTS 
A. Health & Safety (@ 5% of TDC) Level D Protection 
B. Legal, Administration, Permitting (@ 10% of TDC) 
C. Engineering (@ 1 0% of TDC) 
D. Services During Construction (@ 10% of TDC) 
E. Turnkey Contractor Fee (@ 1 5% of TDC) 

CONTINGENCY (@ 20% of TDC + TIC) 

TOTAL 

TOTAliGP 

COST ($) 

248,760 
329,540 

10,548,000 
1,202,685 

337,115 
1,152,000 

$13,818,100^5% 

690,905 
1,381,810 
1,381,810 
1,381,810 
2,072,715 

,.; ̂ 909,05^ 

4,145,430 
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6.2.5 Alternative HS-3A: Thermal Desorption and Solid Phase Chemical Destruction 

This section and the following sections (6.2.6 and 6.2.7) discuss three remedial alternatives involving 
thermal desorption of contaminants from the Hot Spot and the subsequent chemical destruction of those 
contaminants. Several thermal desorption units are potentially available and applicable to treat the Hot 
Spot sediments, including the Eco Logic unit tested at pilot scale. Those processes most applicable to 
the Hot Spot sediment were chosen as representative technologies for evaluation purposes. The range of 
thermal desorption units, associated off-gas treatment systems and the uni ts chosen for this evaluation 
are discussed in more detail in Section 6.2.5.1. 

Section 6.2.5.2 of this FS Addendum describes Remedial Alternative HS-3A and evaluates the 
alternative against the detailed evaluation criteria. Alternative HS-3A involves removal of the Hot Spot 
sediment from the CDF and treatment through a combination of thermal desorption and solid phase 
chemical destruction. The thermal desorption process would separate the organic contaminants 
including the PCBs into a concentrated oil extract. This extract would then be treated through solid 
phase chemical destruction. Solid phase residuals from both processes would then placed in the CDF. 

In developing remedial alternative HS-3A, the Maxymillian Technologies, Inc. Indirect Desorption 
System (IDS) and the CRTI SET® solid phase chemical destruction processes are used as representative 
treatment processes. It is important to note that discussion of these particular technology vendors is for 
illustrative purposes only. 

6.2.5.1 Thermal Desorption Background 

Before describing the details of remedial alternatives that use thermal desorption, it is important to 
review some basics of the process for treating contaminated sediment including: (i) how the technology 
works to separate the PCBs from the sediment; and, (ii) a description of several potential technical 
approaches. This background information is important to understanding how the representative thermal 
desorption processes presented in alternatives HS-3A, HS-3B and HS-3C fit into the wide range of 
potential equipment options. 

Thermal desorption is a treatment technology that heats the sediment to separate (desorb) the 
contaminants from the sediment. At temperature levels of up to 1000°F, the contaminants vaporize from 
the sediment and are typically collected and treated. Most thermal desorption systems potentially 
applicable to PCB contaminated sediment provide the heat indirectly. In these systems, the contaminated 
sediment does not come into contact with a flame or combustion gas. Rather, the outside of a metal 
cylinder is often heated and the hot metal indirectly heats the sediment tumbling inside. Other means are 
available for indirectly heating the sediment, such as, the molten tin bath used by the Eco Logic system. 
This system was tested during the treatability study test program and is used as a representative thermal 
desorption process for remedial alternative HS-3B. 

As the sediment is heated, the moisture and the contaminants vaporize and become part of the gas stream 
flowing through the desorber. Many systems use a gas such as nitrogen or hydrogen to reduce the 
oxygen content in the gas stream as a method of limiting the formation of dioxins and furans. Other 
systems such as the indirect system presented in this alternative do not use a flow through gas stream. 
Instead, the unit operates under negative pressure through induction type fan and steam/vapor mix that 
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evolves during thermal separation and carries the contaminants out of the indirect desorption system and 
into the off-gas treatment system. 

Treatment of the vapor phase organic contaminants such as PCBs can be accomplished through a variety 
of means including gas phase chemical destruction, collection on activated carbon, or recovery (of an 
organic oil-like product) in condensing equipment. In the latter two cases, the contaminants will require 
additional treatment through some other means such as incineration. 

In addition to the treatment of organic contaminants, the thermal desorption off-gas will require 
additional treatment to address inorganic and particulate removal. Several potential off-gas treatment 
system components and their functions include; scrubbers to remove particulate and potential acids, 
condensing units to remove the moisture from the off-gas stream and reduce gas flow volumes, and 
baghouses and/or HEPA filters for particulate removal. These components are particularly important for 
the Hot Spot sediments which are fine grained, contain volatile metals such as lead, and will produce 
hydrogen sulfide and hydrochloric acid as the gases are cooled within the off-gas system. 

Remedial Alternative HS-3A and HS-3C use an indirect thermal desorption system constructed by 
Maxymillian Technologies, Inc. as a representative process. The conceptual process flow diagram for 
the unit is presented in Figure 6-7. A Maxymillian unit recently treated PCB contaminated soils at 
throughput rates of up to 16 tons per hour at a hazardous waste site. The unit treated over 14,000 tons of 
PCB contaminated soils to residual concentrations below 2 ppm PCB. A photograph of the Maxymillian 
thermal desorption unit and related support equipment is presented in Exhibit 6-2. 

Exhibit 6-2
 
Photograph of Maxymillian Thermal Desorption Unit
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6.2.5.2 General Description 

Remedial Alternative HS-3A is a removal and treatment alternative with all treatment activities 
occurring at the site. The removal and treatment operations includes the following activities: withdrawal 
of the Hot Spot sediments from the CDF, staging the sediments for treatment in sealed containers, 
mechanical dewaterings, treating the contaminated sediments using thermal desorption, treating the 
resulting oil extract with solid phase chemical destruction, and placement of the treated residuals in a 
CDF. Overall movement of materials from the CDF through the various treatment processes and back to 
the CDF is presented in Figure 6-8. 

The initial treatment steps for alternative HS-3A are the same as those described for HS-2A in Section 
6.2.2. These initial steps encompass the activities conducted from the initial upgrade of the site through 
staging and storing sediment prior to thermal desorption. The first step in the cleanup process will be to 
upgrade existing site conditions to accommodate the materials handling and treatment operations. As 
with alternative HS-2A, the predominant feature of this initial step is the construction of a series of 
treatment pads and access roads, as shown on Figure 6-9. Additional detail on existing site conditions 
«nd other site facility requirements is discussed in Section 6.2.2. 

Prior to the thermal desorption, the sediment would undergo a mechanical dewatering step to increase the 
solids content. In summary, the sediment is placed in an apparatus that squeezes the water out of the 
sediment. The dewatering step is done to decrease the treatment costs for thermal desorption as the 
utility costs, unit efficiency and processing time are directly related to amount of moisture in the 
sediment. 

Mechanical dewatering is estimated to increase the solids content of the sediment from 50%, up to 62%. 
While this may not seem numerically significant, this increase is quite significant and results in the 
removal of over 800,000 gallons of water from the 18,000 tons of Hot Spot sediment. The dewatering 
estimate was developed using sediment from New Bedford Harbor and bench scale test equipment. The 
dewatering tests were conducted as part of a treatability study program conducted for the site during the 
late 1980s (Ebasco, 1989). During this study, sediment at 38% solids were increased to 62% solids. 
Accordingly, the above estimate of 62% solids may be biased on the low side given an expected initial 
solids content of 50%. However, dewatering is a technical matter that should be approached cautiously 
as 62% solids may be the upper l imit using mechanical equipment, regardless of the starting point. 

Following dewatering, the PCBs and other organics would be separated from the Hot Spot sediments 
using an indirectly heated thermal desorption unit operating at temperatures of up to 1000°F. The treated 
solids would be tested to determine if the target cleanup goal of 50 ppm has been reached. Residual 
solids will be disposed in a CDF if the target cleanup goal of 50 ppm is met. Additional treatment cycles 
will be required for those solids which do not meet the criteria. Based on the results of the pilot scale 
treatability study program, thermal desorption should be able to meet this goal. While the average 
residual PCB concentration achieved during the recent treatability studies was slightly above this goal 
(52 ppm), the mechanical difficulties experienced by the vendor (Eco Logic) seem to provide a 
reasonable explanation as to why these results were atypical. Based on the treatability studies, the 
residual solids from the thermal desorption process pass TCLP testing and additional treatment with 
solidification does not appear needed. 
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The off-gas from the thermal desorption process would undergo subsequent treatment to remove the 
particulates, the vapor phase organics and heavy metals that may have volatilized. The Maxymill ian 
Technology IDS uses a high temperature bag house as the first step in the off-gas treatment train to 
remove particulates. Given the high temperature of the off-gas at this location, the particulates captured 
are typically not contaminated and may be combined with the other solid phase treatment residuals. The 
particulate free off-gas is then subject to a quench cycle and passed through a shell and tube condenser 
which is maintained at a low temperature with a glycol based chiller system. The results of these 
processes are two waste streams, one l iqu id , and one vapor phase. 

The l iquid waste stream generated through quenching and condensing operations is l ikely to have two 
separate phase products, the high molecular weigh organic contaminants such as PCBs, in a separate oil 
phase, and a water phase. The separate oil phase product becomes the feed material for the solid phase 
chemical destruction process. The remaining water wi l l undergo several additional treatment steps prior 
to discharge to the oivsite treatment system for final polishing. 

The vapor phase stream is then pre-heated to reduce the moisture content thereby increasing the 
efficiency of the carbon polishing step. The off-gas also passes through a HEPA filter for fine particulate 
removal including vapor phase heavy metals that may have re-condensed. 

The solid phase chemical destruction process operates similarly to that described in Section 6.2.2 for 
alternative HS-2A (solvent extraction with solid phase chemical destruction). Although, the solid phase 
chemical destruction process was not tested in conjunction with the thermal desorption process, 
sufficient data were gathered during the pilot testing and are available from other implementation of the 
thermal desorption technology to make some generalized assumptions for the purpose of discussing the 
combination of thermal desorption and chemical destruction. 

It is assumed that the solid phase chemical destruction process would treat the same mass of oil as 
alternative HS-2A, approximately 3.2 tons per day, or 423 tons in total. This estimated quantity is based 
on observations during the Hot Spot treatability study program and available data for the Hot Spot 
sediment. 

The representative solid phase destruction process material utilizes elemental sodium and ammonia to 
destroy the chlorinated organics, including the PCBs. The results of the treatability study demonstrated 
that the technology was capable of treating the extracted oil from initial PCB concentrations of 
approximately 50,000 ppm down to the 1 to 5 ppm range. Additional details on the process, related 
treatment equipment and potential full scale treatment operations are presented in Section 4.2 

On-site disposal of the treated residuals from the solid phase chemical destruction step may potentially 
be more problematic. The treatment residual from this process is estimated to only be 600 cubic yards. 
While this is a relatively small quantity, the issue of whether or not it can be disposed of in a CDF 
without addition treatment could be a much larger issue and one that is currently unresolved. During the 
pilot scale studies, the reactive nature and high pH of this product made handling complex. While CRTI 
is working to resolve these issues, the potential impacts of a reactive, high pH waste residual include 
additional controls during treatment operations to ensure worker safety and health and potential cost 
impacts. These impacts are associated with the potential need to perform additional conditioning and/or 
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disposal of the residuals in an off-site permitted disposal facility. It is important to note that the potential 
cost impact for off-site disposal could exceed $500,000. 

6.2.5.3 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Remedial alternative HS-3A wil l achieve and maintain protection of human health and the environment. 
This will be accomplished through permanent treatment of over 99% of the PCBs associated with the hot 
spot sediments. The hot spot sediments wil l be treated to below the treatment goal of 50 ppm. Disposal 
of the treated sediments in an on-site CDF wil l greatly reduce the potential risks due to direct contact, 
and inhalation. Disposal of the treated sediments in an on-site CDF will also protect the environment. 

6.2.5.4 Compliance with ARARs 

This section discusses the chemical-specific, location-specific and action-specific ARARs for alternative 
HS-3A. Complete listings of these respective ARARs are presented in Tables B-3A-I, B-3A-2 and B
3A-3 of Appendix B to this document. 

There are no "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate" federal or state chemical-specific ARARs for 
alternative HS-3A. Cleanup levels are based on Action-specific standards under the TSCA. Two federal 
guidance are cited as "To be considered" in evaluating potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks 
posed by contaminants at the site. 

Location-specific ARARs pertain to the site's location within a coastal floodplain, adjacent to the 
Harbor. Federal ARARs are Executive Order 11988 - Floodplain Management (40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A), the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC Part 661 et seq., 40 CFR 6.302) and the 
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC Parts 1451 et seq. To implement this alternative in the coastal 
floodplain a determination must be made that no practicable alternative exists outside the floodplain. 
Under such circumstances the potential harm must be minimized and action taken to restore and preserve 
natural and beneficial values. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires that the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service be consulted regarding preventing and mitigating any potential losses to fish and 
wildlife resources. 

State ARARs regulate coastal zone management (301 CMR 21.0), waterways (regarding flowed and 
filled tidelands)(310 CMR 9.00), and wetlands protection (131 MGL 40, 310 CMR 10.00). The state 
wetlands protection statute identifies the following protected resource areas that occur on or adjacent to 
the site: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage, Land Under Ocean, Designated Port Area, Coastal-
Beaches (including tidal flats), Coastal Bank (including a 100-foot buffer zone inland from the edge of 
the bank), and Land Containing Shellfish. 

All actives, including operation, maintenance, and monitoring will comply with all the substantive 
requirements of the state Location-specific ARARs. Coordination with the state will be ongoing during 
the planning and implementation of the remedy. 

The primary action-specific ARARs are requirements regarding waste management and treatment. 
These ARARs include PCB storage, treatment and disposal requirements under TSCA and identification 
and regulation of characteristic hazardous waste under Massachusetts Hazardous Waste Management 
standards. 
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TSCA requires that any PCB contaminated dredge spoil with a concentration of 50 ppm or greater be 
disposed of either in an approved incinerator, an approved chemical waste landfill, or by using a disposal 
method to be approved by the Regional Administrator. Approval must be based on a finding that, based 
on technical, environmental, and economic considerations, disposal in an incinerator or chemical waste 
landfill is not reasonable and appropriate, and that the alternative disposal method wil l provide adequate 
protection to health and the environment. HS-3A qualifies as an alternative disposal remedy that requires 
approval by the Regional Administrator, based on the requirements of TSCA. 

HS-3A will require temporary storage of the PCB sediment for greater than one year. Storage of PCB 
dredge spoil for more than a year violates a TSCA storage requirement. This ARAR needs to be waived 
under Section 121(d)(4)(C) of CERCLA due to the technical impracticality, based on engineering 
constraints, involved in removing and/or treating the PCB material in less than a year. Currently, the 
storage requirement is being waived as "an interim measure" under Section !2l(d)(4)(A). The present 
waiver allows the Agency to waive the storage ARAR for an interim measure that will become part of a 
final remedial action at the Site. HS-3A will require PCB contaminated sediments to be stored on site 
for approximately five years u n t i l completion of the remedy. In the interim, the PCB dredge spoil will 
remain stored within the existing CDF in a manner that is protective of health and the environment (as 
described under Alternative HS-1, No Further Action). Storage of the PCB dredge spoil will comply 
with the remaining TSCA storage ARARs that do not involve the one-year storage limit. 

Massachusetts Hazardous Waste ARAR's apply to all non-PCB contaminants that meet characteristic 
hazardous waste standards. Recent toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) data on the 
dredged sediment samples show the sediment does not meet the definition of a RCRA characteristic 
waste. Toxicity characteristic (TC) constituent concentrations are below TC regulatory limits for 
hazardous waste. Sediments, process wastes, and discharges from monitoring, operations, and/or 
maintenance will be tested for hazardous constituents. Any characteristic wastes identified will be 
stored, treated, and/or disposed of in compliance with state hazardous waste requirements. 

Massachusetts Solid Waste ARARs are applicable to the disposal of the treated sediments containing less 
the 50 ppm .of PCBs. These requirements include cover systems, surface and groundwater protection, 
monitoring, and post-closure measures. 

Other federal and state action-specific ARARs include air quality and air pollution requirements, which 
preclude the release of PCBs and other contaminants. Air emissions from the proposed alternatives may 
result from releases from the storage facility, discharges from extraction and treatment technologies, and 
handling/dewatering of the sediments before on-site processing. Air emissions will be addressed through 
monitoring, management of storage facilities, and treatment of off-gases from handling, dewatering, and 
processing. 

Federal PCB policies and guidance regarding PCB releases and treatment technologies for CERCLA 
remedial actions will be considered. Massachusetts guidelines to be considered include ambient air 
limits and noise levels. The Allowable Ambient Limits and Threshold Exposure Limits will be 
considered for alternatives involving air emissions. Revised toxicity equivalence factors (TEF)and air 
dioxin guidelines will be considered for evaluation of alternatives having air emissions. Noise levels 
will be minimized to the extent practicable. 
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6.2.5.5 Long-Term Effectiveness 

Alternative HS-3A will provide long term effectiveness and permanence through treatment of the hot 
spot sediments with a combination of thermal desorption and solid phase chemical destruction. Treated 
residuals will be less than 50 ppm PCB and will be disposed of in an on-site CDF. 

The on-site controls to manage the residuals are more than adequate. The on-sitc CDF wil l isolate the 
sediments from direct contact and potential volatilization. The treated sediments arc also underlain by a 
relatively impermeable harbor sediment that would act as a barrier for leaching and finally, the CDF wi l l 
be designed with an impermeable side wall as an additional control measure. It should also be noted that 
the metals that remain in the sediment are not expected to be significantly leachable as they successfully 
passed TCLP testing. 

6.2.5.6 Reduction in Mobility, Toxicity and Volume 

This alternative will significantly reduce the volume and toxicity of the hot spot sediments. The volume 
reduction is expected to be greater than 99% through thermal desorption. The solid phase destruction 
step will significantly reduce the toxicity of the hot spot sediments by destroying over 99% of the PCBs 
removed through thermal desorption. The results of the treatability studies indicated that while thermal 
desorption does increase the mobility of the metal in the treated solids they do not exceed the relevant 
TCLP criteria. 

6.2.5.7 Short-Term Effectiveness 

The time to complete the remedial actions under alternative HS-3A is approximately five years. This 
estimate includes one to two years of design and procurement activities and a three year period to 
fabricate the treatment equipment and complete the clean-up operations. 

Protection of the community and the workers conducting the remediation are also considered under this 
criterion. The primary remedial components of alternative HS-3A are sediment removal and treatment 
operations. The process of removing the sediments from the CDF, dewatering and handling them prior 
to treatment could generate air emissions. This potential for air emissions will be minimized by using a 
vacuum truck equipped with a vapor phase treatment system and storage of the sediments in sludge 
boxes vented to carbon canisters prior to treatment. 

The use of the solid phase chemical destruction reagents such as elemental sodium and ammonia pose 
potential risks to on-site workers and nearby residents. These risks can be greatly minimized through 
compliance with appropriate industry standards, the development and compliance with appropriate 
procedures and controls, and a complete HAZOP analysis of the treatment equipment prior to the start of 
treatment operations. In addition, treatment equipment operations would be monitored to ensure 
compliance with applicable emissions criteria. 

There are also potential short-term effectiveness concerns with the treatment residuals from the solid 
phase destruction process including high pH and reactivity. If the treated product demonstrates the 
characteristics observed during the pilot studies, additional safety measures will be required during 
full-scale operations. 
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The thermal process separates the PCBs from the sediment at up to 1000°F, and as a result has the potential 
to volatilize metals such as lead. The possibility also exists for the creation of dioxins and furans. Although 
there compounds are already present in the Hot Spot sediment and wil l separate out with PCBs and water, 
there is still the potential for the creation of these compounds. These compounds along with the volatile 
metals can be effectively treated using commonly available off-gas control technologies. 

Worker health and safety would be addressed through requirements specified in a site-specific Health 
and Safety Plan (HASP). This plan will stipulate the appropriate personnel protective equipment and 
monitoring criteria. A site wide air monitoring program would also be implemented to ensure protection 
of workers and area residents. 

No adverse environmental impacts are anticipated while implementing alternative HS-3A. 

6.2.5.8 Implementabili ty 

The implementability of alternative HS-3A includes the technical and administrative feasibility of the 
alternative and the availability of the services and materials. The thermal desorption system proposed for 
this alternative is currently available and the time frame for remedial activities is expected to be 
approximately four years, including design, procurement and treatment activities. 

Technologies are readily available to confirm that thermal desorption can treat the Hot Spot sediment to a 
residual PCB concentration of 50 ppm or less. Similar technologies are also readily available to confirm 
successful treatment of the oily waste generated through thermal desorption and compliance with any 
relevant emissions criteria. 

Given the hazardous nature of process operations and reagents, a significant level of effort is anticipated to 
coordinate with local emergency officials including police, fire, EMTs, Hazmat team, and local hospitals. 
Significant coordination will also be required with state, federal and local officials. 

6.2.5.9 Cost 

The costs to implement the alternative HS-3A include the following activities: site preparation, sediment 
removal, dewatering, thermal desorption, solid phase chemical destruction, treated materials handling and 
air monitoring. Estimated costs for this alternative are summarized in Table 6-7. The total cost for the 
alternative of $21.2 million also includes a number of indirect cost items and a 20% contingency on the 
direct and indirect cost total. 

6.2.5.10 State Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the state on the 
Proposed Plan. 

6.2.5.11 Community Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the community on 
the Proposed Plan. 
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Table 6-7
 
Cost Estimate Alternative - HS-3A
 

Thermal Dcsorption and Solid Phase Chemical Destruction
 

ACTIVITY 

DIRECT COSTS 
A. Site Preparation 
B. Sediment Removal From CDF 
C. Dewatering 
D. Thermal Desorption 
E. Solid Phase Chemical Destruction 
F. Treated Materials Hand l ing 
G. Air Monitoring 

TOTAL DIRECT COST (TDC) ; 

INDIRECT COSTS 
A. Health & Safety (@ 5% of TDC) Level D Protection 
B. Legal, Administration, Permitting (@ 10% of TDC) 
C. Engineering (@ 10% of TDC) 
D. Services During Construction (@ 10% of TDC) 
E. Turnkey Contractor Fee (@. 15% of TDC) 

TO:EAI3 INDIRECT COST* (TIC) 

SUpT^TALTJIAE^^NI) INDIREGTj COSTS 
CONTINGENCY (@ 20% of TDC + TIC) 

COST ($) 

248,760
 
329,540
 

1,035,000
 
6,241,880
 
2,422,098
 

337,1 15
 
1,152,000
 

$11,766,393 

588,320 
1,176,639 
1,176,639 
1,176,639 
1,764,959 

$-5,883,1974^W, 

•$17,649,590 yvt^f 
3,529,918 
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6.2.6 Alternative HS-3B: Thermal Desorption and Gas Phase Chemical Destruction 

This section of the FS Addendum describes Remedial Alternative HS-3B and evaluates the alternative 
against the detailed evaluation criteria. Alternative HS-3B involves removal of the Hot Spot sediment 
from the CDF and treatment through a combination of thermal desorption and gas phase chemical 
destruction. The thermal desorption process would separate the organic contaminants including the 
PCBs into a concentrated oil extract. This extract would then be treated through gas phase chemical 
destruction. Solid residuals would be generated pr imar i ly from the thermal desorption process and 
would be disposed of on-site in a CDF. 

In developing this remedial alternative, the Eco Logic thermal desorption and gas phase reaction 
processes tested at pilot scale are used as representative treatment processes. It is important to note that 
discussion of this particular technology vendor is for illustrative purposes only. 

6.2.6.1 General Description 

Remedial Alternative HS-3B is a removal and treatment alternative with all treatment activities occurring 
on the site. The removal and treatment operations include the following activities: withdrawal of the Hot 
Spot sediments from the CDF using a vacuum truck, staging the sediments for treatment in sealed 
containers, screening the sediment to remove over-sized material, treating the contaminated sediments 
using the combination of thermal desorption and gas phase chemical destruction. Treated sediment 
would be tested for acceptability and returned to on-site CDF for ultimate disposal. Water generated 
from the treatment process w i l l be treated using the on-site water treatment system. Overall movement 
of materials from the CDF through the various treatment processes and back to the CDF is presented in 
Figure 6-10. 

The initial steps for alternative HS-3B are the same as those described for the other removal and 
treatment alternatives and include the activities conducted from the initial upgrade of the site through 
staging and storing sediment prior to thermal desorption. The first step in the cleanup process would be 
to upgrade existing site conditions to accommodate the materials handling and treatment operations. As 
with the other alternatives, the predominant feature of this initial step is the construction of a series of 
treatment pads and access roads, as shown on Figure 6-11. Additional detail on existing site conditions 
and other site facility requirements is discussed in Section 6.2.2. 

An overview discussion of thermal desorption technology is included in Section 6.2.5.1. The system 
assumed for alternative HS-3B would operate in a similar manner to the Eco Logic process operated 
during the pilot scale test. The thermal desorption unit would use an indirect heating source to desorb 
organics and water into the gaseous phase. The Eco Logic unit uses a hydrogen sweep gas to minimize 
the formation of dioxins and furans during the thermal desorption process. The thermal off-gas, 
comprised of hydrogen sweep gas, organic contaminants and water vapor would be discharged directly to 
the gas phase reactor for chemical destruction. 
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The two treatment steps (separation and chemical destruction) would be operated in conjunction with 
each other as a continuous process in the same manner as they were operated during the pilot test. The 
representative gas phase destruction process material utilizes a reducing environment of hydrogen and 
high temperature (900°C) to destroy the chlorinated organics, inc lud ing the PCBs. 

The results of the treatability studies demonstrated that the gas phase reactor technology was effective in 
treating PCBs in the gas phase. The average Destruction and Removal Efficiencies (DRE) for four 
treatment runs was 99.99989%. The residence time in the reactor is on the order of seconds with the 
product gas routed to off-gas treatment system. This system would be designed to treat the reaction 
products and includes several scrubbers and a boiler system (thermal oxidizer). The conceptual off-gas 
treatment system for the product gas following the reactor includes three scrubbers and a flame-fired 
boiler system to ensure that particulates, hydrochloric acid, hydrogen sulfide, benzene and naphthalene 
are removed from the off-gas. 

A portion of the off-gas can be recirculated within the system and the remaining off-gas stored, tested 
and used as fuel for the boiler system to heat ancillary system components. Process effectiveness is 
evaluated on a real-time basis through the measurement of monochlorobenzene. This compound is used 
as a surrogate to estimate PCB destruction. Theoretically, monochlorobenzene is generated during the 
last step in the break-down of the PCBs within the process before final dechiorination to benzene. 

6.2.6.2 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Remedial alternative HS-3B will achieve and maintain protection of human health and the environment. 
This will be accomplished through permanent treatment of over 99% of the PCBs associated with the hot 
spot sediments. The hot spot sediments will be treated to below the treatment goal of 50 ppm. Disposal 
of the treated sediments in an on-site CDF will greatly reduce the potential risks due to direct contact, 
and inhalation. Disposal of the treated sediments in an on-site CDF will also protect the environment. 

6.2.6.3 CompJiance with ARARs 

This section discusses the chemical-specific, location-specific and action-specific ARARs for alternative 
HS-3B. Complete listings of these respective ARARs are presented in Tables B-3B-1, B-3B-2 and B
3B-3 of Appendix B to this document. 

There are no "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate" federal or state chemical-specific ARARs for 
alternative HS-3B. Cleanup levels are based on Action-specific standards under the TSCA. Two federal 
guidance are cited as "To be considered" in evaluating potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks 
posed by contaminants at the site. 

Location-specific ARARs pertain to the site's location within a coastal floodplain, adjacent to the 
Harbor. Federal ARARs are Executive Order 11988 - Floodplain Management (40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A), the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC Part 661 et seq., 40 CFR 6.302) and the 
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC Parts 1451 et seq. To implement this alternative in the coastal 
floodplain a determination must be made that no practicable alternative exists outside the floodplain. 
Under such circumstances the potential harm must be minimized and action taken to restore and preserve 
natural and beneficial values. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires that the U.S. Fish and 
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Wildlife Service be consulted regarding preventing and mitigating any potential losses to fish and 
wildl ife resources. 

State ARARs regulate coastal zone management (301 CMR 21.0), waterways (regarding flowed and 
filled tidelands)(310 CMR 9.00), and wetlands protection (131 MGL 40, 310 CMR 10.00). The state 
wetlands protection statute identifies the following protected resource areas that occur on or adjacent to 
the site: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage, Land Under Ocean, Designated Port Area, Coastal 
Beaches (including tidal fiats), Coastal Bank (including a 100-foot buffer zone inland from the edge of 
the bank), and Land Containing Shellfish. 

All actives, including operation, maintenance, and monitoring will comply with all the substantive 
requirements of the state location-specific ARARs. Coordination with the state wi l l be ongoing during 
the planning and implementation of the remedy. 

> The primary action-specific ARARs are requirements regarding waste management and treatment. 
These ARARs include PCB storage, treatment and disposal requirements under TSCA and identification 
and regulation of characteristic hazardous waste under Massachusetts Hazardous Waste Management 
standards. 

TSCA requires that any PCB contaminated dredge spoil with a concentration of 50 ppm or greater be 
disposed of either in an approved incinerator, an approved chemical waste landfill, or by using a disposal 
method to be approved by the Regional Administrator. Approval must be based on a finding that, based 
on technical, environmental, and economic considerations, disposal in an incinerator or chemical waste 
landfill is not reasonable and appropriate, and that the alternative disposal method will provide adequate 
protection to health and the environment. HS-3B qualifies as an alternative disposal remedy that requires 
approval by the Regional Administrator, based on the requirements of TSCA. 

HS-3B will require temporary storage of the PCB sediment for greater than one year. Storage of PCB 
dredge spoil for more than a year violates a TSCA storage requirement. This ARAR needs to be waived 
under Section 121(d)(4)(C) of CERCLA due to the technical impracticality, based on engineering 
constraints, involved in removing and/or treating the PCB material in less than a year. Currently, the 
storage requirement is being waived as "an interim measure" under Section 121(d)(4)(A). The present 
waiver allows the Agency to waive the storage ARAR for an interim measure that will become part of a 
final remedial action at the Site. HS-3B will require PCB contaminated sediments to be stored on site for 
approximately five years until completion of the remedy. In the interim, the PCB dredge spoil will 
remain stored within the existing CDF in a manner that is protective of health and the environment (as 
described under Alternative HS-1, No Further Action). Storage of the PCB dredge spoil will comply 
with the remaining TSCA storage ARARs that do not involve the one-year storage limit. 

Massachusetts Hazardous Waste ARAR's apply to all non-PCB contaminants that meet characteristic 
hazardous waste standards. Recent toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) data on the 
dredged sediment samples show the sediment does not meet the definition of a RCRA characteristic 
waste. Toxicity characteristic (TC) constituent concentrations are below TC regulatory limits for 
hazardous waste. Sediments, process wastes, and discharges from monitoring, operations, and/or 
maintenance will be tested for hazardous constituents. Any characteristic wastes identified will be 
stored, treated, and/or disposed of in compliance with state hazardous waste requirements. 
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Massachusetts Solid Waste ARARs are applicable to the disposal of the treated sediments containing less 
the 50 ppm of PCBs. These requirements include cover systems, surface and groundwater protection,
monitoring, and post-closure measures. 

 '»•«* 

Other federal and state action-specific ARARs include air qual i ty and air pol lut ion requirements, which 
preclude the release of PCBs and other contaminants. Air emissions from the proposed alternatives may 
result from releases from the storage facility, discharges from extraction and treatment technologies, and 
handl ing of the sediments before on-site processing. Air emissions w i l l be addressed through 
monitoring, management of storage facilities, and treatment of off-gases from handl ing and processing. 

Water discharges are regulated under state and federal water quality ARARs. Water treatment will be 
required for the process discharges and possibly for surface run off becoming contaminated by the 
stored sediments. Operation of the water treatment plant requires a waiver of a provision of the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 
402. The provision prohibits new discharges into waters that do not meet applicable water quality 
criteria, unless certain conditions are met (40 CFR 122.4(i)). It is proposed that a protectiveness waiver 
under Section 121(d)(4)(B) of CERCLA be used for this ARAR since compliance would essentially 
prevent the cleanup of this Site and result in greater risk to human health and the environment than other 
alternatives. The issue is the result of the degraded water quality in the Harbor, where permitting any 
new discharge is not possible unless the Harbor's waters reach water quality standards or until the other 
conditions of the regulations are met. Neither of these conditions are likely to be accomplished in a 
reasonable time. 

Furthermore, since New Bedford Harbor water quality is so degraded as to preclude diluting any 
proposed discharge, Section 402 of the CWA requires that discharges meet ambient water quality criteria
(WQC) at the discharge point. Except for copper, it is expected that the treatment facility can attain 
compliance with WQC during the remedial activities. Consistent with Section 303 of the CWA and its 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach, it is proposed that discharge limits for the water 
treatment plant be implemented that are below current background levels of copper, but above WQC. 
This approach allows for attainment of ambient WQC throughout the waterbody in a phased or step-wise 
approach. The copper that will be discharged from the treatment plant will be more than off set by the 
permanent removal of copper contaminated sediments from the Harbor. 

^ 

Federal PCB policies and guidance regarding PCB releases and treatment technologies for CERCLA 
remedial actions will be considered. Massachusetts guidelines to be considered include ambient air 
limits and noise levels. The Allowable Ambient Limits and Threshold Exposure Limits will be 
considered for alternatives involving air emissions. Revised toxicity equivalence factors (TEF)and air 
dioxin guidelines will be considered for evaluation of alternatives having air emissions. Noise levels 
will be minimized to the extent practicable. 

6.2.6.4 Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternative HS-3B will provide long term effectiveness and permanence through treatment of the hot 
spot sediments with a combination of thermal desorption and gas phase chemical destruction. Treated 
residuals will be less than 50 ppm PCB and will be disposed of in an on-site CDF. 
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The on-site controls to manage the residuals are sufficient and will isolate the sediments from direct 
contact and potential volatilization. The treated sediments wil l also be underlain by a relatively 
impermeable harbor sediment that wil l act as a barrier for leaching and finally, the CDF wil l be designed 
with an impermeable side wall as an additional control measure. It should also be noted that the metals 
that remain in the sediment are not expected to be significantly leachable as they successfully passed 
TCLP testing. 

6.2.6.5 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume 

This alternative wi l l significantly reduce the volume and toxicity of the hot spot sediments. The volume 
reduction is expected to be greater than 99% through thermal desorption. The gas phase destruction step 
will significantly reduce the toxicity of the hot spot sediments by destroying over 99% of the PCBs 
removed through thermal desorption. The results of the treatability studies indicated that while thermal 
desorption does increase the mobility of the metals in the treated solids, they do not exceed the relevant 

> TCLP criteria. 

6.2.6.6 Short Term Effectiveness 

The time to complete the remedial actions under alternative HS-3B is approximately five years. This 
estimate includes one to two years of design and procurement activities and a three year period to 
fabricate the treatment equipment and complete the clean-up operations. 

Protection of the community and the workers conducting the remediation are also considered under this 
criterion. The primary remedial components of alternative HS-3B are sediment removal and treatment 
operations. The process of removing the sediments from the CDF, dewatering and handling them prior 
to treatment could generate air emissions. This potential for air emissions will be minimized by using a 
vacuum truck equipped with a vapor phase treatment system and storage of the sediments in sludge 
boxes vented to carbon canisters prior to treatment. 

The very nature of the treatment processes and their reagents will place the site workers and nearby 
residents at risk. The risks are driven by heat, hydrogen and the combination of other process components, 
such as boilers. However, these risks can be greatly minimized through utilization of industry standards, 
appropriate operating procedures, monitoring and a detailed HAZOP review of the equipment prior to the 
start of treatment operations. 

The potential for mechanical break-down and resulting reduced throughput of sediment for treatment is 
high with the representative thermal desorption unit used in this alternative. Accordingly, the overall 
technology performance risks of this alternative are high. 

The thermal process separates PCBs from the sediment at up to 1000°F and, as a result has the potential to 
volatilize metals such as lead. The possibility also exists for the creation of dioxins and furans. Although 
these compounds are already present in the Hot Spot sediment and the thermal desorption process will 
separate them out with the PCBs and water, there remains the potential for the creation of these compounds. 
These compounds along with the volatile metals can be effectively treated using commonly available off-
gas control technologies. 
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Worker health and safety would also be addressed through requirements specified in a site-specific Health 
and Safety Plan (HASP). This plan would stipulate the appropriate personnel protective equipment and 
monitoring criteria. In addition, a site wide air monitoring program would be implemented to ensure 
protection of workers and area residents. Treatment equipment operations would also be monitored to 
ensure compliance with applicable emissions criteria. 

No adverse environmental impacts are anticipated while implementing alternative HS-3B. 

6.2.6.7 Implementability 

Alternative HS-3B is technically feasible and the treatment technologies are commercially available on a 
limited bases. The combined thermal desorption and gas phase destruction unit could be fabricated and 
delivered within an eighteen month time-frame. However, mechanical difficulties and materials handling 
problems experienced during the SAIC/Eco Logic pilot study may be symptomatic of issues that would 
have to be addressed during fabrication and start-up testing. 

Technologies are readily available to confirm that thermal desorption can treat the Hot Spot sediment to a 
residual PCB concentration of 50 ppm or less. Similar technologies are also readily available to confirm 
successful gas phase treatment of the off-gases generated by the thermal desorption system and to confirm 
compliance with any relevant emissions criteria. 

Implementation of these processes will take a significant level of coordination with local police, fire, 
HAZMAT and hospital personnel, given the operational aspects of these two processes.
coordination would also occur between the federal and state agencies responsible
implementation of the alternative. 

 Significant 
 for overall 

6.2.6.8 Cost 

The costs to implement alternative HS-3B includes the following activities: site preparation, sediment 
removal, dewatering, thermal desorption, gas phase chemical destruction, treated materials handling, and 
air monitoring. The estimated costs for this alternative are summarized in Table 6-8. The total estimated 
cost for the alternative is approximately $26.3 million also includes a number of indirect cost items and a 
20% contingency on the direct and indirect cost total. 

6.2.6.9 State Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the state on the 
Proposed Plan. 

6.2.6.10 Community Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the community on 
the Proposed Plan. 
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Table 6-8
 
Cost Estimate: Remedial Alternative - HS-3B
 

Thermal Desorption and Gas Phase Chemical Destruction
 

ACTIVITY 
DIRECT COSTS 

A. Site Preparation 
B. Sediment Removal From CDF 
C. Thermal Desorption/Gas Phase Chemical Destruction 
D. Treated Material Handling 
E. Air Monitoring 

TOTAL DIRECT COST (TDC) 
IN DIRECT COSTS 

A. Health & Safety (@ 5% of TDC) Level D Protection 
B. Legal, Administration, Permitting (@ 10% of TDC) 
C. Engineering (@ 10% of TDC) 
D. Services During Construction (@ 10% of TDC) 
E. Turnkey Contractor Fee (@ 1 5% of TDC) 

CONTINGENCY (@ 20%of TDC + TIC) 

COST ($) 

248,760 
329,540 

11,106,000 
979,895 

1,958,400 

$14,622,595 

731,130 
1,462,260 
1,462,260 
1,462,260 
2,193,389 

; $7,311,298' 
$21*933,893 

4,386,779 
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6.2.7 Alternative HS-3C: Thermal Desorption and Off-site Incineration 

This section of the FS Addendum describes Remedial Alternative HS-3C and evaluates the alternative 
against the detailed evaluation criteria. Alternative HS-3C involves removal of the Hot Spot sediment 
from the CDF and treatment through a combination of thermal desorption (on-site) and off-site 
incineration. The thermal desorption process would separate the organic contaminants including the 
PCBs into a concentrated oil extract. This extract would then be shipped off-site to permitted 
incineration facility for destruction of the PCBs and other organic contaminants. Solid phase treatment 
residuals from the thermal desorption process would be placed in a CDF. 

In developing remedial alternatives, the Maxymillian thermal desorption system was used as a 
representative treatment process. It is important to note that discussion of this particular technology 
vendor is for illustrative purposes only. 

6.2.7.1 General Description 

Remedial Alternative HS-3C is a removal and treatment alternative with treatment activities occurring 
both on-site and off-site. The removal and treatment operations includes the following activities: 
withdrawal of the Hot Spot sediments from the CDF using a vacuum truck, staging the sediments for 
treatment in sealed containers, mechanical dewatering, treating the contaminated sediments using 
thermal desorption; collecting and packaging the contaminated oil extract for shipment off-site and 
placement of the treated residuals in a CDF. Mechanical dewatering of the sediment is described in 
Section 6.2.5.2. Treated sediment would be tested for acceptability and returned to a CDF for ultimate 
disposal. Water generated from the treatment process would be treated using the on-site water treatment 
system. As discussed for alternative HS-3A, the thermal desorption process concentrates the organic 
fraction of the sediment into a highly contaminated oil product that requires additional treatment. 
Overall movement of materials from the CDF through the various treatment processes and back to the 
CDF is presented in Figure 6-12. 

The initial steps for alternative HS-3C are the same as those described for the other removal and 
treatment alternatives, and include the activities conducted from the initial upgrade of the site through 
staging and storing sediment prior to thermal desorption. The first step in the cleanup process would be 
to upgrade existing site conditions to accommodate the materials handling and treatment operations. As 
with the other alternatives, the predominant feature of this initial step is the construction of a series of 
treatment pads and access roads, as shown on Figure 6-13. Additional detail on existing site conditions 
and other site facility requirements is discussed in Section 6.2.2. 

The waste oil extract from the thermal desorption process would be placed in 55-gallon drums for 
interim storage and shipped regularly from the site (twice per week) to minimize the build-up of this 
highly contaminated material at the site. The off-site incineration would take place at a permitted 
off-site disposal facility specifically designed to accommodate wastes such as the oil extract from the 
Hot Spot sediments. 
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The material is expected to have a high BTU content and treatment is expected to be relatively straight 
forward using this method. The primary performance criteria for the destruction of (he PCBs would be a 
DRE of 99.9999%. Since the majority of the heavy metals w i l l remain in the treated solids associated 
with the thermal desorption process, the oil waste is not expected to produce volatile metals emissions 
during incineration. 

6.2.7.2 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Remedial alternative HS-3C w i l l achieve and maintain protection of human heal th and the environment. 
This wil l be accomplished through permanent treatment of over 99% of the PCBs associated with the hot 
spot sediments. The hot spot sediments wi l l be treated to below the treatment goal of 50 ppm. Disposal 
of the treated sediments in an on-site CDF wil l greatly reduce the potential risks due to direct contact, 
and inhalation. Disposal of the treated sediments in an on-site CDF will also protect the environment. 

6.2.7.3 Compliance with ARARs 

This section discusses the chemical-specific, location-specific and action-specific ARARs for alternative 
HS-3C. Complete listings of these respective ARARs are presented in Tables B-3C-1, B-3C-2 and B
3C-3 of Appendix B to this document. 

There are no "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate" federal or state chemical-specific ARARs for 
alternative HS-3C. Cleanup levels are based on Action-specific standards under the TSCA. Two federal 
guidance are cited as "To be considered" in evaluating potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks 
posed by contaminants at the site. 

Location-specific ARARs pertain to the site's location within a coastal floodplain, adjacent to the 
Harbor. Federal ARARs are Executive Order 11988 - Floodplain Management (40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A), the Fish and Wildl ife Coordination Act (16 USC Part 661 et seq., 40 CFR 6.302) and the 
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC Parts 1451 et seq. To implement this alternative in the coastal 
floodplain a determination must be made that no practicable alternative exists outside the floodplain. 
Under such circumstances the potential harm must be minimized and action taken to restore and preserve 
natural and beneficial values. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires that the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service be consulted regarding preventing and mitigating any potential losses to fish and 
wildlife resources. 

State ARARs regulate coastal zone management (301 CMR 21.0), waterways (regarding flowed and 
filled tidelands)(310 CMR 9.00), and wetlands protection (131 MGL 40, 310 CMR 10.00). The state 
wetlands protection statute identifies the following protected resource areas that occur on or adjacent to 
the site: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage, Land Under Ocean, Designated Port Area, Coastal 
Beaches (including tidal flats), Coastal Bank (including a 100-foot buffer zone inland from the edge of 
the bank), and Land Containing Shellfish. 

All actives, including operation, maintenance, and monitoring will comply with all the substantive 
requirements of the state location-specific ARARs. Coordination with the state will be ongoing during 
the planning and implementation of the remedy. 
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The primary action-specific ARARs are requirements regarding waste management and treatment. 
These ARARs include PCB storage, treatment and disposal requirements under TSCA and identification 
and regulation of characteristic hazardous waste under Massachusetts Hazardous Waste Management 
standards. 

TSCA requires that any PCB contaminated dredge spoil with a concentration of 50 ppm or greater be 
disposed of either in an approved incinerator, an approved chemical waste landfill , or by using a disposal 
method to be approved by the Regional Administrator. HS-3C qualifies as uti l ization of an approved 
incinerator for the ultimate destruction of PCBs under TSCA. 

HS-3C wi l l require temporary storage of the PCB sediment for greater than one year. Storage of PCB 
dredge spoil for more than a year violates a TSCA storage requirement. This ARAR needs to be waived 
under Section 121(d)(4)(C) of CERCLA due to the technical impracticality, based on engineering 
constraints, involved in removing and/or treating the PCB material in less than a year. Currently, the 
storage requirement is being waived as "an interim measure" under Section 121(d)(4)(A). The present 
waiver allows the Agency to waive the storage ARAR for an interim measure that will become part of a 
final remedial action at the Site. HS-3C will require PCB contaminated sediments to be stored on site for 
approximately five years until completion of the remedy. In the interim, the PCB dredge spoil will 
remain stored within the existing CDF in a manner that is protective of health and the environment '(as 
described under Alternative HS-1, No Further Action). PCB oil extracted by the solvent extraction 
process will be shipped regularly to the incinerator facility so to minimize on-site storage. Storage of the 
PCB dredge spoil and extracted PCB oil will comply with the remaining TSCA storage ARARs that do 
not involve the one-year storage limit. 

Massachusetts Hazardous Waste ARAR's apply to all non-PCB contaminants that meet characteristic 
hazardous waste standards. Recent toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) data on the 
dredged sediment samples show the sediment does not meet the definition of a RCRA characteristic 
waste. Toxicity characteristic (TC) constituent concentrations are below TC regulatory limits for 
hazardous waste. Sediments, process wastes, and discharges from monitoring, operations, and/or 
maintenance will be tested for hazardous constituents. Any characteristic wastes identified will be 
stored, treated, and/or disposed of in compliance with state hazardous waste requirements. 

Massachusetts Solid Waste ARARs are applicable to the disposal of the treated sediments containing less 
the 50 ppm of PCBs. These requirements include cover systems, surface and groundwater protection, 
monitoring, and post-closure measures. 

Other federal and state action-specific ARARs include air quality and air pollution requirements, which 
preclude the release of PCBs and other contaminants. Air emissions from the proposed alternatives may 
result from releases from the storage facility, discharges from extraction technologies, and 
handling/dewatering of the sediments before on-site processing. Air emissions will be addressed through 
monitoring, management of storage facilities, and treatment of off-gases from handling and processing. 

Water discharges are regulated under state and federal water quality ARARs. Water treatment will be 
required for the dewatering/process discharges and possibly for surface run off becoming contaminated 
by the stored sediments. Operation of the water treatment plant requires a waiver of a provision of the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), 
Section 402. The provision prohibits new discharges into waters that do not meet applicable water 
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quali ty criteria, unless certain conditions are met (40 CFR 122.4(i)). It is proposed that a protectiveness 
waiver under Section 121(d)(4)(B) of CERCLA be used for this ARAR since compliance would 
essentially prevent the cleanup of this Site and result in greater risk to human health and the environment 
than other alternatives. The issue is the result of the degraded water qua l i ty in the Harbor, where 
permitting any new discharge is not possible unless the Harbor's waters reach water qua l i ty standards or 
unt i l the other conditions of the regulations are met. Neither of these conditions are likely to be 
accomplished in a reasonable t ime. 

Furthermore, since New Bedford Harbor water quality is so degraded as to preclude d i l u t i n g any 
proposed discharge, Section 402 of the CWA requires that discharges meet ambient water quality criteria 
(WQC) at the discharge point. Except for copper, it is expected that the treatment facility can attain 
compliance with WQC during the remedial activities. Consistent with Section 303 of the CWA and its 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach, it is proposed that discharge l imi t s for the water 
treatment plant be implemented that are below current background levels of copper, but above WQC. 
This approach allows for attainment of ambient WQC throughout the waterbody in a phased or step-wise 
approach. The copper that wi l l be discharged from the treatment plant wi l l be more than off set by the 
permanent removal of copper contaminated sediments from the Harbor. 

Federal PCB policies and guidance regarding PCB releases and treatment technologies for CERCLA 
remedial actions will be considered. Massachusetts guidelines to be considered include ambient air 
limits and noise levels. The Allowable Ambient Limits and Threshold Exposure Limits wil l be 
considered for alternatives involving air emissions. Revised toxicity equivalence factors (TEF) and air 
dioxin guidelines will be considered for evaluation of alternatives having air emissions. Noise levels 
will be minimized to the extent practicable. 

6.2.7.4 Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternative HS-3C will provide long term effectiveness and permanence through treatment of the hot 
spot sediments with a combination of thermal desorption and off-site incineration at an approved TSCA 
facility. Treated residuals will be less than 50 ppm PCB and will be disposed of in an on-site CDF. 

The on-site controls to manage the residuals are sufficient and will isolate the sediments from direct 
content and potential volatilization. The CDF is also underlain by a relatively impermeable harbor 
sediment that will act as a barrier for leaching and finally, the CDF will be designed with an 
impermeable side wall as an additional control measure. It should also be noted that the metals that 
remain in the sediment are not expected to be significantly leachable as they successfully passed TCLP 
testing. 

6.2.7.5 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume 

This alternative will significantly reduce the volume and toxicity of the hot spot sediments. The volume 
reduction is expected to be greater than 99% through thermal desorption. Off-site incineration will 
significantly reduce the toxicity of the hot spot sediments by destroying over 99% of the PCBs removed 
through thermal desorption. The processes are both irreversible and produce treatment residuals that 
pose little risk. The results of the treatability studies indicated that while thermal desorption does 
increase the mobility of the metals in the treated solids, they do not exceed the relevant TCLP criteria. 

J
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6.2.7.6 Short Term Effectiveness 

The time to complete the remedial actions under alternative HS-3B is approximately four to five years. 
This estimate includes one to two years of design and procurement activities and a two to three year 
period to fabricate the treatment equipment and complete the clean-up operations. 

Protection of the community and the workers conducting the remediation are also considered under this 
criterion. The primary remedial components of alternative HS-3A are sediment removal and treatment 
operations. The process of removing the sediments from the CDF, dewatering and handling them prior 
to treatment could generate air emissions. This potential for air emissions wil l be minimized by using a 
vacuum truck equipped with a vapor phase treatment system and storage of the sediments in sludge 
boxes vented to carbon canisters prior to treatment. 

The short term effectiveness issues for alternative HS-3C include protection of site workers and 
community from several potential risks. These include potential emissions from the CDF during the 
removal and dewatering of the sediment, hazards associated with the thermal desorption equipment and 
the unit process operations, and typical construction related hazards including slips, trips and falls. 

These risks can be greatly minimized through proper planning and implementation of health and safety 
procedures. These site specific procedures and guidelines for personnel protective equipment (gloves, 
respirators, suits, etc.) will be contained in an overall health and safety plan. The plan will also specify 
monitoring equipment to be used to assess ambient conditions. This information, along with the results 
of the site wide ambient air monitoring program, will ensure protection of the community. 

The time to achieve the response objectives is on the order of four to five years. This includes one to two 
years of design and procurement and two to three years to complete the clean-up related activities. 

Alternative HS-3C uses thermal desorption to separate the PCBs and moisture from the sediment at 
temperatures up to 1000°F. At these temperatures, the volatile metals such as lead, will become part of 
the off-gas. Dioxins and furans may also form in this temperature range. Although these components 
already exist in the sediment at trace levels and will separate with the moisture and PCBs, there is still 
the potential for creation of these compounds. These compounds along with the volatile metals can be 
effectively removed using commonly available off-gas control technology. 

No adverse environmental impacts are anticipated while implementing alternative HS-3B. 

6.2.7.7 Implementability 

The implementability of alternative HS-3C includes the technical and administrative feasibility of the 
alternative and the availability of services and materials. 

A thermal desorption unit appropriate for treating the Hot Spot sediment is currently available. Overall, 
remediation will take approximately four to five years, including design and procurement activities and 
treatment. The implementability of this alternative is aided by the simplifying nature of having only one 
treatment process (thermal desorption) on-site. 
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Technologies are readily available to confirm that the treatment technologies are treating the Hot Spot 
sediment to a residual PCB concentration of 50 ppm or less. Similar technologies are also readily available 
to confirm with any relevant emissions criteria. 

At the time of this writing, off-site incineration is available to treat the oil waste generated using thermal 
desorption. It is possible that facili t ies may not be available in the future to incinerate the wastes, as one 
of the largest treatment units in the country indicates that they wi l l no longer be accepting wastes. 

On-site implementation of thermal desorption wil l require the coordination of federal, state and local 
officials. The local coordination w i l l l ikely extend to the police and fire departments; HAZMAT team 
and EMTs; and the local hospital. 

6.2.7.8 Cost 

The costs to implement alternative HS-3C includes the following activities: site preparation, sediment 
removal, dewatering, thermal desorption, off-site incineration, treated materials handling and air 
monitoring. The estimated costs for this alternative are summarized in Table 6-9. The total estimated 
cost for the alternative is approximately $18.9 mil l ion also includes a number of indirect cost items and a 
20% contingency on the direct and indirect cost total. 

6.2.7.9 State Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the state on the 
Proposed Plan. 

6.2.7.10 Community Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the community on 
the Proposed Plan. 
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Table 6-9
 
Cost Estimate: Remedial Alternative HS-3C
 

Thermal Desorption and Off-Site Incineration
 

ACTIVITY COST ($) 

DIRECT COSTS 
A. Site Preparation 248.760 
B. Sediment Removal From CDF 329,540 
C. Dewatering 1.035,000 
D. Thermal Desorption 6,241,880 
E. Off-Site Incineration 1,202,685 
F. Treated Material Hand l ing 337,115 
G. Air Monitoring 1,152,000 

TOTAI^DIRECT COST (TDC) % , £& $10,546,980 

INDIRECT COSTS 
A. Health & Safety (@ 5% of TDC) Level D Protection 527,349 
B. Legal, Administration, Permitting (@ 10% of TDC) 1,054,698 
C. Engineering (@ 10% of TDC) 1,054,698 
D. Services During Construction (@ 10% of TDC) 1,054,698 
E. Turnkey Contractor Fee (@ 15% of TDC) 1,582,047 

CONTIGENCY (@20% of TDC + c 3,164,094 
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6.2.8 Alternative HS-4: Staged Vitrification 

This section of the FS Addendum describes Remedial Alternative HS-4 and evaluates the alternative 
against the detailed evaluation criteria. Alternative HS-4 involves removal of the Hot Spot sediment 
from the CDF, staging, dewatering, re-staging the sediment and treatment using vitrification. The 
vitrification process employs high temperature in the absence of oxygen to pyrolize (melt) the sediment. 
The molten mass hardens to an inert, glass or rock-like solid. The actual melt ing process wil l take place 
in a CDF, leaving a solid residual in place. 

The vitrification was tested at pilot scale and is discussed and summarized in Section 4.3. Results from 
the pilot scale testing indicate that a comprehensive design scale testing program would be required to 
address the moisture induced difficulties that hampered performance prior to implementing this 
technology. However, at this point in time, many questions remain unanswered and as a result, the 
alternative presented below uses a conservative approach for evaluating this process. The design scale 
testing wil l evaluate the following data gaps identified during the initial pilot scale test: 

•	 Whether drying the sediment prior to vitrification will resolve the "fluidization" of the sediment and 
the associated high particulate and organic concentrations in the off-gas. 

•	 The effectiveness of the proposed thermal dryer to dry the Hot Spot sediment to the required 
moisture content. 

•	 The effectiveness of the vitrification process to destroy or incorporate PCBs into the vitrified solid 
material rather than desorbing them into the off-gas. 

•	 Whether vitrification creates dioxins and furans during the process rather than treating those already 
present in the Hot Spot sediment. 

•	 The size and components required for the off-gas treatment system that will be needed to effectively 
treat off-gas from both the thermal dryer and the vitrification process. 

In developing this remedial alternative, the Geosafe process is used as representative of the vitrification 
processes. It is important to note that discussion of this particular technology vendor is for illustrative 
purposes only. 

6.2.8.1 General Description 

Remedial Alternative HS-4 is a removal and treatment alternative with all treatment activities occurring 
on the site. The overall activities include extensive design related studies, withdrawal of the Hot Spot 
sediments from the CDF, staging the sediments for dewatering in sealed containers, screening the 
sediment to remove over-sized material, drying the sediment to a moisture content of less than 10%, re
staging the dried sediment in an on-site CDF and vitrification of the material in place. Overall 
movement of materials from the CDF through the various treatment processes and back to the CDF is 
presented in Figure 6-14. 

Following successful completion of the requisite pilot scale studies, the initial steps for alternative HS-4 
are similar to those described for the other removal and treatment alternatives. The overall site layout for 
alternative HS-4, as presented in Figure 6-15, includes an area for sediment storage prior to the thermal 
dewatering step, an area for the thermal off-gas treatment equipment and the vitrification staging area at 
the eastern end of the Sawyer Street site. 
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As with each technology, precautions would be taken at all times to min imize worker and off-site 
exposure to contaminated sediment. However, the dried sediment is expected to be a dry, fine, powdery 
material , s imi lar in texture to the dry treated sediment residual generated during several of the pilot scale 
tests, yet the PCBs wi l l s t i l l be present in this dried sediment. This material may be diff icul t to handle, 
and so it w i l l be important to mainta in some moisture in the sediment. In summary, the sediment wi l l 
not be dried below 10% moisture and if it is, it w i l l be re-wetted to facili tate materials handling. Dried 
sediment would be returned to the CDF using appropriate dust control measures, compacted to minimize 
pore space, and covered u n t i l all of the sediment is in place and the vitr if ication process can be started. 

In addition to the dust control measures discussed above, the thermal dryer uni t would require an off-gas 
treatment system to control organic, inorganic, and particulate emissions dur ing the drying process. The 
off-gas treatment system would likely consist of a thermal oxidizer uni t to destroy organic contaminants, 
scrubbers to remove part iculate and potential acids, condensing units to remove the moisture from the 
off-gas stream and reduce gas flow volumes, and baghouses and/or HEPA filters for particulate removal. 
The off-gas system would be designed so that the same system could be used for both the thermal dryer 
off-gas and the vitrification process off-gas. The drying process is anticipated to take up to six months to 
complete. 

Vitrification of the sediment would be conducted within the eastern portion of the Sawyer Street site. 
The melt wi l l be conducted sequentially, across the CDF over a one and a half year period. Electrodes 
would be submerged into the sediment and the temperature elevated to between 1,600°C and 2,000°C to 
melt the sediment. The molten material would be allowed to cool resulting in an inert glass-like solid. 
The inert glass would be permanently fixed in the on-site CDF and would not requiring monitoring as the 
treated material passed TCLP leaching tests. Water generated from the drying and treatments processes 
would be pre-treated in a separate on-site water treatment system specifically designed for these 
processes. The existing water treatment facility would be used for final treatment before discharge into 
the harbor. 

Two off-gas hoods would be used to cover the CDF during the vitrification process. The vent gas will be 
discharged to an off-gas treatment system for treatment prior to discharge to the atmosphere. The off-gas 
treatment system would be the same as for the thermal dryer off-gas, as described above. Extensive off-
gas sampling and analysis would be conducted during the drying and vitrification steps to ensure 
emissions meet relevant regulatory criteria. 

As currently configured, this alternative has an extensive site wide ambient air monitoring program for 
PCB and heavy metals. If the results of the design scale studies indicates the process can be 
implemented without the use of a thermal dryer and an extensive off-gas treatment system, the frequency 
of air monitoring could be reduced to some degree. The potential also exists for the dewatering method 
and off-gas controls to be scaled-back if the results of the design scale studies indicate that vitrification 
can be implemented in a safe and environmentally compliant manner without the controls described 
above. 

6.2.8.2 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

The HS-4 remedial alternative is protective of human health and the environment. The vitrification 
process results in a permanent, inert, solid material that is not likely to directly or indirectly adversely 
affect human health or the environment. The process will require engineering controls during treatment 
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to minimize the risk of exposure to on-site workers and off-site receptors. The actual controls, their 
complexity, and implementability must be determined prior to full scale remediation. However, 
engineering controls are expected to effectively minimize the potential risk to human health and the 
environment. 

6.2.8.3 Compliance with ARARs 

This section discusses the chemical-specific, location-specific and action-specific ARARs for alternative 
HS-4. Complete listings of these respective ARARs are presented in Tables B-4-1. B-4-2 and B-4-3 of 
Appendix B to this document. 

There are no "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate" federal or state chemical-specific ARARs for 
alternative HS-4. Cleanup levels are based on Action-specific standards under the TSCA. Two federal 
guidance are cited as "To be considered" in evaluating potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks 
posed by contaminants at the site. 

Location-specific ARARs pertain to the site's location within a coastal floodplain, adjacent to the 
Harbor. Federal ARARs are Executive Order 11988 - Floodplain Management (40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A), the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC Part 661 et seq., 40 CFR 6.302) and the 
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC Parts 1451 et seq. To implement this alternative in the coastal 
floodplain a determination must be made that no practicable alternative exists outside the floodplain. 
Under such circumstances the potential harm must be minimized and action taken to restore and preserve 
natural and beneficial values. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires that the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service be consulted regarding preventing and mitigating any potential losses to fish and 
wildlife resources. 

State ARARs regulate coastal zone management (301 CMR 21.0), waterways (regarding flowed and 
filled tidelands)(310 CMR 9.00), and wetlands protection (131 MGL 40, 310 CMR 10.00). The state 
wetlands protection statute identifies the following protected resource areas that occur on or adjacent to 
the site: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage, Land Under Ocean, Designated Port Area, Coastal 
Beaches (including tidal flats), Coastal Bank (including a 100-foot buffer zone inland from the edge of 
the bank), and Land Containing Shellfish. 

All actives, including operation, maintenance, and monitoring will comply with all the substantive 
requirements of the state Location-specific ARARs. Coordination with the state will be ongoing during 
the planning and implementation of the remedy. 

The primary action-specific ARARs are requirements regarding waste management and treatment. 
These ARARs include PCB storage, treatment and disposal requirements under TSCA and identification 
and regulation of characteristic hazardous waste under Massachusetts Hazardous Waste Management 
standards. 

TSCA requires that any PCB contaminated dredge spoil with a concentration of 50 ppm or greater be 
disposed of either in an approved incinerator, an approved chemical waste landfill, or by using a disposal 
method to be approved by the Regional Administrator. Approval must be based on a finding that, based 
on technical, environmental, and economic considerations, disposal in an incinerator or chemical waste 
landfill is not reasonable and appropriate, and that the alternative disposal method wil l provide adequate 
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protection to health and the environment. HS-4 qualif ies as an al ternative disposal remedy that requires 
approval by the Regional Administrator, based on the requirements of TSCA. 

HS-4 w i l l require temporary storage of the PCB sediment for greater than one year. Storage of PCB 
dredge spoil for more than a year violates a TSCA storage requirement. This A.RAR needs to be waived 
under Section 121(d)(4)(C) of CERCLA due to the technical impractical i ty, based on engineering 
constraints, involved in removing and/or treating the PCB material in less than a year. Currently, the 
storage requirement is being waived as "an interim measure" under Section 12l(d)(4)(A). The present 
waiver allows the Agency to waive the storage ARAR for an interim measure that w i l l become part of a 
final remedial action at the Site. HS-4 wil l require PCB contaminated sediments to be stored on site for 
approximately six years un t i l completion of the remedy. In the inter im, the PCB dredge spoil wi l l 
remain stored within the exist ing CDF in a manner that is protective of health and the environment (as 
described under Alternative HS-1, No Further Action). Storage of the PCB dredge spoil will comply 
with the remaining TSCA storage ARARs that do not involve the one-year storage l i m i t . 

Massachusetts Hazardous Waste ARAR's apply to all non-PCB contaminants that meet characteristic 
hazardous waste standards. Recent toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) data on the 
dredged sediment samples show the sediment does not meet the definition of a RCRA characteristic 
waste. Toxicity characteristic (TC) constituent concentrations are below TC regulatory limits for 
hazardous waste. Sediments, process wastes, and discharges from monitoring, operations, and/or 
maintenance will be tested for hazardous constituents. Any characteristic wastes identified will be 
stored, treated, and/or disposed of in compliance with state hazardous waste requirements. 

Massachusetts Solid Waste ARARs are applicable to the disposal of the vitrified sediments on-site 
containing less the 50 ppm of PCBs. These requirements include cover systems, surface and 
groundwater protection, monitoring, and post-closure measures. 

Other federal and state action-specific ARARs include air quality and air pollution requirements, which 
preclude the release of PCBs and other contaminants. Air emissions from the proposed alternative may 
result from releases from the storage facility, discharges from vitrification, and handling/dewatering of 
the sediments before on-site processing. Air emissions will be addressed through monitoring, 
management of storage facilities, and treatment of off-gases from handling, dewatering, and processing. 

Water discharges are regulated under state and federal water quality ARARs. Water treatment will be 
required for the dewatering/process discharges and possibly for surface run off becoming contaminated 
by the stored sediments. Operation of the on-site treatment plant requires a waiver of a provision of the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), 
Section 402. The provision prohibits new discharges into waters that do not meet applicable water 
quality criteria, unless certain conditions are met (40 CFR 122.4(i)). It is proposed that a protectiveness 
waiver under Section 121(d)(4)(B) of CERCLA be used for this ARAR since compliance would 
essentially prevent the cleanup of this Site and result in greater risk to human health and the environment 
than other alternatives. The issue is the result of the degraded water quality in the Harbor, where 
permitting any new discharge is not possible unless the Harbor's waters reach water quality standards or 
until the other conditions of the regulations are met. Neither of these conditions are likely to be 
accomplished in a reasonable time. 
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Furthermore, since New Bedford Harbor water quali ty is so degraded as to preclude d i lu t ing any 
proposed discharge, Section 402 of the CWA requires that discharges meet ambient water quality criteria 
(WQC) at the discharge point. Except for copper, it is expected that the treatment facil i ty can attain 
compliance with WQC during the remedial activities. Consistent with Section 303 of the CWA and its 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach, it is proposed that discharge l i m i t s for the water 
treatment plant be implemented that are below current background levels of copper, but above WQC. 
This approach allows for attainment of ambient WQC throughout the waterbody in a phased or step-wise 
approach. The copper that w i l l be discharged from the treatment plant w i l l be more than offset by the 
permanent removal of copper contaminated sediments from the Harbor. 

Federal PCB policies and guidance regarding PCB releases and treatment technologies for CERCLA 
remedial actions will be considered. Massachusetts guidelines to be considered include ambient air 
limits and noise levels. The Allowable Ambient Limits and Threshold Exposure Limits will be 
considered for alternatives involving air emissions. Revised toxicity equivalence factors (TEF)and air 
dioxin guidelines will be considered for evaluation of alternatives having air emissions. Noise levels 
wil l be minimized to the extent practicable. 

6.2.8.4 Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

The end result from the vitrification process will be a CDF full of a solid, inert, glass-like solid, similar 
to rock. Organic contaminants are not present in the treated material. What few contaminants (metals) 
remain in the treated product are thoroughly entrained in the matrix and do not leach significantly under 
TCLP conditions. The HS-4 remedial alternative provides a long-term permanent solution to the 
contamination in the Hot Spot sediment. 

6.2.8.5 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume 

The HS-4 alternative effectively reduces toxicity, volume, and mobility through treatment. The toxicity 
of the treated residual is effectively reduced by the removal and destruction of organic contaminants and 
the immobilization of heavy metals within the glass matrix. Contaminants, such as metals, that are 
entrained in .the glass like matrix are essentially immobilized and will not leach into the surrounding 
area. During the treatment process, the volume of the sediment is reduced by approximately 60 to 65 
percent. The volume reduction is attributed primarily to water loss and also to the loss of pore space 
during the melting process. 

6.2.8.6 Short Term Effectiveness 

Of primary concern for evaluating short term effectiveness is the length of time that will be required to 
test and optimize the process prior to full scale implementation. Pilot scale testing may take up to three 
years through final testing and evaluation. Such testing will be necessary to ensure that the thermal 
drying process will effectively dry the sediment to meet the vitrification process requirements. In 
addition, it will be necessary to design and test the off-gas treatment system to treat the off-gas generated 
by the dryer and the vitrification process to ensure that the emissions meet regulatory criteria. 

Engineering controls are commercially available that will effectively destroy organics in the off-gas and 
emissions can be made acceptable with the appropriate equipment. Testing wil l ensure that the 
equipment is operating at optimal conditions and is sized according to the treatment system needs. 
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Testing w i l l also provide data that w i l l determine whether the organic compounds are destroyed or 
otherwise immobil ized in the v i t r i f i ed product, or whether the organics are merely desorbed during ^-r 

vitrification and subsequently destroyed in the off-gas treatment system. 

Should this alternative be selected, the thermal drying process wi l l be completed prior to commencing 
vitrification. The drying process is expected to take approximately six months to complete. The actual 
vitrification process w i l l take one and a half years resulting in an overall implementation schedule of 
approximately five to six years inc luding other design and procurement activities. 

The thermal drying process w i l l produce a fine grained sediment with elevated concentrations of PCBs 
and other organic contaminants. This material wil l be returned to the CDF, compacted, covered and 
ult imately treated using vi t r i f icat ion. The material is l ikely to be diff icul t to handle and engineering 
controls w i l l be implemented to reduce the potential of fugit ive emissions during transportation and 
materials handl ing. 

No adverse environmental impacts are anticipated while implementing alternative HS-3B. 

6.2.8.7 Implementabil i ty 

Overall implementability of the vitrification remedial alternative is not completely known. Several 
operational difficulties were identified during the pilot scale testing that require resolution prior to 
evaluating the implementability of the process. These operational difficulties appeared to be associated 
with the high moisture content and fine grained nature of the sediment and may be significantly reduced 
by drying the sediment prior to treatment. Equipment requirements for the thermal dryer and associated 
materials handling equipment cannot be determined without additional field testing. ^ 

In addition to the thermal dryer unit, an off-gas treatment system must be used to ensure that emissions 
from both the thermal dryer and the vitrification process meet appropriate regulatory standards. The 
additional testing wil l determine the equipment requirements for the off-gas treatment system to ensure 
that treatment objectives are achievable. 

Depending on the results of the additional testing, equipment may be commercially available and fairly 
readily implemented. However, because of the varied types of equipment that will be required and the 
potential for unique materials handling requirements, it is possible that obtaining the required equipment 
could cause schedule delays or other operational difficulties. Because the sediment must be dried, placed 
in the CDF and compacted before the actual vitrification can begin, a significant effort will be required to 
coordinate testing, drying and the actual treatment activities on the site. In addition, it is expected that a 
significant amount of testing wil l be required for the off-gas systems and of the ambient air at the site 
during the start-up of each process. Assuming that the monitoring determines that the process is not 
producing unacceptable emissions, monitoring may be reduced as treatment progresses. 

The potential issues associated with the formation of dioxins and furans are potentially problematic for 
this technology despite the effectiveness of available off-gas treatment system and must be considered in 
evaluating this technology. 
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6.2.8.8 Cost 

The cost estimate for the vitrification alternative includes the cost for addit ional pilot study testing and 
the cost for fu l l scale treatment. Treatment costs include site preparation, sediment removal from the 
CDF, sediment drying using a thermal dryer, sediment staging and compacting in the CDF. vi t r i f icat ion, 
dust control measures and air monitoring. Treatment costs are summarized in Table 6-10. 

The total estimated cost of $48.5 mi l l i on also includes costs for other indirect act ivi t ies such as health an 
safety, legal, engineering, construction services, and profit. A contingency factor of 20 percent was also 
applied to the total direct and indirect costs. 

6.2.8.9 State Acceptance 

This criterion wi l l be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the state on the 
Proposed Plan. 

6.2.8.10 Community Acceptance 

This criterion wil l be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the community on 
the Proposed Plan. 

***** DRAFT FINAL *****
 
RevO , -,0 12/31/97 

6 /S 097-042 

http:6.2.8.10


Table 6-10
 
Cost Estimate: Remedial Alternative - HS-4
 

Staged Vitrification
 

ACTIVITY COST ($) 

DIRECT COSTS 
A. Site Preparation 248.760 
B. Sediment Removal l:rom CDF 329,540 
C. Dewatering 1.035,000 
D. Staged Vi t r i f ica t ion 20,686,575 

E. Air Monitoring 4,672,000 

TOTAL DIRECT COST (TDC) $26,971,875 

INDIRECT COSTS 
A. Health & Safety (@ 5% of TDC) Level D Protection 1,348,594 
B. Legal, Administration, Permitting (@ 10% of TDC) 2,697,188 
C. Engineering (@ 10% of TDC) 2,697,188 
D. Services During Construction (@ 10% of TDC) 2,697,188 
E. Turnkey Contractor Fee (@ 15% of TDC) 4,045,781 

. . • TOTAL-INDIRECT GOST $13,485,938 

SUBTOTALTJIREeXAND3NDIRECT CQ^FS«;:S - ? $40,457,813 
CONTINGENCY (@ 20% of TDC + TIC) 8,091,563 

TOTAL CATITAlJGOp A /;; ''!'^.._ • • . • • ; • . • ; . •'•^1-':' " • - . ' . ' $48,549,375 

||REMlDim^LTO $48,549,375 

***** DRAFT FINAL *****
 
RevO 12/31/97 

6-79 D97-042 



6.2.9 Alternative HS-5 In-Place Capping 

This section of the FS Addendum describes Remedial Alternative HS-5 and evaluates the alternative 
against the detailed evaluation criteria. Alternative HS-5 involves containment of the Hot Spot sediment 
in its current location. 

6.2.9.1 General Description 

Alternative HS-5 is a containment alternative using routinely available l and f i l l capping technology to 
isolate the contaminated sediments. A cross-section of the conceptual mult i - layer cap is presented in 
Figure 6-16. The alternative would also include minimal upgrades to the existing site facility which are 
presented in Figure 6-17. 

Figure 6-16 
Conceptual Cap Design 

Vegetation Layer 

eiiittetet(tctcccccetettttettteteeitt(t(itteetitttttttett(ititee(teeeeeete 
, Filter Fabric 

12 " Top Soil 

12" Sand 
. Drainage Net 
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X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X  X 1 

'2 Gas Transmission Sand 
" GCL 

Filter Fabric 
24 " Clean Fill 

Existing Permalon 
Cover 

The first step in the capping process would be placement of two feet of clean soil on top of the existing 
permalon cover. This material would be left for a period of six months to a year to facilitate additional 
settlement of the sediments. The next step involves placement of vertical wick drains throughout the 
sediment in the CDF to enhance the consolidation of the sediments to a point where they can support the 
cap. These drains expedite consolidation by removing water from the sediments through the capillary 
action of the vertical wicks. The wick drains would be placed on four foot centers to complete this 
process within a several month period. 
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As mentioned above, the consolidation of the sediments through dewatering wi l l allow the sediments to 
support the weight of a cap system. Once the sediment has sufficient shear strength to support the cap, 
an addit ional one foot thick layer of clean sand would be placed on a filter fabric layer. This sand layer 
would be used a gas transmission layer. The impermeable components of the cap wil l include a 
geocomposite clay layer (GCL) and a 40 mil HOPE liner material. The final components of the cap 
would include additional sand, top soil and a vegetative layer. The cap would also include provisions for 
gas collection and treatment and surface run-off controls. 

6.2.9.2 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Remedial alternative HS-5 will achieve and maintain protection of human health and the environment 
through a combination of containment and institutional controls. Short-term effectiveness concerns are 
small as the hot spot sediments are not removed from the CDF. However, it may be difficult to monitor 
the long-term performance of the double liner system given the groundwater levels and the potential 
impacts of tidal fluctuations on the monitoring well network. 

6.2.9.3 Compliance with ARARs 

This section discusses the chemical-specific, location-specific and action-specific ARARs for alternative 
HS-5. Complete listings of these respective ARARs are presented in Tables B-5-1, B-5-2 and B-5-3 of 
Appendix B to this document. 

There are no "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate" federal or state chemical-specific ARARs for 
alternative HS-5. Cleanup levels are based on Action-specific standards under the TSCA. Two federal 
guidance are cited as "To be considered" in evaluating potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks 
posed by contaminants at the site. 

Location-specific ARARs pertain to the site's location within a coastal floodplain, adjacent to the 
Harbor. Federal ARARs are Executive Order 11988 - Floodplain Management (40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A), the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC Part 661 et seq., 40 CFR 6.302) and the 
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC Parts 1451 et seq.) To implement this alternative in the coastal 
floodplain a determination must be made that no practicable alternative exists outside the floodplain. 
Under such circumstances the potential harm must be minimized and action taken to restore and preserve 
natural and beneficial values. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires that the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service be consulted regarding preventing and mitigating any potential losses to fish and 
wildlife resources. 

State ARARs regulate coastal zone management (301 CMR 21.0), waterways (regarding flowed and 
filled tidelands)(310 CMR 9.00), and wetlands protection (131 MGL 40, 310 CMR 10.00). The state 
wetlands protection statute identifies the following protected resource areas that occur on or adjacent to 
the site: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage, Land Under Ocean, Designated Port Area, Coastal 
Beaches (including tidal flats), Coastal Bank (including a 100-foot buffer zone inland from the edge of 
the bank), and Land Containing Shellfish. 

All actives, including operation, maintenance, and monitoring will comply with all the substantive 
requirements of the state Location-specific ARARs. Coordination with the state will be ongoing during 
the planning and implementation of the remedy. 
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The primary action-specific ARARs are requirements regarding waste disposal and the treatment faci l i ty 
discharges. These ARARs include PCB disposal requirements under TSCA (40 CFR 761) and 
identification and regulation of characteristic hazardous waste under Massachusetts Hazardous Waste 
Management standards (310 CMR 30.00). 

TSCA requires that any PCB contaminated dredge spoil with a concentration of 50 ppm or greater be 
disposed of either in an approved incinerator, an approved chemical waste landfi l l , or by using a disposal 
method to be approved by the Regional Administrator. Approval must be based on a l lnding that, based 
on technical, environmental, and economic considerations, disposal in an incinerator or chemical waste 
landf i l l is not reasonable and appropriate, and that the alternative disposal method w i l l provide adequate 
protection to health and the environment. Alternative HS-5, as an alternative disposal remedy, requires 
approval by the Regional Administrator, based on the requirements of TSCA. 

HS-5 must comply with relevant and appropriate TSCA chemical waste landfi l l standards, which apply 
to the permanent disposal of PCB contaminated dredge spoil. TSCA allows for specific requirements for 
the landfill ARAR to be waived upon a finding by the Regional Administrator that the facility wil l not 
present an unreasonable risk of injury to health or the environment. To use the capped CDF as a 
permanent disposal facility, waivers are required regarding hydrologic conditions, flood protection, and 
leachate collection. The facility's design that includes a multi-layer cap, gas collection and treatment, 
surface run-off controls, double impermeable bottom and side liners, a monitoring system for leak 
detection, and top-of-berm elevation two feet higher than the 100-year flood elevation should meet 
waiver standards for the prevention of injury to health or the environment. 

Massachusetts Hazardous Waste ARAR's apply to all non-PCB contaminants that meet characteristic 
hazardous waste standards. Recent toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) data on the 
dredged sediment samples show the sediment does not meet the definition of a RCRA characteristic 
waste. Toxicity characteristic (TC) constituent concentrations are below TC regulatory limits for 
hazardous waste. Discharges from dewatering, monitoring, operations, and/or maintenance of the 
facility under alternative HS-5 wil l be tested for hazardous constituents. Any characteristic wastes 
identified will be stored, treated, and/or disposed of in compliance with state hazardous waste 
requirements. 

Other federal and state action-specific ARARs include air quality and air pollution requirements, which 
preclude the release of PCBs and other contaminants (federal Clean Air Act, 42 USC 7401 et seq., 40 
CFR Part 61 and state air standards, 301 CMR 6.00 and 7.00). Air emissions from alternative HS-5 may 
potentially result from releases from the CDF, including dewatering of the sediments prior to capping. 
Air emissions will be addressed through monitoring and proper management of the CDF disposal cell, 
including operation of a gas collection and treatment system. 

Water discharges are regulated under state and federal water quality ARARs (federal Clean Water Act 
(CWA), 33 USC 1342, 40 CFR 122-125, 131 and state water standards, 314 CMR 1.00-7.00). Water 
treatment at the facilities on-site treatment plant will be required as part of the dewatering process and 
may be required if surface run-off comes in contact with the contaminated sediments. Operation of the 
water treatment plant requires a waiver of a provision of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System requirements of the CWA, Section 402. The provision prohibits new discharges into waters that 
do not meet applicable water quality criteria, unless certain conditions are met (40 CFR 122.4(i)). It is 
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proposed that a protectiveness waiver under Section 121(d)(4)(B) of CERCLA be used for this ARAR 
since compliance would essentially prevent the cleanup of this Site and result in greater risk to human 
health and the environment than other alternatives. The issue is the result of (he degraded water quali ty 
in the Harbor, where permitting any new discharge is not possible unless the Harbor's waters reach water 
quality standards or until the other conditions of the regulations are met. Neither of these conditions are 
likely to be accomplished in a reasonable time. 

Furthermore, since New Bedford Harbor water quality is so degraded as to preclude diluting any 
proposed discharge. Section 402 of the CWA requires that discharges meet ambient water quali ty criteria 
(WQC) at the discharge point. Except for copper, it is expected that the treatment facility can attain 
compliance with WQC during the remedial activities. Consistent with Section 303 of the CWA and its 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach, it is proposed that discharge l imi t s for the water 
treatment plant be implemented that are below current background levels of copper, but above WQC. 
This approach allows for attainment of ambient WQC throughout the waterbody in a phased or step-wise 
approach. The copper that will be discharged from the treatment plant wil l be more than offset by the 
permanent removal of copper contaminated sediments from the Harbor. 

Federal PCB policies and guidance regarding PCB releases and treatment technologies for CERCLA 
remedial actions wil l be considered. The Allowable Ambient Limits and Threshold Exposure Limits will 
be considered for alternatives involving air emissions. Revised toxicity equivalence factors (TEF) and 
air dioxin guidelines will be considered for evaluation of air emissions. Noise levels will be minimized 
to the extent practicable. 

6.2.9A Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

The effectiveness and permanence of alternative HS-5 would be controlled by a combination of 
institutional controls and isolating the Hot Spot sediment beneath a secure, impermeable cap. The 
sediment would also be contained by the CDF bottom double liner system originally designed and 
constructed to contain the sediment prior to operations. 

The reliability of these controls is less for the liner than it is for the cap. This is primarily associated 
with the ability to monitor the cap for subsidence and/or erosion and make non-intrusive repairs on a 
timely basis. The liner system does not afford this same level of convenience for monitoring, detecting 
problems and making repairs. The difficulty in monitoring the performance of the liner is the absence of 
a leak detection system between the two liners. The gas collection and treatment system would also 
require maintenance to ensure proper operation. 

Alternative HS-5 would require a five year review as the Hot Spot wastes will remain at the site. As a 
part of this process, extensive air monitoring would be conducted at the site to assess the effectiveness of 
the cap. Monitoring the effectiveness of this alternative may be somewhat hindered by the CDF's 
existing double liner system and the shoreline setting. It may be somewhat difficult to assess a liner 
failure given groundwater levels and the potential impact of tidal fluctuations on the monitoring well 
network. In addition, it is not currently possible to detect liquid material between the two layers of liner. 
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6.2.9.5 Short Term Effectiveness 

The short-term effectiveness issues associated with alternative HS-5 includes protection of site workers 
and area residents. These would be addressed in a comprehensive health and safety plan. This document 
would specify the types of personnel protective equipment and monitor ing equipment to ensure safe 
working conditions. A comprehensive ambient air monitoring program would also be conducted to 
ensure area residents were protected against PCB emissions. 

The time to complete this al ternat ive is on the order of two years. This would permit the overall design 
process to proceed in parallel as the material settles under the weight of the i n i t i a l two foot thick sand 
layer and is further consolidated using the wick drains. 

6.2.9.6 Implementability 

Alternative HS-5 would be fair ly implementable. The technologies of dewatering using wick drains, 
capping design and construction are proven effective, routinely used and readily implemented. 
Similarly, the ambient air monitoring program currently used at the site could be readily expanded to 
conduct additional testing, as necessary. 

The condition of the CDF liner and the potential for leaks cannot be monitored easily given the existing 
CDF conditions. Similarly, should a problem be detected with the liner, repair would likely require 
removing the cap and sediment to make a repair. 

6.2.9.7 Cost 

The costs to implement alternative HS-5 include site preparation, in-place capping, the gas collection and 
treatment system and air monitoring. Costs for these items and the associated indirect cost items are 
presented in Table 6-11. The total new cost for'the alternative is $10.3 mi l l i on . This includes a 
significant component for O&M of the cap and off-gas treatment system ($1.9 mi l l ion) and extensive 
annual monitoring for the 30 years following implementation ($4.4 mil l ion) . 

6.2.9.8 State Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the state on the 
Proposed Plan. 

6.2.9.9 Community Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the community on 
the Proposed Plan. 
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Table 6-11 
Cost Estimate: Remedial Alternative - HS-5 

lii-Place Capping 

ACTIVITY COST ($) 

DIRECT COSTS 
A. Site Preparat ion 1 19,401 
B. In-Placc Capping 366,842 
C. Gas Collect ion/Treatment 1 13,320 
D. Air Monitoring 1,651,200 

TOTAL DIRECT COST (TDC) $2,250,763 
INDIRECT COSTS 

A. Health & Safety (@ 5% of TDC) Level D Protection 112,538 
B. Legal, Adminis trat ion, Permit t ing (@ 10% of TDC) 225,076 
C. Engineering (@ 1 0% of TDC) 225,076 
D. Services During Construction (@ 10% of TDC) 225,076 
E. Turnkey Contractor Fee (@ 1 5% of TDC) 337,614 

TOTAL INDIRECT COST (TIC) $l,125,-382, 

DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTJS ̂  .»« i 
CONTINGENCY (@ 20% of TDC + TIC) 675,229 

TOTAL CAPITAL COST • .. •' ' . '• . ' '^-;W-4':'":' $4,05i;3i73" 
O&M COST (Cap and Treatment Systems) 
(Present Worth @ 7% for 30 years upon completion) $1,861,400 
MONITORING PROGRAM (Present Worth @ 7% for 30 years) 4,433,107 
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6.2.10 Alternative HS-6: Off-site Landf i l l ing >ll-r 

This section of the FS Addendum describes Remedial Alternative HS-6 and evaluates the alternative 
against the detailed evaluation criteria. Alternative HS-6 involves removal of the Hot Spot sediment and 
disposing of th is material in a permitted disposal facili ty. This facil i ty would be specifically designed to 
meet the requirements of a secure chemical waste landfi l l as prescribed by TSCA regulations. Only 
landfi l ls meeting the applicable compliance criteria would be considered as a potential disposal 
locations. 

6.2.10.1 General Description 

Remedial Alternative HS-6 is a removal and disposal alternative using a permitted off-site facility. The 
cleanup operations would include the following activities; withdrawal of the Hot Spot sediments from 
the CDF, staging the sediments for treatment in sealed containers, screening the sediment to remove 
over-sized material, dewatering the sediment with a plate and frame assembly, treating water removed 
from the sediments, loading the sediments for off-site shipment, transportation of the sediment, and off-
site disposal in a permitted facility. Overall movement of materials at the site is presented in Figure 
6-18. 

The initial treatment steps for alternative HS-6 are the same as those described for other alternatives. 
These initial steps encompass the activities conducted from the initial upgrade of the site to 
accommodate the materials handling treatment operations. As with the other alternatives, the 
predominant feature of this initial step would be the construction of a series of treatment pads and access 
roads, as shown on Figure 6-19. Additional detail on existing site conditions and other site facility 
requirements is discussed in Section 6.2.2. '* 

Following dewatering and conditioning, the sediment would be loaded into 20-cubic yard, sealed roll-off 
containers (sludge boxes) for transportation to the permitted landfill. The dewatering process would 
reduce the volume of contaminated sediment from 15,000 cubic yards to approximately 11,000 cubic 
yards (14,500 tons). Seventeen tons of sediment would be placed in each sludge box, requiring 
approximately 850 trucks to complete the removal operation. Removal of the sediment from the CDF 
and dewatering would be the rate limiting steps. The complete operation is expected to take six months 
to complete. This would result in seven trucks per day operating on a five day per week basis. 

6.2.10.2 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Alternative HS-6 provides protection of human health and the environment. The potential human risks 
associated with direct contact and inhalation will no longer be present once the sediment is removed. 
Potential environmental risks associated with the Hot Spot sediments are no longer present. 
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6.2.10.3 Compliance with ARARs 

This section discusses the chemical-specific, location-specific and action-specific ARARs for alternative 
HS-6. Complete listings of these respective ARARs are presented in Tables B-6-1, B-6-2 and B-6-3 of 
Appendix B to this document. 

There are no "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate" federal or state chemical-specific ARARs for 
alternative HS-6. Cleanup levels are based on Action-specific standards under the TSCA. Two federal 
guidance are cited as "To be considered" in evaluating potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks 
posed by contaminants at the site. 

Location-specific ARARs pertain to the site's location within a coastal floodplain, adjacent to the 
Harbor. Federal ARARs are Executive Order 11988 - Floodplain Management (40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A), the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC Part 661 et seq., 40 CFR 6.302) and the 
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC Parts 1451 et seq. To implement this alternative in the coastal 
floodplain a determination must be made that no practicable alternative exists outside the floodplain. 
Under such circumstances the potential harm must be minimized and action taken to restore and preserve 
natural and beneficial values. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires that the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service be consulted regarding preventing and mitigating any potential losses to fish and 
wildlife resources. 

State ARARs regulate coastal zone management (301 CMR 21.0), waterways (regarding flowed and 
filled tidelands)(310 CMR 9.00), and wetlands protection (131 MGL 40, 310 CMR 10.00). The state 
wetlands protection statute identifies the following protected resource areas that occur on or adjacent to 
the site: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage, Land Under Ocean, Designated Port Area, Coastal 
Beaches (including tidal flats), Coastal Bank (including a 100-foot buffer zone inland from the edge of 
the bank), and Land Containing Shellfish. 

All actives, including operation, maintenance, and monitoring of the temporary storage CDF and 
removal/dewatering of the sediments will comply with all the substantive requirements of the state 
Location-specific ARARs. Coordination with the state will be ongoing during the planning and 
implementation of the remedy. 

The primary action-specific ARARs are requirements regarding waste storage and the dewatering facility 
discharges. These ARARs include PCB storage and disposal requirements under TSCA (40 CFR 761) 
and identification and regulation of characteristic hazardous waste under Massachusetts Hazardous 
Waste Management standards (310 CMR 30.00). Action-specific ARARs do not apply to the 
transportation and off-site disposal phases of the proposed remedy. 

TSCA requires that any PCB contaminated dredge spoil with a concentration of 50 ppm or greater be 
disposed of either in an approved incinerator, an approved chemical waste landfill, or by using a disposal 
method to be approved by the Regional Administrator. HS-6 satisfies the off-site landfilling standards of 
TSCA. 

HS-6 requires temporary storage of the PCB sediment for greater than one year before all of the PCB 
dredge spoil can be removed from the site. Storage of PCB dredge spoil for more than a year violates a 
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TSCA storage requirement. This ARAR needs to be waived under Section 121(d)(4)(C) of CERCLA 
due to the technical impracticality, based on engineering constraints, involved in removing and/or 
treating the PCB material in less than a year. Currently, the storage requirement is being waived through 
"an interim measure" under Section 121(d)(4)(A). The present waiver allows the Agency to waive the 
storage ARAR for an interim measure that will become part of a final remedial action at the Site. HS-6 
will require temporary storage for approximately two years before completion of the final remedy. In the 
interim, the PCB dredge spoil will remain stored within the existing CDF in a manner that is protective 
of health and the environment (as described under Alternative HS-1, No Further Action). Storage of the 
PCB dredge spoil will comply with the remaining TSCA storage ARARs that do not involve the one-year 
storage limit, including standards for closure of the site upon completion of the remedy. 

Massachusetts Hazardous Waste ARAR's apply to all non-PCB contaminants that meet characteristic 
hazardous waste standards. Recent toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) data on the 
dredged sediment samples show the sediment does not meet the definition of a RCRA characteristic 

( waste. Toxicity characteristic (TC) constituent concentrations are below TC regulatory limits for 
hazardous waste. Sediments, process wastes, and discharges from monitoring, operations, and/or 
maintenance will be tested for hazardous constituents. Any characteristic wastes identified will be 
stored, treated, and/or disposed of in compliance with state hazardous waste requirements. 

Other federal and state action-specific ARARs include air quality and air pollution requirements, which 
preclude the release of PCBs and other contaminants. Air emissions from the proposed alternative may 
result from releases from the storage facility and handling/dewatering of the sediments before off-site 
removal. Air emissions will be addressed through monitoring, management of storage facilities, and 
treatment of off-gases from handling and dewatering. 

Water discharges are regulated under state and federal water quality ARARs. Water treatment at the on-
site treatment plant will be required for the dewatering discharges and may be required if surface run off 
becomes contaminated by the stored sediments. Operation of the water treatment plant requires a waiver 
of a provision of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements of the federal Clean 
Water Act (CWA), Section 402. The provision prohibits new discharges into waters that do not meet 
applicable water quality criteria, unless certain conditions are met (40 CFR 122.4(i)). It is proposed that 
a protectiveness waiver under Section 121(d)(4)(B) of CERCLA be used for this ARAR since 
compliance would essentially prevent the cleanup of this Site and result in greater risk to human health 
and the environment than other alternatives. The issue is the result of the degraded water quality in the 
Harbor, where permitting any new discharge is not possible unless the Harbor's waters reach water 
quality standards or until the other conditions of the regulations are met. Neither of these conditions are 
likely to be accomplished in a reasonable time. 

Furthermore, since New Bedford Harbor water quality is so degraded as to preclude diluting any 
proposed discharge, Section 402 of the CWA requires that discharges meet ambient water quality criteria 
(WQC) at the discharge point. Except for copper, it is expected that the treatment facility can attain 
compliance with WQC during the remedial activities. Consistent with Section 303 of the CWA and its 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach, it is proposed that discharge limits for the water 
treatment plant be implemented that are below current background levels of copper, but above WQC. 
This approach allows for attainment of ambient WQC throughout the waterbody in a phased or step-wise 
approach. The copper that will be discharged from the treatment plant will be more than off set by the 
permanent removal of copper contaminated sediments from the Harbor. 
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Federal PCB policies and guidance regarding PCB releases and treatment technologies for CERCLA 
remedial actions will be considered. The Allowable Ambient Limits and Threshold Exposure Limits will 
be considered for alternatives involving air emissions. Revised toxicity equivalence factors (TEF) and 
air dioxin guidelines will be considered for evaluation of air emissions. Noise levels will be minimized 
to the extent practicable. 

6.2.10.4 Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternative HS-6 provides long term effectiveness and permanence as the Hot Spot sediments are no 
longer at the site. As a result, a five year review will not be required. Again, there is no concern with the 
potential failure of the technical components of the remedy. In summary, there are no residual risks or 
concern for the adequacy and reliability of controls. 

6.2.10.5 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume 

This alternative does not reduce the toxicity or mobility of the contaminants. However, the dewatering 
process does reduce the volume of PCB contaminated material from 15,000 cubic yards to approximately 
11,000 yards. The off-site landfilling alternative does not fulfill the statutory preference for treatment as 
a principle element. 

6.2.10.6 Short Term Effectiveness 

The short term effectiveness concerns with alternative HS-6 involves protection of site workers and area 
residents from potential exposure to PCBs during the sediment removal and dewatering activities. These 
potential risks will be minimized through the use of safety plans, equipment and procedures. This will 
include the use of personnel protective equipment (coveralls, gloves, suits, respirators, etc.) for the 
workers and implementation of a comprehensive network of ambient air monitors to assess potential 
PCB volatilization. In addition, the vacuum truck that removes the sediment from the CDF will also be 
equipped with a emissions control system. 

The response objectives will be achieved within a two year period including design, procurement and 
field implementation. Potential impacts due to construction related traffic and noise will be minimized 
by the five day a week operations and the low daily volume of truck traffic (seven trucks per day). 

6.2.10.7 Implementability 

Alternative HS-6 is implementable. The technology to complete the construction activities including 
removal and dewatering of the sediment are routinely available. There are currently off-site chemical 
waste landfills available for disposal of the Hot Spot sediment. 

There would be a high level of coordination with other agencies associated with this alternative. 
Significant efforts would be undertaken to ensure that the selected landfill has the required permits in 
place and maintains an acceptable compliance record. For a waste such as the Hot Spot sediments, an 
independent environmental compliance audit would likely be conducted for candidate landfills prior to a 
selection being made. 
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6.2.10.8 Cost 

The cost estimate for the off-site landfilling alternative includes site preparation, sediment removal from 
the CDF, sediment dewatering, treating water removed from the sediment, off-site transportation to and 
disposal at the off-site landfill and air monitoring. The transportation and disposal costs presented in 
Table 6-12 were developed using the average cost for two potential landfill sites. One was located in 
western New York State and the second location was a landfill in Alabama. 

The total estimated cost of $14.8 million also includes costs for other indirect activities such as health 
and safety, legal, engineering, construction services and fee. A contingency factor of 20% was also 
applied to the total direct and indirect costs. 

6.2.10.9 State Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the state on the 
Proposed Plan. 

6.2.10.10 Community Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the community on 
the Proposed Plan. 
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Table 6-12
 
Cost Estimate: Remedial Alternative - HS-6
 

Off-Site Landfilling
 

DIRECT COSTS 
A. Site Preparation 127,979 
B. Sediment Removal From CDF 329,540 
C. Dewatering 1,035,000 
D. Off-Site Transportation 3,191,750 
E. Off-Site Landfil l ing 1,865,306 
F. Air Monitoring 1,651,200 

INDIRECT COSTS 
A. Health & Safety (@ 5% of TDC) Level D Protection 410,039 
B. Legal, Administration, Permitting (@ 10% of TDC) 820,078 
C. Engineering (@ 10% of TDC) 820,078 
D. Services During Construction (@ 10% of TDC) 820,078 
E. Turnkey Contractor Fee (@ 1 5% of TDC) 1,230,116 

CONTINGENCY '. 20% of TDC + TIC) 

TOTAE ;.: 

TOTAE; 
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6.2.11 Alternative HS-7: Off-site Incineration 

This section of the FS Addendum describes Remedial Alternative HS-7 and evaluates the alternative 
against the detailed evaluation criteria. Alternative HS-7 involves removal of the Hot Spot sediment and 
treatment through off-site incineration at a permitted facility. This facility would be specifically 
designed to meet the requirements of an incinerator as prescribed by TSCA regulations. Only 
incinerators meeting the applicable compliance criteria would be considered as potential treatment 
locations. 

6.2.11.1 General Description 

Remedial Alternative HS-7 is a removal and treatment alternative using a permitted off-site facility. The 
cleanup operations would include the following activities; withdrawal of the Hot Spot sediments from 
the CDF, staging the sediments for treatment in sealed containers, screening the sediment to remove 
over-sized material, dewatering the sediment with a plate and frame assembly, treating water removed 
from the sediment, loading the sediments for off-site shipment, and conducting treatment at a permitted 
off-site facility. Overall movement of materials from the CDF through the process steps is presented in 
Figure 6-20. 

The initial treatment steps for alternative HS-7 are the same as those described for the other alternatives. 
These initial steps encompass the activities conducted from the initial upgrade of the site to 
accommodate the materials handling treatment operations. As with the other alternatives, the 
predominant feature of this initial step is the construction of a series of treatment pads and access roads, 
as shown on Figure 6-21. Additional detail on existing site conditions and other site facility 
requirements is discussed in Section 6.2.2. 

Following dewatering and conditioning, the sediment will be loaded into 20 cubic yard, sealed roll-off 
containers (sludge boxes) for transportation to the off-site incineration facility. The dewatering process 
will reduce the volume of contaminated sediments from 15,000 cubic yards to approximately 11,000 
cubic yards (14,500 tons). Seventeen tons of sediment will be placed in each sludge box, requiring 
approximately 850 trucks to complete the removal operation. Removal of the sediment from the CDF 
and dewatering will be the rate limiting steps. The complete operation is expected to take six months to 
complete. This will result in seven trucks per day operating on a five day per week basis. 

6.2.11.2 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Alternative HS-7 would provide protection of human health and the environment. The potential human 
health risks associated with direct contact and inhalation would no longer be present. Similarly, the 
potential ecological risks would no longer be present as the sediments would have been removed from 
the site and treated. 

***** DRAFT FINAL ***** 
RevO , ot. 12/31/97 
D97-042 



I 

 5 4  3 2 | 18 | 7 | 6 L I 

FILTCATE 

D 

?'
 

VACUUM TRUCK 

/
I ., s\ ,s\ 

,, ,,, ,..,,., ..IT ^ T^ SIITCF BOXFS STDRARF / \ ., ' 1 IN^H <=FpiMFNT FFFD nrwATrrriMf Finn? - —• • — •CDF SEGMENT / ^ . ,, / \ i iMpii THIUFNT FTPD /̂ l̂ - — —— UhwAitKiNb I-ILILK ^"^ /^ CELL « ] | __ tOK HOI SHOI StUIMLNI m ( SCREEN ^ i IHUI JLUIMUII ILLU / y
 

Y \ / '̂ '̂ 
 
TRFATFn WATFR \ / HIGH PRESSURE 
IKLftlLU HRItn rm Jrt mi JfJ \ / cmumiT rr-rn 01 Ilio - i
 
TO ESTUARY -^ ' - r  »' \/ SEulWENI htED PUMP
 CQJ 5 CELL

X 1 /
\. FILTER CAKE /C C 

5 J 

. 

1

TREATED WATER

 *

A

 • ' ~

 WWT UNIT

 -ROW EQUIUZATION

 -LLAKlHUAllUN 

.

 OEWATERED SEDIMENT CAKE

 J 

1 

1 
*"

OFF-SITE 

• INUNtKAIluN 

' 

RE30UM. SOUOS 

B 
> 1 INCH SEDIMENT FEED ^ B 

PPE WASTE 

UTILITIES AND SUPPORT 

FACILITY 

A 

J 

1
1
I

1

jl

1
L
T

( —

OVERALL MATERIAL BALANCE

 I" CUBIC YARDS
 — 7^^ ~

 TONS . . ...

 _MM GALLON.!

8 |

 1 7. -JT ~~^~

/i\ /2\ /j\
\/ \S \/

 Qdf SEDWENT DEWAIERED IRtAIED
SEDIMENT VHATER

 1S.OOO 1 1LOOO "
 mfvm usnn '

 18.000 ...14,500... _

 1 .._...... .-.y°

 7

 1

 | 6 5 ~ 4

 /v
 < >
 v

 1 FnTKID
l_L_v_»l_HL^

SOLID/ SCMI GOLIIJ

 VAPOR

 LIUUIU

 UATFRIAI RAI ANHF

 3

 FhE INFORMATICW SPEOFOUCNS AND DATA 

 sew on mis PRIKI ARE FURNISHED BT 
 AND ARE TO REMAIN THE PRnPESrV Of TOSIER 
 WHEBfR ENVIRONUENTAL CCRP. WE ACCEPTW 

 WARRANIS THAT NO USE «U BE UAOE Of THE 
 «U£ EXCEPT TO FAQUTA1E 1HE INSTAUArON, 

 REfRESEJUtBBrSArD PRINl 

FWENC. PROJECT NO 

 8860.00300000.00300 
 CADDFILI; NO 

 HS60A.02«nWG 

 FWCNC. CONTRACT NO 

 68-W9-0034 

 DRAWN BY DATE 
 rn 6/28/97 

 CHECKED BY DATt a 

PROJ/DES ENO DATE 

ENG APPROVAL DATE 

FOSTER WHEELER ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION 
470 ATLANTIC AVENUE 

BOSTON, MA. 02210 

NEW BEDFORD HARBOR 

HOT SPOT FEASIBILITY STUDY ADDENDUM 

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE HS-7 
OFF-SITE INCINERATION 

ZE RE 
FIGURE 6-20 

U£: NONE |PLOTDATE 9/25/97 JSHEET 1 OF 1 

2 | 1 

A 



.-J 

AIR MONITORING 
STATION 

CONnNED 
DISPOSAL AIR 
FACILITY CONFINED DISPOSAL FACILITY BURIED MONITORING 

PILOT CELL #1	 STATION 
DREDGE 
MATERIAL 

CONFINED 
__ DISPOSAL 

AIR MONITOR1N5 FACILITY 
STATION AIR MONITORING 

STATION	 DEWATERING CELL #2
 
PRESSES
 MOBILE LOCATION) 

AND SUPPORT
 
FACILITIES
 

FIGURE 6-21 

NEW BEDFORD HARBOR
 
HOT SPOT FEASBUTY STUDY ADDENDUM
 

SITE LAYOUT FOR 
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE HS-7 

100 200 OFF-SITE INCINERATION -^ 
SCALE IN FEET 

FOSTER WHEELER ENVRONMENTAL CORPORATION
 
US EPA ARCS I PROGRAM
 

CACrtE SSNWULDWG 
DUE 9/17/97 



6.2.11.3 Compliance with ARARs 

This section discusses the chemical-specific, location-specific and action-specific ARARs for alternative 
HS-7. Complete listings of these respective ARARs are presented in Tables B-7-1, B-7-2 and B-7-3 of 
Appendix B to this document. 

There are no "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate" federal or state chemical-specific ARARs for 
alternative HS-7. Cleanup levels are based on Action-specific standards under the TSCA. Two federal 
guidance are cited as "To be considered" in evaluating potential carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks 
posed by contaminants at the site. 

Location-specific ARARs pertain to the site's location within a coastal floodplain, adjacent to the 
Harbor. Federal ARARs are Executive Order 11988 - Floodplain Management (40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A), the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC Part 661 et seq., 40 CFR 6.302) and the 
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC Parts 1451 et seq. To implement this alternative in the coastal 
floodplain a determination must be made that no practicable alternative exists outside the floodplain. 
Under such circumstances the potential harm must be minimized and action taken to restore and preserve 
natural and beneficial values. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires that the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service be consulted regarding preventing and mitigating any potential losses to fish and 
wildlife resources. 

State ARARs regulate coastal zone management (301 CMR 21.0), waterways (regarding flowed and 
filled tidelands)(310 CMR 9.00), and wetlands protection (131 MGL 40, 310 CMR 10.00). The state 
wetlands protection statute identifies the following protected resource areas that occur on or adjacent to 
the site: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage, Land Under Ocean, Designated Port Area, Coastal 
Beaches (including tidal flats), Coastal Bank (including a 100-foot buffer zone inland from the edge of 
the bank), and Land Containing Shellfish. 

All actives, including operation, maintenance, and monitoring of the temporary storage CDF and 
removal/dewatering of the sediments will comply with all the substantive requirements of the state 
Location-specific ARARs. Coordination with the state will be ongoing during the planning and 
implementation of the remedy. 

The primary action-specific ARARs are requirements regarding waste storage and the dewatering facility 
discharges. These ARARs include PCB storage and disposal requirements under TSCA (40 CFR 761) 
and identification and regulation of characteristic hazardous waste under Massachusetts Hazardous 
Waste Management standards (310 CMR 30.00). Action-specific ARARs do not apply to the 
transportation and off-site disposal phases of the proposed remedy. 

TSCA requires that any PCB contaminated dredge spoil with a concentration of 50 ppm or greater be 
disposed of either in an approved incinerator, an approved chemical waste landfill, or by using a disposal 
method to be approved by the Regional Administrator. HS-7 satisfies the incineration standards of 
TSCA. 

HS-7 requires temporary storage of the PCB sediment for greater than one year before all of the PCB 
dredge spoil can be removed from the site. Storage of PCB dredge spoil for more than a year violates a 
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TSCA storage requirement. This ARAR needs to be waived under Section 121(d)(4)(C) of CERCLA 
due to the technical impracticality, based on engineering constraints, involved in removing and/or 
treating the PCB material in less than a year. Currently, the storage requirement is being waived through 
"an interim measure" under Section 121(d)(4)(A). The present waiver allows the Agency to waive the 
storage ARAR for an interim measure that will become part of a final remedial action at the Site. HS-7 
will require temporary storage for approximately two years before completion of the final remedy. In the 
interim, the PCB dredge spoil will remain stored within the existing CDF in a manner that is protective 
of health and the environment (as described under Alternative HS-1, No Further Action). Storage of the 
PCB dredge spoil will comply with the remaining TSCA storage ARARs that do not involve the one-year 
storage limit, including standards for closure of the site upon completion of the remedy. 

Massachusetts Hazardous Waste ARAR's apply to all non-PCB contaminants that meet characteristic 
hazardous waste standards. Recent toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) data on the 
dredged sediment samples show the sediment does not meet the definition of a RCRA characteristic 

y waste. Toxicity characteristic (TC) constituent concentrations are below TC regulatory limits for 
hazardous waste. Sediments, process wastes, and discharges from monitoring, operations, and/or 
maintenance will be tested for hazardous constituents. Any characteristic wastes identified will be 
stored, treated, and/or disposed of in compliance with state hazardous waste requirements. 

Other federal and state action-specific ARARs include air quality and air pollution requirements, which 
preclude the release of PCBs and other contaminants. Air emissions from the proposed alternative may 
result from releases from the storage facility and handling/dewatering of the sediments before off-site 
removal. Air emissions will be addressed through monitoring, management of storage facilities, and 
treatment of off-gases from handlingand dewatering. 

Water discharges are regulated under state and federal water quality ARARs. Water treatment at the on-
site treatment plant will be required for the dewatering discharges and may be required if surface run off 
becomes contaminated by the stored sediments. Operation of the water treatment plant requires a waiver 
of a provision of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements of the federal Clean 
Water Act (CWA), Section 402. The provision prohibits new discharges into waters that do not meet 
applicable water quality criteria, unless certain conditions are met (40 CFR 122.4(i)). It is proposed that 
a protectiveness waiver under Section 121(d)(4)(B) of CERCLA be used for this ARAR since 
compliance would essentially prevent the cleanup of this Site and result in greater risk to human health 
and the environment than other alternatives. The issue is the result of the degraded water quality in the 
Harbor, where permitting any new discharge is not possible unless the Harbor's waters reach water 
quality standards or until the other conditions of the regulations are met. Neither of these conditions are 
likely to be accomplished in a reasonable time. 

Furthermore, since New Bedford Harbor water quality is so degraded as to preclude diluting any 
proposed discharge, Section 402 of the CWA requires that discharges meet ambient water quality criteria 
(WQC) at the discharge point. Except for copper, it is expected that the treatment facility can attain 
compliance with WQC during the remedial activities. Consistent with Section 303 of the CWA and its 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach, it is proposed that discharge limits for the water 
treatment plant be implemented that are below current background levels of copper, but above WQC. 
This approach allows for attainment of ambient WQC throughout the waterbody in a phased or step-wise 
approach. The copper that will be discharged from the treatment plant will be more than off set by the 
permanent removal of copper contaminated sediments from the Harbor. 
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Federal PCB policies and guidance regarding PCB releases and treatment technologies for CERCLA 
remedial actions will be considered. The Allowable Ambient Limits and Threshold Exposure Limits will 
be considered for alternatives involving air emissions. Revised toxicity equivalence factors (TEF) and 
air dioxin guidelines will be considered for evaluation of air emissions. Noise levels will be minimized 
to the extent practicable. 

6.2.11.4 Long Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Removal of the sediments and incineration is effective and permanent. The waste would no longer be at 
the site and would be treated to Destruction and Removal Efficiency (DRE) levels exceeding 99.9999%. 

6.2.11.5 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume 

Alternative HS-7 reduces the volume of the PCB wastes through the initial dewatering step. The toxicity 
of the sediment would be significantly reduced by lowering the concentration of PCBs during 
incineration. The mobility of the metals may be increased through incineration and the treated solids 
would be tested to ensure compliance with TCLP requirements. 

6.2.11.6 Short Term Effectiveness 

The short term effectiveness concerns with alternative HS-7 involve protection of site workers and area 
residents from potential exposure to PCBs during the sediment removal and dewatering activities. These 
potential risks would be minimized through the use of safety plans, equipment and procedures. These 
would include the use of personnel protective equipment (coveralls, gloves, suits, respirators, etc.) for the 
workers and implementation of a comprehensive network of ambient air monitors to assess potential 
PCB volatilization. In addition, the vacuum truck that removes the sediment from the CDF would also 
be equipped with an emissions control system. 

The time to complete the remedial actions under alternative HS-7 is on the order of two years. This 
includes the time necessary for design, procurement and field implementation. Potential impacts due to 
construction related traffic and noise would be minimized by the five day a week operations and the low 
daily volume of truck traffic (seven trucks per day). 

6.2.11.7 Implementability 

Alternative HS-7 is implementable as the required construction services are locally available and there 
are permitted incineration facilities available to treat the Hot Spot sediment. However, one of these 
facilities recently announced that it would no longer be accepting waste and as a result, there is some 
concern as to whether there will be an incineration facility available to accept this waste in the future. 
Given this situation, it may be prudent to have a back-up approach available for treatment and/or 
disposal of the sediments. 

This alternative would likely require a significant amount of coordination between federal, state and 
local officials. 
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6.2.11.8 Cost 

The costs for alternative HS-7 include the following activities: site preparation, sediment removal from 
the CDF, dewatering, treating water removed from the sediment, off-site transportation, off-site 
incineration and air monitoring. Estimated costs for this alternative are summarized in Table 6-13. The 
representative incineration facility chosen for typical costing reasons is located in Texas. 

The total alternative cost of $37.7 million presented in Table 6-13 also includes a number of indirect 
costs and a 20% contingency. 

6.2.11.9 State Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the state on the 
Proposed Plan. 

x 
6.2.11.10 Community Acceptance 

This criterion will be evaluated by EPA within the ROD based on input received from the community on 
the Proposed Plan 
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Table 6-13
 
Cost Estimate: Remedial Alternative - HS-7
 

Off-Site Incineration
 

DIRECT COSTS 
A. Site Preparation 
B. Sediment Removal From CDF 
C. Dewatering 
D. Off-Site Transportation 
E. Off-Site Incineration 
F. Air Monitoring 

INDIRECT COSTS 
A. Health & Safety (@ 5% of TDC) Level D Protection 
B. Legal, Administration, Permitting (@ 10% of TDC) 
C. Engineering (@ 10% of TDC) 
D. Services During Construction (@ 10% of TDC) 
E. Turnkey Contractor Fee (@ 15% of TDC) 

CONTINGENCY (@ 20% of TDC + TIC) 

ViJBrrfV'sTJSS^SSf*^^-•' ''•^SS'yWK^^f'̂ ^ '̂̂ '̂ f: ^ • 

•̂̂ HS*7^ ̂ %. i-^K, 

127,979 
329,540 

1,035,000 
5,604,300 

12,195,120 
1,651,200 

1,047,157 
2,094,314 
2,094,314 
2,094,314 
3,141,471 

6,282,942 
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6.3 Comparison of Remedial Alternatives 

In this section, the eleven remedial alternatives presented in Section 6.2 are compared with each other. 
Comparisons are presented in a qualitative manner and attempt to identify substantive differences between 
the alternatives. As required under the NCP, the following criteria form the basis for the comparative 
analysis: 

• Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 
• Compliance with ARARs 
• Short Term Effectiveness 
• Long Term Effectiveness 
• Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume 
• Implementability 

y • Cost 

6.3.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

The no further action alternative (HS-1) will provide limited long-term protection of human health and 
the environment, due, primarily, to the limitations of the existing cover system over the hot spot 
sediments. The existing cover system consists of a maintained water layer over a relatively thin plastic 
cover to minimize air emissions of PCBs. While the integrity of the water layer and cover can be 
effectively maintained in the short-term, wind and sun damage will cause long-term maintenance 
problems and the long-term integrity of the cover system will be difficult to ensure. 

The primary difference in long-term protectiveness between the on-site treatment alternatives (HS-2A, HS
2B, HS-2C, HS-3A, HS-3B, HS-3C, HS-4) and the on-site non-treatment alternatives (HS-1 and HS-5), is 
the magnitude of residual risk and the reliance on long-term controls to minimize the risks. However, the 
on-site treatment alternatives present some short-term risks and implementability challenges. All of the on-
site treatment alternatives involve removing the sediments from the CDF and handling them prior to 
treatment. The removal and handling activities could generate PCB emissions. The use of reagents and 
process equipment that are quite hazardous in nature, pose potential risks to on-site workers and nearby 
residents. These potential risks can be greatly minimized through compliance with appropriate 
procedures and controls For on-site treatment alternatives HS-2A and HS-3A there are also potential 
short-term risks with the treatment residuals from the solid phase destruction process. For on-site 
treatment alternatives which involve thermal desorption (HS-3A, HS-3B and HS-3C), the potential exists 
for emissions of particulates, metals such as lead, and the possibility for creating and emitting dioxins 
and furans. The emissions would be controlled using available off-gas control technology. The short-
term risks and implementability challenges are lower for the two on-site treatment alternatives (HS-2C and 
HS-3C) which involve off-site incineration of the contaminated treatment residuals from either solvent 
extraction or thermal desorption. 

For the two off-site alternatives (HS-6 and HS-7) potential short-term risks to human health and the 
environment occur in the handling and dewatering of the contaminated sediments, prior to off-site 
shipment. 
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6.3.2 Compliance with ARARs 

All of the alternatives comply with ARARs, although waivers will be required for a number of provisions 
pertaining to the implementation of each alternative. 

There are no "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate" federal or state chemical-specific ARARs for the 
proposed remedies at the site. 

Location-specific ARARs pertain to the site's location within a coastal floodplain, adjacent to the 
Harbor. Federal ARARs are Executive Order 11988 - Floodplain Management (40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A), the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC Part 661 et seq., 40 CFR 6.302) and the 
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC Parts 1451 et seq. For every alternative a determination must be 
made that no practicable alternative exists outside the floodplain. Under such circumstances the 
potential harm must be minimized and action taken to restore and preserve natural and beneficial values. 
The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service be consulted 
regarding preventing and mitigating any potential losses to fish and wildlife resources in regards to all of 
the alternatives. 

State ARARs regulate coastal zone management (301 CMR 21.0), waterways (regarding flowed and 
filled tidelands)(310 CMR 9.00), and wetlands protection (131 MGL 40, 310 CMR 10.00). The state 
wetlands protection statute identifies the following protected resource areas that occur on or adjacent to 
the site: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage, Land Under Ocean, Designated Port Area, Coastal 
Beaches (including tidal flats), Coastal Bank (including a 100-foot buffer zone inland from the edge of 
the bank), and Land Containing Shellfish. 

All actives pertaining to the alternatives, including operation, maintenance, and monitoring of the 
temporary storage CDF and removal/dewatering of the sediments will comply with all the substantive 
requirements of the state Location-specific ARARs. 

The primary action-specific ARARs pertaining to each alternative are requirements regarding waste 
management and treatment of discharges. These ARARs include PCB disposal requirements under 
TSCA (40 CFR 761) and identification and regulation of characteristic hazardous waste under 
Massachusetts Hazardous Waste Management standards (310 CMR 30.00). 

TSCA requires that any PCB contaminated dredge spoil with a concentration of 50 ppm or greater be 
disposed of either in an approved incinerator, an approved chemical waste landfill, or by using a disposal 
method to be approved by the Regional Administrator. Approval must be based on a finding that, based 
on technical, environmental, and economic considerations, disposal in an incinerator or chemical waste 
landfill is not reasonable and appropriate, and that the alternative disposal method will provide adequate 
protection to health and the environment. Four of the alternatives (Solvent Extraction and Off-Site 
Incineration, HS-2C; Thermal Desorption and Off-Site Incineration, HS-3C; Off-Site Landfilling, HS-6, 
and Off-Site Incineration, HS-7) satisfy one of the first two approved disposal methods. The other seven 
proposed remedies (involving either in-place permanent disposal (HS-1 and HS-5) or on-site treatment 
(HS-2A and B, HS-3A and B, and 4)) entail alternative disposal remedies that require approval by the 
Regional Administrator, based on the requirements of TSCA. 
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The two proposed in-place disposal remedies (No Further Action, HS-1 and In-Place Capping, HS-5) 
must comply with relevant and appropriate TSCA chemical waste landfill standards, which apply to the 
permanent disposal of PCB contaminated dredge spoil (40 CFR 761.75). TSCA allows for specific 
requirements for the landfill ARAR to be waived upon a finding by the Regional Administrator that the 
facility will not present an unreasonable risk of injury to health or the environment. To use the present 
CDF facility as a permanent disposal facility under either alternative, waivers are required regarding 
hydrologic conditions, flood protection, and leachate collection. Under both HS-1 and HS-5, the facility 
design includes double impermeable bottom and side liners, a monitoring system for leak detection, and 
top-of-berm elevation two feet higher than the 100-year flood elevation that should meet waiver 
standards for the prevention of injury to health or the environment. HS-5 provides further protection in 
that it also includes a multi-layer cap, gas collection and treatment and surface run-off controls. 

The remaining nine remedies (HS-2A, B, and C; 3A, B, and C; 4, 6 and 7) would involving either the 
removal of contamination off-site or some form of on-site treatment. All require temporary storage of 

y the PCB sediment for greater than one year. Storage of PCB dredge spoil for more than a year violates a 
TSCA storage requirement. This ARAR needs to be waived under Section 121(d)(4)(C) of CERCLA 
due to the technical impracticality, based on engineering constraints, involved in removing and/or 
treating the PCB material in less than a year. The nine removal or on-site treatment alternatives will 
require storage periods estimated between two to five years before completion of the final remedy. In 
the interim, the PCB dredge spoil will remain stored within the existing CDF in a manner that is 
protective of health and the environment. Storage of the PCB dredge spoil will comply with the 
remaining TSCA storage ARARs that do not involve the one-year storage limit, including closure of the 
temporary storage cell. 

Massachusetts Hazardous Waste ARAR's apply to all non-PCB contaminants that meet characteristic 
hazardous waste standards. Recent toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) data on the 
dredged sediment samples show the sediment does not meet the definition of a RCRA characteristic 
waste. Toxicity characteristic (TC) constituent concentrations are below TC regulatory limits for 
hazardous waste. Sediments, process wastes, and/or discharges from monitoring, operations, and/or 
maintenance of all of the alternatives will be tested for hazardous constituents. Any characteristic wastes 
identified will be stored, treated, and/or disposed of in compliance with state hazardous waste 
requirements. 

Massachusetts Solid Waste ARARs are applicable for all alternatives that involve the disposal of treated 
sediments (Alternatives HS-2A, 2B and 2C; HS-3A, 3B, and 3C; and 4), containing less the 50 ppm of 
PCBs. These requirements include cover systems, surface and groundwater protection, monitoring, and 
post-closure measures. 

Every alternative will comply with federal and state action-specific ARARs governing air quality and air 
pollution requirements, which preclude the release of PCBs and other contaminants. Air emissions from 
every proposed alternatives may result from releases from the storage facility, discharges from extraction 
and treatment technologies, and/or handling/dewatering of the sediments before off-site removal or on-
site processing. Air emissions will be addressed through monitoring, management of storage facilities, 
and/or treatment of off-gases from handling, dewatering, and processing. 

Every alternative will likely produce at least some water discharges regulated under state and federal 
water quality ARARs. Contaminated discharges will require treatment at the facility's on-site water 
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treatment plant. Water treatment may be required because of surface run off becoming contaminated by 
the stored sediments or from dewatering and/or process discharges. Operation of the water treatment 
plant requires a waiver of a provision of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
requirements of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 402. The provision prohibits new 
discharges into waters (including New Bedford Harbor) that do not meet applicable water quality 
criteria, unless certain conditions are met (40 CFR 122.4(i)). It is proposed that a protectiveness waiver 
under Section 121(d)(4)(B) of CERCLA be used for this ARAR since compliance would essentially 
prevent the cleanup of this Site and result in greater risk to human health and the environment than other 
alternatives. 

Furthermore, since New Bedford Harbor water quality is so degraded as to preclude diluting any 
proposed discharge, Section 402 of the CWA requires that discharges from all of the alternatives meet 
ambient water quality criteria (WQC) at the discharge point. Except for copper, it is expected that the 
treatment facility can attain compliance with WQC during the remedial activities. Consistent with 
Section 303 of the CWA and its Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach, it is proposed that 
discharge limits for the water treatment plant be implemented that are below current background levels 
of copper, but above WQC. This approach allows for attainment of ambient WQC throughout the 
waterbody in a phased or step-wise approach. The copper that will be discharged from the treatment 
plant will be more than off set by the permanent removal of copper contaminated sediments from the 
Harbor. 

6.3.3 Long Term Effectiveness 

The long-term effectiveness and permanence criterion addresses the remaining risks after the site has been 
remediated along with the degree of certainty that the alternative will prove successful. The two off-site 
alternatives, off-site landfilling and off-site incineration, alternatives HS-6 and HS-7, respectively, provide 
the highest degree of long term effectiveness and permanence as the Hot Spot sediments are no longer 
present. The adequacy and reliability of controls does not apply to these two off-site alternatives. 
Alternative HS-4 provides a high degree of long term effectiveness and permanence as the residual 
contaminants, primarily the metals are immobilized in the vitrified product. 

The sediment would remain untreated at the site under the no further action alternative (HS-1) and the in-
place capping alternative (HS-5) and as such, both have a significant amount of residual risk associated with 
them. However, the risks for no further action (HS-1) are higher as the ability to contact the sediment still 
exists and the potential for PCB emissions are much higher. In addition, the controls under the in-place 
capping alternative (HS-5) are more reliable than under the no further action alternative. 

The remaining alternatives are on-site treatment approaches that would treat the sediment to PCB 
concentrations of less than 50 ppm. Each of these treatment alternatives use separation as the first step 
(solvent extraction or thermal desorption) and then treat the highly concentrated oil material through a 
number of potential treatment processes. As such, the treatment residual associated with the three solvent-
extraction alternatives (HS-2A, 2B and 2C) are equivalent to the risks posed by the solids resulting from the 
thermal desorption alternatives (HS-3A, 3B and 3C). 

The magnitude of risk associated with the treatment residuals from the gas phase chemical destruction 
(HS-2B and HS-3B) are not considered as there will be no residuals left at the site. The residuals associated 
with the solid phase destruction components of alternatives HS-2A and HS-3A are of some uncertainty due 
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to the potentially high caustic characteristics of the treated residuals. While the residual material from the 
process is expected to have PCB levels below 5 ppm, the results of the pilot study testing indicated these 
wastes may still pose some risk due to elevated pH and reactivity. If the residues cannot be safely stored 
on-site, further treatment or off-site disposal will be required. 

The treated solid residuals from the on-site treatment processes would be disposed of in an on-site CDF 
designed to effectively manage sediments contaminated with much higher PCB concentrations. As such, 
these facilities would provide an appropriate method to manage the residual risks associated with these 
treated solids. It is also important to note that these solids would retain most of the heavy metals as these 
separation processes are primarily targeted at organic type contaminants such as PCBs. These solids were 
tested for the leachability of the metals and passed the TCLP leaching test. As a result no additional 
treatment such as solidification would be required. 

The degree of certainty that the proposed alternatives will prove successful is not known. The treatability 
( studies showed that each treatment alternative tested (the HS-2 and HS-3 alternatives and HS-4) needed 

additional testing or evaluation to determine whether the alternatives would work at full-scale operation. 
The no further action alternative (HS-1) would require continued monitoring and maintenance to its cap 
system (designed originally as a temporary cover) in order to provide long-term protectiveness. In-PIace 
Capping (HS-5) has the potential for successful containment of the contaminants. However, the alternative 
relies on the stability of the existing CDF and the ability to install a permanent cap over the site. Under the 
current design of the CDF it would be extremely difficult to repair/replace the facility in the event of 
remedy failure. Off-site landfilling or incineration (HS-6 and HS-7) have a high potential to succeed. 
However, to implement either alternative it will be necessary to evaluate the record of the receiving facility 
to determine that the contaminants will either be landfilled or incinerated properly and in accordance with 
all regulations. 

6.3.4 Reduction in Toxicitv and Mobility Volume 

AH of the treatment alternatives (HS-2A, HS-2B, HS-2C, HS-3A, HS-3B, HS-3C, HS-4 and HS-7) 
provide for significant reductions in toxicity and volume for the contaminants. Typical volume 
reductions of PCB contaminated material for both on-site separation processes (solvent extraction and 
thermal desorption) are on the order of 97%. Overall PCB treatment efficiencies are expected to be on 
the order of 99%. The overall highest treatment efficiency is associated with off-site incineration (HS-7) 
which typically operates in the 99.9999% DRE range. While the Eco Logic reactor alone did reach this 
range, the maximum efficiency of the overall treatment scheme (separation and destruction) is limited by 
the desorption efficiency of 99%. 

The only treatment alternative that reduced the mobility of the contaminants, particularly, the inorganic 
contaminants was vitrification (HS-4). In fact, the mobility of the metals in the treated solids generally 
increased for alternatives that used thermal desorption as the initial separation step (HS-3A, HS-3B and 
HS-3C). Despite this increase in mobility, the treated solids passed TCLP testing and therefore, no 
additional treatment would be required prior to disposal in an on-site CDF. 

There will be some reduction in the overall volume of contaminated sediment with no further action (HS
1) in-place capping (HS-5) and off-site landfilling (HS-6). However, the volume reductions are not 
expected to be significant (HS-1, 5% to 10% reduction; HS-5, 10% to 20% reduction; and HS-6, 20% to 
30% reduction). 
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6.3.5 Short Term Effectiveness 

The short-term effectiveness refers to the effect of the alternative on human health and the environment 
during implementation. In addition, this criterion considers the time until the remedial action is complete. 
All of the on-site treatment alternatives with the exception of vitrification (HS-4) could be completed in 
four to five years. The vitrification alternative would likely be on the order of six years, provided the results 
of design scale testing were straight forward and did not require significant time to finalize the 
implementation approach. The two off-site alternatives (HS-6 and HS-7) would require approximately two 
years to complete. On-site alternative HS-5, in place capping, would also require approximately two years 
to complete. The no further action alternative (HS-1) by definition is already complete. 

The potential risks to site workers and nearby residents under the various treatment alternatives are 
significant. All of the techniques use process equipment and reagents that are hazardous in nature. These 
different hazards include flammable materials, electricity, heat, open flames, numerous chemicals, etc. 
Therefore, detailed safety plans and procedures will be required. Alternative HS-2B (solvent extraction and 
gas phase chemical reduction) may present the highest level of short term risk given the limited space 
available at the site and the quantities of hazardous materials at the site. Also, alternatives that use two 
treatment technologies at the site together (HS-2A, HS-2B, HS-3A, HS-3B and HS-4) inherently have more 
short-term risks. These risks may not necessarily be additive, in some cases they may be synergistically 
related. The alternatives which employ only one technology at the site, solvent extraction and off-site 
incineration (HS-2C) and thermal desorption and off-site incineration (HS-3C) pose less short-term risks. 

The risks to site workers due to the potentially hazardous nature of the process residuals from the solid 
phase dechlorination process (HS-2A and HS-3A) must also be considered. The reactivity and high pH of 
this material encountered during the pilot scale treatability studies could pose significant risks. 

For the on-site treatment alternatives which include thermal desorption as a treatment step (HS-3A, 
HS-3B and HS-3C), there is the potential to volatilize metals such as lead. The possibility also exists for 
the creation and emission of dioxins and furans. These compounds will be controlled using available 
off-gas control technologies. 

Protection of site workers and the community under the two off-site alternatives (HS-6 and HS-7) would be 
ensured through air monitoring as the only on-site activities would be sediment removal and dewatering. 
Efforts would also be made to ease the potential impact of truck traffic with the residential character of the 
area neighborhoods. 
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6.3.6 Implementabilitv 

The implementability of an alternative includes the technical and administrative feasibility of implementing 
the alternative, as well as the availability of the technology. The two off-site alternatives (HS-6 and HS-7), 
in-place capping (HS-5), and no further action (HS-1) are readily implementable. However, the condition 
of the liner over the long-term and the potential for leaks cannot be monitored easily given the 
groundwater levels and the potential impacts of tidal fluctuations on a monitoring well network. The 
remaining alternatives all employ one or more innovative treatment technologies. Inherent in these 
technologies are performance risks. These include both safety risks related to the operating-chemicals 
and/or parameters and the potential that the technology may not work at full-scale as marketed. The 
information from the treatability studies helps to understand and minimize these risks. 

The solvent extraction alternatives (HS-2A, 2B and 2C) use the same approach for separation of the PCBs 
from the sediments. These systems have been thoroughly tested at the bench and pilot scale with Hot Spot 
type sediment, yet the full-scale applications implemented to date have been on lower levels of PCS 
contamination. Notwithstanding this, the full-scale units are constructed with unit process equipment that is 
routinely available in the marketplace and has a significant operating history. The implementability of the 
three PCB destruction approaches combined with solvent extraction increase moving from HS-2A to HS
2C. The destruction component of HS-2A (solid phase chemical destruction) is still somewhat in the 
developmental stage as full-scale units for commercial application are currently being constructed. Relative 
to the Hot Spot sediment, the technology also has some materials handling difficulties to work through. 
Alternative HS-2B involves gas phase chemical destruction which has been used at full-scale on highly 
concentrated PCB wastes. However, the technology has not been used with solvent extraction as a first step 
and so, initial efforts may be required to work through any compatibility issues. Off-site incineration is 
readily implementable, although there is some potential concern that the availability of commercial 
incinerators may become an issue in the future. 

Another common theme for the solvent extraction alternatives is the percentage of capital cost allocated to 
the project compared to the other treatment approaches. This greatly influences the overall cost of these 
alternatives. This, in combination with the potential lack of full-scale commercial processes other than the 
one tested during the treatability studies could greatly impact the competitiveness of the bidding process for 
the alternatives. Also, issues such as government ownership of the treatment equipment would have to be 
evaluated in such a case. 

The separation step in the thermal desorption alternatives (HS-3A, 3B and 3C) is generally available. It 
should be noted that there is a significant difference in the commercial availability of the thermal desorption 
used as a representative process in alternative HS-2B. The unit used in alternative HS-2B (the Eco Logic 
TRM) would have to go through additional process development and testing based on the observations 
made during the treatability study. It could take up to 18 months and significant capital to work through 
these issues before treatment could begin. Implementability for the PCB destruction components of the 
thermal desorption alternatives (HS-3A, 3B and 3C) is similar to the solvent extraction alternatives with the 
exception of alternative HS-3B. The thermal desorption and chemical destruction components of HS-3B 
have been used together and compatibility should not present a problem. However, the implementability of 
alternative HS-3B as a whole will likely be constrained by the thermal desorption step. In addition, the 
issue of competitive bidding also exists for alternative HS-3B. 
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The vitrification alternative (HS-4) has significant implementability issues that require a comprehensive 
design scale study to address. This study will add two years and over $3 million to the overall cost of the 
remedial alternatives. 

6.3.7 Cost 

The cost estimates prepared for each of the 11 remedial alternative were developed on the basis of capital 
costs which include both direct costs and indirect costs. The direct capital costs were developed through 
a combination of vendor estimates resulting from the treatability study program, other vendor quotes, 
actual costs from the USACE's work at the site over the past ten years, and engineering judgment and 
experience. The indirect capital costs were developed using typical Feasibility Study indirect elements, 
including health and safety, legal and permitting, engineering, construction services, and profit. The 
total cost for the alternatives also included 20% for contingency. Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 
costs were included for the alternatives that maintain the sediment in its current location (HS-1 and 

x HS-5). 

The costs range from $5.4 million to $48.6 million. The cost for the non-removal alternatives were on 
the low end the range, no further action, HS-1 at $5.4 million and HS-5, in-place capping at $10.3 
million. The removal and treatment alternatives ranged from $19.0 million to $48.6 million. The off-
site non-treatment alternative, off-site landfilling, HS-6, was estimated at $14.8 million. The clear trends 
in the costs are demonstrated in Figure 6-22. In summary, treatment is more expensive than non-
treatment approaches, and the monitoring cost component for the non-removal alternatives plays a large 
role in the total cost for the alternative. 

Figure 6-22 
Remedial Alternative Cost Estimate Summary 
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The treatment costs for most of the on-site treatment technologies (HS-2A, HS-2B, HS-2C, HS-3A, 
HS-3B, HS-3C, and HS-4) range from approximately $20 million to $30 million. The exception being 
vitrification, HS-4, at $48.5 million. The accuracy range for Feasibility Studies is typically plus 50%, 
minus 30%. Given the range and the average cost for on-site treatment, there is not a tremendous 
difference in cost between the six non-vitrification treatment alternatives that could be implemented at 
the site. As a result, factors such as implementability and short-term effectiveness may play a larger role 
in comparing the on-site treatment alternatives against one another. 

6.3.8 Summary of Detailed Analysis 

Evaluation of the eleven remedial alternatives, using the detailed criteria is summarized in Table 6-14. 
This table facilitates a comparison of the eleven alternatives with the evaluation criteria and relative to 
one another. 
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Remedial 
[tentative 

HS-l: 

No Further Action 

Overall Protection of 
Human and the 
Environment • 

This alternative provides 
limited protection of human 
health and the environment. 

Limited long-term protection 
is primarily due to the 
longevity of the existing 
cover. 

Table 6-14 
Summary of Detailed Analysis of Remedial Alternatives 

Induction of 
Long-Term Mo||lity, Toxicity 

Effectiveness and and Volume Short-Term 
•> Compliance with .ARARs. Treatment •1 Accel Immunity 

cceptance 
This alternative complies with Federal and State ARARs, with a
waiver of the prohibition against new discharges into degraded
waters regulation under Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act
(40 CFR 122.4(i)).

 i 
j 
! 
I 

This alternative provides 
limited long-term 
effectiveness. 

None, as no treatment 
occurs. 

Workers conducting 
monitoring would require 
appropriate health and safety 
equipment. 

Readily implementable 

Difficult to monitor 

S5.4 Million This criterion will be 
evaluated by EPA 
within the ROD based 
on input from the state 

This criterion will be 
evaluated by EPA within 
the ROD based on input 
from the community on 

effectiveness of existing on the Proposed Plan. the Proposed Plan. 

In addition, the federal Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) 
double liner system. 

requires a finding by the Regional Administration that it is not 
reasonable or appropriate to dispose of the PCB contaminated 
dredge spoil in either an incinerator or a chemical waste landfill, and 
that the alternative disposal method will protect health and the 
environment (40 CFR 761.60.(a)(5). Requires a waiver of relevant 
and appropriate TSCA Chemical Waste Landfill Standards (40 CFR 
761.75) regarding hydrologic conditions, flood protection, and 
leachate collection. The waiver may be invoked upon a finding by 
the Regional Administrator that the operation of the facility will not 
present an unreasonable risk of injury to health or the environment. 

Since the remedy is located within the 100-year coastal floodplain of 
New Bedford Harbor, Executive Order 11988 (Protection of 
Floodplains) requires a determination that federal actions involving 
floodplains have the least adverse effects on the environment 
compared to other alternatives and that mitigation be carried out to 
the extent practicable (40 CFR Part 6, Appendix A). 
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Table 6-14
 
Summary of Detailed Analysis of Remedial Alternatives
 

emedial 
Iternative 

HS-2A: 

Solvent Extraction 
and Solid Phase 
Chemical 
Destruction 

Overall Protection of
 
Human and the
 

Environment
 

This alternative provides 
protection of human health 
and the environment. 

Protection achieved through 
permanent destruction of 
PCBs and disposal of 
treatment residuals in an on-
site CDF. 

Compliance with ARARs 

This alternative complies with Federal and State ARARs, with 
waivers of: a) the prohibition against new discharges into degraded 
waters under Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act (40 CFR 
122.4(i)) and b) the one year PCB storage limitation regulation in 
the federal Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)(40 CFR 
761.65(a)). 

Requires a finding by the Regional Administration that, under 
TSCA, it is not reasonable or appropriate to dispose of the PCB 
contaminated dredge spoil in either an incinerator or a chemical 
waste landfill, and that alternative disposal method will protect 
health and the environment (40 CFR 761.60.(a)(5). 

Since the remedy is located within the 100-year coastal floodplain of 
New Bedford Harbor, Executive Order 11988 (Protection of 
Floodplains) requires a determination that federal actions involving 
floodplains have the least adverse effects on the environment 
compared to other alternatives and that mitigation be carried out to 
the extent practicable. 

. 
Long-Term 

Effectiveness and 
;. Permanence 

This alternative provides 
long-term effectiveness 
through a combination 
of treatment using 
solvent extraction and 
solid phase chemical 
destruction. 

There will be minimal 
risks following 
treatment and disposal 
of the sediments in an 
on-site CDF. 

The on-site CDF will 
provide appropriate and 
reliable control of the 
treatment residuals. 

*" 5 •> " V ** ***?£* 

Mobility, Toxicity 

Volume of PCB wastes 
reduced by 97% 
through solvent 
extraction. 

Toxicity reduced by 
over 99% through solid 
phase chemical 
destruction. 

Destruction of PCBs is > 
irreversible. 

Treated residuals pass 
TCLP testing. 

Satisfies preference for 
treatment. 

Short-term risks with the two 
processes will require 
significant controls to protect 
site workers and the 
community. 

Remedial actions may take 5 
years to complete if 
implementability issues do 
not arise. 

No adverse environmental 
impacts are anticipated while 
implementing HS-2A. 

f
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j Technologies remain to $27.1 Million This criterion will be This criterion will be 
i be proven at full scale evaluated by EPA evaluated by EPA within 
| for Hot Spot sediment within the ROD based the ROD based on input 

and as a result, on input from the state from the community on 
performance risks exist. on the Proposed Plan. the Proposed Plan. 

Solid phase chemical 
destruction has materials 
handling issues with the 
treatment residuals 
which may impact 
implementability. 

Limited sources for the 
technologies could limit 
competitiveness of the 
bidding process for both 
technologies. 
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Table 6-14
 
Summary of Detailed Analysis of Remedial Alternatives
 

HS-2B: 

Solvent Extraction 
and Gas Phase 
Chemical 
Destruction 

k. -2C: 

Solvent Extraction 
and Off-site 
Incineration 

Overall Protection of
 
Human and the
 

Environment
 

This alternative provides 
protection of human health 
and the environment. 

Protection achieved through 
permanent destruction of 
PCBs and disposal of 
treatment residuals in an on-
site CDF. 

This alternative provides 
protection of human health 
and the environment. 

Protection achieved through 
permanent destruction of 
PCBs and disposal of 
treatment residuals in an on-
site CDF. 

Compliance with ARARs 

This alternative complies with Federal and State ARARs, with 
waivers of: a) the prohibition against new discharges into degraded 
waters under Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act (40 CFR 
122.4(i)) and b) the one year PCB storage limitation regulation in 
the federal Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)(40 CFR 
76I.65(a)). 

Requires a finding by the Regional Administration that, under 
TSCA, it is not reasonable or appropriate to dispose of the PCB 
contaminated dredge spoil in either an incinerator or a chemical 
waste landfill, and that alternative disposal method will protect 
health and the environment (40 CFR 761.60.(a)(5). 

Since the remedy is located within the 100-year coastal floodplain of 
New Bedford Harbor, Executive Order 11988 (Protection of 
Floodplains) requires a determination that federal actions involving 
floodplains have the least adverse effects on the environment 
compared to other alternatives and that mitigation be carried out to 
the extent practicable. 

This alternative complies with Federal and State ARARs, with 
waivers of: a) the prohibition against new discharges into degraded 
waters under Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act (40 CFR 
122.4(1)) and b) the one year PCB storage limitation regulation in 
the federal Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)(40 CFR 
761.65(a)). 

Since the remedy is located within the 100-year coastal floodplain of 
New Bedford Harbor, Executive Order 11988 (Protection of 
Floodplains) requires a determination that federal actions involving 
floodplains have the least adverse effects on the environment 
compared to other alternatives and that mitigation be carried out to 
the extent practicable. 

Long-Term
 
Effectiveness and
 

Permanence
 

This alternative provides 
long-term effectiveness 
through a combination 
of treatments using 
solvent extraction and 
gas phase chemical 
destruction. 

There will be minimal 
risks following 
treatment and disposal 
of the sediments in an 
on-site CDF. 

The on-site CDF will 
provide appropriate and 
reliable control of the 
treatment residuals. 

This alternative provides 
long-term effectiveness 
through a combination 
of solvent extraction and 
off-site incineration at 
an approved TSCA 
facility. 

There wi l l be minimal 
risks following 
treatment and disposal' 
of the sediments in an 
on-sitc CDF. 

The on-site CDF will 
provide appropriate and 
reliable control of the 
treatment residuals. 

;' ojfceduction-of ';•; 
Mobility, Toxicity 

find Volume Short-Term 
Through Treatment Effectiveness Implementibility Cost 'State Acceptance Community 

Acceptance 

Volume of PCB wastes | Short-term risks with the two Technologies remain to S31.9 Million This criterion will be This criterion will be 
reduced by 97% 
through solvent 
extraction. 

I processes will require 
I significant controls to protect 

site workers and the 
community. The limited site 
area may preclude safe 

be proven at full scale 
for Hot Spot sediment, 
and as a result 
performance risks exist. 

evaluated by EPA 
within the ROD based 
on input from the state 
on the Proposed Plan. 

evaluated by EPA within 
the ROD based on input 
from the community on 
the Proposed Plan. 

Toxicity reduced by application of these 
over 99% through gas 
phase chemical 

technologies due to risks to 
site workers and the 

j These two technologies 
I have yet to work 

destruction. community. I together. 

Destruction of PCBs is Remedial actions may take 5 Limited sources for the 
irreversible. years to complete if 

implementability issues do 
not arise 

two technologies could 
l imi t competitiveness of 
the bidding process for 

Treated residuals pass both technologies. 
TCLP testing. 

No adverse environmental | 
impacts are anticipated while i 

Satisfies preference for implementing HS-2B. | 

jtrealmenl -I-

Volume of PCB wastes Short-term risks associated Solvent Extraction $24.9 Mil l ion This criterion will be This criterion wil l be 
reduced by 97% 
through solvent 
extraction. 

with solvent extraction will 
require controls to protect site 
workers and the community. 

remains unproven at full 
scale for the Hot Spot 
sediments and as a 

evaluated by EPA 
within the ROD based 
on input from the state 

evaluated by EPA within 
the ROD based on input 
from the community on 

result, some on the Proposed Plan. I the Proposed Plan. 
performance risks exist. 

Toxicity reduced by Remedial actions may take 4 
over 99% through off- to 5 years to complete if 
site incineration at an implementability issues do Limited sources lor 
approved TSCA not arise. solvent extraction could 
facility. l imi t the 

competitiveness of the 
No adverse environmental bidding process tor this 

Destruction of PCBs is impacts are anticipated whi le technology. 
irreversible. implementing alternative 

HS-2C. 
The a v a i l a b i l i t y of off-

Treated residuals pass site faci l i t ies on a 
TCLl' losiing. national basis is l imited 

and w i l l have to be 
monitored. 

j Satisfies preference I'or 
treatment. 
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Table 6-14
 
Summary of Detailed Analysis of Remedial Alternatives
 

. .: ••'.. . s^v.- . i.
 
Overall Protection of
 

Remedial Human and the
 
Alternative Environment , Compliance with ARARs
 

HS-3A: This alternative provides This alternative complies with Federal and State ARARs, with 
protection of human health waivers of: a) the prohibition against new discharges into degraded 

l^ermal I and the environment. waters under Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act (40 CFR 
Desorption and	 ] 122. 4(i)) and b) the one year PCB storage limitation regulation in 
Solid Phase	 j the federal Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)(40 CFR 
P.	 . | Protection achieved through 761.65(a)).
 

1 permanent destruction of
 
I PCBs and disposal of
 
i treatment residuals in an on- Requires a finding by the Regional Administration that, under
 
: site CDF. TSCA, it is not reasonable or appropriate to dispose of the PCB
 

contaminated dredge spoil in either an incinerator or a chemical 
waste landfill, and that alternative disposal method will protect 
health and the environment (40 CFR 761.60.(a)(5). 

Since the remedy is located within the 100-year coastal floodplain of 
New Bedford Harbor, Executive Order 1 1988 (Protection of 
Floodplains) requires a determination that federal actions involving 
floodplains have the least adverse effects on the environment 
compared to other alternatives and that mitigation be carried out to 
the extent practicable. 

( i
j

': 

1 

Long-Term 
Effectiveness and , 

Permanence 

This alternative provides 
long-term effectiveness 
through a combination 
of thermal desorption 
and solid phase 
chemical destruction. 

There will be minimal 
risks following 
treatment and disposal 
of the sediments in an 
on-site CDF. 

The on-site CDF will 
provide appropriate and 
reliable control of the 
treatment residuals. 

^.ssReductiortjbfMj^ 
'"Mobility* Tpxicity^ 

Through Treatment^ 

Volume of PCB wastes 
reduced by 97% 
through thermal 
desorption. Toxicity 
reduced by over 99% 
through solid phase 
chemical destruction. 

Destruction of PCBs is 
irreversible. 

y 

Treated residuals pass 
TCLP testing. 

Satisfies preference for
 
treatment.
 

Implementibility ;;|c0f- State Acceptance •"••'•• G^mmfltoity 
^fcj'.^pSJ; 1 "'".'.'• ':K: 

1 *.:•*"  :*"<1T^V'»- $%K$&;-vZi\; '. . '

,;i;;«- Acceptance
 ' • •' 

 • '  • • •  • 

Short-term risks with the two These technologies $21.2 Million This criterion will be This criterion will be 
processes will require 
significant controls to protect 
site workers and the 

remain unproven at full 
scale for the Hot Spot 
sediment and as a result, 

evaluated by EPA 
within the ROD based 
on input from the state 

evaluated by EPA within 
the ROD based on input 
from the community on 

community. some performance risks on the Proposed Plan. the Proposed Plan. 
exist. 

Remedial actions may take 5 
years to complete if Limited sources for 
implementability issues do solid phase chemical 
not arise. destruction could limit 

the competitiveness of 
this technology in the 

Thermal desorption may bidding process. 
create dioxins and furans, 
and/or volatile metals 
emissions through the course 
of thermal separation that will 
require off-gas treatment. 

i Protection of the community 
! during site activities will be 
; achieved through emission ] 

control technology and 
ambient air monitoring. 

; No adverse environmental 
i impacts are anticipated while 
• implementing HS-3A. 

j 
I 
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Table 6-14
 
Summary of Detailed Analysis of Remedial Alternatives
 

r :-:
Remedial 

• Alternative 

HS-3B: 

Thermal 
Desorption and 
/"JacVJCU> PrmcpI IldoC 

fhpmiralVslldlllCal 

Destruction 

Overall Protection of
 
Human and the
 

Environment
 

This alternative provides 
protection of human health 
and the environment. 

Protection achieved through 
permanent destruction of 
PCBs and disposal of 
treatment residuals in an on-
site CDF. 

i 

Compliance with ARARs 

This alternative complies with Federal and State ARARs, with 
waivers of: a) the prohibition against new discharges into degraded 
waters under Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act (40 CFR 
122.4(i)) and b) the one year PCB storage limitation regulation in 
the federal Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)(40 CFR 
761.65(a)). 

Requires a finding by the Regional Administration that, under 
TSCA, it is not reasonable or appropriate to dispose of the PCB 
contaminated dredge spoil in either an incinerator or a chemical 
waste landfill, and that alternative disposal method will protect 
health and the environment (40 CFR 761 .60.(a)(5). 

Since the remedy is located within the 100-year coastal floodplain of 
New Bedford Harbor, Executive Order 1 1988 (Protection of 
Floodplains) requires a determination that federal actions involving 
floodplains have the least adverse effects on the environment 
compared to other alternatives and that mitigation be carried out to 
the extent practicable. 

Long-Term ; 

Effectiveness and 
Permanence 

This alternative provides 
long-term effectiveness 
through a combination 
of thermal desorption 
and gas phase chemical 
destruction. 

There will be minimal 
risks following 
treatment and disposal 
of the sediments in an 
on-site CDF. 

The on-site CDF will 
provide appropriate and 
reliable control of the 
treatment residuals. 

f ̂ Reduction of ^ 
1 Mobility, Toxicity 
fc-^and Volume 
'Through Treatment 
lM • ' • • • ' . ' - • "••:-, 

Volume of PCB wastes 
reduced by 97% 
through thermal 
desorption. 

Toxicity reduced by 
over 99% through gas 
phase chemical 
destruction. 

Treatment of PCBs is >, 
irreversible. 

Treated residuals pass 
TCLP testing. 

Satisfies preference for 
treatment. 

•.. . Ht;Short-Term > ' • . • ' • . ' : • 
Effectiveness ,t. 

Short-term risks with the two 
processes will require 
significant controls to protect 
site workers and the 
community. 

Remedial actions may take 5 
years to complete if 
implementability issues do 
notarise. 

Thermal desorption may 
I create dioxins and furans, 
| and/or volatile metals 
| emissions through the course 

of thermal separation that will 
require off-gas treatment. 

i Protection of the community 
1 during site activities will be 

achieved through emission 
: control technology and 
; ambient air monitoring. 

: No adverse environmental 
impacts are anticipated while 
implementing HS-3B. 

Implementibility 

The combination of 
these technologies 
remains unproven at full 
scale for the Hot Spot 
sediment. 

The materials handling 
difficulties experienced 
by the thermal 
desorption unit used 
during the pilot scale 
treatability studies may 
be indicative of 
problems that would 
exist during full-scale 
implementation. 

Limited sources for the 
combination of these 
technologies may l imi t 
the competition of the 
technologies in the 
bidding process. 

•**.*4*#?f«*'i,«( • it.-, » 
^ -Xt^VF- -;? * '̂̂ ^fe**^*; *'̂ ?8f -" -3V ' -r- " *f" 

vj. 

Jjp^hsyj.y-fV.' 
-Cost s State Acceptance is? ^•Community • 

i 
; tlpAcceptarice 

S26.3 Million	 This criterion will be This criterion will be 
evaluated by EPA evaluated by EPA within 
within the ROD based the ROD based on input 
on input from the state from the community on 
on the Proposed Plan. the Proposed Plan. 
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Table 6-14
 
Summary of Detailed Analysis of Remedial Alternatives
 

Remedial 
Alternative 

HS-3C: 

Thermal 
Desorption and 
Off-site 
Incineration 

Overall Protection of
 
Human and the
 
Environment
 

This alternative provides 
protection of human health 
and the environment. 

Protection achieved through 
permanent destruction of 
PCBs and disposal of 
treatment residuals in an on-
site CDF. 

Compliance with ARARs 

This alternative complies with Federal and State ARARs, with 
waivers of: a) the prohibition against new discharges into degraded 
waters under Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act (40 CFR 
122.4(1)) and b) the one year PCB storage limitation regulation in 
the federal Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)(40 CFR 
761.65(a)). 

Since the remedy is located within the 100-year coastal floodplain of 
New Bedford Harbor, Executive Order 11988 (Protection of 
Floodplains) requires a determination that federal actions involving 
floodplains have the least adverse effects on the environment 
compared to other alternatives and that mitigation be carried out to 
the extent practicable. 

Long-Term
 
Effectiveness and
 

Permanence
 

This alternative provides 
long-term effectiveness, 

j through a combination 
of thermal desorption 
and off-site incineration 
at an approved TSCA 
facility. 

There will be minimal 
risks following 
treatment and disposal 
of the sediments in an 
on-site CDF. 

The on-site CDF will 
| provide appropriate and 
I reliable control of the 
! treatment residuals. 

uction of 
MoJUity, Toxicity 

Volume 

Thrq! h Treatment 

Volume of PCB wastes 
reduced by 97% 
through thermal 
desorption. 

Toxicity reduced by 
over 99% through off-
site incineration at an 
approved TSCA 
facility. 

Treatment of PCBs is 
irreversible. 

Treated residuals pass 
TCLP testing. 

Satisfies preference for 
treatment. 

Short-Term
 
Effectiveness
 

Short-term risks for site 
workers wi l l be addressed 
through H&S plans, 
procedures and equipment. 

Thermal treatment may create 
dioxins and furans and/or 
volatile metals emissions 
through the course of 
treatment that will require 
off-gas treatment. 

Remedial actions may take 4 
to 5 years to complete if 
implementability issues do 
not arise. 

Protection of the community 
during site activities will be 
achieved through emission 
control technology and 
ambient air monitoring. 

No adverse environmental 
impacts are anticipated while 
implementing HS-3C. 

Implenientibility Cost State Acceptance 

Thermal Desorption $19.0 Million This criterion will be This criterion will be 
remains unproven at full evaluated by EPA evaluated by EPA within 
scale for treating the Hot within the ROD based the ROD based on input 
Spot sediment and as a on input from the state from the community on 
result, some on the Proposed Plan. the Proposed Plan. 
performance risks exist. 

The availability of off-
site incineration 
facilities on a national 
basis is limited and will 
have to be monitored. 
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Table 6-14
 
Summary of Detailed Analysis of Remedial Alternatives
 

of vI \ 
Overall Protection of Long-Term Mobility, Toxicity 

.'Remedial Human and the Effectiveness and "-•''̂ vitiA Volume Shdrt-Term 
Alternative Environment Compliance with ARARs Permanence Through Treatment Effectiveness Implementibility Cost State Acceptance Community ' ' ' 

Acceptance 

HS-4: This alternative provides This alternative complies with Federal and State ARARs, with I This alternative provides The process is The remedial actions will The technology must be $48.5 Million This criterion will be This criterion will be 
protection of human health waivers of: a) the prohibition against new discharges into degraded long-term effectiveness permanent, irreversible take 5 to 6 years to complete tested at the pilot scale evaluated by EPA evaluated by EPA within Staged 
and the environment. waters under Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act (40 CFR through destruction of and satisfies the if the results of the design during design phase of within the ROD based the ROD based on input Vitrification 122.4(i)) and b) the one year PCB storage limitation regulation in the organic preference for scale testing are positive and projection. on input from the state from the community on 

the federal Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)(40 CFR contaminants and treatment. no problems occur during on the Proposed Plan. the Proposed Plan. 
Protection achieved through 761.65(a)). encapsulation of the implementation. 
permanent destruction of inorganic contaminants Many of the goods and 
PCBs and disposal of in a glass-like matrix. The process reduces the services are available, 
treatment residuals in an on- Requires a finding by the Regional Administration that, under overall volume of Thermal treatment may create the complicating factor 
site CDF. TSCA, it is not reasonable or appropriate to dispose of the PCB sediment by over 50% dioxins and furans and/or is the difficult wet 

contaminated dredge spoil in either an incinerator or a chemical There will be minimal and significally volatile metals emissions sediment matrix. 
waste landfill, and that alternative disposal method will protect residual risk as the destroys the PCBs and through the course of 
health and the environment (40 CFR 761.60.(a)(5). vitrification process is a immobilizes the heavy treatment that will require 

highly effective metals. off-gas treatment. The risk of performance 
treatment process. failure is high until the 

Since the remedy is located within the 100-year coastal floodplain of design scale testing can 
New Bedford Harbor, Executive Order 11988 (Protection of Treated residuals pass Protection of the community prove otherwise. 
Floodplains) requires a determination that federal actions involving Only limited controls TCLP testing. during site activities will be 
floodplains have the least adverse effects on the environment will be required to achieved through emission 
compared to other alternatives and that mitigation be carried out to manage the treatment control technology and 
the extent practicable. residuals. ambient air monitoring. 

No adverse environmental 
impacts are anticipated while 
implementing HS-4. 

HS-5: Protection of human health This alternative complies with Federal and State ARARs, with This alternative provides No reduction of The remedial actions can be Alternative can be $10.3 Mill ion This criterion wi l l be This criterion wil l be 

In-Place Capping 
and the environment is 
provided through the 
combination of an 

! impermeable cap and liner. 

waivers of: a) the prohibition against new discharges into degraded 
waters under Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act (40 CFR 
122.4(i)) and b) the one year PCB storage limitation regulation in 
the federal Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)(40 CFR 

long-term effectiveness 
through containment of 
the Hot Spot sediments 
and institutional 

toxicity and mobility. 
Volume of sediment 
will be reduced by 10% 
to 20% through 

completed in 2 years. 

Short-term risks to site 

readily implemented. 

If the cap fails, it may be 

evaluated by EPA 
within the ROD based 
on input from the stale 
on the Proposed Plan. 

evaluated by EPA within 
the ROD based on input 
from the community on 
the Proposed Plan. 

761.65(a)). controls. dewatering. workers will be low but wil l expensive to repair. If 
be controlled through H&S the liner fails, the entire 
plans, procedures and contents of the CDF 

Requires a finding by the Regional Administration that, under The in-place cap equipment. may have to be emptied 
TSCA, it is not reasonable or appropriate to dispose of the PCB provides for long term to facilitate repair. 
contaminated dredge spoil in either an incinerator or a chemical effectiveness. 
waste landfill, and that alternative disposal method will protect No adverse environmental 
health and the environment (40 CFR 761.60.(a)(5). impacts arc anticipated while 

The protection of the implementing HS-5. 
cap is a function of the 

Since the remedy is located within the 100-year coastal floodplain of long-term integrity of 
New Bedford Harbor, Executive Order 11988 (Protection of the new cap and existing 
Floodplains) requires a determination that federal actions involving liner systems. 
floodplains have the least adverse effects on the environment 
compared to other alternatives and that mitigation be carried out to 
ihc extent practicable. 
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Table 6-14
 
Summary of Detailed Analysis of Remedial Alternatives
 

, : C f ' V 
. -< Remedial 

Alternative 

HS-6: 

f\ff cit«>UiI-Sllc 
1 AM/1f*1lin/vLancniiing 

^ 
f 

na\ 
• 

iIncineration 

Overall Protection of
 
Human and the
 

Environment
 

This alternative provides 
protection of human health 
and environment. 

Protection is achieved through 
containment at a permitted 
off-site facility. 

This alternative provides 
protection of human health 

i and the environment through 
i destruction of the PCBs at an 
i off-site incineration facility. 

| 

Reliction of 
' • • - .  • 

Long-Term Mobility, Toxicity 
Effectiveness and aiUJlVolume Short-Term 

Compliance with ARARs Permanence Through Treatment Effectiveness Implementibility Cost State Acceptance 
• ' '•• '-'Si 

This alternative complies with Federal and State ARARs, with 
waivers of: a) the prohibition against new discharges into degraded 

Provides a high degree 
of long-term protection 

No reduction in 
mobility or toxicity. 

Protection of site workers and 
the community during the 

Alternative is readily
implementable.

 |
 i 

 $14.8 Million This criterion will be 
evaluated by EPA 

waters under Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act (40 CFR as there are no wastes sediment removal and within the ROD based 
122.4(i)) and b) the one year PCB storage limitation regulation in remaining at the site. dewatering activities will be on input from the state 
the federal Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)(40 CFR 
761.65(a)). 

Slight volume 
reduction 20% to 30% 

through H&S plans, 
procedures, equipment and 

Significant coordinate 
with Federal, State and 

on the Proposed Plan. 

Relies on the controls of through dewatering. ambient air monitoring. local official and the 1 
a permitted off-site community will likely 1 

Since the remedy is located within the 100-year coastal floodplain of landfill to provide long- be required. | 
New Bedford Harbor, Executive Order 1 1988 (Protection of term protection. The remedial actions will be 
Floodplains) requires a determination that federal actions involving completed within 2 years. 
floodplains have the least adverse effects on the environment 
compared to other alternatives and that mitigation be carried out to : > 

the extent practicable. i Potential impacts of truck 
traffic will be addressed 

i through appropriate routing 
i and timing of truck traffic. 

• No adverse environmental 
-:
i 

impacts are anticipated while 
implementing HS-6. 

' ~ • ~ • ~ 
This alternative complies with Federal and State ARARs, with Provides a high degree Toxicity and volume I The remedial actions will be | Alternative is readily | $37.7 Million This criterion will be 
waivers of: a) the prohibition against new discharges into degraded 
waters under Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act (40 CFR 

of long-term protection 
as there are no wastes 

are significantly 
reduced through 

i completed within 2 years. | implementable.
i

 | 
; 

evaluated by EPA 
within the ROD based 

122.4(i)) and b) the one year PCB storage limitation regulation in remaining at the site. incineration. on input from the state 
the federal Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)(40 CFR | Protection of site workers and Significant coordinate i on the Proposed Plan. 
761.65(a)). i the community during the j with Federal, State and 

The PCBs are destroyed Destruction of PCBs is sediment removal and 1 local official and the | 
in a permanent irreversible. dewatering activities wil l be community wil l likely i 

Since the remedy is located within the 100-year coastal floodplain of irreversible manner. 1 through H&S plans. be required. : 
New Bedford Harbor, Executive Order 1 1988 (Protection of procedures, equipment and 
Floodplains) requires a determination that federal actions involving Satisfies preference for ! ambient air monitoring. 
floodplains have the least adverse effects on the environment 
compared to other alternatives and that mitigation be carried out to i 

treatment. i The avai labi l i ty of off-
site incineration ! 

the extent practicable. Potential impacts of truck faci l i t ies on a national 
traffic wil l be addressed basis is limited and wi l l 
through appropriate routing have to be evaluated. 
and timing of truck traffic. 

No adverse environmental 
impacts are anticipated while 
implementing HS-7. 

Community
 
Acceptance
 

This criterion will be 
evaluated by EPA within 
the ROD based on input 
from the community on 
the Proposed Plan. 

1 This criterion will be 
evaluated by EPA within 

j the ROD based on input 
from the community on 
the Proposed Plan. 
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I

1. INTRODUCTION 

This Technical Memorandum has been prepared as part of Work Assignment No. 030-1L43 under ARCS 
 Contract No. 68-W9-0034 between Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation (Foster Wheeler 

Environmental) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

The document is divided into four major sections: 1.0 Introduction; 2.0 Bench Scale Treatability Testing; 
3.0 Results; and 4.0 Conclusions. Attachments A through G include CDF sampling locations, field notes, 
MSDSs and analytical data for the treatability study testing. 

1.1 Bench Scale Treatability Study Objectives 

In support of the project goal of finding a viable and safe non-incineration treatment technology to destroy 
or treat the toxic constituents (primarily PCBs and metals) of the Hot Spot sediment, while working to 
maximize community involvement, the specific bench scale treatability study test objectives included the 
following: 

• Develop a waste profile for the Hot Spot sediments. 

Evaluate and quantify the effectiveness of stabilization/solidification (S/S) technologies to 
immobilize the PCBs and heavy metals present in the contaminated material. 

• Quantify the disposition of materials to support a mass balance evaluation. 

• Produce data of sufficient quality such that a risk assessment
required, can be conducted for the S/S processes. 

 of treatment residuals, if 

• Evaluate the viability of S/S processes to be scaled-up to full scale operations including 
the overall development time-frame and estimated full scale treatment costs. 

Characterize the operational hazards associated with full scale implementation of the S/S 
processes. 

• Evaluate the S/S process performance against the nine detailed evaluation criteria 
contained in the National Contingency Plan (NCP), including the ability of S/S to reduce 
the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the hazardous constituents. 
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1.2 General Technical Approach 

Foster Wheeler Environmental conducted the bench scale treatability testing of three 
solidification/stabilization admixtures to determine their effectiveness in immobilizing the PCBs and 
heavy metals present in the New Bedford Harbor Hot Spot sediments. The engineering and field execution 
aspects of the treatability study included the following activities: 

Conducting bench scale testing of the three S/S admixtures ut i l iz ing S/S reagents provided 
by two subcontractors. In addition to the S/S subcontracts, Foster Wheeler Environmental 
also conducted an S/S evaluation using commercially available Portland Cement and 
absorbent clay as admixtures. 

•	 Implementing the bench scale treatability studies as well as the sampling and analytical 
testing in accordance with the site-specific Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) and Quality 
Assurance Project Plan (QAPjP). 

•	 Compilation of the physical/chemical data gathered during the bench scale studies. 

2. BENCH SCALE TREATABILITY TESTING 

The steps taken to evaluate solidification/stabilization as a treatment process are discussed in this section. 
These steps include characterizing the Hot Spot sediment and the admixtures, mixing the admixtures with 
sediment, and subsequent testing of the resulting solidified product. These steps are discussed in more 
detail below. 

2.1 Untreated Hot Spot Sediments 

The sediment utilized in the bench scale treatability studies was taken from the Confined Disposal Facility 
(CDF) at a location expected to have a relatively high PCB concentration. Sediment was removed from 
Station 1+60 South as shown on the Figure included in Attachment A. The selection of this location was 
based on the analytical data for the core samples taken from the CDF by the Army Corps of Engineers 
(USAGE) in June 1995. These USAGE sampling locations and analytical results are also included in 
Attachment A. The USAGE results for this area averaged approximately 13,000 ppm PCB. 

Sediment for the bench scale treatability study was manually removed from five locations in the CDF (see 
Attachment A) on November 20, 1995. Sediment was placed in a wheelbarrow for mixing. The sediment 
was thoroughly mixed, sampled in duplicate for PCBs (24 hour fast turnaround), and then transferred to 5
gallon plastic buckets. PCB results for the samples collected from the wheelbarrow are included in 
Attachment B. These sample results averaged approximately 12,000 ppm. This PCB concentration was 
determined to be appropriate for the bench scale testing. Subsequently, a sample was collected from each 
of the five buckets that were to be used for the testing. Results for the five buckets ranged from 4,800 ppm 
to 18,800 and averaged approximately 10,000 ppm (Attachment B). 
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2.2 Solidification/Stabilization Reagents 

The following seven (7) admixtures from Foster Wheeler Environmental, MARCOR Environmental and 
World Environmental were utilized during the bench scale treatability study. 

Portland Cement HWT-27	 LPCII 

Absorbent Clay	 Clarion SM399
 
Zoneco-P1
 
OT-P2
 

A brief description of each reagent is provided below. The chemical analysis results for each are included 
in Attachment C. Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs) for the reagents are provided in Attachment D. 

Portland Cement: Type II Portland cement purchased from a local hardware store in New Bedford, 
Massachusetts was utilized for the bench scale treatability study. 

Absorbent Clay: Absorbent clay (Oil - Dry) commonly used to address oil spills associated with 
automobile maintenance was purchased from an automotive supply shop for use in the bench scale study. 

HWT-27: HWT-27 is a sintered material, very similar to Portland cement in both color and texture. It is 
produced by heating a mixture of substances such as limestone and shale to a high temperature (greater 
than 1,200°C). The substances manufactured are essentially calcium silicates contained in a crystalline 
mass not separable into the individual components. 

LPC II: LPC II is a custom blended agent used to stabilize, solidify, and fixate a variety of non-hazardous 
and hazardous wastes. The material is a light gray powder which has a chemical makeup that is very 
similar to Portland cement (15% SiC>2 and 68% CaO). 

Clarion SM-399: Clarion SM-399 is specifically designed for dewatering and stabilization of wastes that 
contain large amounts of organic compounds. It is made up of a complex of montmorillonite clay and 
quaternary ammonium compound. 

Zoneco - PI: Zoneco - PI is a mixture of organic and amino acids and other organic compounds. The 
chemical analysis for the PI material is included in Attachment D. 

OT - P2: OT - P2 is a white, milky liquid containing 40% active alkoxysilane emulsified in water. 
OT - P2 is designed to deposit a reactive hydrophobic silane treatment to inorganic substrates. 
Alkoxysilanes react readily with inorganic materials like glass, mica, talc or wollastonic to form a durable 
treatment. Due to the highly organic nature of alkyl silane treatment, they improve the compatibility of 
inorganic material in organic resins, both thermoplastic and thermoset. 
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2.3 Bench Scale Testing Procedures 

On November 30 and December 4, 1995, bench scale treatability tests were conducted on the Hot Spot 
sediments using S/S reagents supplied by Foster Wheeler Environmental, MARCOR and World. Each S/S 
reagent(s) was added, mixed and cured in accordance with the instructions provided by the vendor. The 
following sections provide the specific mixing procedures utilized for each admixture. Worksheets for 
each batch are included in Attachment E. 

Each group of reagents was mixed in three proportions (batches) to determine whether the proportion of 
reagents had an effect on the results. Samples from each batch were analyzed for TCLP using both EPA 
Method 1311 and the steel cage method. The difference in the two methods is described in Section 3.0 
below. Each mixture was analyzed in triplicate to provide an indication of the variability within the batch. 
In addition, each mixture was analyzed for compressive strength. 

2.3.1 Foster Wheeler Environmental 

Foster Wheeler Environmental utilized a stabilization/solidification admixture consisting of Portland 
cement and an absorbent clay. Each reagent was added to the sediment in the following proportions: 

#1 3,000 g 600 g (20 %) Og 
#2 3,000 g 600 g (20%) 75 g (2.5%) 
#3 3,000 g 750 g (25%) 75 g (2.5%) 

Utilizing the Hobart mixer to create a homogenous mix to ensure encapsulation the following procedure 
was followed: 

Mixing and Curing Procedure 

1.	 Weighed out 3,000 grams of sediment from Bucket # 11 and placed material in mixing bowl. 

2.	 The sediment was mixed for 1 minute to ensure that the 3,000 gram batch was uniform. 

3.	 After the initial 1 minute mix and while the sediment was still being mixed, the Portland cement 
was added. The Portland cement was slowly added (approximately 30 seconds) and then the 
material was mixed for an additional 2 minutes to ensure uniform mixing. 

4.	 For Batches #2 and #3, the adsorbent clay (Oil Dry) was added after the Portland cement and 
allowed to mix for 30 seconds prior to staring the final 2 minutes of mixing. 

5.	 The total mixing times for each batch were as follows: 

#1 1 min 30 sec 2 min 3.5 min 
#2 1 min 30 sec 30 sec 2 min 4 min 
#3 1 min 30 sec 30 sec 2 min 4 min 
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6.	 During the mixing of each batch, the sides of the mixing bowl were scraped to ensure uniform 
mixing of the reagents. 

7.	 At the end of the final 2 minutes of mixing the mixer was turned off and the following containers 
were filled for each batch: 

4 oz. Tall, Wide 
Mouth Glass jars 
2" x 4" Plastic 
Cylinder Molds 0	 0 

8.	 In addition to the above samples, two (2) additional 4 oz tall wide mouth jars were filled for each 
batch. These samples were held for potential future tests. 

9.	 The glass jars were sealed and the 2"x 4" cylinders capped, and then all the samples were placed 
in Ziploc bags and cured for 30 days. 

2.3.2 MARCOR Environmental 

Sediment was used from bucket #13 for the MARCOR tests. The MARCOR Environmental 
stabilization/solidification admixture was added to the sediment in a slurry form at mix ratios of 12.5%, 
1 7.5% and 25% (by weight). 

Utilizing the Hobart mixer to create a homogenous mix to ensure encapsulation the following procedure 
was followed: 

Mixing and Curing Procedure 

1 . Prepared the HWT-27 slurry by mixing 2 Ibs of dry reagent with 2.2 Ibs of tap water. The HWT
27 and water were mixed in a glass bowl with a stainless steel wire wisp until uniform. 

2.	 Weighed out 2,500 grams of sediment from Bucket #13 (1,500 grams for Batch #3) and placed it 
in the mixer's mixing bowl. 

3.	 The sediment was mixed for I minute to ensure that the material was uniform prior to adding the 
solidification/stabilization reagent. 

4.	 After the initial 1 minute mix and while the sediment was still being mixed, the HWT-27 slurry 
was added. The slurry was slowly added (approximately 10 seconds) and then the material was 
mixed for an additional 2 minutes to ensure uniform mixing. 

5.	 During the mixing of each batch, the sides of the mixing bowl were scraped to ensure complete 
mixing of the reagent. 

6.	 The total mixing time for each batch was 1 minute for the sediment, 10 seconds for the addition of 
the HWT-27 slurry and an additional 2 minutes of total mixing for a total of 3 . 1 67 minutes. 
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7.	 At the end of the final 2 minutes of mixing the mixer was turned off and the following containers 
were filled for each batch: 

4 oz. Tall, Wide 
Mouth Glass jars 
2" x 4" Plastic 
Cylinder Molds 0 0 3 

8.	 In addition to the above samples, two (2) additional 4 oz tall wide mouth jars were filled for each 
batch. These samples were held for potential future tests. 

9.	 All the samples were air cured for approximately 30 days prior to physical and chemical testing. 

2.3.3 World Environmental 

Three stabilization/solidification mixtures were recommended by World Environmental for the bench 
scale testing: 

• ;
--:>^K*Batf |̂jfe#.;^ V.-, : '•-l^i--l*BItcI^2:i%^ff^ &.-'"1- ' 

1 8% (by weight) LPC II 1 8% LPC II 15% LPC II 
2% Clarion SM-399 2% Clarion SM399 2% Clarion SM399 
2% Zoneco  PI 2% OT  P2 2% Zoneco  PI 

Utilizing the Hobart mixer to create a homogenous mix to ensure encapsulation the following procedure 
was followed: 

Mixing and Curing Procedure 

1.	 Weighed out 2,000 grams of sediment from Bucket # 15 in mixing bowl of mixer. 

2.	 The sediment was mixed for 1 minute to ensure that the 2,000 gram batch was uniform. 

3.	 After the initial I minute mix and while the sediment was still being mixed, the reagents were 
added sequentially as indicated below. Each reagent was allowed to be thoroughly mixed prior to 
added the next. 

#1 2,000 g 3 60 g (18%) 40 g (2%) 40 g (2%) O g 
#2 2,000 g 360 g (18%) 40 g (2%) O g 40 g (2%) 
#3 2,000 g 300 g (15%) 40 g (2%) 2 0 g ( 1 % ) O g 

4. After the final reagent was added and allowed to be mixed, the material was
additional two (2) minutes. The total mixing times for each batch were as follows: 

 mixed for an 
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5.	 During the mixing of each batch, the sides of the mixing bowl were scraped to ensure uniform 
mixing of the reagents. 

6.	 At the end of the final 2 minute mix, the mixer was turned off and the following containers were 
filled for each batch: 

- , TGLP - Standard*?! t^TeiiP$Block > i%;Compreisiye '\Sfej^^tK^ 
4 oz. Tall, Wide 
Mouth Glass jars 3 3 0 
2"x 4" Plastic 
Cylinder Molds 0 0 3 

7.	 In addition to the above mentioned samples, two (2) additional 4 oz. glass jars were filled for each 
batch. These samples were held for potential additional testing. 

8.	 All the samples were allowed to air cure for approximately 30 days prior to physical and chemical 
testing. 

2.4 Bulking Factor Test Procedures 

December 13, 1995 bulking factor tests were conducted with the stabilization/solidification reagents 
utilized in the Bench Scale Treatability Studies for the Hot Spot sediments. The highest reagent ratio 
utilized during the Bench Scale Treatability Studies was used for the bulking factor tests. Using sediment 
from Bucket #14 (10,500 ppm PCBs, moisture content of 40%), the following procedures were used: 

1.	 Using three (3) one liter plastic beakers (each weighing 142 g), 475 ml of sediment was added to each 
beaker resulting in the following weights: 

Beaker # 1 (Foster Wheeler) 622 g of sediment 
Beaker #2 (MARCOR) 610 g of sediment 
Beaker #3 (World) 646 e. of sediment 
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2. The following reagent additions were made to each respective beaker and mixed with a plastic spoon: 

Beaker#l: 2.5% Oil Dry
25% Portland Cement

 =
 =

 15 g 
 156g 

Beaker #2: 25% HWT-2' rry = 153 g 

Beaker #3: 18% 
2% 
2% 

LPCII 
SM-399 
PI 

116g 
13g 
13g 

Note: The MARCOR HWT-27 slurry was mixed according to the Field Operations Plan (1 Ib 
HWT-27 per 1.1 Ibs water). 

3.	 After mixing, the spoon and sides of the beaker were scraped and the mixture made level using the 
bottom of a plastic cup. The following weights and volumes were recorded after mixing and leveling: 

Beaker #1: Weight = 787 g 
Volume = 525 ml 

Beaker #2: Weight = 758 g 
Volume = 575 ml 

Beaker #3: Weight = 780 g 
Volume = 550 ml 

After mixing the mixtures were allowed to air cure within the fume hood. 

Thirty-four (34) days after mixing on January 16, 1996, the beakers were re-weighed and the following 
weights and volumes were recorded: 

Beaker #1: Weight = 778 g 
Volume = 525 ml 

Beaker #2: Weight = 702 g 
Volume = 500 ml (also lost approximately 1/8" 

from sides of beaker) 

Beaker #3: Weight = 768 g 
Volume = 525 ml 
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3. RESULTS 

The result of the testing conducted during the bench scale treatability study are presented in the following 
sections. These include mixing and curing, bulking factor tests, chemical analysis, and unconfmed 
compressive strength. 

3.1 Chemical Analysis 

Samples were collected of untreated sediment, stabilization/solidification (S/S) admixtures, make-up 
water, and the stabilized material. Sediment samples were analyzed for PCBs, TCL semivolatiles 
(SVOCs), TAL metals and TPH to characterize the material prior to treatment. The samples were also 
analyzed for particle size and moisture content to determine bulking ratios and treatment handling 
requirements. Both the reagents and make-up water were also analyzed for PCBs, SVOCs, and metals to 
ensure that these mixes were not contributing additional contamination to the sediment. Analytical results 
for these analyses are included in Attachment C. Results from these analyses indicate that the reagents do 
not contribute significant concentrations to the TCLP analyses. 

To evaluate the overall effectiveness of stabilization/solidification, the feed sediment and treated material 
were analyzed using the TCLP leaching procedure, EPA Method 1311. Treated (solidified) material was 
also leached using the steel cage procedure included in Attachment F. The steel cage procedure suspends 
the solidified material intact in the leachate solution, whereas the 1311 method requires that the sample be 
pulverized to pass through a 9.5 mm sieve before leaching. Both methods use an acidic leaching solution 
intended to simulate the natural leaching that would occur in a landfill situation. 

The cage method may be useful for two reasons. The first being that it may give a more accurate 
indication of how material may behave when stored in solidified form. The second use for the steel cage 
data is that the amount of disintegration of the solid under the steel cage conditions may correlate with 
freeze/thaw degradation of the solidified product. 

The TCLP leachates from both the conventional 1311 and steel cage methods were analyzed for PCBs, 
TCL SVOCs, and TAL metals. The analytical results for the TCLP analyses are summarized and 
discussed below. The complete set of laboratory results is included on the tables in Attachment G. 

TCLP (Method 1311) results for selected analytes are reported on Table 1 and are discussed below. 
Results from the routine TCLP (1311) leaching procedure, where the sample is pulverized first, were 
chosen for this summary discussion. This routine leaching procedure was expected to be a more 
conservative measure than the steel cage, as the samples were physically pulverized prior to leaching. In 
fact, results from the steel cage leaching were not significantly different from the routine leaching results, 
with the exception of some metals results which suggest contamination from the cage material 
(Attachment G). Therefore, the routine TCLP (Method 1311) results were selected for this evaluation. 
The complete data set is included as Attachment G. 
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Table 1 
Summary of TCLP (EPA Method 1311) Results 

(Results are the average of three replicate samples) 
Untreated 
Sediment MARCOR FOSTER WHEELER WORLD 
Average Ml M2 M3 FW1 FW2 FW3 Wl W2 W3 

11 47 35 42 27 33 38 40 24 29 
0.22 1.6 3.0 4.0 — 

— 7.3 2.8 0.8 1.2 
11 49 38 46 27 33 45 43 25 30 

2 1 2.7 4.3 4.7 3.3 3.0 1.3 3.0 1.3 
40.25 32 20 22 48 47 36 21 20 28 

102.5 127 82 94 173 153 88 92 97 122 
1.25 0.33 - 1.0 3.0 1.7 4.7 - - -
0.75 ~ - — - - - - - -

13.25 - - - ~ - - - - -
3.75 3.7 2.3 4.3 4.3 4.0 4.0 3.3 3.7 3.7 
1.75 ~ - - - - - - - -
1.25 - - - - - - - - -
2 - - ~ - - - - - -
0.75 - - - ~ - - - - -
2.25 12 17 15 2.7 3.7 - 1.0 1.0 1.0 
2.25 - - - - - - - - -

54.1 18.3 6.7 8.5 3.0 3.4 3.0 3.4 3.8 10.7 
618 564 669 534 1,217 1,207 1,760 429 382 328 
147 131 133 34.6 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 
226 207 158 59.2 18.6 20.6 14.5 14.4 13.7 13.9 
161 706 798 688 731 726 820 1,353 1,340 1,497 

1,630 964 393 67.2 1.8 3.6 6.0 2.9 2.0 7.4 
0.20 0.20 2.6 1.1 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 

12.6 17.1 26.0 19.9 16.9 15.3 10.6 14.9 10.2 10.9 
0.70 0.70 2.2 1.8 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 

18,050 18,307 20,933 10,235 12.7 17.0 60.8 14.2 8.9 16.4 

NC = no criteria 
= not detected 

Analyte 
PCBs 

Aroc lor- 1242 
Aroclor-1254 
Total PCBs 

SVOCs 
Phenol 
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 
1 ,2-Dichlorobenzene 
^-Nitroso-di-n-propylamine 
2,4-Dichlorophenol 
1 ,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 
Acenaphthene 
4-Nitrophenol 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 
Di-n-butylphthalate 
Pyrene 

METALS 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Copper 
Lead 
Mercury 
Selenium 
Silver 
Zinc 

TCLP
 
Regulatory
 

Limit
 

NC 
NC 
NC 

NC 
NC 

7,500 
NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 
NC 
130 
NC 
NC 

5,000 
100,000 

1,000 
5,000 

NC 
5,000 

200 
1,000 
5,000 

NC 
Results are reported in units of ug/L 
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3.1.1 TCLP PCBs 

TCLP PCB data for the raw sediment and solidified materials are summarized in Table 1. No regulatory 
standard for this analysis is available, therefore, the data are used comparatively only. Untreated raw 
sediment PCB results were 11 ug/L (ppb) in the TCLP leachate solution. This is consistent with the 
results for the pilot study feed material, where the TCLP results for sediment with approximately 2,300 
ppm PCBs gave a TCLP result of 15 ppb and sediment with an average PCB concentration of 5,700 ppm 
gave an average TCLP result of 27 ppb. Based on these ratios of TCLP results to untreated sediment 
results, and the assumption that the relationship is linear, maximum sediment concentrations of 200,000 
ppm would give a maximum TCLP PCB result of approximately 1.1 ppm (mg/L). In summary, the high 
concentrations of PCBs in the sediment are not readily leachable using the TCLP process, presumably 
because the high concentration of oil and other organics in the sediment preferentially retain the PCBs 
rather than allowing them to dissolve in the acidic TCLP leachate solution. 

y 
TCLP PCB results for the solidified materials were higher than for the initial raw sediment for each 
group of stabilization materials. Average TCLP PCB results for stabilized material ranged from 25 to 49 
ppb, double to greater than quadruple those found for the untreated sediment. Although the reason for 
the greater leachability in the treated material cannot be determined based on the limited available data, 
one possible reason is that the solidification process absorbs some of the oily, organic fraction of 
sediment making the PCBs more mobile in the aqueous phase. Based on these results, stabilization/ 
solidification is not an effective method of treating the PCBs in the Hot Spot sediment. 

3.1.2 TCLP Metals 

Results for TCLP metals in untreated and stabilized sediment are provided in Table 1. None of the 
TCLP metals results for untreated raw Hot Spot sediment approached the respective TCLP regulatory 
criteria. This is consistent with the pilot study feed material data. The metal of greatest concern from a 
TCLP perspective was lead with a TCLP concentration of 1,630 ppb detected during this bench scale 
study. Lead has a regulatory criteria of 5,000 ppb. TCLP lead results from the pilot study materials 
ranged from 470 ppb to 940 ppb, significantly less than the criteria. 

Other metals of concern in the Hot Spot sediment included arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, and 
zinc. Solidification/stabilization does reduce the TCLP concentration of most of the metals of concern. 
Both the World Environmental and the Foster Wheeler Portland cement mixtures effectively reduced the 
TCLP concentrations of arsenic, cadmium, chromium, lead, and zinc. All three S/S mixtures resulted in 
an increased concentration of copper in the leachate solution, although the results from World 
Environmental were the highest. Copper is not included on the RCRA list of metals and has no 
associated regulatory criteria. Because the laboratory does not typically include copper in the TCLP 
analysis, the results for this analyte may be biased high due to laboratory error. Should copper become a 
TCLP analyte of concern in the future, additional testing should be conducted prior to drawing 
conclusions regarding the TCLP results for this analyte. 

The Foster Wheeler prepared mixture of Portland cement appears to be at least as or more effective at 
treating metals than the Marcor or World mixtures. 
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In summary, the solidification/stabilization process reduces the concentration of TCLP metals in the Hot 
Spot sediment. The raw, untreated Hot Spot sediment did not exceed criteria for TCLP metals. 
Therefore, in its current state in the CDF, Hot Spot sediment requires no further treatment for metals 
contamination. Although the results from the pilot scale tests indicate that treated product from the three 
tested technologies studies will not exceed TCLP criteria, it is possible that one of treatment technologies 
ultimately selected to treat the PCS contamination may provide a treated sediment material with 
increased mobility of metals. In the event that treated sediments require additional treatment for metals, 
it appears that solidification/stabilization is a possible treatment technology for future consideration. 

3.1.3 TCLP Semivolatiles 

TCLP results for selected semivolatiles in untreated and solidified sediment are provided in Table 1. The 
compounds presented in the table were detected in the leachate for the untreated sediment. Other 
semivolatile compounds were analyzed for but were not detected in the untreated sediment leachate and 
therefore, were not considered further. Similar to the TCLP PCB results, solidification/stabilization does 
not appear to appreciably reduce the concentration of semivolatiles in the TCLP leachate. 

Semivolatile concentrations in the Hot Spot sediment are somewhat inconsequential in comparison with 
the elevated levels of PCBs. They were considered in this evaluation in order to provide a complete 
review of the solidification stabilization process. TCLP semivolatile results for the untreated sediment 
do not approach the TCLP regulatory limit for semivolatiles and it is reasonable to presume that treated 
sediment resulting from a process that removes PCBs is not likely to exceed TCLP criteria for 
semivolatiles. 

3.2 Unconfined Compressive Strength 

In addition to the TCLP leaching procedures, the compressive strength of the treated material was also 
determined. The unconfined compressive strength data for each S/S admixture is provided in Table 2. Of 
the three admixtures tested, Portland cement provided the highest compressive strength and MARCOR 
provided the lowest compressive strength. The average compressive strengths for Foster Wheeler, 
MARCOR and World was 221 psi, 58 psi and 162 psi, respectively. 
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Table 2
 
Compressive Strength Data
 

Bench Scale Treatability Study
 

Foster Wheeler Environmental 
Mix 1: 20% Portland Cement 

Foster Wheeler Environmental 
Mix 2: 20% Portland Cement 

2.5% Oil Dry 

Foster Wheeler Environmental 
Mix 3: 25% Portland Cement 

2.5% Oil Dry 

MARCOR Environmental 
Mix 1: 12.5% HWT-25 Slurry 

MARCOR Environmental 
Mix 2: 17.5% HWT-25 Slurry 

VIARCOR Environmental 
Mix 3: 25% HWT-25 Slurry 

World Environmental 
Mix 1: 18% LPCII 

2% SM399 
2% PI 

World Environmental 
Mix 2: 18% LPCII 

2% SM399 
2% P2 

World Environmental 
Mix3: 15% LPCII 

2% SM399 
1% PI 

EA1 
EA2 
EA3 

EB1 
EB2 
EB3 

EC1 
EC2 
EC3 

MAI 
MA2 
MAS 

MB1 
MB2 
MB3 

MCI 
MC2 
MC3 

WAI 
WA2 
WA3 

WB1 
WB2 
WB3 

WC1 
WC2 
WC3 

210 
205 
190 

210 
170 
210 

255 
270 
285 

55 
35 
50 

45 
50 
60 

80 
75 
90 

185 
200 
210 

110 
185 
75 

130 
170 
180 

200 

195 

270 

45 

50 

80 

200 

125 

160 

***** DRAFT FINAL ***** 
P:\FS-Add\Rev-B 
Appendix2.doc 12/31/97 

13 



3.3 Mixing and Curing 

All three admixtures mixed relatively easily with the Hot Spot sediments. The addition of Portland 
Cement and World's reagents produced a slightly pasty mixture which could present some material 
handling difficulties at full scale. Since MARCOR's reagent was added in a slurry form, the resultant 
mixture was more fluid than the other two mixtures and may be slightly easier to handle on a full scale. 

After approximately one week of air curing, samples containing Portland cement and the World reagents 
had set up to a relatively hard material. However, the MARCOR samples were still soft and pliable. By 
the end of the 30 day curing period all the samples appeared dry and solid. 

3.4 Bulking Factor Test 

Based on the results of the bulking factor study, the MARCOR reagent provided the largest percentage 
decrease in weight (7.4 %) and volume (13 %). The least amount of reduction was observed in the 
samples prepared with Foster Wheeler Environmental's reagents, 1.14% and 0 % for weight and volume, 
respectively. The sediment treated with the World Environmental reagents had weight and volume 
decreases of 1.5 % and 4.5 %, respectively. 

4. CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the data collected from the bench scale treatability study, it does not appear that 
stabilization/solidification is a viable treatment method for the Hot Spot sediments. At the mix ratios 
tested, the admixtures did not significantly lower the leachability of the PCBs and, in most cases, 
increased the leachability. A high reagent to sediment ratio may decrease the leachability of the PCBs, 
however, the treatment cost would also increase as well as the volume of material which must ultimately 
be disposed. 

Solidification/stabilization may be an appropriate treatment technology to consider for heavy metals 
contamination. Available data indicate that TCLP metals concentrations are not likely to be of concern 
in untreated sediment or in the treated material resulting from one of the PCB removal processes (i.e., 
solvent or thermal desorption). However, should heavy metals be of concern at a later date, 
solidification/stabilization appears to be a viable treatment option for further consideration. 
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Attachment A 
Drawing of CDF Sampling Locations 
and U.S.A.C.E. 6/95 Sample Results 
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Attachment A 
Core Samples from CDF #1 Taken by USAGE 

6/19/95 

tfMBSHITO&^v :«{|arnp|e4^ iSample.;2i ISawpJteSi fffigRattg^- -••';; ;̂ Mg|nlf i§id.pev: 

Total PCB 492 763 3,005 14,412 10,924 7,405 492- 14,412 6,167 5,719 
Oil & Grease 780 980 14,000 30,000 34,000 22,000 780 - 34,000 16,960 14,225 
TOC (%) 0.01 0.12 7.9 15.5 8 7.8 <0.01 - 16 7 6 

Cadmium 0.3 0.4 10 17 22 14 0.3-22 11 9 
Copper 50 55 520 980 980 690 50 - 980 546 421 
Chromium 7.2 8.3 220 340 420 280 7 -420 213 172 
Lead 36 38 440 710 680 490 36-710 399 299 

% Moisture 15.1 17.8 48.5 139.6 145.2 137.9 15-145 84 63 
% Solids 85.7 85.4 39 36.5 36.1 40.1 36-85 54 25 
SpecificGravity 2.7 2.61 2.58 2.42 2.48 2.49 2.42-2.70 2.55 0.1 
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Attachment B
 
Summary of Bench Scale
 

Feed Sediment Data
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Attachment B
 
Preliminary and Feed Sediment Data (mg/kg)
 

[•iiiiiiiiiiiiiaBaiiiiiii iii i i i i iniiFil ^liri llrnVirrrl'WirrrnrwiMTi' r̂-"i$i&i$&S&. tftfa&nfiX Its ~ 
1l&s5tFSiaBkiL!ttt *' : , 

^Bucket #13 WsPaSPPII 

Arocolor- 1016 ND ND ND ND ND 
Arocolor - 1221 ND ND ND ND ND 
Arocolor - 1232 ND ND ND ND ND 
Arocolor - 1242 8,184 5,700 7,000 3,400 7,200 
Arocolor - 1248 ND ND ND ND ND 
Arocolor- 1254 5,500 4,300 3,400 1,400 3,200 
Arocolor- 1260 ND ND ND ND ND 

Total PCB 13,684 10,000 10,400 4,800 10,400 

% Solids 38 41 42 43 43 

Bucket #14^ 

ND
 
ND
 
ND
 

7,200
 
ND
 

3,300
 
ND
 

10,500 

43 

, Bucket #14 
(ftipj * 

ND 
ND 
ND 

3,800
 
ND
 

1,700
 
ND
 

5,500 

42 

.„ "VW 
•Btllkl*5 

ND
 
ND
 
ND
 

13,000
 
ND
 

5,800
 
ND
 

18,800 
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Attachment C
 
Laboratory Results For
 

S/S Reagents
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IB EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN74
 
Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 !
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: <soiI/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122931
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122931R
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

X Moisture: 55 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500. 0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/29/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0<uL> Dilution Factor: 1. 0
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 7.3
 
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 

CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

108-95-2 P h en o 1 22000 !U 
111-44-4 b is (2-Ch loroethy 1)Ether 22000 !U 
95-57-8 2-Chlorophenol 22000 !U 
541 -73-1 J, 3-Dichlorobenzene 22000 ! J 
106-46-7 : 1, 4—Di c h 1 or ob en z ene 83000 ! 
95-50-1 li 2HDichlorobenzene 22000 !U 
95-48-7
1O8-60-1
106-44-5
621-64-7

 ,—2-Me thylphenol 
'•—2. 2'-oxybis< 1-Chloropropane). 

 4-Meth y 1 p h enol 
 -N-Nitroso-Di-n-Propy lamine 

22000 
22000 
22000 
22000 

,'U 
:u 
:u 
:u 

67-72-1 Hexachloroethane '. 22000 »u 
98-95-3 Ni tr ob en z ene 2200O ,'U 
78-59-1
88-75-5

 Isophorone 
 2-Ni tr op h enol 

22000 
22000 

:u 
:u 

105-67-9
111-91-1
12O-83-2

 2, 4-Dimethylphenol 
 bis(2-Chloroethoxy > Me thane 
 2, 4-Dichlorophenol 

23OOO 
22000 
22000 

!U 
:u 
:u 

12O-82-1 1/ 2/ 4-Trichlorobenzene 6700 ! J 
91-20-3
1O6-47-8

 Naphthalene 
 4-Chloroaniline 

220OO 
22000 

JU 
:u 

87-68-3 He xachlorobutadi ene 22000 :u 
59-50-7
91-57-6
77-47-4
88-06-2
95-95-4

 4-Ch 1 or o-3-Me th y 1 p h eno 1 
 2-Methylnaphthai ene 
 Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
 2i 4/ 6-Trichlorophenol 
 2, 4. 5-Tr ich lorophenol 

22000 
220OO 
22000 
22000 
56OOO 

!U 
:u 
:u 
:u 
:u 

91-58-7
88-74-4

 2-Ch loronaphthalene 
 2-Nitroaniline 

22000 
56000 

!U 
:u 

131-11-3 Dimethylphthalate 2200O !U 
208-96-8 Ac enap h t h y 1 ene 22000 !U 
606-20-2 2. 6-Dinitrotoluene 22000 !U 
99-09-2 3-Ni tr oan i 1 i ne 56000 !U 
83-32-9 Ac enap h t h ene 22OOO !U 
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1C EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN74
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 !
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: <soi1/water> SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122931
 

Sample ut/vol: l.O (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122931R
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

y. Moisture: 55 decanted: (Y/N)N Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500. 0 <uL) Date Analyzed: 12/29/95
 

Injection Volume: . 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 1.0
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 7.3
 

CAS NO.


51—28—5

10O-O2-7

132-64-9

121-14-2

84-66-2

7005-72-3

86-73-7

1OO-01-6

534-52-1

86-30-6

1 Ol -55-3

118-74-1

87-86-5

85-01-8

120-12-7

86-74-8

84-74-2

206-44-0

129-00-0

85-68-7

91 -94-1

56-55-3

218-01-9

117-81-7

117-84-0

205-99-2

207-08-9

5O-32-8

193-39-5

53-7O-3

191-24-2


CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
 COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG G
 

 2, 4-Dini trophenol
 
 4-Ni trophenol
 
 Di b enz of uran
 
 2* 4~Din i tr ot o1 uene
 

 Diethylphthalate
 
 4-Ch1 orop h eny1-p h eny1eth er.
 

 Fl uorene
 
 ''•—4-Ni troani line
 
 4. 6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol.
 

 N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (1).
 
 4-Br omophenyl-phenylether_
 
 He xac h 1 or o benzene
 

 Pentachlorophenol
 
 Phenanthrene
 
 Anthracene
 

 Car b a z o 1 e
 
 Di-n-Butylph thai ate
 
 Fluoranthene
 
 P y r e n e
 

 Duty Ibenzy Iph thai ate
 
 3, 3'-Dichlorobenzidine
 
 Benzo (a ) Anthracene
 
 Chry 5ene
 
 bi5(2-Ethylhexyl )Phthalate_
 
 Di-n-Octyl Phthalate
 
 Benzo( b )F1 uoranthene
 
 Benzo< k )Fluoranthene
 

 Benzo (a )Pyrene
 
 Indenot 1, 2, 3-cd)Pyrene
 

 Dib enz (ai h ) Anthracene
 
 Benzo ( $> h, i )Pery lene
 

56OOO !U
 
56000 !U
 
22000 !U
 
22000 !U
 
22000 !U
 
22000 !U
 
22000 :u
 
5600O :u
 
5600O !U
 
22000 !U
 
220OO !U
 
22000 !U
 
56000 ,'U
 
12000 ! JX
 
22000 :u
 
22000 !U
 
22000 :u
 
18000 ! JX
 
18000 :j
 
22000 !U
 
2200O !U
 
8400 ! J
 
22000 !U
 
1400O ! J
 
22000 (U
 
7800 ! JX
 
8200 ! JX
 
7000 :j
 
7000 i J
 
22000 :u
 
22000 :u
 

<1) - Cannot be separated from Diphenylamine
 

FORM I SV-2 3/9O
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IF EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS
 
ALN74
 

Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 6B-D4-0025
 

: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No.: SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: < soi 1/uater ) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122931
 

Sample ut/vol: 1. 0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122931R
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

7. Moisture: 55 decanted: (Y/N)N Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 50O. 0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/29/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 1. O
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 7.3 

CONCENTRATION UNITS: 
Number TICs found: 20 (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG 

1
!
 
! CAS NUMBER { COMPOUND NAME RT EST. CONC. : Q
 
{ ================ ======== ============= j =====
 
: i. {UNKNOWN PCB 17. 17 110000 !J
 

{UNKNOWN PCB 18. 00 100000 : j
\ i2
* i. {UNKNOWN PCB 18. 13 170000 !J
 
. w$. {UNKNOWN PCB 19. 10 240000 !J
 
: s. {UNKNOWN PCB 19. 50 140000 }J
 
! 6. {UNKNOWN PCB 19. 88 91000 ! J
 
! 7. {UNKNOWN PCB 20. 07 240000 ! J
 
: s. {UNKNOWN PCB 2O. 30 120000 :j
 
! 9. {UNKNOWN PCB 20. 47 80000 ! J
 
! 1O. {UNKNOWN PCB 20. 80 180000 ! J
 
! 11. {UNKNOWN PCB 20. 90 1 50000 !J
 
! 12. {UNKNOWN PCB 21. 23 11OOOO ! J
 
S 13. {UNKNOWN PCB 22. 03 80000 ! J
 
! 14. {UNKNOWN PCB 22. 13 290000 ;j
 
! 15. {UNKNOWN PCB 22. 45 84000 {J
 
.' 16. {UNKNOWN PCB 22. 57 220000 S J
 
» 17. {UNKNOWN PCB 22. 68 160000 : j
 
{ 18. {UNKNOWN PCB 23. 32 200000 :j
 
! 19. {UNKNOWN PCB 23. 82 140000 :j
 
! 2O. {UNKNOWN PCB 24. 23 84000 ! J
 
1 i i
 
1 i t
t
 

n
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10 EPA SAMPLE NO
 
PESTICIDE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

! •
 
! ALN74
 

Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68D40025 \1*>ut.luJ' &U
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122931
 

Sample wt/vol: 30.0 (g/mL) G Lab F i l e ID: S122931R
 

% Moisture: 55 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Received: 12/01/95
 

Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) SONC Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 5000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/04/96
 

Injection Volume: 2.00 (uL) Dilution Factor: 500
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 7.3 Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N) N
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

I 319-84-6 alpha-BHC 1900 U 
319-85-7 beta-BHC 1900 U 
319-86-8 delta-BH{T~ 1900 
58-89-9 gamma-BHC (Lindane) 1900 
76-44-8 Heptachlor '_ 1900 
309-00-2 Aldrln 1900 
1024-57-3 Heptachlor epoxide_ 1900 

I 959-98-8 Endosulfan I 1900 
I 60-57-1 Oieldrin 3700
 

72-55-9 4 .4 ' -DDE 3700
 
72-20-8 Endrin 3700
 
33213-65-9 Endosulfan II 3700
 
72-54-8 4 .4" -POD 3700
 
1031-07-8 Endosulfan sulfate 3700
 
50-29-3 4.4'-DDT 3700
 
72-43-5 Methoxychlor 19000 JU
 
53494-70-5 Endrin ketone 3700 U
 
7421-36-3 Endrin aldehyde 3700 U
 
5103-71-9 alpha-Chlordane 1900 U
 

! 5103-74-2-- gamma-Chiordane 1900 U
 
! 8001-35-2 Toxaphene 190000 U
 
| .12674-11-2 Aroclor-1016 37000 U
 
j 11104-28-2 Aroclor-1221 74000 U
 
! 11141-16-5- Aroclor-1232 37000 |U
 
i 53469-21-9 -Aroclor-1242 5000000 JEC
 
12672-29-6 Aroclor-1248 37000 U
 
11097-69-1 Aroclor-1254 2200000 EC
 
11096-82-5 Aroclor-1260 37000 U
 

FORM ! PEST 3/90
 



ID EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
PESTICIDE ORGAN ICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN74DL
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 58D40025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 951229310L
 

Sample wt/vol: 30.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID:
 

% Moisture: 55 decanted: (Y/N)N Date Received: 12/01/95
 

Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) SONC Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 5000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/04/96
 

Injection Volume: 2.00 (uL) Dilution Factor: 5000
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 7.3 Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N) N
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

319-84-6
319-85-7
319-86-8

 alpha-BHC 
 beta-BHC 
 de1ta-BHU~ 

19000
19000
19000

 U 
 |U 

U 
58-89-9
76-44-8
309-00-2

 gamma-BHC (Lindane) 
 Heptachl or " 
 Aldrin 

19000
19000 
19000 

 |U 

1024-57-3
959-98-8

 --Heptachlor epoxide 
 Endosulfan I 

19000 
19000 

60-57-1 Dieldrln 37000 
72-55-9 4.4'-DDE 37000 
72-20-8 Endrin 37000 
33213-65-9 Endosulfan II 37000 
72-54-8 4.4'-DDD 37000 
1031-07-8 Endosulfan sulfate 37000 
50-29-3 4.4'-DOT ~ 37000 
72-43-5
53494-70-5

 Methoxychlor 
 Endrin ketone 

190000 |U 
37000 U 

7421-36-3
5103-71-9-
5103-74 2
8001-35-2
12674-11-2

 Endrin aldehyde 
 alpha-Chiordane 
 gamma -Chi ordane 
 Toxaphene 
 Aroclor-1016 

37000 IU 
19000 |U 
19000 JU 

1900000 U 
370000 JU 

11104-28-2 Aroclor-1221 740000 U 
11141-16-5
53469-21-9
12672-29-6
11097-69-1

 Aroclor-1232 
 Aroclor-1242 
 Aroclor-1248 
 Aroclor-1254 

370000
7500000
370000
320aOOO

 |U 
 |D 
 |U 
 JO 

11096-82-5 Aroclor-1260 370000 |U 

FORM I PEST 3/90 
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U.S. EPA - CLP
 

EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET
 

MAJQ20
 
Lab Name: ITS_ENVIRONMENTAL_LABORAT Contract: 68-D5-0063
 
Lab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: MAEW78
 
Matrix (soil/water): SOIL_ Lab Sample ID: 280252
 
Level (low/med): LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 
% Solids: 43.1
 

Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight): MG/KG
 

CAS No. Analyte Concentration C Q M 

7429-90-5 Aluminum 13600 E P 
7440-^36-0 Antimony 0.90 U N P 
7440-38-2 Arsenic 11.5 P 
7440-39-3 Barium 169 E P 
7440-41-7 Beryllium 0.60 B P 
7440-43-9 Cadmium 14.1 N P 
7440-70-2 Calcium 5350 P 
7440-47-3 Chromium 315 E P 
7440-48-4 Cobalt 7.1 B E P 
7440-50-8 Copper 822 P 
7439-89-6 Iron 22300 E P 
7439-92-1 Lead 584 P 
7439-95-4 Magnesium 6480 E P 
7439-96-5 Manganese 195 E P 
7439-97-6 Mercury 1.5 CV 
7440-02-0 Nickel 54.7 E P 
7440-09-7 Potassium 2540 E P 
7782-49-2 Selenium 1.9 B P 
7440-22-4 Silver 2.6 B P 
7440-23-5 Sodium 11100 P 
7440-28-0 Thallium 1.2 U P 
7440-62-2 Vanadium 44.7 E P 
7440-66-6 Zinc 1910 P 

Cyanide NR 

Color Before: BROWN_ Clarity Before: Texture: MEDIUM 
Color After: YELLOW Clarity After: CLEAR Artifacts: 

Comments: 

FORM I - IN ILM04.0
 



IB 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET 

EPA SAMPLE NO. 

Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 
ALN75 

Udb Code: ENVSYS


Matrix: (soil/water)


Sample ut/vol:


Level: <lou/med)


7. Moisture: 54
 

 Case No. : 24253


 SOIL


 1.0 (g/mL) G


 MED
 

decanted: <Y/N) N
 

 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

 Lab Sample ID: 9512S932 

 Lab File ID: 5122932 

Date Received: 12/01/95 

Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/29/95 

Injection Volume: 2.0<uL) Dilution Factor: 1. O 

GPC Cleanup:

CAS NO. 

 (Y/N)Y pH:

COMPOUND 

 7. 1 
CONCENTRATION UNITS: 
(ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q 

108-95-2 P h en o 1
 
111-44-4 bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether
 
95-57-8 2-C hlorophenol
 
541-73-1 1, 3-Dichlorobenzene
 
106-46-7 1 j 4-Dich 1 orobenzene
 
95-50-1 lj 2-Dich lorobenzene
 
95-48-7 —2-Methylphenol
 
108-60-1 2* 2'-oxybis<l— Chloropropane)_
 
106-44-5 4-Me t h y 1 p h eno 1
 
621-64-7 N-Nitroso~Di-n-Propylamine
 
67-72-1 Hexachloroethane
 
98-95-3 Nitrobenzene
 
78-59-1 1 soph or one
 
88-75-5 2-N itrophenol
 
105-67-9 2i 4-Dimethylphenol
 
111-91-1 bis(2-Chloroethoxy ) Me thane
 
12O-83-2 2. 4-Dich lorophenol
 
120-82-1 1, 2/ 4-Trichlorobenzene
 
91-20-3 Na p h t h a 1 en e
 
1O6-47-8 4-Chloroaniline
 
87-68-3 Hexach lorobutad iene
 
59-50-7 4-Ch 1 or o-3-Meth y 1 p h eno 1
 
91-57-6 2-Methylnaphthalene
 
77-47-4 Hexach lorocy c lop en tad iene
 
88-O6-2 2, 4/ 6-Trichlorophenol
 
95-95-4 2> 4» 5-Trich lorophenol
 
91-58-7 2-Chloronaphthalene
 
88-74-4 2-Nitroaniline
 
131-11-3 Dimsthylphthalate
 
208-96-8 Ac enaphthy Iene
 
606-2O-2 2* 6-D initrotolu en e
 
99-O9-2 3-Ni tr oan i 1 ine
 
83-32-9 Ac enap h t h ene
 

22000 !U 
22000 !U 
22000 !U 
25000 
94000 
22000 !U 
22000 :u 
22OOO iU 
22000 :u 
22000 !U 
22000 :u 
22000 !U 
22000 :u 
22000 !U 
22OOO :u 
22000 :u 
22000 !U 
7800 ! J 
22000 :u 
22OOO !U 
22000 :u 
22000 :u 
22000 :u 
22000 :u 
22000 !U 
54000 :u 
22000 :u 
54000 !U 
22000 :u 
22000 !U 
22000 :u 
5400O !U 
22000 :u 

FORM I SV-1 3/90
 



1C EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE DRGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN75
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122932
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122932
 

Level: (loui/med) MED Date Received: 12/O1/95
 

7. Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/O8/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/29/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor:

GPC Cleanup:

CAS NO.

 (Y/N) Y

 COMPOUND 

 pH: 7. 1 
CONCENTRATION UNITS: 
(ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG 

51-28-5 2, 4-Dini trophenol
 
1OO-O2-7 4-N itrophenol
 
132-64-9 Diben zof uran
 
121-14-2 2, 4-Dinitrotoluene
 
84-66-2 Di eth y 1 p h tha late__
 
7005-72-3 4-Chlorophenyl-phenylether.
 
86-73-7 Fluor ene
 
1OO-O1-6 —4-Ni troani 1 ine
 
534-52-1 4 • 6-Dinitro-2-methy 1 phenol.
 
86-3O-6 N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (1).
 
1O1-55-3 4-Bromopheny l-phenylether_
 
118-74-1 Hexach 1 or o benzene
 
87-86-5 Pentach lorophenol
 
85-O1-8 Phenanthrene
 
120-12-7 Anthracene
 
86-74-8 Car b a z o 1 e
 
84-74-2 Di-n-Buty Iphthalate
 
206-44-0 Fluoranthene
 
129-00-0 P y r e n e
 
85-68-7 Buty Ibenzy Iphthalate
 
91-94-1 3/ 3'-Dichlorobenzidine
 
56-55-3 Benzo(a ) Anthracene
 
218-O1-9 Chrysene
 
117-81-7 bis<2~Ethylhexyl>Phthalate_
 
117-84-0 Di-n-Octyl Ph tha late
 
205-99-2 BenzoCb )Fluoranthene
 
2O7-08-9 Benzo( k ) Fl uoranthene
 
50-32-8 Benzo (a )Pyrene
 
193-39-5 Indeno ( 1. 2/ 3-cd )Pyrene
 
53-70-3 Dibenz (a/ h )Anthracene
 
191-24-2 BenzoCg/ h, i)Perylene
 

54OOO
 
54000
 
22000
 
22000
 
22000
 
22000
 
22000
 
54OOO
 
540OO
 
22000
 
22000
 
22000
 
54000
 
22OOO
 
22000
 
22OOO
 
22000
 
12000
 
12000
 
22OOO
 
22OOO
 
22000
 
22OOO
 
21000
 
22000
 
220OO
 
220OO
 
22000
 
22OOO
 
220OO
 
22000
 

 l.O
 

Q
 

!U
 
iU
 
!U
 
!U
 
!U
 
!U
 
:u
 
!U
 
:u
 
!U
 
!U
 
;u
 
!U
 
5U
 
:u
 
!U
 
:u
 
! JX
 
:j
 
!U
 
!U
 
:u
 
:u
 
:j

:u
 
!U
 
:u
 
;u
 
!U
 
:u
 
!U
 

(1) - Cannot be separated from Diphenylamine
 

FORM I SV-2 3/9O
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IF EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS
 
ALN75
 

Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 6B-D4-0025
 

Code: ENVSYS Case No. 34253 SAS No. SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soi1/uater) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122932
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 <g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122932
 

Level: <lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

y. Moisture: 54 decanted: <Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.O (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/29/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 

x 
GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)Y pH: 7. 1 

Number TICs found: 2O 
CONCENTRATION UNITS: 
<ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG 

1 1
 
i CAS NUMBER { COMPOUND NAME
 
! ================ j ============================
 
: i.
 

1 2.
 
3.
 

Ŵ .
 
5.
 
6.
 
7.
 
8.
 
9.
 
10.
 
11.
 
12.
 
13.
 
14.
 
15.
 
16.
 
17.
 
18.
 
19.
 
20.
 

{UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
! UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
,'UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
/UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
1
 
1
 

RT EST. CONC.
 
======== =============
 

17. 18 100000
 
18. 02 91000
 
18. 15 160000
 
19. 10 200000
 
19. 52 130000
 
19. 90 87000
 
20. 08 210000
 
20. 32 110OOO
 
20. 48 72000
 
20. 83 150000
 
20. 90 120000
 
21. 25 1OOOOO
 
22. 05 120000
 
22. 15 300000
 
22. 47 100000
 
22. 58 280000
 
22. 70 150000
 
23. 33 220000
 
23. 83 160000
 
24. 23 980OO
 

1. 0
 

1
 
I
 

: Q

i =====
 
!J
 
!J
 
,' J
 
! J
 
! J
 
,'J
 
! J
 
:j
 
!J
 
!J
 
! J
 
! J
 
!J
 
', J
 
! J
 
! J
 
'• J
 
! J
 
! J
 
! J
 
t
 

G
 

FORM I SV-TIC 3/9O 
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ID EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
PESTICIDE ORGAN ICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN75
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68D40025 j
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122932
 

Sample wt/vol: 30.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122932
 

% Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N)N Date Received: 12/01/95
 

Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) SONC Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 5000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/04/96
 

Inject.ijon Volume: 2.00 (uL) Dilution Factor: 500
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)Y pH: 7.1 Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N) N
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

j
j
I

 319-84-6
 319-85-7
 319-86-8--

 alpha-BHC 
 beta-BHC 

 delta-BHC 

1800 
1800 
1800 U 

58-89-9
76-44-8
309-00-2

 gamma-BHC (Lindane) 
 Heptachlor '_ 
 --Aldrin 

1800 
1800 
1800 

U 

U 
U 

1024-57-3
959-98-8

 Heptachlor epoxide_ 
 Endosulfan I 

1800 
1800 

U 
U 

60-57-1 Dieldrin 3600 U 
72-55-9 4.4'-DDE 3600 U 
72-20-8 Endrin 3600 U 
33213-65-9 Endosulfan II 3600 U 
72-54-8
1031-07-8-

 4 .4 " -POD 
 Endosulfan sulfate 

3600
3600

 |U 
 JU 

50-29-3
72-43-5
53494-70-5

 4.4'-DDT
 Methoxychlor 

 Endrin ketone 

~ 3600 
18000 
3600 

|U
iu 
u 

7421-36-3-
5103-71-9
5103-74-2
8001 -35-2
12674-11-2

 Endrin aldehyde 
 alpha -Chlordane 
 gamma-Chlordane 
 Toxaphene_ 
 Aroclor-1016 

3600 
1800 
1800 

180000 
35000 JU 

J U 
u 

11104-28-2 Aroclor-1221 73000 !U 
11141-16-5
53469-21-9
12672-29-6
11097-69-1

 Aroclor-1232 
 Aroclor-1242 
 Aroclor-1248 
 Aroclor-1254 

35000 
5100000 
35000 

2100000 

J U
kc 
iu
IEC 

Ii 
11096-82-5 Aroclor-1260 35000 u 

FORM : PEST 3/90 

1062
 



ID EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
PESTICIDE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN75DL
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68D40025 |
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122932DL
 

Sample wt/vol: 30.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID:
 

% Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Received: 12/01/95
 

Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) SONC Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 5000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/04/96
 

Injection Volume: 2.00 (uL) Dilution Factor: 5000 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 7.1 Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N)N 

CONCENTRATION UNITS: 
CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q 

319-84-6
" 319-85-7

 alpha-BHC 
 beta-BHC 

18000 
'18000 u 
U
u
u
u
u
u
u
u
u
u
u
u
u
u
u
u
u
u 

18000
 
18000
 
18000
 
18000
 
18000
 
18000
 
36000
 
36000
 
36000
 
36000
 
36000
 
36000
 
36000
 
180000
 
36000
 

319-86-8-
58-89-9

76-44-8

309-00-2

1024-57-3

959-98-8-
60-57-1

72-55-9

72-20-8

33213-65-9
72-54-8

1031-07-8

50-29-3---

! 72-43-5

53494-70-5


 de1ta-BHU~~ 
 gamma-BHC (Lindane)
 
 -Heptachlor "
 
 Aldrln
 
 Heptacnior epoxide
 
 Endosulfan I ~
 

 --Dfe7drfn
 
 ----4.4' -DDE ~
 
 Endrin '
 

 Endosulfan II
 
 ---4.4' -ODD
 
 Endosulfan sulfate
 
 4.4'-DDT ~
 

 Methoxychlor
 
 Endrin ketone ~
 

7421-36-3- Endrin aldehyde " 36000
 
5103-71-9-- alpha-Chlordane 18000
 

! 5103-74-2 gamma -Chi ordane 18000
 
! 8001-35-2- Toxaphene
 

 Aroclor-1016
 
1800000 JU
 

j 12674-11-2

J
 U 

360000 |U
 
 11104-28-2 Aroc lor-1221 730000
 

DI

| 11141-16-5 Aroc lor-1232 360000 !U 
I 53469-21-9 -Aroclor-1242 7700J300 |D 
! 12672-29-6- Aroclor-1248 360000 iu 

! 11097-69-1 Aroclor-1254 5100000
 
! 11096-82-5 Aroclor-1260 360000
 !U 
 ZZZI
 

FORM I PEST 3/90 

1068
 

I



U.S. EPA - CLP
 

EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET
 

MAJQ21
 
Lab Name: ITS_ENVIRONMENTAL_LABORAT Contract: 68-D5-0063
 
Lab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: MAEW78
 
Matrix (soil/water): SOIL_ Lab Sample ID: 280253
 
Level (low/med): LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 
% Solids: 45.1
 

Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight): MG/KG
 

CAS NO. Analyte Concentration C Q M 

7429-90-5 Aluminum 11300 E P 
744Q--36-0 Antimony 0.98 U N P 
7440-38-2 Arsenic 10.7 P 
7440-39-3 Barium 135 E P 
7440-41-7 Beryllium 0.49 B P 
7440-43-9 Cadmium 12.7 N P 
7440-70-2 Calcium 4580 P 
7440-47-3 Chromium 287 E P 
7440-48-4 Cobalt 6.2 B E P 
7440-50-8 Copper 745 P 
7439-89-6 Iron 19400 E P 
7439-92-1 Lead 531 P 
7439-95-4 Magnesium 5960 E P 
7439-96-5 Manganese 160 E P 
7439-97-6 Mercury 1.1 CV 
7440-02-0 Nickel 50.7 E P 
7440-09-7 Potassium 2210 B E P 
7782-49-2 Selenium 2.3 P 
7440-22-4 Silver 2.8 B P 
7440-23-5 Sodium 10900 P 
7440-28-0 Thallium 1.3 U P 
7440-62-2 Vanadium 37.9 E P 
7440-66-6 Zinc 1660 P 

Cyanide NR 

Color Before: BROWN Clarity Before: Texture: MEDIUM 
Color After: YELLOW Clarity After: CLEAR Artifacts: 

Comments: 

FORM I - IN ILM04.0 
000016 



IB EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN76
 
Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No. : SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: <soi1/uater) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122933
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 <g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122933
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

7. Moisture: 6 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500. 0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/27/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor:


GPC Cleanup: <Y/N> Y pH: 12.9
 

CAS NO.


108-95-2

111-44-4

95-57-8

541-73-1


(	 106-46-7

95-5O-1

95-48-7
108-60-1
1O6-44-5
621-64-7—

67-72-1

98-95-3

78-59-1

88-75-5

105-67-9

111-91-1—

120-83-2

120-82-1

91-20-3

106-47-8

87-68-3

59-5O-7

91-57-6

77-47-4

88-O6-2

95-95-4

91-58-7

88-74-4

131-11-3

2O8-96-8

6O6-2O-2

99-O9-2

83-32-9


CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
 COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG
 

 P h en o 1
 
 b i s <2-Ch 1 oroethy 1)Ether
 

 2-Chlorophenol
 
 1, 3-Dichlorobenzene
 
 1 j 4-Dichlorobenzene
 

 1 / 2-Dich 1 orobenzene
 
 2 -Methylphenol 

 '•—2> 2 ' -oxyb i s ( l -Chloropropane) . 
 4-Me t h y 1 p h eno 1 
 N-Nitroso-Di-n-Propylamine
 

 He xachloroet h an e
 
 Nitrobenzene
 

1 s o p h or on e
 
 2-Ni tr op h eno 1
 
 2. 4-Dimethylphenol
 
 bis(2-Chloroethoxy)Methane
 

 2> 4-Dichlorophenol
 
 1, 2, 4-Trichlorobenzene
 
 Naphthalene
 
 4-Ch loroani line _
 

 Hexach lorobutad iene
 
 4-Chloro-3-Methyl phenol
 
 2-Me th y Inap h thai ene
 
 Hexach 1 or ocyclopentad iene
 
 2i 4, 6-Trichlorophenol
 
 2, 4j 5-Tr ich lorophenol
 
 2-Chloronaphthalene
 
 2-Ni troani line
 
 Dimethyl ph thai ate
 
 Acenaphthylene
 
 -2> 6-Dinitrotoluene
 

 3-Ni troani line
 
 Ac enap h t h ene
 

11000
 
11000
 
11000
 
11000
 
110OO
 
1100O
 
110OO
 
11000
 
11000
 
11000
 
11000
 
11000
 
11000
 
11000
 
nooo
 
11000
 
11000
 
11000
 
11000
 
11000
 
11000
 
11000
 
11000
 
11000
 
11000
 
27000
 
110OO
 
27000
 
nooo
 
11000
 
11000
 
27000
 
11000
 

 1. O 

Q 

!U 
!U 
:u 
!U 
:u 
!U 
!U 
:u 
!U 
:u 
!U 
!U 
:u 
:u 
:u 
!U 
:u 
!U 
!U 
!U 
,'U 
!U 
.'U 
:u 
:u 
!U 
!U 
:u 
!U 
:u 
iu 
!U 
:u 

FORM I SV-1	 3/9
 



1C EPA SAMPLE NO. 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET 

ALN76 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No. : SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122933
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122933
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

7. Moisture:	 decanted: <Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 <uL) Date Analyzed: 12/27/95
 

Injection	 Volume: ..?; 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 1. O
 
\ '
 

GPC Cleanup: <Y/N) Y pH: 12.9
 
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 

CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

51-28-5 2» 4-Dini trophenol 270OO !U 
1OO-O2-7 4-N itrophenol 27000 iU 
132-64-9 Dibenzof uran 110OO !U 
121-14-2 2» 4-Dinitrotoluene JL100O !U 
84-66-2
7005-72-3

 Di e t h y 1 p h t ha 1 a t e 
 4-Chl or opheny1-pheny1 ether. 

11000 
11000 

!U 
!U 

/ . 
86-73-7 —Fluor en e 11000 !U Ml* 
100-01-6 —4-Nitroani 1 ine 27OOO !U 
534-52-1 4, 6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol. 27000 :u 
86-30-6
101-55-3

 N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (1)_ 
4-Bromophenyl~phenylether__ 

11000 
11000 

:u 
:u 

118-74-1 Hexach 1 or o benzene 11000 !U 
87-86-5 Pentachlorophenol 27000 !U 
85-01-8 Phenanthrene 11OOO :u 
120-12-7 Anthracene 11000 :u 
86-74-8 Car b a z o 1 e 11000 !U 
84-74-2 Di-n-Butulphthalate 11OOO !U 
206-44-0 Fl uoran t h ene 11000 !U 
129-00-0 Pyrene 11000 :u 
85-68-7 B utylbenzylphthala t e 110OO !U 
91-94-1 3, 3'-Dichlorobenzidine 11000 !U 
56-55-3 Benzo (a ) Anthracene 11000 :u 
218-01 -9 C h r y 5 en e 11OOO !U 
117-81-7 bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate_ 11000 :u 
117-84-0 Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 11000 !U 
205-99-2 Benzo (b ) Fl uoran th ene 11OOO !U 
207-08-9 Benzo< k )Fluoranthene 11000 !U 
50-32-8 Benzo(a)Pyrene 11000 :u 
193-39-5 Indeno( 1, 2, 3-cd )Pyrene 11OOO !U 
53-70-3 Dibenz (a* h )Anthracene 11OOO iU 
191-24-2 Benzo<g< h, i)Perylene 11000 :u 

(1) - Cannot be separated from Diphenylamine 

FORM I SV-2 3/90 
o 



IF EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS
 
! ALN76
 

' Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 {
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: <soi1/uater) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122933
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 <g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122933
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

X Moisture: 6 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/27/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 1. O
 
\
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 12. 9
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
Number TICs found: 18 (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG
 

i
 
J
1
 

! CAS NUMBER ! COMPOUND NAME
 
== { ===s:====ss;=ssss=====sr=s:=:=sr===s==
| ======3=====:== :=:
 

! 1. 100-52-7
 
r 2. 937-61-1
 
%,3. 3012-37-1
 
, 4 .
 
I 5.
 
I 6.
 
! 7.
 

8.
 
9.
 
10.
 
11.
 
12.
 
13.
 
14.
 
15.
 
16.
 
17.
 
18.
 

! BENZ ALDEHYDE ( ACN ) ( DOT )
 
! BENZENE, (PROPOXYMETHYL)
ITHIOCYANIC ACID, PHENYLMETHY
 
! UNKNOWN HYDROCARBON
 
! UNKNOWN HYDROCARBON
 
! UNKNOWN HYDROCARBON
 
! UNKNOWN
 
! UNKNOWN
 
i UNKNOWN
 
! UNKNOWN
 
! UNKNOWN
 
f UNKNOWN
 
! UNKNOWN
 
! UNKNOWN
 
i UNKNOWN
 
! UNKNOWN
 
! UNKNOWN
 
! UNKNOWN
 

!
 
RT EST. CONC. i Q
 

======== ==:==========:= }=====
 
7. 53 3200 !JN
 
10. O3 5300 i JN
 
13. 62 5300 UN
 
16. 65 2100 :j
 
17. 82 16000 ;j
 
18. 93 8500 {j
 
20. 08 2100 !J
 
21. 28 2100 !J
 
22. 07 4300 ! J
 
22. 12 6400 !J
 
24. 67 4300 !J
 
27. 50 96OO J J
 
27. 98 6400 1 J
 
28. O7 21OO ,'J
 
31. 17 3200 ! J
 
31. 77 3200 SJ
 
34. 3O 16000 ! J
 
35. 32 3200 i J
 

1
 
1
 

FORM I SV-TIC 3/90
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ID EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
PESTICIDE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN76
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68D40025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122933
 

Sample wt/vol: 30.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID:
 

% Moisture: 6 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Received: 12/01/95
 

Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) SONC Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 5000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/04/96
 

Injection Volume: 2.00 (uL) Dilution Factor: 1.00
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 12.9 Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N) N
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

319-84-6
319-85-7

 alpha-BHC 
 beta-BHC 

1.8 U 
1.8 U 

319-86-8 de1ta-BHC~~ 1.8 
58-89-9 gamma-BHC (Lindane) 
76-44-8 Heptachlor " 
309-00-2 Aldrin_ _ 
1024-57-3 Heptachlor epoxide 
959-98-8--------Endosulfan I ~ 

1.8 
1.8 
1.8 
1.8 
1.8 

60-57-1 Dieldrin 3.5 
72-55-9 4.4'-DDE 3.5 
72-20-8 Endrin 3.5 
33213-65-9 Endosul tan II 3.5 
72-54-8 4.4--DDD •3.5 
1031-07-8 Endosul fan sulfate 3.5IU 
50-29-3 4.4'-DDT ~ 3.5JU 
72-43-5
53494-70-5

 Methoxychlor 
 Endrin ketone 

18 JU 
3.5JU 

7421-36-3
5103-71-9
5103-74-2
'8001-35-2
"12674-11-2

 Endrin aldehyde 
 alpha-Chlordane_ 
 gamma -Chi ordane 
 Toxaphene 
 Aroclor-1016 

3.5IU 
1.8 U 
1.8|U

180 JU 
35 JU 

11104-28-2 Aroclor-1221 71 U 
11141-16-5 Aroclor-1232 35 !U 
53469-21-9 Aroclor-1242 35 !U 
12672-29-6 Aroclor-1248 35 
11097-69-1 Aroclor-1254 35 
11096-82-5 Aroclor-1260 35 

i 

FORM I PEST 3/90 

1072
 



U.S. EPA - CLP
 

EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET
 

MAJQ60
 
fll
Lab Name: ITS_ENVIRONMENTAL_LABORAT Contract: 68-D5-0063
 

Lab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG NO.: MAEW78
 
Matrix (soil/water): SOIL_ Lab Sample ID: 280256
 
Level (low/med): LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 
% Solids: 99.2
 

Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight): MG/KG
 

CAS No. Analyte Concentration C Q M 

7429-90-5 Aluminum 25300 E P 
7440-36-0 Antimony 0.94 B N P 
7440-38-2 Arsenic 4.5 P 
7440-39-3 Barium 233 E P 
7440-41-7 Beryllium 3.5 P 
7440-43-9 Cadmium 0.06 U N P 
7440-70-2 Calcium 340000 P 
7440-47-3 Chromium 55.8 E P 
7440-48-4 Cobalt 14.6 E P 
7440-50-8 Copper 23.6 P 
7439-89-6 Iron 14600 E P 
7439-92-1 Lead 5.9 P 
7439-95-4 Magnesium 35700 E P 
7439-96-5 
7439-97-6 
7440-02-0 

Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 

12200 
0.03 
24.3 

U 
E 

E 

P 
CV 
P 

7440-09-7 Potassium 5350 E P 
7782-49-2 Selenium 3.8 P 
7440-22-4 Silver 0.15 U P 
7440-23-5 Sodium 6790 P 
7440-28-0 Thallium 0.57 U P 
7440-62-2 Vanadium 33.4 E P 
7440-66-6 Zinc 26.6 P 

Cyanide NR 

Color Before: GRAY Clarity Before: Texture: FINE_
 
Color After: YELLOW Clarity After: CLEAR Artifacts:
 

FORM I - IN ILM04.0 

OOOO19 



IB EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

Lab Name: ENVIRDSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122934
 

Sample wt/vol: 1. 0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122934
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

X Moisture: O decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 < uL) Date Analyzed: 12/28/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0<uL) Dilution Factor:

GPC Cleanup:

CAS NO.

 <Y/N) Y

 COMPOUND 

 pH: 13.2 
CONCENTRATION UNITS: 
(ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG 

108-95-2 Ph eno 1 
111 -44-4 b is (2-Ch 1 oroethy 1)Ether 
95-57-8 2-Ch 1 or op h eno 1 
541-73-1 1, 3-Dichlorobenzene 
1O6-46-7 1, 4-Di ch 1 orobenz ene 
95-50-1 1, 2-Dich lor obenz ene 
75-48-7 2-Me thylphenol 
1O8-6O-1 '•—2» 2'-oxybis(l-Chloropropane). 
106-44-5 4-Methylphenol \ 
621-64-7 N-Nitroso-Di-n-Propylamine 
67-72-1 He xachloroet h an e 
98-95-3 Ni tr ob en z ene 
78-59-1 1 sop h or one 
88-75-5 2-Nitrophenol 
105-67-9 2. 4-Dimethylphenol 
111-91-1 bis(2-Ch1oroethoxy)Methane 
120-83-2 "2, 4-Dich lorophenol 
120-82-1 1, 2, 4-Trichlorobenzene 
91-20-3 Naphthalene 
106-47-8 4-Chloroaniline 
87-68-3 Hexach lorobutad iene 
59-50-7 4-Chl or o-3-Me thylphenol 
91-57-6 2-Methylnaphthaiene 
77-47-4 Hexach 1 orocy c 1 opentadi ene 
88-06-2 2, 4, 6-Trichlorophenol 
95-95-4 2, 4, 5-Tr i ch 1 orophenol 
91-58-7 2-Ch 1 or onaph thai ene 
88-74-4 2-Nitroaniline 
131-11-3 Dimethylphthalate 
208-96-8 Ac enap h t h y Iene 
606-2O-2 2. 6-Dinitrotoluene 
99-09-2 3-Ni troani 1 ine 
83-32-9 Ac enap hth ene 

FORM I SV-1 

10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
1OOOO
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
1000O
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
1OOOO
 
10000
 
10000
 
25000
 
10000
 
25000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
250OO
 
10000
 

 1.0 

Q 

!U 
!U 
!U 
!U 
!U 
!U 
!U 
:u 
!U 
!U 
!U 
!U 
:u 
iU 
!U 
!U 
!U 
!U 
:u 
!U 
!U 
,'U 
!U 
!U 
:u 
:u 
}U 
iU 
:u 
iu 
:u 
!U 
:u 

3/9O
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1C EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

I
 
! ALN77 !
 

Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 ! I
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122934
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 <g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122934
 

Level: (low/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

y. Moisture: decanted: (Y/N)N Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 (uL> Date Analyzed: 12/28/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 1.0
 

GPC Cleanup: <Y/N) Y pH: 13.2
 
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 

CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

! 51-28-5 2. 4-Dinitrophenol 25000 !U
 
I 100-02-7 4-Nitrophenol 25000 !U
 
132-64-9 Di b en z o fur an 10000 ,'U
 
121-14-2 2, 4-Dinitrotoluene 10000 :u
 
84-66-2 Diethylphthalate 10000 iU
 
7005-72-3 4-Ch 1 or oph eny 1-p h eny 1 eth er. 10000 !U
 
86-73-7 Fluorene 10000 :u
 
100-01-6 —4-Ni troani 1 ine 25000 !U
 
534-52-1 4, 6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol. 25000 !U
 
86-30-6 N-Nitrosodiphenylamine(1). 10000 !U
 
1O1-55-3 4-Br omop h eny 1-p h eny 1 ether 10OOO !U
 
118-74-1 He xachlorobenzene 10000 !U
 
87-86-5 Pentachlorophenol 25000 fU
 
85-O1-8 Phenanthrene 1OOOO !U
 
120-12-7 Anthracene 100OO :u
 
86-74-8 Car ba z o 1 e 10000 !U
 
84-74-2 Di-n-Butylphthalate 10000 !U
 
206-44-0 Fluqranthene 10000 !U
 
129-00-0 P y r en e 10000 ,'U
 
85-68-7 B utylbenzylphthala t e 1OOOO !U
 
91 -94-1— 3i 3'-Dichlorobenzidine 10000 !U
 
56-55-3 Benzo (a) Anthracene 10000 ;u
 
218-01-9 Chrysene 10OOO !U
 
117-81-7 bis<2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate_ 10000 !U
 
117-84-O Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 10000 :u
 
205-99-2 Benzo (b)Fluoranthene 10000 !U
 
207-08-9 Benzo < k )Fluoranthene 1OOOO :u
 
5O-32-8 Benz o (a ) Py r ene 10000 !U
 
193-39-5 Indeno < 1, 2, 3-cd )Pyrene 10000 !U
 
53-70-3 Dibenz (a* h )Anthracene 10000 !U
 
191-24-2 Benzo<gi h, i )Pery lene 10000 :u
 

(1) - Cannot be separated from Diphenylamine
 

FORM I SV-2 3/9O
 



IF EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE DRGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET 

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS 

Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 ! 
ALN77 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122934 

Sample ut/vol: 1. 0 <g/mL) G Lab FijLe ID: SI22934 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95 

y. Moisture: 0 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/O8/95 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 <uL) Date Analyzed: 12/28/95 

Injection Volume: 2. 0<uL) Dilution Factor: 1.0 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 13. 2 

Number TICs found: 
CONCENTRATION UNITS: 
<ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG 

1
1

! CAS NUMBER
—— __— .____..__— „_—

! 1.
i

 1
1 

! COMPOUND NAME 
, — __ —— — _— .̂._

 ! UNKNOWN 
i 

— -_ 

RT 

34. 23 

EST. CONC. 

2000 

1
1

;

!J
1
1

 Q
 I 

1 

: 

! 
1 
| 

FORM I SV-TIC 3/90 

297 



ID EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
PESTICIDE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN77
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68D40025 |
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL	 Lab Sample ID: 95122934
 

Sample wt/vol: 30.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID:
 

% Moisture: 0 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Received: 12/01/95
 

Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) SONC Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 5000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/04/96
 

Injection Volume: 2.00 (uL) Dilution Factor: 1.00
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y PH: 13.2 Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N) N
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

319-84-6 alpha-BHC	 1.7
 
319-85-7 beta-BHC	 1.7
 
319-86-8 de1ta-BHC~~	 1.7
 
58-89-9 gamma-BHC (Lindane)	 1.7
 
76-44-8 Heptachl or "	 1.7
 
309-00-2 Aldrln	 1.7
 

( *	 1024-57-3 Heptachl or epoxide 1.7
 
959-98-8--------Endosulfan I ~ 1.7
 
60-57-1 Pi el dr in 3.3
 
72-55-9 4.41 -DDE 3.3
 
7.2-20-8 Endrin 3.3
 
33213-65-9 Endosul fan II 3.3
 
72-54-8 4.4'-DDD 3.3
 
1031-07-8 Endosul fan sulfate 3.3
 
50-29-3---- 4.4'-DDT ~ 3.3
 
72-43-5 Methoxychlor 17
 
53494-70-5 -Endrin ketone	 3.3
 
7421-36-3 Endrin aldehyde	 3.3
 
5103-71-9 -alpha-Chlordane	 1.7
 
5103-74-2 gamma-Chi ordane 1.7IU
 
8001-35-2 Toxaphene 170 |U
 
12674-11-2 Aroclor-1016 33 IU
 

11104-28-2 -Aroclor-1221 67 U
 
11141-16-5 Aroclor-1232 33 iu
 
53469-21-9 Aroclor-1242 33 u
 
12672-29-6- Aroclor-1248" 33 iu
 
11097-69-1 Aroclor-1254 33 !U
 
11096-82-5 Aroclor-1260 33 !U
 

i
 

FORM I PEST	 3/90
 

1:0
 



U.S. EPA - CLP
 

EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET
 

MAEW87
 
Lab Name: ITS_ENVIRONMENTAL_LABORAT Contract: 68-D5-0063
 
Lab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: MAEW78
 
Matrix (soil/water): SOIL_ Lab Sample ID: 280249
 
Level (low/med): LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 
% Solids: 100.0
 

Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight): KG/KG
 

CAS No. Analyte Concentration C Q M 

7429-90-5 Aluminum 19500 E P 
7440-36-0 Antimony 1.3 B N P 
7440-38-2 Arsenic 4.0 P 
7440-39-3 Barium 548 E P 
7440-41-7 Beryllium 0.68 B P 
7440-43-9 Cadmium 0.06 U N P 
7440-70-2 Calcium 447000 P 
7440-47-3 Chromium 55.2 E P 
7440-48-4 Cobalt 11.9 E P 
7440-50-8 Copper 11.3 P 
7439-89-6 Iron 24500 E P 
7439-92-1 Lead 5.3 P 
7439-95-4 Magnesium 10200 E P 
7439-96-5 Manganese 312 E P 
7439-97-6 Mercury 0.04 U CV 
7440-02-0 Nickel 15.4 E P 
7440-09-7 Potassium 9030 E P 
7782-49-2 Selenium 0.69 U P 
7440-22-4 Silver 0.15 U P 
7440-23-5 Sodium 759 B P 
7440-28-0 Thallium 2.9 P 
7440-62-2 Vanadium 134 E P 
7440-66-6 Zinc 40.0 P 

Cyanide NR 

Color Before: GRAY Clarity Before: Texture: FINE 
Color After: YELLOW Clarity After: CLEAR Artifacts: 

Comments: 

FORM I - IN ILM04.0 

OOOOl'J 



IB EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

I ~ !
 

.' ALN78
 
Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 !
 

Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. :
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122935
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122935
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

% Moisture: 5 decanted: <Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/O8/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/28/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 1. O
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)Y pH: 7. 1
 

CAS NO.


108-95-2

111-44-4

95-57-8

541-73-1

106-46-7
P	 95-50-1

95-48-7

108-60-1

106-44-5

621 -64-7

67-72-1

98-95-3

78-59-1

88-75-5

1O5-67-9

111-91-1

120-83-2

120-82-1
91-20-3

106-47-8

87-68-3

59-5O-7

91 -57-6

77-47-4

88-06-2

95-95-4

91-58-7

88-74-4

131-11-3

208-96-8

606-20-2

99-O9-2

83-32-9


CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
 COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

 P h e n o 1
 
 b i s (2-Ch 1 oroethy 1 )Ether
 

 2-Ch 1 or op h eno 1
 
 i> 3-Dich lor o benzene
 
 1» 4-Di c h 1 orobenz ene
 

 11 2-Di ch 1 or ob enz ene
 
 2-Methyl phenol
 

' 2i 2'—oxybis(l-Chloropropane). 
 4-Me t h y 1 p h eno 1 ' 
 N-N itroso-Di -n-Pr opylamine 

 Hexachloroethane_^ 
 Ni trob en z ene 
 Isophorone 
 2-Ni tr op h eno 1 
 2, 4-D i me t h y1p h en o1 
 bis<2-Chloroethoxy )Methane 
 2* 4-Dichlorophenol 
 li 2, 4-Tr ichlorobenzene 

 Naphthalene 
 4-Ch loroani 1 ine 

 He xachlorobutadi ene 
 4-Chloro-3-Methyl phenol 
 2-Me t hylnaphthal ene 
 He xachlorocyc 1 op en tad i ene 
 2i 4* 6-Trichlorophenol 
 2, 4/ 5-Tr i c h lorophenol 
 2-Chloronaphthalene 
 2-Ni tr oan i line 
 Dimethyl phthalate 
 Ac enaphthyl ene 
 2. 6-Di n i tr o t o 1 u en e
 

 3-Ni troan i 1 ine
 
 Ac enap h t h en e
 

11000 !U
 
11000 !U
 
11000 I'U
 
11000 iU
 
11000 :u
 
11000 :u
 
11000 :u
 
11000 :u
 
11000 IU
 
11000 :u
 
11 poo :u
 
11000 !U
 
11000 !U
 
11000 :u
 
11000 ;u
 
11000 !U
 
11000 iu
 
11000 !U
 
11000 :u
 
11000 :u
 
11000 !U
 
11000 !U
 
11000 :u
 
11000 :u
 
11000 !U
 
26000 !U
 
11000 !U
 
26000 :u
 
11OOO !U
 
11000 iU
 
11000 IU
 
26000 :u
 
11000 !U
 

FORM I SV-1	 3/90
 



1C EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVQLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN78
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122935
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122935
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

% Moisture: decanted: (Y/N)N Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/28/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: l.O
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 7. 1
 
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 

CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg> UG/KG Q
 

51-28-5 2. 4-Dini trophenol 26000 !U
 
1OO-O2-7 4-Ni tr op h eno 1 26000 iU
 
132-64-9 D i b e n z o f ur an 11000 !U
 
121-14-2 2. 4-Dinitrotoluene 11000 !U
 
84-66-2 Diethylphthalate 11000 iU
 
7005-72-3 4-Ch1 orop h eny1-pheny1eth er. 11000 !U
 
86-73-7 Fl uor ene 11000 ,'U
 
10O-01-6 —4-Ni troani line 26OOO !U
 
534-52-1 4. 6-D i n i tr o-2-met hylphenol. 26000 :u
 
86-30-6 N-Nitrosodiphenylamine < 1)_ 11000 ,'U
 
101-55-3 4-Dromopheny 1-pheny lether 11000 !U
 
118-74-1 Hexach 1 or o benzene 11000 !U
 
87-36-5 Pentachlorophenol 26000 iU
 
85-01-8 Phenanthrene 11OOO !U
 
120-12-7 Anthracene 11000 !U
 
86-74-8 Car ba z o 1 e 11000 :u
 
84-74-2 Di-n-Butylphthalate 11000 su
 
206-44-0 Fluoranthene 11000 :u
 
129-OO-0 Pyrene 11000 !U
 
85-68-7 Buty Ibenzy Iph thai ate 11000 :u
 
91-94-1 3, 3'-Dichlorobenzidine 11000 :u
 
56-55-3 Benzo (a ) Anthracene 11000 !U
 
218-O1-9 Chrysene 11000 :u
 
117-81-7 bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate. 11000 :u
 
117-84-O Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 11000 :u
 
2O5-99-2 Benzo<b)Fluoranthene 11000 !U
 
207-08-9 Benzo ( k )F1 uoranthene 11000 :u
 
50-32-8 Benzo (a )Pyrene 11000 !U
 
193-39-5 Indeno( 1, 2, 3-cd)Pyrene 11000 :u
 
53-70-3 Dibenz <a> h ) Anthracene 11000 !U
 
191-24-2 Benzo(g* hi i)Perylene 11000 !U
 

<1) - Cannot be separated from Diphenylamine 

FORM I SV-2 3/9O 

310 



IF EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS
 
I ALN78
 

y
 Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 !
 

Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/uater) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122935
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 <g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122935
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

X Moisture: 5 decanted: <Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/28/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0<uL) Dilution Factor: 1.0
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)Y pH: 7. 1 

CONCENTRATION UNITS: 
Number TICs found: 3 (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG 

1
 

J CAS NUMBER COMPOUND NAME RT EST. CONC. Q
 
{ ================ ============================ ======== ============= =====
 
J 1. UNKNOWN 26. 47 3200 J
 
f X2. UNKNOWN 26. 55 3200 J
 

UNKNOWN 33. 32 3200 J
 
1
 

FORM I SV-TIC 3/90
 

311 



ID EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
PESTICIDE ORGAN ICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN78
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68D40025 \
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122935
 

Sample wt/vol: 30.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID:
 

% Moisture: 5 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Received: 12/01/95
 

Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) SONC Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 5000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/04/96
 

Injection Volume: 2.00 (uL) Dilution Factor: 1.00
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 7.1 Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N) N
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

319-84-6 alpha-BHC 1.8 U 
319-85-7 beta-BHC 1.8 U 
319-86-8 delta-BHC~~~ 1.8 
58-89-9 gamma-BHC (Lindane) 1.8 
76-44-8 Heptachlor " 1.8 
309-00-2 Aldrin 1.8 
1024-57-3 Heptachlor epoxide 1.8 
959-98-8 Endosulfan I 1.8 
60-57-1 Dieldrin 3.5 
72-55-9 4 .4" -DDE 3 .5JU 
72-20-8 Endrln 3 .5JU 
33213-65-9 Endosulfan II 3.5IU 
72-54-8 4.4'-DDD 3 .5JU 
1031-07-8 Endosulfan sulfate 3.5IU 
50-29-3 ----4.4'-DDT 3 .5JU 
72-43-5 Methoxychlor 18 JU 
53494-70-5 Endrin ketone 3.5JU 
7421-36-3 Endrin aldehyde 3.5JU 
5103-71-9 alpha-Chlordane 1.8|U
5103-74-2 gamma -Chi ordane 1.8JU 
8001-35-2 Toxaphene_ 180 U 
12674-11-2 Aroclor-1016 35 IU 

11104-28-2 Aroclor-1221 71 !U
 
11141-16-5 Aroclor-1232 35
 IU
 
53469-21-9 Aroclor-1242 35 !u
 
12672-29-6 Aroclor-1248 35 !u
 11097-69-1 Aroclor-1254 35 U
 
11096-82-5 Aroclor-1260 35 JU
 

FORM I PEST 3/90
 



U.S. EPA - CLP
 

EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET
 

MAEW88
 
Lab Name: ITS_ ENVIRONMENTAL LABORAT Contract: 68-D5-0063
 
Lab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: MAEW78 $£>
 
Matrix (soil/water) : SOIL_ Lab Sample ID: 280250
 
Level (low/med) : LOW _ Date Received: 12/01/95
 
% Solids: - 95.8
 

Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight): MG/KG
 

CAS No. Analyte Concentration C Q M
 

7429-90-5 Aluminum 14500 E P
 
7440-36-0 Antimony 0.43 U N P
 
7440-38-2 Arsenic 1.7 B P
 
7440-39-3 Barium 93.4 E P
 
7440-41-7. Beryllium 4.3 P
 
7440-43-9 Cadmium 0.59 B N P
 
7440-70-2 Calcium 17500 P
 
7440-47-3 Chromium 46.7 E P
 
7440-48-4 Cobalt 20.1 E P
 
7440-50-8 Copper 4.4 B P
 
7439-89-6 Iron 14100 E P
 
7439-92-1 Lead 7.4 P
 
7439-95-4 Magnesium 16100 E P
 
7439-96-5 Manganese 187 E P
 
7439-97-6 Mercury 0.05 U CV
 
7440-02-0 Nickel 20.4 E P
 
7440-09-7 Potassium 2330 E P
 
7782-49-2 Selenium 0.73 U P
 
7440-22-4 Silver 0.16 U P
 
7440-23-5 Sodium 196 B P
 
7440-28-0 Thallium 0.61 B P
 
7440-62-2 Vanadium 47.1 E P
 
7440-66-6 Zinc 46.3 P
 

Cyanide NR
 

Color Before: GRAY Clarity Before: Texture: COARSE
 
Color After: YELLOW Clarity After: CLEAR Artifacts:
 

FORM I - IN ILM04.0
 

0000t
 



IB EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMI VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN79
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSY5TEMS Contract: 6B-D4-0025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: <soi1/water) BOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122936
 

Sample ut/vol: 1. 0 <g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122936X
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

% Moisture: decanted: (Y/N)N Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 <uL) Date Analyzed: 01/03/96
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0<uL) Dilution Factor: 1.0
 
\
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)Y pH: 13.4
 

CAS NO.
 

108-95-2

111-44-4

95-57-8

541-73-1

106-46-7—•

95-50-1

95-48-7

108-6O-1

106-44-5

621-64-7

67-72-1

98-95-3

78-59-1

88-75-5

105-67-9

111-91-1

120-83-2

120-82-1

91-20-3

106-47-8

87-68-3

59-50-7 =•

91-57-6

77-47-4

88-O6-2

95-95-4

91-58-7

88-74-4

131-11-3

208-96-8

606-20-2

99-09-2

83-32-9


CONCENTRATION -UNITS:
 
COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG
 

 Phenol
 
 bis<2-Chloroethyl)Ether
 

 2-Chlorophenol
 
 1, 3~Dichlorobenzene___
 

 1, 4~Dichlorobenzene
 
 1, 2-Dich lorobenzene
 
 —2-Methyl phenol
 
 2, 2'-oxybis(l-Chloropropane).
 
 4-Methylphenol
 
 N-Ni troso-Di-n-Propy lamine
 

 Hexachloroethane
 
 Nitrobenzene
 

1 soph or one
 
 2-Nitrophenol
 
 2, 4-Di methyl phenol
 
 b is (2-Ch loroethoxy )Methane
 
 2. 4-Dichlorophenol :
 
 1, 2, 4-Trichlorobenzene
 

 Nap h tha 1 ene
 
 4-Chloroaniline
 
 Hexachlorobutadiene
 

 4-Chl or o-3-Methyl phenol
 
 2-Methyl naphthalene
 
 Hexach lorocy c lopentadiene
 
 2, 4, 6-Trichlorophenol
 
 2, 4, 5-Tr i c h lorophenol
 
 2-Chloronaphthalene
 
 2-Nitroaniline
 
 Dimethylphthalate
 
 Ac enap h t h y 1 ene
 
 2, 6-Dinitrotoluene
 
 3-Ni troani 1 ine
 
 Ac enaphthene
 

1000O !U 
10000 !U 
10000 !U 
10000 :u 
10000 !U 
10000 !U 
10000 !U 
10000 :u 
10000 :u 
10000 ,'U 
10000 !U 
10000 !U 
10000 !U 
10000 !U 
10000 !U 
10000 !U 
10000 !U 
10000 !U 
10000 :u 
10000 :u 
10000 :u 
10000 :u 
10000 !U 
10000 :u 
10000 :u 
26000 :u 
10000 !U 
26000 ;u 
1000O !U 
10000 !U 
10000 !U 
26000 :u 
1OOOO 

FORM I SV-1 3/90
 



1C EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN79
 
I L Name: ENVIRQSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025
 
\~s
 

L_J Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No. : SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122936
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122936X
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

V. Moisture: 4 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 <uL) Date Analyzed: 01/03/96
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor:


GPC Cleanup: <Y/N> Y pH: 13.4
 

CAS NO.


51-28-5

IOO-02-7

132-64-9

121-14-2

84-66-2

7O05-72-3

86-73-7

100-01-6

534-52-1

86-30-6

1O1-55-3

118-74-1

87-86-5

85-01-8

12O-12-7

86-74-8

84-74-2

206-44-O

129-OO-0

85-68-7

91-94-1

56-55-3

218-01-9

117-81-7

117-84-0

2O5-99-2

207-O8-9

50-32-8

193-39-5

53-70-3

191-24-2


CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
 COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG
 

 2, 4-Dinitrophenol
 
 4-Nitrophenol
 
 Di b enz of uran
 
 2, 4-Dinitrotoluene
 

 Diethylphthalate
 
 4-Ch1 orop h eny1-ph eny1eth er.
 

 -.—F1 u or en e
 
 4-Ni troani 1 ine
 
 4, 6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol.
 
 N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (1).
 

•	 4-Bromopheny1-pheny1ether
 
 Hexachlorobenzene
 
 Pentach lorophenol
 
 Phenanthrene
 
 An t h r a c e n e
 

 Garb a z o 1 e .
 
D i-n-Butylphthalate
 

 Fluoranthene
 
 Pyrene
 

 Buty 1 b en z y 1 p h t ha late
 
 3, 3'-Dichlorobenzidine
 
 Benzo (a ) Anthracene
 
 Chrysene
 
 bis<2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate.
 
 Di-n-Octyl Phthalate
 
 Benzo<b )Fluoranthene
 
 Benzo( k )Fluoranthene
 

 Benzo(a)Pyrene
 
 Indenot 1, 2i 3-cd )Pyrene
 
 Dibenz (a, h )Anthracene
 
 Benzo<g» h, i)Perylene
 

26OOO
 
26000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
26000
 
26000
 
10000
 
1000O
 
10000
 
260OO
 
1000O
 
10OOO
 
10000
 
10OOO
 
1000O
 
42000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
10OOO
 
10OOO
 
10000
 
10000
 
10000
 
37000
 
14OOO
 
10000
 
66000
 

 1.O
 

Q
 

!U
 
!U
 
!U
 
!U
 
!U
 
:u
 
!U
 
:u
 
!U
 
!U
 
:u
 
,'U
 
:u
 
!U
 
!U
 
fU
 
!U
 
!U
 
I

I
 

!U
 
!U
 
!U
 
,'U
 
!U
 
:u
 
:u
 
!U
 

:u
 

<1) — Cannot be separated from Diphenylamine 

FORM I SV-2 3/90 

326 



IF EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS
 
ALN79
 

Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 !
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: <soi1/uater) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122936
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122936X
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

7. Moisture: 4 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/O8/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500. 0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/03/96
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 1.0
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 13. 4
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
Number TICs found: 8 (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG
 

1 1
 
1 1
 

CAS NUMBER ! COMPOUND NAME RT EST. CONC. : Q
 

1. ! UNKNOWN 26. 40 2100 !J
 
2. ! UNKNOWN 26. 47 5200 !J
 
3. ! UNKNOWN 26. 77 2100 iJ
 
4. ! UNKNOWN 28. 03 3100 ,'J
 
5. (UNKNOWN PAH 29. 40 49000 • J
 
6. ! UNKNOWN PAH 29. 82 24000 ! J
 
7. ! UNKNOWN PAH 34. 53 3100 !J
 
8. ! UNKNOWN PAH 35. 67 7300 :j
 

1 1
 

FORM I SV-TIC 3/9O 

3 n r-J 
d ( 



IB EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMI VOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

!
 
! ALN79RE
 

Name: ENVIRQSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 !
 

uab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/uater) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122936
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 ig/mL) G Lab File ID: S122936R
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

7. Moisture: decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/31/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500. O (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/03/96
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0<uL) Dilution Factor: 1.0
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 13. 4
 
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 

CAS NO. COMPOUND <ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

1O8-95-2 Phenol 10000 !U 
111-44-4 b i s < 2-Ch 1 oroethy 1) Ether 10OOO :u 
95-57-8 2-Ch 1 orop h eno 1 10000 :u 
541-73-1 1, 3-DichIorobenzene 10000 JU 
1O6-46-7 '• 1, 4-Dichlorobenzene 1OOOO :u 
95-50-1 1, 2HDichlorobenzene 10000 !U 
95-48-7 —2-Me thy 1 phenol 10000 !U 
1O8-6O-1 2.2'-oxybis<1-Chloropropane). 1OOOO !U 
1O6-44-5 4-Methyl phenol 10000 !U 
621-64-7 N-Nitroso-Di-n-Propylamine 10000 !U 
67-72-1 Hexachloroethane 10000 !U 
98-95-3 Ni tr ob en z ene 10000 !U 
78-59-1 1 soph or one 10000 !U 
88-75-5 2-Nitrophenol 10000 !U 
105-67-9 2. 4-Dimethylphenol 1OOOO :u 
111-91-1 b is (2-Ch lor oeth ox y) Methane 10000 :u 
12O-83-2 2, 4-Dichlorophenol 10000 !U 
120-82-1 1, 2, 4-Trichlorobenzene 10000 :u 
91-20-3 Naphthalene 10000 !U 
106-47-8 4-Chloroaniline 1OOOO :u 
87-68-3 He xachlorobutadi ene 10000 !U 
59-5O-7 4-Chloro-3-Methylphenol 10000 !U 
91-57-6 2-Methylnaph thai ene 10000 !U 
77-47-4 —Hexachlorocyc 1 op en tad i ene 1OOOO !U 
88-06-2 2, 4i 6-Tr ich lorophenol 1OOOO ,'U 
95-95-4 2, 4, 5-Trich lorophenol 2600O !U 
91-58-7 2-Ch loronaph thai ene 10000 !U 
88-74-4 2-Ni troani 1 ine 26000 :u 
131-11-3 Dimethylphthalate 1OOOO !U 
2O8-96-8 Acenaphthylene 10000 !U 
606-20-2 2. 6-Dinitrotoluene 1OOOO !U 
99-09-2 3-Ni tr oan i 1 ine 26000 !U 
83-32-9 Ac enap h th ene 10000 IU 

FORM I SV-1 3/90
 

*jO<
 



1C EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN79RE
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 6B-D4-0025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122936
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122936R
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

X Moisture: 4 decanted: (Y/N)N Date Extracted: 12/31/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500. 0 <uL> Date Analyzed: 01/03/96
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 1.0
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 13.4
 
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 

CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

51-28-5 2, 4-Dinitrophenol 260OO 5U 
1OO-02-7 4-N itrophenol 26000 !U 
132-64-9 Di b en z ofuran 10000 !U 
121-14-2 2, 4-Dinitrotoluene 10000 !U 
84-66-2 D iethylphthala t e 1OOOO !U 
7005-72-3 4-Chlorophenyl-phenylether. 10000 !U 
86-73-7 —Fl uorene 1OOOO !U 
1OO-01-6 4-Ni troani 1 ine 26OOO ,'U 
534-52-1 4, 6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol. 260OO JU 
86-30-6 N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (1). 10000 :u 
1O1-55—3 4-Bromopheny 1-pheny 1 ether 1OOOO !U 
118-74-1 Hexach 1 or o benzene 10000 !U 
87-86-5 Pentach lorophenol 26000 ,'U 
85-01-8 Phenanthrene 100OO !U 
120-12-7 Anthracene 10000 !U 
86-74-8 Car b a z o 1 e 10000 !U 
84-74-2 D i-n-Butylphthala t e 1OOOO !U 
206-44-0 Fluor ant hene 10000 :u 
129-00-0 Py r en e 10000 :u 
85-68-7 D utylbenzylphthalate 10000 !U 
91-94-1 3, 3'-Dichlorobenzidine 10000 !U 
56-55-3 Denz o (a ) Anthracene 10000 :u 
218-O1-9 Chrysene 1OOOO :u 
117-81-7 b i s ( 2 - E t h y l h e x y l )Phthalate. 10OOO !U 
117-84-0 Di-n-Octy 1 Phthalate 10000 :u 
2O5-99-2 Benzo<b )F1 uoranthene 10000 !U 
207-08-9 Benzo( k )Fluoranthene 10000 !U 
50-32-8 Benzo ( a )Pyrene 10000 !U 
193-39-5 Indeno( \> 2, 3-cd )Pyrene 10000 !U 
53-70-3 • Dibenz ( a, h ) Anthracene 10000 !U 
191-24-2 Benzo(g» h, i )Perylene 10000 !U 

(1) - Cannot be separated from Diphenylamine
 

FORM I SV-2 3/90
 

353 



IF EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS ! 
! ALN79RE 

I ) Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 ! 

Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soi1/uater) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122936
 

Sample ut/vol: l.O (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122936R
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

X. Moisture: 4 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/31/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/03/96
 

Injection Volume: 2. O(uL) Dilution Factor: l.O
 
y
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 13.4
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
Number TICs found: 0 (ug/L or ug/Kg> UG/KG
 

I 1 1 1
1 I 1
 

! CAS NUMBER COMPOUND NAME ! RT ! EST. CONG. ! Q
 
J ===========:===== ======:5========:sass=r=ss==ss====s==s= j ======== | «============ J =====
 
1

1 i : i

( J
 

FORM I SV-TIC 3/90
 

360 



ID EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
PESTICIDE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

! ALN79 !
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68D40025 \
 i
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122936
 

Sample wt/vol: 30.0 (g/nt) G Lab File ID:
 

% Moisture: 4 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Received: 12/01/95
 

Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) SONC Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 5000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/04/96
 

Injection Volume: 2.00 (uL) Dilution Factor: 1.00
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 13.4 Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N) N
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

I 319-84-6-- -alpha-BHC 8|U

| 319-85-7 beta-BHC 8|U
 
I 319-86-8 de1ta-BHC~~ U
 
! 58-89-9 gamma-BHC (Lindane)
 
I 76-44-8 Heptachlor '_ 1.8
 
309-00-2 Aldrin 1.8JU
 
1024-57-3 Heptachlor epoxide_ 1.8 U
 

! 959-98-8 Endosulfan I 1.8IU
 
I 60-57-1 Dieldnn 3.4JU
 
| 72-55-9 4,4'-DDE 3.4!U
 
i 72-20-8 Endrin 3.4JU
 
| 33213-65-9 Endosulfan II 3.4IU
 
I 72-54-8 4.4'-POD 3.4 U
 
] 1031-07-8 Endosulfan sulfate ~ 3.4IU
 
I 50-29-3 4,4'-DDT 3.4JU
 
| 72-43-5 Methoxychlor I 18 JU
 
! 53494-70-5 Endrin ketone__ 3.4JU
 
i 7421-36-3 Endrin aldehyde" " 3.4JU
 
! 5103-71-9 alpha-Chlordane 1 8JU
 
! 5103-74-2 gamma-Chlordane 1 8|U
 
j 8001-35-2 Toxaphene 180 !U
 
| -12674-11-2 Aroclor-1016 34 !U
 
! 11104-28-2 Aroclor-1221 70
 
! 11141-16-5 Aroclor-1232 34
 
I 53469-21-9 Aroclor-1242 34
 
! 12672-29-6 Aroclor-1248 34
 
! 11097-69-1 ArocTor-1254 34
 
! 11096-82-5 Aroclor-1260 34
 
i
i
 

FORM I PEST 3/90
 

1 



U.S. EPA - CLP
 

EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET
 

MAEW89
 
Lab Name: ITS_ENVIRONMENTAL_LABORAT Contract: 68-D5-0063
 
Lab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: MAEW78
 
Matrix (soil/water): SOIL_ Lab Sample ID: 280251
 
Level (low/med): LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 
% Solids: 99.9
 

Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight): MG/KG
 

CAS NO. Analyte Concentration C Q M 

7429-90-5 Aluminum 12300 E P 
7440-36-0 Antimony 0.48 B N P 
7440-38-2 Arsenic 5.2 P 
7440-39-3 Barium 130 E P 
7440-41-7 Beryllium 0.42 B P 
7440-43-9 Cadmium 0.06 U N P 
7440-70-2 Calcium 483000 P 
7440-47-3 Chromium 21.0 E P 
7440-48-4 Cobalt 3.1 B E P 
7440-50-8 Copper 8.4 P 
7439-89-6 Iron 10500 E P 
7439-92-1 Lead 4.0 P 
7439-95-4 
7439-96-5 
7439-97-6 

Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 

5930 
209 
0.05 U 

E 
E 

P 
P 
CV 

7440-02-0 Nickel 6.5 B E P 
7440-09-7 Potassium 3370 E P 
7782-49-2 Selenium 0.73 U P 
7440-22-4 Silver 0.16 U P 
7440-23-5 Sodium 1560 P 
7440-28-0 Thallium 0.85 B P 
7440-62-2 Vanadium 34.5 E P 
7440-66-6 Zinc 46.4 P 

Cyanide NR 

Color Before: GRAY Clarity Before: Texture: FINE_ 
Color After: YELLOW Clarity After: CLEAR_ Artifacts: 

Cements: 

FORM I - IN ILM04.0
 



IB EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN80
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case Wo. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) BOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122937
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122937
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

y. Moisture: decanted: (Y/N)N Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.O ( uL) Date Analyzed: 12/28/95
 

Injection Volume:


GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)


CAS NO.
 

1O8-95-2

111 -44-4

95-57-8

541-73-1

106—46-7

95-50-1

95-48-7

108-6O-1

106-44-5

621-64-7

67-72-1

98-95-3

78-59-1

88-75-5

105-67-9

111-91-1

12O-83-2 .;

120-82-1

91-2O-3

106-47-8

87-68—3

59-50-7

91-57-6

77-47-4

88-06-2

95-95-4

91-5S-7

88-74-4

131-11-3

2O8-96-B

606-20-2

99-O9-2

83-32-9


 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor:

 Y pH: 

COMPOUND 

8.6 
CONCENTRATION UNITS: 
<ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG 

 Phenol
 
 b i s (2-Ch 1 oroethy 1)Ether
 

 2-Ch lorophenol
 
 1, 3~Dichlorobenzene
 
 1, 4-Di chlorobenz ene
 

 1, 2-Dichlorobenzene_
 
 —2-Me th y 1 p h enol
 
 2, 2 '-oxy b i s (1-Ch loropropane).
 
 4-Me th y 1 p h eno 1
 
 N~Nitroso-Di-n-Propylamine
 

 Hexach 1 or o ethane
 
N itrobenze n e
 
1 soph or one
 

 2-Ni tr op h eno 1
 
 2, 4-Dimethy Iphenol
 
 bis<2-Chloroethoxy)Methane
 

 2, 4-Di ch 1 orophenol
 
 1, 2, 4-Trichlorobenzene
 
 Naphthalene
 
 4-Ch loroani line
 

 He xachlorobutadi ene
 
 4-Chl oro-3-Methy Iphenol
 
 2-Methy 1 naphthalene
 
 He xachlorocyclopentadi ene
 
 2, 4, 6-Trichloropheno3
 
 2, 4, 5-Tr i c h 1 orop h eno 1
 
 2-Chloronaphthalene
 
 2-N:i t.roani 1 ine
 
 Dime thy Iphthalate
 
 Ar. enaphthy lene
 
 2; 6-Dini trotoluene
 
 3-Nxtroani 1 ir,e
 
 Arenaphthene
 

53OOO
 
53000
 
53OOO
 
53OOO
 
53OOO
 
53000
 
53000
 
530OO
 
53000
 
53000
 
53OOO
 
53000
 
53000
 
5300O
 
530OO
 
53000
 
53OOO
 
53000
 
53000
 
53000
 
53000
 
530OO
 
53000
 
53OOO
 
53000
 
130000
 
53000
 
130OOO
 
53000
 
53000
 
53000
 
13OOOO
 
530OO
 

 5. O 

Q 

:u 
:u 
!U 
:u 
!U 
!U 
!U 
!U 
!U 
!U 
1U 
:u 
:u 
!U 
:u 
:u 
:u 
:u 
!U 
:u 
!U 
:u 
:u 
:u 
!U 
!U 
:u 
:u 
:u 
:u 
!U 
:u 
:u 

FORM i sv-i 3/9O
 

'->
 



1C EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVDLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN8O
 
Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-OO25
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soi1/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122937
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122937
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

7. Moisture: decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/O8/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500. 0 <uL) Date Analyzed: 12/28/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. O(uL) Dilution Factor: 5. O
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 8.6
 
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 

CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

51-28-5 2, 4-Dinitrophenol 130000 !U
 
1OO-O2-7 4-Nitrophenol 130000 :u
 
132-64-9 Dibenzofuran 53000 :u
 
121-14-2 2, 4-Dinitrotoluene 53000 !U
 
84-66-2 Di eth y 1 p h tha lat e 530OO !U
 
7O05-72-3 4-Ch lor op henyl-phenyl ether. 53000 !U
 
86-73-7 r~ Fl uorene 53000 !U
 
1OO-O1 -6 4-Ni tr oan i 1 i ne 130OOO !U
 
534-52-1— 4/6-Dinitro-2-methyIphenol. 130000 :u
 
86-3O-6 -N-Nitrosodipheny lamine < 1). 53OOO :u
 
1O1-55-3 4-Bromopheny 1—phenylether 530OO :u
 
118—74—1 Hexach lorobenz ene 53000 !U
 
87-86-5 Pentachlorophenol 130000 !U
 
S5-O1-8 Phenanthrene 53OOO :u
 
120-12-7 Anthracene 53000 !U
 
86-74-8 Carbazole 53000 ;u
 
84-74-2 Di-n-Butylph thai ate 53OOO !U 
2O6-44-0 Fluoranthene 53000 !U 
129-00-O Pyrene 90000 t 

85-68-7 B utylbenzylphthala t e 53OOO iU 
91-94-1 3i 3 ' -Dichlorobenzidine 53000 !U 
56-55-3 Benzo (a)Anthrac ene 53000 :u 
218-O1-9 Chrysene 53000 !U 
117-81-7 bis(2-Ethylhexyl )Phthalate_ 53000 :u 
117-84-0 Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 530OO :u 
2O5-99-2 Benzo ( b )F1 uoranth ene 53OOO :u 
2O7-OB--9 Benzo( k )FJ uoranthene 53OOO !U 

i
50-32-8 B f ? n z o ( a ) P y r e n e 770OO i 

193-39-5 Indeno< 1, 2, 3-cd )Pyrene 23000 ! J 
 53-70-3 Dibenz(a, h)Anthracene 53OOO :u 

191-24-2 BenzoCg. h- i )Pery lene 56000 

(1) — Cannot be separated from Diphenylamine
 

FORM I SV-2 3/90
 

v



IF EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS
 
ALN80
 

Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 6S-D4-0025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24353 SAS No.: SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122937
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122937
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

% Moisture: 6 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/O8/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/28/95
 
v 

Injection Volume: 2. O(uL) Dilution Factor: 5.0
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 8. 6
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
Number TICs found: 20 (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG
 

I 1
 
j 1
 

CAS NUMBER \ COMPOUND NAME RT EST. CONC. : Q

i
 — i
 

1. 1 UNKNOWN HYDROCARBON 15. 4O 100000 ! J
 
2. ! UNKNOWN 16. 55 21000 ! J
 
3. [UNKNOWN HYDROCARBON 16. 63 80000 5J
 
4. ! UNKNOWN HYDROCARBON 17. 80 260000 ! J
 
5. ! UNKNOWN 18. 83 53000 ! J
 
6. ! UNKNOWN HYDROCARBON 18. 90 96000 ! J
 
7. ! UNKNOWN 19. 15 110000 ! J
 
8. ! UNKNOWN 19. 83 17000O :j
 
9. ! UNKNOWN HYDROCARBON 19. 97 74000 :j
 
10. ! UNKNOWN 20. 97 2700O :j
 
11. ! UNKNOWN 21. 27 2100OO !J
 
12. ! UNKNOWN 21. 88 380000 ! J
 
13. ! UNKNOWN 22. 03 37000 ! J
 
14. ! UNKNOWN 22. 23 320OO '• J
 
15. ! UNKNOWN 22. 82 43000 :j
 
16. ! UNKNOWN HYDROCARBON 23. 77 27000 ! J
 
17. ! UNKNOWN 24. 65 80000 :j
 
18. ! UNKNOWN HYDROCARBON 26. 27 27000 :j
 
19. ! UNKNOWN 28. 03 27000 :j
 
20. i UNKNOWN PAH 29. 37 80OOO 5 J
 

i
(

t i
 

FORM I SV-TIC 3/9O
 



10 EPA SAMPLE
 
PESTICIDE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN80
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68040025 .
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: ALN74 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122937 

Sample v/t/vol: 30.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: 

% Moisture: 6 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Received: 12/01/95 

Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) SONC Date Extracted: 12/08/95 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 5000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/04/96 

Injection Volume: 2.00 (uL) Dilution Factor: 1.00 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 8.6 Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N) N 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q 

319-84-6 alpha-BHC 1.8 U 
319-85-7 ---beta-BHC 1.8 U 
319-86-8 de1ta-BHC~~ 1.8 U 
58-89-9
76-44-8--- 
309-00-2

 gamma-BHC (Lindane) 
 Heptachlor '_ 

 Aldrin 

1.8 
1.8 

1024-57-3—---Heptachlor epoxide 
j 959-98-8--------Endosulfan I ~ 
! 60-5.7-1 Dleldrln 
| 72-55-9 4.4'-DDE 5U 
j 72-20-8 Endrln 3.5 
j 33213-65-9 Endosulfan II 3.5 
j 72-54-8 4.4'-ODD 3.5 
| 1031-07-8 Endosulfan sulfate 3.5 
! 50-29-3--- 4.4'-DDT ~ 3.5 
I 72-43-5 Methoxychlor 18 JU 
53494-70-5 Endrin ketone ~ 3.5|U
7421-36-3 Endrin aldehyde 3.5 
5103-71-9 alpha-Chlordane 1.8 
5103-74-2 gamma -Chi ordane 1 8'U 
8001-35-2 Toxaphene 180 U 
12674-11-2 Aroclor-1016 35 !U
 11104-28-2- Aroclor-1221 71 |U
 
11141-16-5 Aroclor-1232 35
 
53469-21-9 Aroclor-1242 41
 
12672-29-6 Aroc lor-1248 35
 
11097-69-1 Aroc lor-1254 25 M

11096-82-5 Aroclor-1260 35 !U
 

FORM I PEST 3/90
 

1084
 



U.S. EPA - CLP
 

EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET
 

MAEW78
 
Lab Name: ITS_ENVIRONMENTAL_LABORAT Contract: 68-D5-0063
 
Lab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: MAEW78
 
Matrix (soil/water): SOIL_ Lab Sample ID: 280243
 
Level (low/med): LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 
% Solids: 94.4
 

5/0-1399
 
Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight): MG/KG
 

CAS No. Analyte Concentration C Q M 

7429-90-5 Aluminum 4900 E P 
7440-36-0 Antimony 0.44 U N P 
7440-38-2 Arsenic 4.4 P 
7440-39-3 Barium 46.2 E P 
7440-41-7 Beryllium 1.1 P 
7440-43-9 Cadmium 0.06 U N P 
7440-70-2 Calcium 6900 P 
7440-47-3 Chromium 0.52 B E P 
7440-48-4 Cobalt 0.50 B E P 
7440-50-8 Copper 2.0 B P 
7439-89-6 Iron 3840 E P 
7439-92-1 Lead 29.0 P 
7439-95-4 Magnesium 2460 E P 
7439-96-5 Manganese 137 E P 
7439-97-6 Mercury 0.06 U CV 
7440-02-0 Nickel 3.5 B E P 
7440-09-7 Potassium 695 B E P 
7782-49-2 Selenium 0.73 U P 
7440-22-4 Silver 0.16 U P 
7440-23-5 Sodium 7680 P 
7440-28-0 Thallium 0.59 U P 
7440-62-2 Vanadium 1.0 B E P 
7440-66-6 Zinc 55.0 P 

Cyanide NR 

Color Before: GRAY Clarity Before: Texture: FINE_ 
Color After: YELLOW Clarity After: CLEAR_ Artifacts: 

Comments: 

FORM I - IN ILM04.0 

000007 



IB EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN81
 
Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 6B-D4-0025
 

Lao Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74 /U>
 

Matrix: (soi1/water) WATER Lab Sample ID: 95122938
 

Sample ut/vol: 1000 (g/mL) ML Lab File ID: S122938
 

Level: (lou»/med) LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 

7. Moisture: decanted: (Y/N) Date Extracted: 12/04/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 1OOO <uL) Date Analyzed: 12/22/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 10. 0
 
y
 

GPC Cleanup: <Y/N) N pH: 12. 0
 
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 

CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/L Q
 

108-95-2 P h en o 1 93 !J 
111-44-4 b i s <2-Ch 1 oroethy 1)Ether 100 !U 
95-57-8
541-73-1

 2-Ch 1 or op h eno 1 
 1, 3-Dichlorobenzene 

100 
100 

:u 
:u 

( \ 106-46-7 1, 4-Dichlorobenzene 100 !U 
95-50-1 1> 2-Dich 1 orobenzene 100 iU 
95-48-7 .—2-Me thy 1 phenol 100 :u 
1O8-60-1 —2* 2'-oxybis<l-Chloropropane) 100 ,'U 
106-44-5 4-Methylphenol \ 42 u 
621-64-7—• N-Nitroso-Di-n-Propy lamine 100 !U 
67-72-1 Hexachloroethane 1OO !U 
98-95-3 Ni tr ob en z ene 100 :u 
78-59-1 1 s o p h or on e 100 IU 
88-75-5 2-Nitrophenol 100 !U 
105-67-9 2* 4-Dimethylphenol 1OO :u 
111-91-1 b is <2-Ch loroethoxy)Methane 100 !U 
130-83-2 2i 4-Dichlorophenol 100 :u 
120-82-1 1, 2i 4-Trichlorobenzene 100 !U 
91 -20-3 Nap h t h a 1 e n e 100 :u 
106-47-8 4-Chloroaniline 100 !U 
87-68-3 Hexachlorobutadiene 100 !U 
59-50-7
91-57-6
77-47-4

 4-C h 1 or o-3-Met hylphenol 
 2-Methylnaph thai ene 
 He xachlorocyc 1 op en tad i en e 

100 
100 
100 

!U 
!U 
!U 

88-O6-2 2, 4, 6-Trichlorophenol 100 :u 
95-95-4 2, 4, S-Trichlorophenol 250 IU 
91-58-7
88-74-4

 2-Chloronaphthalene 
 2-Ni troan i line 

100 
250 

!U 
:u 

131-11-3 Dimethyl phthalate 1OO :u 
/
1
 \
 f
 208-96-8
 606-20-2

 Acenaphthylene 
 2, 6-Dinitrotoluene 

100 
100 

!U 
iU 

99-O9-2 3-Nitroaniline 25O !U 
83-32-9 Ac enap h th ene 100 !U 

FORM I SV-1 3/90
 

41G
 



1C EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN81
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) WATER Lab Sample ID: 95122938
 

Sample ut/vol: 1000 (g/mL) ML Lab File ID: S122938
 

Level: (lou/med) LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 

% Moisture: decanted: (Y/N) Date Extracted: 12/04/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 1000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/22/95
 

Injection Volume: - 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 10.0
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)N pH: 12. O
 
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 

CAS NO. COMPOUND <ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/L Q
 

51-2S-5 3, 4-Di n i tr op h eno 1 25O !U
 
1OO-02-7 4-N itrophenol 250 !U
 
132-64-9 Di b en z ofuran 100 :u
 
121-14-2 2.1 4-Dinitrptoluene 100 !U
 
84-66-2 D iethylphthalate 10O !U
 
7005-72-3 4-C hlorophenyl-phenylether_ 100 :u
 
86-73-7 —Fluor ene 100 !U
 

01-6 4-Ni troani line 250 !U
 
52-1 4) 6-Dinitro-2-methy 1 phenol. 250 !U
 

86-30-6 N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (1). 100 !U
 
101-55-3 4-Bromopheny 1—p hen yl ether 100 :u
 
118—74—1 Hexach 1 or o benzene 100 :u
 
87-86-5 Pentach lorophenol 250 :u
 
85-01 -8 P h e n an t h r ene 100 :u
 

100 !U
 
86-74-8 Garb a z o 1 e 100 !U
 
84-74-2 '•—Di-n-Buty Iphthalate 100 :u
 

-44-0 Fluoranthene 100 !U
 
-00-0 Pyrene 100 :u
 

85-68-7 B utylbenzylphthala t e 100 !U
 
91-94-1 3. 3'-Dichlorobenzidine 100 !U
 
56-55-3 Benzo (a ) Anthracene 100 :u
 
218-01-9 Chrysene 100 :u
 
117-81-7 bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate_ 100 :u
 
117-84-0 Di-n-Octy 1 Phthalate 100 !U
 

100 :u
 
-08-9 Benzo( k )Fluoranthene 100 :u
 

50-32-8 Benzo ( a ) Pyrene 100 :u
 
193-39-5 Indeno ( 1 * 2> 3-cd )Pyrene 100 !U
 
53-70-3 Dibenz <a. h ) Anthracene 100 :u
 
191—24-2 Benzo (g* h> i)Pery lene 100 :u
 

(1) Cannot be separated from Diphenylamine
 

FORM I SV-2 3/9O
 
41 



IF EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS
 
ALNS1
 

'•' Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 !
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) WATER Lab Sample ID: 95122938
 

Sample ut/vol: 1000 (g/mL) ML Lab File ID: S122938
 

Level: (loui/med) LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 

y. Moisture: decanted: (Y/N) Date Extracted: 12/04/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 1OOO (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/22/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 10.O
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) N pH: 12.O
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
Number TICs found: 18 <ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/L
 

1
i
1
 

CAS NUMBER COMPOUND NAME RT EST. CONC. \ Q
 
1 i—M an MLJ — l MM.
 =:=r======::===:===== ========: ====:===:=:=====
 

1. 21368-68-3 IBICYCLOC2. 2. 1 DHEPTAN-2-ONE ! 10. 33 50 !JN
 
, 2. 507-70-0 ! BORNEOL 10. 65 40 ! JN
 
3. 536-60-7 ! BENZENEMETHANOL, 4- <1 -METHYL 10. 83 50 :JN
 
4. ! UNKNOWN 10. 98 130 5J
 
5. i UNKNOWN 13. 17 120 ! J
 
6. ! UNKNOWN 13. 95 40 ,'J
 
7. ! UNKNOWN 14. 52 80 !J
 
8. I UNKNOWN 18. 22 210 ! J
 
9. 1 UNKNOWN 19. 17 70 i J
 
10. ! UNKNOWN 20. 20 30 :j
 
11. ! UNKNOWN 21. 77 80 ! J
 
12. i UNKNOWN 22. 43 80 ! J
 
13. ! UNKNOWN 23. 40 140 :j

14. ! UNKNOWN 23. 90 320 !J
 
15. i UNKNOWN 24. 32 550 u
 
16. ! UNKNOWN 24. 80 700 !J
 
17. 174O-19-8 ! 1-PHENANTHRENECARBOXYLIC ACI 25. 13 750 UN
 
18. ! UNKNOWN 26. 38 270 ,'J
 

1
 

FORM I SV-TIC 3/90
 

418 



ID EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
PESTICIDE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN81
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68D40025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) WATER Lab Sample ID: 95122938
 

Sample wt/vol: 1000 (g/mL) ML Lab File ID:
 

% Moisture: decanted: (Y/N) Date Received: 12/01/95
 

Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) CONT Date Extracted: 12/04/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 10000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/05/96
 

Injection Volume: 2.00 (uL) Dilution Factor: 1.00
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) N pH: 12.0 Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N) N 

CONCENTRATION UNITS: 
CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) DG/L Q 

I 319-84-6 alpha-BHC 0.050 
319-85-7 beta-BHC 0.050 
319-86-8 delta-BHC~~ 0.050 
58-89-9 gamma-BHC (Lindane) 0.050 
76-44-8 Heptachl or '_ 0/050 
309-00-2 Aldrin 0.050 
1024-57-3-- Heptachlor epoxide_ 0.050 
959-98-8 Endosulfan I 0.050IU 
60 -S7 -1 Oi el dr i n 0.10JU 

! 72-55-9 4 ,4 ' -DDE 0.10JU 
I 72-20-8 Endrin 0.10 U 
! 33213-65-9 Endosulfan II 0.10IU 
I 72-54-8 4.4' -POD 0.10 U 
! 1031-07-8 Endosulfan sulfate 0.10JU 
I 50-29-3 4.4'-DDT 0.10JU 
! 72-43-5 Methoxychlor 0.50IU 
I 53494-70-5 Endrin ketone 0.10 U 
j 7421-36-3 Endrin aldehyde 0.10IU 
! 5103-71-9 alpha-Chlordane 0.050JU 
! 5103-74-2 -gamma-Chlordane 0.050|U
| 8001-35-2 Toxaphene 0|U 
| 12674-11-2 Aroclor-1016 0|U
! 11104-28-2 Aroclor-1221 0|U 
! 11141-16-5 Aroclor-1232 0,'U 
I 53469-21-9 Arodor-1242 0|U 
i 12672-29-6 Aroclor-1248 0|U
| 11097-69-1 Aroclor-1254 0!U 
j 11096-82-5 Aroclor-1260 LOW 
i
 

FORM I PEST 3/90
 

10 8 8
 



IB EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALNB2
 
Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-O025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No.: SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: <soi1/water) WATER Lab Sample ID: 95122939
 

Sample ut/vol: 1000 (g/mL) ML Lab File ID: S122939
 

Level: (lou/med) LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 

y. Moisture:	 decanted: (Y/N) Date Extracted: 12/04/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 50000 <uL) Date Analyzed: 12/22/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0<uL) Dilution Factor: 5O.O
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)N pH: 7.0
 
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 

CAS NO. COMPOUND <ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/L Q
 

108-95-2 -------- Phenol_	 ..
 
Ill -44-4 --------b i s ( 2-Ch 1 or oe th y 1 ) Ether

95-57-8 --------- 2-C hlorophenol_ _
 
541-73-1 -------- 1, 3-Dichlorobenzene _
o	 106-46-7 -------- li 4-Dichlorobenzene _
 
95-50-1 --------- 1. 2-Dich loro benzene _
 
95-48-7 ------ 7-— 2-Me th ylphenol_ _
 
108-60-1 -------- 2f 2'-oxybis< 1-Chloropropane).
 
106-44-5 -------- 4-Methylphenol _
 
621-64-7 -------- N-Nitroso-Di-n-Propylamine _
 
67-72-1 --------- He xachloroe thane_ ; _
 
98-95-3 --------- Nitrobenzene _
 
78-59-1 ---------1 soph or one_ ....
 
88-75-5 --------- 2-N itrophenol _ _
 
105-67-9 -------- 2, 4-Dimethylphenol _
 
111-91-1 -------- bis<2-Chloroethoxy) Me thane _
 
12O-83-2 -------- 2, 4-Dic hlorophenol _
 
120-82-1 -------- 1. 2, 4-Trichlorobenzene _
 
91-20-3 --------- Naphthalene_ _____
 
106-47-8 -------- 4-Chloroaniline__ _
 
87-68-3 --------- He xach lorobutadi ene__ _
 
59-50-7 --------- 4-Ch 1 or o-3-Me th y 1 p h eno1 _
 
91-57-6 --------- 2-Me thylnaph thai ene _
 
77-47-4 --------- He xach lorocyclopentadi ene _
 
88-O6-2 --------- 2, 4, 6-Trich lorophenol _
 
95-95-4 --------- 2, 4, 5-Tr i ch1 orophenol _
 
91-58-7 --------- 2-Ch loronaph thai en e_ _
 
88-74-4 --------- 2-Ni troani 1 ine_ _
 
131-11-3 --------Dimethylphthalate_ _
 
2O8-96-8 -------- Ac enaph th y 1 ene_ _
 
606-20-2 -------- 2, 6-D initrotoluene _
 
99-O9-2 --------- 3-Ni troani 1 ine _
 
83-32-9 --------- Ac enap hth ene_ . . ._
 

25000 !U
 
_ 2500O !U
 

25000 :u
 
25000 !U
 
25000 :u
 
25000 !U
 
25000 !U
 
250OO :u
 
25000 !U
 
25000 !U
 
250OO ,'U
 
25000 !U
 
25000 :u
 
25000 !U
 
25OOO !U
 
25000 !U
 
25000 !U
 
25000 !U
 
25000 :u
 
25OOO !U
 
25000 !U
 
25OOO ,'U
 
2500O !U
 
2500O !U
 
25000 :u
 
62OOO !U
 
25000 !U
 
62000 !U
 
25OOO :u
 
25000 :u
 
25000 iU
 
620OO !U
 
25000 !U
 

FORM 1 SV-1	 3/9O
 



1C EPA SAMPLE NO. 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET 

ALN82 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253
 

Matrix: <soil/water) WATER
 

Sample ut/vol: 1000 (g/mL) ML
 

Level: (lou/med) LOW
 

7. Moisture: decanted: (Y/N)
 

Contract: 68-D4-0025 5
 

SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Lab Sample ID: 95122939 

Lab File ID: S122939 

Date Received: 12/01/95 

Date Extracted: 12/04/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 50000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/22/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 50. O
 

GPC Cleanup: <Y/N) N pH: 7.0
 

CAS NO.


51-28-5

1OO-02-7

132-64-9

121-14-2

84-66-2

7005-72-3

86-73-7

1OO-01 -6

534-52-1

86-3O-6

1O1-55-3

118-74-1

87-86-5

85-01-8

120-12-7

86-74-8

84-74-2

2O6-44-0

129-OO-0

85-68-7—

91-94-1

56-55-3

21B-01 -9

117-81 -7

117-84-O

2O5-99-2

207-OB-9

5O-32-8

193-39-5

53-70-3

191-24-2


CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
 COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/L Q
 

 2, 4-Dini trophenol
 
 4-Ni trophenol
 
 Dibenzofuran
 
 2, 4-Dinitrotoluene
 
 Diethylphthalate
 

 4-Chlorophenyl-phenylether.
 
 ;—Fl uorene
 
 —4-N itroanili n e
 
 4, 6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol.
 

 -N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (1).
 
 4-Bromopheny 1-phenyl ether
 
 Hexach 1 or o benzene
 

P entachlorophenol
 
 Phenanthrene
 
 An t h r a c en e
 

 Car b a z o 1 e
 
 Di-n-Buty Iphthalate
 
 F1 u or an t h en e
 
 Pyrene
 
 Buty Ibenzy Iphthalate.
 

 3, 3'-Dichlorobenzidine
 
 Benzo (a )Anthracene
 
 C h r y s e n e
 
 b i s < 2-E t hylhexyl)Phthalate_
 
 Di-n-Octyl Phthalate
 
 Benz o ( b ) Fl uoranthene
 
 Benzo ( k )F1 uoranthene
 

 Ben z o < a ) P y r en e
 
 IndenoC 1, 2, 3-cd)Pyrene
 

 Dibenz (a. h )Anthracene
 
 Benzo(g, h, i)Perylene
 

62000 !U
 
62000 !U
 
25000 ,'U
 
25000 :u
 
25000 !U
 
25000 !U
 
25000 !U
 
62000 !U
 
62000 !U
 
25000 !U
 
25OOO :u
 
25000 !U
 
62000 !U
 
25000 :u
 
25000 !U
 
25000 !U
 
25000 !U
 
25000 :u
 
25000 !U
 
25000 !U
 
25000 !U
 
25000 :u
 
25000 !U
 
25000 :u
 
25000 !U
 
25000 !U
 
25000 !U
 
25000 :u
 
250OO !U
 
25000 :u
 
25000 !U
 

(1) - Cannot be separated from Diphenylamine
 

FORM I SV-2 3/90
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IF EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS
 
ALN82
 

if Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 !
 
W
 
LC.O Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) WATER Lab Sample ID: 95122939
 

Sample ut/vol: 1000 (g/mL) ML Lab File ID: S122939
 

Level: (lou/med) LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 

7. Moisture: decanted: (Y/N) Date Extracted: 12/O4/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 50000 <uL) Date Analyzed: 12/22/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 50. O
 
\
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)N pH: 7.O
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
Number TICs found: 9 <ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/L
 

1
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

! CAS NUMBER ! COMPOUND NAME RT EST. CONC. : Q 

; i. ,' UNKNOWN ALKYLBENZENE 6. 42 12000 
Y \2. ! UNKNOWN SI LANE 13. 73 32000 SJ 
*^3. ! UNKNOWN SI LANE 14. 12 45000 :j 
.̂ **J. ! UNKNOWN SI LANE 14. 20 70000 !J 

5. ! UNKNOWN SI LANE 14. 37 25000 :j 
6. ! UNKNOWN SI LANE 14. 50 3200O !J 
7. 
8. 

! UNKNOWN SI LANE 
! UNKNOWN SI LANE 

15. 07 
17. 08 

1300000 
12000 

s j 
! J

9. ! UNKNOWN 18. 35 22000 ! J 
i
i 

FORM I SV-TIC 3/90 
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ID EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
PESTICIDE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

i i
 
! ALN82 I
 

Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68D40025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No. SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) WATER Lab Sample ID: 95122939
 

Sample wt/vol: 1000 (g/mL) ML Lab F i l e ID:
 

% Moisture: decanted: (Y/N) Date Received: 12/01/95
 

Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) CONT Date Extracted: 12/04/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 50000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/05/96
 

Injection Volume: 2.00 (uL) Dilution Factor: 1.00
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) pH: 7.0 Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N) N
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/L Q
 

I 319-84-6 alpha-BHC 0.25JU
 
! 319-85-7 beta-BHC 0.25JU
 
I 319-86-8 de1ta-BHC~~ 0.25 U
 
j 58-89-9 gamma-BHC (Lindane) 0.25
 
I 76-44-8 Heptachlor " 0.25
 

309-00-2 Aldflfi 0.25
 
1024-57-3 Heptachlor epoxide_ 0.25
 
959-98-8 Endosulfan I 0.25
 
60-5.7-1 Dieldrin 0.50
 

1 72-55-9-- - -4 .4 ' -DDE 0.50
 
72-20-8 Endrin 0.50
 
33213-65-9 Endosulfan II 0.50
 
72-54-8 4 ,4" -ODD 0.50
 

! 1031-07-8 Endosulfan sulfate 0.50 
I 50-29-3 4.4'-DDT ~ 0.50
 
i 72-43-5 Methoxychlor 2.5JU
 
! 53494-70-5 Endrin ketone 0.50JU
 
! 7421-36-3 Endrin aldehyde ~ 0.50IU
 
I 5103-71-9 alpha-Chlordane 0.25JU
 
| 5103-74-2 gamma-Chi ordane 0.25|U

I -8001-35-2 Toxaphene 25 |U
 
i 1-2674-11-2 Aroclor-1016 5.0|U
 
i 11104-28-2 Aroclor-1221 10
 
! 11141-16-5 Aroclor-1232 5, OIU
 
! 53469-21-9 Aroclor-1242 5. OjU

! 12672-29-6 Aroclor-1248 5. 0|U

! 11097-69-1 Aroclor-1254 5. 0!U
 
i 11096-82-5 Aroclor-1260 5.0IU
 
i
 

FORM I PEST 3/90
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U.S. EPA - CLP
 

EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET
 

MAEW80
 
Lab Name: ITS_ENVIRONMENTAL_LABORAT Contract: 68-D5-0063
 
Lab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: MAEW78
 
Matrix (soil/water): WATER Lab Sample ID: 280245
 
Level (low/med): LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 
% Solids: 0.0
 

Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight): UG/L_
 

CAS No. Analyte Concentration C Q M 

7429-90-5 Aluminum 220 P 
7440-36-0 Antimony 2.2 U P 
7440-38-2 Arsenic 2.1 U P 
7440-39-3 Barium 13.1 B P 
7440-41-7 
7440-43-9 

Beryllium 
Cadmium 

0.20 
0.30 

U 
U 

P 
P 

7440-70-2 Calcium 26400 P 
7440-47-3 Chromium 2.0 B P 
7440-48-4 Cobalt 1.0 U P 
7440-50-8 
7439-89-6 

Copper 
Iron 

4.4 
63.7 

B 
B 

P 
P 

7439-92-1 Lead 1.8 B P 
7439-95-4 
7439-96-5 
7439-97-6 
7440-02-0 

Magnesium
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 

7240 
1.6 
0.10 
1.2 

B 
U 
B 

P 
P 
CV 
P 

7440-09-7 Potassium 790 B P 
7782-49-2 Selenium 3.7 U N P 
7440-22-4 Silver 0.97 B P 
7440-23-5 Sodium 12800 E P 
7440-28-0 Thallium 3.0 U P 
7440-62-2 Vanadium 1.1 B P 
7440-66-6 Zinc 21.1 P 

Cyanide NR 

Color Before: WHITE Clarity Before: OPAQUE Texture: 
Color After: COLORLESS Clarity After: CLEAR_ Artifacts; 

Cr-unents: 
l ) 

FORM I - IN
 



IB 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET 

EPA SAMPLE NO. 

Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 
ALN83 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253
 

Matrix: (soil/water) WATER
 

Sample wt/vol: 1000 (g/mL) ML
 

Level: (lou/med) LOW
 

V. Moisture: decanted: (Y/N)
 

SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Lab Sample ID: 95122940 

Lab File ID: S122940 

Date Received: 12/01/95 

Date Extracted: 12/04/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 1000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/22/95 

Injection Volume: 2. O(uL) Dilution Factor: 1. O 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) N pH: 7.0 

CAS NO.


108-95-2

111 -44-4

95-57-8

541 -73-1

106—46—7

95-50-1

95-48-7

108-6O-1

106-44-5

621-64-7

67-72-1

98-95-3

78- 59-1

88-75-5

105-67-9

111-91-1

120-83-2

120-82-1

91-20-3

106-47-8

87-68-3

59-50-7

91-57-6

77-47-4

88-06-2
95-95-4
91-58-7

88-74-4

131-11-3

208-96-8

606-20-2

99-O9-2

83-32-9


CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
 COMPOUND <ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/L
 

 P h en o 1
 
 b i s (2-Ch1 oroethy1)Ether
 

 2-Chlorophenol
 
 1, 3-Dichlorobenzene
 
 1, 4-Di ch 1 or o benzene
 

 1, 2-Dich 1 orobenzene
 
 -7—2-Methylphenol 
 2, 2'-oxybis(l-Chloropropane). 
 4-Methyl phenol 
 N-Nitroso-Di-n-Propy lamine 

 Hexachloroethane 
 Ni tr ob en z ene 
 1 s o p h or one 
 2~Nitrophenol 
 2, 4-Dimethylphenol 
 bi5(2-Chloroethoxy )Methane 
 2, 4-Dichlorophenol 
 1, 2, 4-Trichlorobenzene 

 Nap h t h a 1 ene 
 4-Ch loroani 1 ine 

 Hexachlorobutadiene 
 4-Chl oro-3-Methylphenol 
 2-Methylnaph thai ene 
 Hexac hlorocyclopentadi ene 
 2, 4, 6-Tr ichloropheviol 
 2, 4, 5~Tr i c h 1 orop h eno 1 
 2-Chloronaphthalene 
 2-Ni troani 1 ine 
 Dime thy Iphthalate 
 Ac ena p h t h y 1 ene 
 2, 6-Dinitrotoluene 

 3-Ni troani line 
 Ac enap h th ene 

10 !U 
10 !U 
10 :u 
10 !U 
10 ,'U 
10 !U 
10 !U 
10 !U 
10 !U 
10 !U 
10 :u 
10 :u 
10 !U 
10 :u 
10 !U 
10 su 
10 !U 
10 !U 
10 !U 
10 :u 
10 !U 
10 :u 
10 !U 
10 :u 
10 !U 
25 :u 
10 !U 
25 !U 
10 !U 
10 !U 
10 :u 
25 :u 
10 !U 

FORM I SV-1 3/90
 



1C EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE DRGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN83
 
Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 i
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No. : SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/mater) WATER Lab Sample ID: 95122940
 

Sample ut/vol: 10OO (g/mL) ML Lab File ID: S12294O
 

Level: <lou»/med) LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 

X Moisture: decanted: (Y/N) Date Extracted: 12/04/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 1000 <uL> Date Analyzed: 12/22/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 1.0
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)N pH: 7.0
 

CAS NO.


51-28-5

1OO-02-7

132-64-9

121-14-2

84-66-2

7005-72-3

86-73-7

1OO-O1 -6

534-52-1

86-3O-6

101-55-3—

118-74-1—•

87-86-5

85—O1-8

120-12-7

86-74-8

84-74-2

206-44-0

129-OO-0

85-68-7

91-94-1

56-55-3

218-O1-9

117-81 -7

117-84-0

2O5-99-2

2O7-O8-9

5O-32-8

193-39-5

53-70-3

191-24-2


CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
 COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/L Q
 

 2, 4-Dinitrophenol
 
 4-Nitrophenol^ • _ . . . 
 Dibenzofuran
 
 2, 4-Dinitrotoluene
 

 Diethylph tha late
 
 4-Ch 1 or op h eny1-p h eny1eth er.
 

:,—Fl uorene
 
 4-Ni troanilin e
 
 4> 6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol.
 
 N~Nitrosodiphenylamine (1 >.
 

 4-Bromopheny1—phenylether
 
 Hexachlorobenzene
 

 Pentachlorophenol
 
 •—Phenanthrene
 
 Anthracene
 

 Car ba z o 1 e
 
 Di-n-Butylphthalate
 
 Fluoranthene
 
 Pyrene
 

 Bu ty 1 b en z y 1 p h tha late
 
 3, 3'-Dichlorobenzidine
 
 Benzo <a) Anthracene
 
 Chrysene
 
 b i s< 2-Eth ylhexyDPhthalate.
 
 Di-n-Octyl Ph tha late
 
 Benzo (b ) Fluoranthene
 
 Benzo< k )Fluoranthene
 
 Benzo (a )Pyrene
 
 IndenoC 1, 2> 3-cd)Pyrene
 

 Dibenz (a. h ) Anthracene
 
 Benzo<g» hi i )Perylene
 

25 :u 
25 :u 
10 :u 
10 !U 
10 !U 
10 !U 
10 !U 
25 :u 
25 :u 
10 :u 
10 iU 
10 ;u 
25 !U 
10 !U 
10 :u 
10 :u 
10 !U 
10 !U 
10 :u 
10 !U 
10 !U 
10 !U 
1O :u 
10 !U 
10 ;u 
10 ,-u 
10 !U 
10 !U 
10 :u 
10 iu 
10 !U 

(!) - Cannot be separated from Diphenylamine 

FORM I SV-2 3/9O 

47 



IF EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS
 
ALNB3
 

Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 6S-D4-0025 i
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) WATER Lab Sample ID: 95122940
 

Sample ut/vol: 1000 <g/mL) ML Lab File ID: S12294O
 

Level: <lou»/med) LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 

7. Moisture: decanted: (Y/N) Date Extracted: 12/04/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 1000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/22/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 1.0
 

GPC Cleanup: <Y/N) N PH: 7.O
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
Number TICs found: O (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/L
 

CAS NUMBER COMPOUND NAME RT EST. CONC. ! Q 

FORM I SV-TIC 3/90 
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10 EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
PESTICIDE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN83
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68D40025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) WATER Lab Sample ID: 95122940
 

Sample wt/vol: 1000 (g/mL) ML Lab File ID:
 

% Moisture: decanted: (Y/N) Date Received: 12/01/95
 

Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) CONT Date Extracted: 12/04/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 10000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/05/96
 

Injection Volume: 2.00 (uL) Dilution Factor: 1.00
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) N pH: 7.0 Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N) N
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/L Q
 

319-84-6 alpha-BHC 0.050 
319-85-7 beta-BHC 0.050 
319-86-8 delta-BHC 0.050 
58-89-9- - gamma-BHC (Lindane) 0.050 
76-44-8 Heptachlor " 0.050 r\ 309-00-2 Aldrln 0.050 
1024-57-3- Heptachlor epoxide 0.050 
959-98-8-- Endosulfan I 0.050 
60-57-1 --Dieldrin 0.10 
72-55-9---- 4.4"-DDE 0.10 
72-20-8 Endrin 0.10 
33213-65-9 -Endosulfan II 0.10 
72-54-8--- 4."4"-ODD 0.10 
1031-07-8 Endosulfan sulfate 0.10 
50-29-3 4.4'-DDT ~ 0.10 
72-43-5 Methoxychlor 0.50IU 
53494-70-5 Endrin ketone ~ 0.10 U 
7421-36-3 Endrin aldehyde 0.10 U 
5103-71-9 alpha-Chlordane 0.050 
5103-74-2-- gamma-Chiordane 0.050 
8001-35-2 Toxaphene 0 
12674-11-2 Aroclor-1016 0 
11104-28-2 Aroclor-1221 0 

| 11141-16-5 Aroclor-1232 0 
I 53469-21-9- Aroclor-1242 0 U 
| 12672-29-6 Aroclor-1248 O j U 
! 11097-69-1 Aroclor-1254 0 U 
! 11096-82-5 Aroclor-1260 1.0! U 

FORM I PEST 3/90 
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U.S. EPA - CLP
 

EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET
 

MAEW81 t'
Lab Name: ITS ENVIRONMENTAL LABORAT Contract: 68-D5-0063
 
Lab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: MAEW78
 
Matrix (soil/water): WATER Lab Sample ID: 280246
 
Level (low/med): LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 
% Solids: 0.0
 

Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight): UG/L
 

CAS No. Analyte Concentration C Q M 

7429-90-5 Aluminum 18.0 B P 
7440-36-0 Antimony 2.2 U P 
7440-38-2 Arsenic 2.2 B P 
7440-39-3 Barium 3.4 B P 
7440-41-7 Beryllium 0.20 U P 
7440-43-9 Cadmium 0.30 U P 
7440-70-2 Calcium 5590 P 
7440-47-3 Chromium 0.67 B P 
7440-48-4 Cobalt 1.0 U P 
7440-50-8 Copper 1.5 B P 
7439-89-6 Iron 677 P 
7439-92-1 Lead 1.5 U P 
7439-95-4 Magnesium 1430 B P 
7439-96-5 Manganese 16.2 P 
7439-97-6 Mercury 0.14 B CV 
7440-02-0 Nickel 1.2 B P 
7440-09-7 Potassium 805 B P 
7782-49-2 Selenium 3.7 U N P 
7440-22-4 Silver 1.5 B P 
7440-23-5 Sodium 13800 E P 
7440-28-0 Thallium 3.0 U P 
7440-62-2 Vanadium 1.2 B P 
7440-66-6 Zinc 2.3 B P 

Cyanide NR 

Color Before: COLORLESS Clarity Before: CLEAR_ Texture: 
Color After: COLORLESS Clarity After: CLEAR_ Artifacts: 

Comments: 

FORM I - IN ILM04.0
 



IB EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN84
 
b Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122941
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 <g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122941R
 

Level: (loui/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

Z Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N)N Date Extracted: 12/31/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/03/96
 

Injection Volume: 2. O(uL) Dilution Factor: 1.0
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)Y pH: 8. 1
 
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 

CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

108-95-2 Phenol _____ 22000
 
111-44-4 b i s <2-Ch 1 or oethy 1) Ether 22000 iU
 
95-57-8 2-Chlorophenol 22000 !U
 
541-73-1 1, 3-Di ch 1 orobenzene 17000 !J
 
1O6-46-7 1. 4-Dichlorobenzene 67000 t
 

I
 

95-50-1 li 2-Dichlorobenzene 22000 !U
 
95-48-7 2-Me t h y 1 p h eno 1 22000 :u
 
108-6O-1 —2, 2/-oxybis<l-Chloropropane). 2200O JU
 
1O6-44-5 4-Methylphenol 22000 !U
 
621-64-7 N-Nitroso-Di-n-Propylamine 22000 IU
 
67-72-1 Hexachloroethane__ 22000 tu
 
98-95-3 Nitrobenzene 22000 !U
 
78-59-1 1 soph or one 22000 !U
 
88-75-5 2-Nitr op h eno 1 220OO !U
 
105-67-9 2, 4-Dimethy Iphenol 22000 !U
 
111-91-1 bis<2~Chloroethoxy) Methane 22000 !U
 
12O-83-2 2, 4-Di chlorophenol 220OO :u
 
12O-82-1 1, 2. 4-Trichlorobenzene 22000 !U
 
91-20-3 Naphthalene 22000 !U
 
1O6-47-8 4-Ch loroani 1 ine__ 22000 !U
 
87-68-3 Hexachlorobutadiene 22000 !U
 
59-50-7 4~Ch 1 or o-3-Me t h y Iphenol 22000 !U
 
91-57-6 2-Me thyl naphthalene 22OOO !U
 
77-47-4 Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 22000 1,U
 
88-O6-2 2, 4i 6-Trichlorophenol 22000 ;u
 
95-95-4 2» 4> 5-Tr i c h 1 orophenol 54OOO !U
 
91-58-7 2-Chloronaphthalene 22000 !U
 
88-74-4 2~Nitroaniline___ 54000 :u
 
131-11-3 Dimethylphthalate. 220OO :u
 
2O8-96-8 Ac enap h th y 1 ene 22000 JU
 
6O6-20-2 2* 6-Dinitrotoluene 22000 !U
 
99-O9-2 3-Ni troani 1 ine___ 54OOO :u
 
83-32-9 Acenaphthene 23000 !U
 

FORM I SV-1 3/90
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1C EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE QRGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

! ALN84
 
Lab Name: ENVIRDSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-O025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soiI/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122941
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122941R
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

y. Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N)N Date Extracted: 12/31/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 50O. 0 <uL) Date Analyzed: 01/03/96
 

Injection Volume: __ 2. Q(uL) Dilution Factor: 1.0
 
\
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 8. 1
 
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 

CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

51-28-5 2, 4-Dinitropbenol 5400O !U
 
1OO-O2--7 4-Nitrophenol 54OOO !U
 
132-64-9 Dibenzof uran 22OOO !U
 
121-14-2 2, 4-Dinitrotoluene 22000 :u
 
84-66-2 Diethylphthalate 220OO !U
 
7005-72-3 4-Chlorophenyl-phenylether. 22000 !U
 
86-73-7 Fluorene 22000 !U
 
100-O1-6 •—4-Nitroaniline 54OOO !U
 
534-52-1 4, 6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol. 5400O !U
 
86-3O-6 N-Nitrosodipheny lamine (1). 22000 :u
 
101-55-3 4-Bromopheny1-phenylether_ 22000 !U
 
118-74-1 Hexach 1 or o benzene 22000 :u
 
87-86-5 Pentach lorophenol 54000 :u
 
85-O1-8 Phenanthrene 130OO ! JX
 
120-12-7 An t h r a c ene 22000 !U
 
86-74-8 Car b a z o 1 e 2200O :u
 
84-74-2 Di-n-Butylph thai ate 22000 !U
 
206-44-O Fl uoranth ene 18000 ! JX
 
129-00-0 Pyrene 15000 ! J
 
85-68-7 B utylbenzylphthala t e 22000 :u
 
91-94-1 3, 3 '-Dichlorobenzidine 22000 !U
 
56-55-3 Benzo (a ) Anthracene 13000 ! J
 
218-01-9 Chrysene 680O :j
 
117-81-7 bis(2-Ethylhexyl )Phthalate. 19000 ! J
 
117-84-0 D i -n-Oc tyl Phthalat e 22000 :u
 
205-99-2 Benzo(b)Fl uoranth ene 7400 ! J
 
2O7-O8-9 Benzo< k ) Fl uoranthene 22000 :u
 
50-32-8 B en zo (a) Pyrene 22000 !U
 
193-39-5 Indeno* 1, 2, 3-cd )Pyrene 22000 !U
 
53-7O-3 Dibenz <a> h )Anthracene 22000 :u
 
191-24-2 Benzo(gi h, i)Perylene 22000 !U
 

<1)  Cannot be separated from Diphenylamine 

FORM I SV-2 3/90 

•', c: 



IF EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS
 
ALN84
 

Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 !
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: <soi1/uater) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122941
 

Sample u»t/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122941R
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

7. Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N)N Date Extracted: 12/31/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 <uL) Date Analyzed: 01/03/96
 

Injection Volume: 2.0(uL)
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 8. 1
 

Number TICs found: 20
 

CAS NUMBER
 

1.
 
"̂ 2.
 
W3.
 

4.
 
5.
 
6.
 
7.
 
8.
 
9.
 
10.
 
11.
 
12.
 
13.
 
14.
 
15.
 
16.
 
17.
 
18.
 
19.
 
2O.
 

j
 

! COMPOUND NAME
 

[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
(UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
[UNKNOWN PCB
 
1
 

Dilution Factor:
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
(ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG
 

RT
 
•*•"— ••"™ "••m S3 S5
 

17. 25
 
18.08
 
18. 23
 
19. 18
 
19. 60
 
19. 97
 
20. 20
 
20. 40
 
20. 57
 
20. 90
 
21. OO
 
21. 33
 
21. 58
 
22. 13
 
22. 23
 
22. 55
 
22. 67
 
22. 77
 
23. 42
 
23. 90
 

EST. CONC.
 

100000
 
87000
 
1 50000
 
350000
 
120000
 
100000
 
300000
 
110000
 
63000
 
200000
 
1OOOOO
 
120OOO
 
67OOO
 
98000
 
960OO
 
100000
 
11OOOO
 
61OOO
 
110000
 
120OOO
 

1. O
 

1
 

: Q
 
5 | XSZSSŜ 'SSiSX
 

:J
 
! J
 
J J
 
[J

:j
 
,' j

[J

! J
 
1 J
 
! J
 
! J
 
:j
 
! J
 
! J
 
! J
 
! J
 
:j
 
!J
 
[J
 
! J
 
1
1
 

FORM I SV-TIC 3/90 

490 



IB EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN84RE
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 !
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122941
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122941RE
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

7. Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/31/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 <uL) Date Analyzed: 01/03/96
 

Injection Volume: 2.0<uL) Dilution Factor: 1.0
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 8. 1
 

CAS NO.


1OS-95-2

111-44-4

95-57-8

541-73-1

1O6-46-7

95-50-1

95-48-7

1O8-60-1

1O6-44-5

621-64-7 -—

67-72-1

98-95-3

78-59-1

88-75-5

105-67-9

111-91-1

120-83-2


CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
 COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG
 

 Phenol
 
 b i s (2-Ch 1 oroeth y 1) Ether
 

 2-Ch lorophenol
 
 1, 3-Dich 1 orobenzene
 
 1, 4-Dich lorobenzene
 

 1, 2-Di c h 1 oroben z ene
 
 ,—2-Me th ylphenol
 
 2, 2'~oxybis<l-Chloroprapane).
 
 4-Me t hylphenol '
 

 N-Nitroso-Di-n-Propylamine
 
 Hexach1 or o ethane
 
 Ni tr ob en z ene
 

1 sop h or one
 
 2-Ni trop h eno 1
 
 2, 4-Dimethylphenol
 
 bis(2-Chloroethoxy ) Me thane
 
 2j 4-Dich lorophenol
 

120-82-1 •• 1, 2, 4-Trichlorobenzene 
91-20-3 Naphthalene 
1O6-47-8 4-Chloroaniline 
87-68-3 He x ac h 1 or o butadiene 
59-50-7 4-Chloro-3-Methylphenol 
91-57-6 2-Methy 1 naphthalene 
77-47-4 Hexach lorocyclopentad iene 
88-06-2 2, 4, 6-Trichlorophenol 
95-95-4 2, 4. 5-Tr i c h 1 or oph eno 1 
91-58-7 2-Chloronaphthalene 
88-74-4 2-Ni troani 1 ine 
131-11-3 Dimethyl phthalate 
2O8-96-8 Ace^aphthylene 
6O6-20-2 2. 6-Dinitrotoluene 
99-O9-2 3-Ni troani line 
83-32-9 Ac enap h th ene 

220OO iU 
22000 !U 
22000 !U 
1BOOO 
6700O 

:j
I
I 

22000 !U 
22000 !U 
22000 :u 
22000 :u 
22000 iU 
220OO :u 
22000 :u 
22000 !U 
22OOO !U 
22000 :u 
22000 :u 
22000 !U 
6600 !J 
22000 :u 
22000 :u 
22000 !U 
22000 :u 
22000 :u 
22000 :u 
22000 !U 
54OOO :u 
22000 !U 
54000 !U 
22OOO !U 
22000 IU 
22000 !U 
54000 !U 
22000 :u 

FORM I SV-1 37 9O
 



1C EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE DRGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN84RE
 
Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 !
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122941
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122941RE
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

X. Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/31/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 50O.0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/O3/96
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 1. O
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)Y pH: 8. 1
 
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 

CAS NO. COMPOUND <ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG
 

51-28-5 2, 4-Dini trophenol 
1OO-O2-7 4-Ni tr op h eno 1 
132-64-9 D i b en z of uran 
121-14-2 2, 4-Dinitrotoluene 

{ \ 84-66-2 Diethylphthalate 
7005-72-3 4-Chloropheny1-phenylether. 
86-73-7 .—Fluor ene 
1OO-O1 -6 '•—4-Ni tr oan i line 
534-52-1 4, 6-Dinitro-2-methyl phenol. 
86-3O-6: N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (1). 
1O1-55-3 4-Bromopheny 1-pheny1 ether 
118-74-1 Hexachlorobenzene 
87-86-5 Pentachlorophenol 
S5—O1-8 Phenanthrene 
120-12-7 Anthracene 
86-74-8 Car b a z o 1 e 
84-74-2 Di-n-Butylphthalate 
206-44-0 Fl uoran t h ene 
129-OO-0 Pyrene 
85-68-7 B utylbenzylphtha late 
91-94-1 3. 3'-Dichlorobenzidine 
56-55-3 Benzo (a )Anthracene 
218-O1-9 Chrysene 
117-81-7 bis<2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate. 
117-84-O D i -n-Oc tyl Phthalate 
2O5-99-2 Benzo(b )F1 uoranthene 
207-08-9 13enzo< k )Fluoranthene 
5O-32-8 Benzo(a)Pyrene 
193-39-5 Indeno( 1, 2* 3-cd JPyrene 
53-70-3 Dibenz(a»h)Anthracene 
191-24-2 B e n z o ( g » h > i ) P e r y l e n e 

54OOO !U
 
54OOO iU
 
22000 !U
 
22000 !U
 
22000 !U
 
22OOO !U
 
22OOO ,'U
 
54000 !U
 
54000 !U
 
22000 :u
 
22OOO !U
 
22000 IU
 
54000 !U
 
9800 : jx
 
22000 iU
 
22000 !U
 
22000 !U
 
18000 !JX
 
13000 !J
 
220OO :u
 
22000 !U
 
7700 ! J
 
22000 !U
 
17000 ! J
 
22000 !U
 
70OO ! J
 
22000 :u
 
22000 !U
 
22000 !U
 
22OOO IU
 
22000 !U
 

rr. J1Q
 (1) - Cannot be separated from Diphenylamine
 .J4*

FORM I SV-2 3/90
 



IF EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SENIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS
 
ALN84RE
 

Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No.: SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/uater) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122941
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122941RE
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

7* Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/31/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/03/96
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 1. O
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 8. 1
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
Number TICs found: 20 (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG
 

I
 

1
CAS NUMBER 1 COMPOUND NAME RT EST. CONC. Q
 

1; ! UNKNOWN PCB 17. 23 98000 i J
 
2. ! UNKNOWN PCB 18. 07 93000 ! J
 
3. ! UNKNOWN PCB 18. 22 140000 S J
 
4. i UNKNOWN PCB 19. 17 390000 !J
 
5. ! UNKNOWN PCB 19. 58 120000 ! J
 
6. ! UNKNOWN PCB 19. 97 72000
 
7. ! UNKNOWN PCB 20. 17 280000 J
 
B. ', UNKNOWN PCB 20. 38 100000 U
 
9. ! UNKNOWN PCB 20. 55 63000 ! J
 
10. ! UNKNOWN PCB 20. 88 170000 !J
 
11. ! UNKNOWN PCB 20. 98 100OOO ! J
 
12. ! UNKNOWN PCB 21. 32 110000 1 J
 
13. ! UNKNOWN PCB 21. 57 65000 SJ
 
14. ! UNKNOWN PCB 22. 13 80OOO i J
 
15. ! UNKNOWN PCB 22. 22 120000 J
 
16. ! UNKNOWN PCB 22. 55 BOOOO ! J
 
17. ', UNKNOWN PCB 22. 65 12000O J J
 
18. i UNKNOWN PCB 22. 77 70000 ! J
 
19. ! UNKNOWN PCB 23. 40 100000 ! J
 
20. ! UNKNOWN PCB 23. 90 120000 ! J
 

1
 

550̂ 
 
FORM I SV-TIC 3/90
 



10 EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
PESTICIDE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN84
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68D40025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122941
 

Sample'wt/vol: 30.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122941R
 

% Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Received: 12/01/95
 

Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) SONC Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 5000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/04/96
 

Injection Volume: 2.00 (uL) Dilution Factor: 500
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 8.1 Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N) N
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

n 

319-84-6 alpha-BHC 1800 !U
 
319-85-7 ---beta-BHC 1800 u
 
319-86-8 -de!ta-BHU~ 1800 u
 
58-89-9 gamma-BHC (Lindane) 1800 u
 
76-44-8 ---Heptachlor ~ 1800 u
 
309-00-2 Aldrin 1800 u
 
1024-57-3 Heptachlor epoxide 1800 u
 
959-98-8 Endosulfan I ~ 1800 u
 
60-57-1 Pi el dr in 3600 u
 
72-55-9 4.4'-DDE 3600 u
 
72-20-8 Endrin 3600 u
 
33213-65-9 Endosulfan II 3600 u
 
72-54-8 ---4.4'-ODD 3600 u
 
1031-07-8 Endosulfan sulfate 3600 u
 
50-29-3 4.4'-DDT ~ 3600 u
 
72-43-5 Methoxychlor 18000 u
 
53494-70-5 Endrin ketone 3600 |U

7421-36-3 Endrin aldehyde 3600 u
 
5103-71-9 alpha-Chi ordane 1800 u
 
5103-74-2 gamma-Chi ordane 1800 u
 
8001-35-2 Toxaphene 180000 iU
 
12674-11-2 Aroclor-1016 36000 |U
 
11104-28-2 Aroclor-1221 73000 iU
 
11141-16-5 -Aroclor-1232 36000 IU

53469-21-9- Aroclor-1242 2600000 IEC
 
12672-29-6 Aroclor-1248 36000 u
 
11097-69-1 -Aroclor-1254 1700000 JEC
 
11096-82-5 Aroclor-1260 36000
 

i
 

FORM I PEST 3/90
 

109'
 



ID EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
PESTICIDE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN84DL
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68D40025 |
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122941DL
 

Sample wt/vol: 30.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID:
 

% Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Received: 12/01/95
 

Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) SONC Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 5000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/04/96
 

Injection Volume: 2.00 (uL) Dilution Factor: 5000
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 8.1 Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N) N
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

T
 
319-84-6 alpha-BHC 18000
 
319-85-7 beta-BHC 18000
 
319-86-8 de1ta-BHC~ 18000
 
58-89-9 gamma-BHC (Lindane) 18000
 
76-44-8 Heptachlor ; 18000
 
309-00-2 Aldrin 18000
 
1024-57-3 Heptachlor epoxide_ 18000
 
959-98-8 Endosulfan I 18000
 
60-57-1 Dieldrin 36000 }U
 
72-55-9 4.4'-DDE 36000 |U
 
72-20-8 Endrln 36000 U
 
33213-65-9 Endosultan II 36000 JU
 
72-54-8 4.4"-DPP 36000 |U
 
1031-07-8 Endosulfan sulfate 36000
 l'U
 50-29-3 4.4'-DDT 36000 U
 
72-43-5 Methoxychlor 180000 IU
 
53494-70-5 Endrin ketone 36000 |U

7421-36-3 Endrin aldehyde 36000 JU
 
5103-71-9 alpha -Chlordane 18000 U
 
5103-74-2 gamma-Chlordane 18000
 
8001 -35-2 Toxaphene_ 1800000 JU
 
12674-11-2 Aroclor-1016 360000 |U'
 
11104-28-2 Aroclor-1221 730000 |U
 
11141-16-5 Aroclor-1232 360000 !U
 
53469-21-9 Aroclor-1242 4200DOO
 
12672-29-6 Aroclor-1248 360000 i u
 

11097-69-1 Aroclor-1254 2400J300 10

11096-82-5 Aroclor-1260 360000 iu
 

FORM I PEST 3/90
 

1.103
 



U.S. EPA - CLP
 

EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET
 

MAEW82
 
Lab Name: ITS_ENVIRONMENTAL_LABORAT Contract: 68-D5-0063
 
Lab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: MAEW78
 
Matrix (soil/water): SOIL_ Lab Sample ID: 280247
 
Level (low/med): LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 
% Solids: 44.0
 

Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight): MG/KG
 

CAS No. Analyte Concentration C Q M 

7429-90-5 Aluminum 10600 E P 
7440-36-0 
7440-38-2 

Antimony 
Arsenic 

0.98 
8.8 

B N 
' 

P 
P 

7440-39-3 Barium 136 E P 
7440-41-7 
7440-43-9 

Beryllium 
Cadmium 

0.50 
10.8 

B 
N 

P 
P 

7440-70-2 Calcium 5230 P 
7440-47-3 Chromium 250 E P 
7440-48-4 Cobalt 6.0 B E P 
7440-50-8 Copper 638 P 
7439-89-6 Iron 18200 E P 
7439-92-1 Lead 463 P 
7439-95-4 
7439-96-5 
7439-9.7-6 
7440-02-0 

Magnesium 
Manganese
Mercury 
Nickel 

5590 
151 
1.0 
43.7 

E 
E 

E 

P 
P 
CV 
P 

7440-09-7 Potassium 2130 E P 
7782-49-2 Selenium 1.4 U P 
7440-22-4 Silver 2.2 B P 
7440-23-5 Sodium 10400 P 
7440-28-0 Thallium 1.1 U P 
7440-62-2 Vanadium 35.8 E P 
7440-66-6 Zinc 1470 P 

Cyanide NR 

Color Before: BROWN_ Clarity Before: Texture: MEDIUM
 
Color After: YELLOW Clarity After: CLEAR Artifacts:
 

FORM I - IN ILM04.0 

ooooio 



IB EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN85
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122942
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122942
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

% Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/O8/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/29/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0<uL) Dilution Factor: 1.0
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)Y pH: 8. 1
 
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 

CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

1O8-95-2 Phenol
 
111-44-4 b is (2-Ch lor oethyl) Ether
 
95-57-8 2-Ch lorophenol
 
541 -73-1 1, 3-Di c h 1 or ob en z ene
 
1O6-46-7 1, 4-Dich 1 orobenzene
 
95-50-1 1, 2-Dichlorobenzene
 
95-48-7 •,—2~Methyl phenol
 
1OB-6O-1 2> 2'-oxybis(l-Chloropropane)
 
106-44-5 4-Methy Iphenol
 
621 -64-7 N-N itroso-Di-n-Propyl ami n e.
 
67-72-1 He xach 1 oroethane
 
98-95-3 Nitrobenzene
 
78-59-1 1 soph or one
 
88-75-5 2-Nitrophenol
 
1O5-67-9 2, 4-Di me thy Iphenol
 
111-91-1 bis (2-Ch lor oethoxy ) Me thane
 
12O-83-2 2, 4-Dich lorophenol
 
120-82-1 .1, 2, 4-Trichlorobenzene
 
91-20-3 Naphthalene
 
1O6-47-8 4-Ch 1 oroani1ine
 
87-68-3 He xachlorobutadi ene
 
59-50-7 4-Ch loro-3-Methy Iphenol
 
91-57-6 2-Methy Inaph thai ene
 
77-47-4 He xachlorocyclopentadi ene
 
88-06-2 2, 4, 6~Trichlorophenol
 
95-95-4 2, 4, 5-Tr i c h 1 or op h eno 1
 
91-58-7 2-Ch loronaphthalene
 
88-74-4 2-Ni troani 1 ine
 
131-1 1-3 Dime thy Iphthalate
 
208-96-8 Ace n a p h t h y lene
 
6O6-20-2 2, 6-Dinitrotoluene
 
99-09-2 3-N i troan i 1 ine ;
 
33-32-9- Aceri-jpr-thene
 

22OOO :u
 
22OOO :u
 
22000 :u
 
23000
 
82OOO
 
2200O :u
 
22000 ,'U
 
22000 :u
 
22000 JU
 
22OOO !U
 
22000 :u
 
22OOO ;u
 
22000 :u
 
22000 :u
 
22000 :u
 
22000 :u
 
22OOO :u
 
7600 : j
 
22000 !U
 
22000 !U
 
22000 I'D
 
22000 :u
 
22000 !U
 
22000 !U
 
22000 !U
 
54OOO ;u
 
22000 !U
 
54000 u
 
22OOO u.
 
22OOO u
 
22000 u
 
54OOO u
 
22000
 

FORM I 3V-1 3/9O
 

-60-c 



1C EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE QRGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN85
 
Name: ENVIRDSYSTEMS Contract; 68-D4-0025 !
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122942
 

Sample ut/vol: l.O (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122942
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/O1/95
 

7. Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/O8/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 <uL) Date Analyzed: 12/29/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: l.O
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 8. 1
 
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 

CAS NO. COMPOUND <ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

51-28-5 3, 4-Dinitrophenol
 
1OO-O2-7 4-Nitrophenol
 
132-64-9 Dibenzofuran
 
121-14-2 2i 4-Dinitrotoluene
 
84-66-2 Diethylphthalate
 
7005-72-3 4-Ch1orop h eny1-p h eny1eth er.
 
86-73-7 ;—Fluor ene
 
100-O1-6 4-Nitroani 1 ine
 
534-52-1 4, 6-Dinitro-2-methy 1 phenol.
 
86-30-6 N-Nitrosod ipheny lamine (1).
 
101-55-3 4-Bromopheny 1-phenyl ether
 
118-74-1 He x ac h 1 or o benzene
 
87-86-5 Pentachlorophenol
 
85-Ol-e Phenanthrene
 
120-12-7 Anthracene
 
86-74-8 Car b a z o 1 e
 
84-74-2 Di-n-Butylph thai ate
 
2O6-44-0 Fluoranthene
 
129-00-0 Pyrene
 
85-68-7 Butyl benzylphtha late
 
91 -94-1 3, 3'-Dichlorobenzidine
 
56-55-3 Benzo ( a ) Anthracene
 
218-O1-9 Chry sene
 
117-81-7 bis(2-Ethy Ihexy 1 )Phthalate.
 
117-84-O Di-n-Octy 1 Ph thai ate
 
205-99-2 Benzo (b )F1 uoranth ene
 
2O7-O8-9 Benzo( k ) Fl uoranth ene
 
50-32-8 Benzo (a )Pyrene_
 
193-39-5 Indeno( 1, 2, 3-cd )Pyrene
 
53-70-3 Di b en z < a. h)Anthrac ene
 
191-24-2 Benzo <g> h. i)Peryl ene
 

54000 :u
 
540OO :u
 
2200O :u
 
22000 su
 
22OOO !U
 
22000 su
 
22000 !U
 
54OOO !U
 
540OO !U
 
22000 :u
 
22OOO ,'U
 
22OOO :u
 
54000 :u
 
22OOO :u
 
22OOO ;u
 
22OOO :u
 
220OO :u
 
12000 : jx
 
10000 ! J
 
22OOO :u
 
22000 :u
 
2200O :u
 
2200O !U
 
1800O : j

220OO :u
 
22OOO !U
 
22000 ;u
 
22000 :u
 
22OOO :u
 
220OO !U
 
22000 :u
 

(1) - Cannot be =. eparated from Diphenylamine
 

FORM I SV-2 3/90
 
609 



IF EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS
 
ALNB5
 

Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 !
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122942
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 <g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122942
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

y. Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N)N Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/29/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 1.0
 
y
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)Y pH: 8. 1
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
Number TICs found: 2O <ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG
 

1
 

I
CAS NUMBER t COMPOUND NAME RT EST. CONC. : Q
 
1
 

1. ! UNKNOWN PCB 17. 17 96000 !J
 
2. i UNKNOWN PCS IB. 00 91000 !J
 
3. ! UNKNOWN PCB 18. 15 170000 !J
 
4. ! UNKNOWN PCB 19. 10 220000 }J

5. {UNKNOWN PCB 19. 50 120000 :j
 
6. ,' UNKNOWN PCB 19. 88 76000 ! J
 
7. ,' UNKNOWN PCB 20. 08 190000 !J
 
8. ! UNKNOWN PCB 20. 30 11OOOO ! J
 
9. ! UNKNOWN PCB 20. 47 740OO ! J
 

1O. ! UNKNOWN PCB 20. 82 150000 :j
 
11. ! UNKNOWN PCB 20. 9O 1300OO ! J
 
12. ! UNKNOWN PCB 21. 25 91000 !J
 
13. ! UNKNOWN PCB 21. 33 7000O !J
 
14. ! UNKNOWN PCB 22. O3 930OO J J
 
15. ! UNKNOWN PCB 22. 13 220000 :j
 
16. ! UNKNOWN PCB 22. 47 83000 ! J
 
17. [UNKNOWN PCB 22. 57 200000 :j
 
18. ', UNKNOWN PCB 22. 7O 110OOO :j
 
19. ! UNKNOWN PCB 23. 33 140000 ! J
 
20. ,' UNKNOWN PCB 23. 83 130000 :j
 

I i
i
 

61CK 
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IB	 EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

!
 
! ALN85RE
 

b Name: ENVIRDSYSTEMS	 Contract: 68-D4-0025
 

Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. :	 SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL	 Lab Sample ID: 95122942
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G	 Lab File ID: S122942R
 

Level: (lou/med) MED	 Date Received: 12/O1/95
 

7. Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N)N Date Extracted: 12/O8/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 500.0 (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/29/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor: 1.0
 

GPC Cleanup:
 

CAS NO.
 

108-95-2

1H-44-4

95-57-8

541-73-1


( .1	 106-46-7

95-50-1

95-48-7

108-6O-1

106-44-5


<Y/N) Y pH: 8. 1
 
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 

COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

 Phenol
 
 bis<2-Chloroethyl)Ether
 

 2-Ch 1 or o p h en o 1
 
 ,ti 3-Dichlorobenzene :
 

 1, 4-Dichlorobenzene
 
 1. 2-Dich lor o benzene
 
 -r—2~Me t h y 1 p h en o 1
 
 2. 2'-oxybis< 1-Chloropropane ).
 
 4-Methylphenol
 

621 -64-7 N-N itroso-Di-n-Propylami n e 
67-72-1 He xachloroeth an e ' 
98-95-3 Ni tr ob en z ene 
78-59-1 Isophorone 
88-75-5 2-Nitrophenol 
105-67-9 2» 4-Dimethylphenol 
H1-91-1 bis(2-Chloroethoxy)Methane 
120-83-2 2, 4-Dichlorophenol 
120-82-1 1, 2, 4-Trich lorobenzene 
91-20-3 Naphthalene 
106-47-8 4-Ch loroani 1 ine__ 
87-68-3 Hexach 1 orobutad iene 
59-5O-7 4-Ch 1 or o-3-Me t h y 1 p h eno 1 
91-57-6 2~Methyl naphthalene 
77-47-4 Hexach lorocyclopentad iene 
88-06-2 2) 4.. 6-Trichlorophenol 
95-95-4 2.1 4, 5-Tr i ch 1 orophenol 
91-58-7 2-Chloronaphthalene 
88-74-4 2-Ni troani 1 ine 
131-11-3 Dimethylphthalate 

C j 208-96-8
606-20-2

 Ac enap h th y 1 ene 
 2. 6-Dinitrotoluene 

99-O9-2 3-Nitroaniline__ 
83-32-9 Acenaphthene 

i
 

22000 !U
 
22000 fU
 
22000 :u
 
23000
 
85000
 
22000 :u
 
22000 :u
 
22000 !U
 
22000 /u

22000 :u
 
22000 !U
 
22000 !U
 
22000 :u
 
22000 !U
 
22OOO !U
 
22000 ,'U
 
22000 !U
 
7000 i J
 
22000 !U
 
22OOO :u
 
22000 :u
 
22000 !U
 
22000 :u
 
22000 :u
 
22000 !U
 
54OOO :u
 
22000 !U
 
54000 :u
 
22000 !U
 
22000 :u
 
22000 !U
 
54000 :u
 
22OOO :u
 

FORM I SV-1	 3/90
 



1C EPA SAMPLE NO. 
SENIVOLATILE DRGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET 

ALN85RE 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253
 

Matrix: (soi1/water) SOIL
 

Sample ut/vol: 1.0 <g/mL) G
 

Level: (lou/med) MED
 

Contract: 68-D4-0025
 

SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Lab Sample ID: 95133942
 

Lab File ID: S122942R
 

Date Received: 12/01/95
 

X Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/08/95 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 50O. 0 <uL) Date Analyzed: 12/29/95 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL> Dilution Factor: 1.0 

GPC Cleanup: <Y/N) Y pH: 8. 1 

CAS NO.


51-28-5

1OO-O2-7

132-64-9

121-14-2

84-66-2

7005-72-3

86-73-7

1OO-01-6

534-52-1

86-30-6

1O1-55-3

118-74-1

87-86-5

85-01-8

120-12-7

86-74-8

84-74-2

206-44-0

129-00-O

85-68-7

91-94-1

56-55-3

218-01-9

117-81-7

117-84-0

2O5-99-2

207-08-9

5O-32-8

193-39-5

53-70-3

191-24-2


CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
 COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

 2., 4-Dinitrophenol
 
 4-Nitrophenol
 
 Di b en z of uran_
 
 2> 4-Dinitrotoluene
 

 Diethylphthalate
 
 4-Ch 1or op h eny1-p h eny1eth er.
 

 Fl uorene
 
:-—4-Nitroani 1 ine
 

 4. 6-D i n i t r o-2-met hylphenol.
 
 N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (1).
 
 4-Bromopheny l-phenylether_
 
 Hexach 1 or o benzene
 
 Pentach lorophenol •
 
 Phenanthrene
 
 Anthracene
 

 Car b a 2 o 1 e
 
 Di-n-Quty Iphthalate
 
 Fluoranthene
 
 Pyrene
 

B utylbenzylphtha late
 
 3, 3'-Dichlorobenzidine
 
 Benzo (a )Anthracene
 
 Chry sene
 
 bis(2-Ethylhexyl )Phthalate.
 
 Di-n~0ctyl Ph thai ate
 
 Denz o ( b )F1 uoranth ene
 
 Benzo( k )F1 uoranthene
 
 Ben z o ( a ) Pyrene
 
 Indeno (1,2, 3-cd )Pyrene
 
 Dibenz < a, h ) Anthracene
 
 Benzo(g, h, i)Perylene
 

54000 !U
 
54OOO !U
 
22000 :u
 
22000 :u
 
22000 !U
 
22000 :u
 
22000 !U
 
54000 !U
 
54000 :u
 
22000 !U
 
22OOO !U
 
22000 :u
 
54000 :u
 
22000 :u
 
22000 !U
 
22000 !U
 
22000 !U
 
12000 !JX
 
9600 :j
 
22000 !U
 
22000 IU
 
22000 !U
 
22000 :u
 
18000 ! J
 
22000 !U
 
22000 :u
 
22000 !U
 
22000 :u
 
22000 !U
 
22000 !U
 
22000 !U
 

( .1 ) - Cannot be separated from Diphenylamine 

FORM I SV-2 3/90 
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IF EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
SEMIVOLATILE OR6ANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET 

TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED COMPOUNDS ! 
! ALN85RE 

3 Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68-D4-0025 ! 

Code: ENVSYS Case No. : 24253 SAS No. : SDG No. : ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122942
 

Sample uit/vol: 1.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122942R
 

Level: (lou/med) MED Date Received: 12/01/95
 

7. Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 5OO. O (uL) Date Analyzed: 12/29/95
 

Injection Volume: 2. 0(uL) Dilution Factor:

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH: 8.1 

Number TICs found: 20 
CONCENTRATION UNITS: 
(ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG 

1
 

CAS NUMBER
 
===========:=====:
 

1.
 

••, 2.
 
3.
 

»̂4.
 
5.
 
6.
 
7.
 
8.
 
9.
 
10.
 
11.
 
12.
 
13.
 
14.
 
15.
 
16.
 
17.
 
18.
 
19.
 
20.
 

I
 

i COMPOUND NAME
 
j ============================
 

! UNKNOWN PCB
 
! UNKNOWN PCB
 
! UNKNOWN PCB
 
{UNKNOWN PCB
 
i UNKNOWN PCB
 
! UNKNOWN PCB
 
', UNKNOWN PCB
 
5 UNKNOWN PCB
 
! UNKNOWN PCB
 
! UNKNOWN PCB
 
! UNKNOWN PCB
 
.'UNKNOWN PCB
 
! UNKNOWN PCB
 
! UNKNOWN PCB
 
! UNKNOWN PCB
 
! UNKNOWN PCB
 
! UNKNOWN PCB
 
', UNKNOWN PCB
 
,' UNKNOWN PCB
 
! UNKNOWN PCB
 
t
 
1
 

RT EST. CONC.
 
Z «« £S!ZZ STH tS =============
 

17. 17 100000 
18. 00 85000 
18. 15 170000 
19. 10 210000 
19. 50 110OOO 
20. 08 200000 
20. 30 11OOOO 
20. 48 7OOOO 
20. 82 140000 
20. 90 130000 
21. 25 98000 
21. 33 76OOO 
22.05 110000 
22. 13 26OOOO 
22. 47 8OOOO 
22. 57 240000 
22. 70 120000 
23. 33 180000 
23. 83 • 140000 
24. 23 80OOO 

 l.O
 

1
 

Q
 
• =====
 
! J
 
! J
 
! J
 
!J
 
! J
 
! J
 
! J
 
! J
 
! J
 
! J
 
i J
 
! J
 
! J
 
! J
 
! J
 
! J
 
! J
 
! J
 
! J
 
! J
 
1
 
f
 

FORM I SV-TIC 3/90
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ID EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
PESTICIDE ORGAN ICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
 

ALN85
 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68D40025
 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: ALN74
 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122942
 

Sample wt/vol: 30.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID: S122942
 

% Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Received: 12/01/95
 

Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) SONC Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 5000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/04/96
 

Injection Volume: 2.00 (uL) Dilution Factor: 500
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)Y pH: 8.1 Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N) N
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

319-84-6
319-85-7

 alpha-BHC 
 beta-BHC 

1800 
1800 

!Ul u 
319-86-8 de1ta-BHC~~ 1800 u 
58-89-9
76-44-8
309-00-2

 gamma-BHC (Lindane) 
 Heptachl or '_ 
 Aldrin 

1800 
1800 
1800 

u 
u 
u 

1024-57-3
959-98-8

 Heptachlor epoxide 
 Endosulfan I 

1800
1800

 U 
 !U 

60-57-1 Oieldrin 3600 
72-55-9 4,4'-DDE 3600 'U 
72-20-8 Endrin 3600 U 
33213-65-9 Endosulfan II 3600 
72-54-8
1031-07-8

 4.4--ODD 
 Endosulfan sulfate 

3600 
3600 

u
lu 

50-29-3 4,4'-DDT ~ 3600 u 
72-43-5
53494-70-5

 Methoxychlor 
 Endrin ketone 

18000 
3600 

JU
lu 

7421-36-3
5103-71-9
5103  74  2
"8001 -35-2

! 12674-11-2

 Endrin aldehyde 
 alpha-Chlordane 
 gamma -Chi ordane 

 Toxaphene 
 Aroclor-1016 

3600 
1800 
1800 

180000 
36000 

u 
u 
u 
u 

! 11104-28-2 Aroclor-1221 73000 |U 
| 11141-16-5
! 53469-21-9
| 12672-29-6
! 11097-69-1
j 11096-82-5

 Aroclor-1232 
 Aroclor-1242' 
 Aroclor-1248 
 Aroclor-1254 
 Aroclor-1260 

36000 |U 
3100000 |EC 
36000 !U 

2100000 |EC 
36000 |U 

i 

FORM I PEST 3/90 

110'
 



ID EPA SAMPLE NO. 
PESTICIDE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET 

ALN85DL 
Lab Name: ENVIROSYSTEMS Contract: 68D40025 

Lab Code: ENVSYS Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: ALN74 

Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 95122942DL
 

Sample wt/vol: 30.0 (g/mL) G Lab File ID:
 

% Moisture: 54 decanted: (Y/N) N Date Received: 12/01/95
 

Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) SONC Date Extracted: 12/08/95
 

Concentrated Extract Volume: 5000 (uL) Date Analyzed: 01/04/96
 

Injection Volume: 2.00 (uL)
 

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) Y pH:


CAS NO. COMPOUND
 

319-84-6 alpha-BHC
 
319-85-7 beta-BHC
 
319-86-8 delta-BHC~~ 

Dilution Factor: 5000
 

 8.1 Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N)N
 

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
 
(ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
 

58-89-9
76-44-8
309-00-2

 gamma-BHC (Lindane) 
 Heptachlor ' 
 Aldrin 

1024-57-3
959-98-8

 HeptacFTlor epoxide 
 Endosulfan I I 

60-57-1 Pi el drin 
72-55-9 4.4'-DDE 
72-20-8-- -  Endrin 
33213-65-9 Endosulfan II 
72-54-8- 4.4 '-ODD 
1031-07-8 Endosulfan sulfate 
50-29-3 4.4'-DDT ~ 
72-43-5
53494-70-5

 Methoxychlor 
 Endrin ketone 

7421-36-3
5103-71-9
5103-74-2
8001-35-2
12674-11-2

 --Endrin aldehyde 
 alpha-Chi ordane 
 gamma-Chi ordane 
 Toxaphene 
 Aroclor-1016 

11104-28-2 Aroclor-1221 
11141-16-5 Aroclor-1232 
53469-21-9 Aroclor-1242 
12672-29-6 Aroclor-1248 

! 11097-69-1 Aroclor-1254 
! 11096-82-5 Aroclor-1260 
i 

FORM I PEST 

18000 
18000 

|U
!U 

18000 
18000 
18000 
18000 
18000 
18000 
36000 
36000 
36000
36000 
36000 

U 
iu 
u 

36000 IU 
36000 u 
180000 
36000 iu 

u 
36000 U 
18000 u 
18000 

1800.000 
u 
iu 

360000 JU 
730000
360000 

 |U 
JU 

4900,000 
360000 
2900POO 
360000 

|D 
|U
| D 
!U 

3/90 

1113
 



U.S. EPA - CLP
 

EPA SAMPLE NO.
 
INORGANIC ANALYSES DATA SHEET
 

MAEW83
 
Lab Name: ITS_ENVIRONMENTAL_LABORAT Contract: 68-D5-0063
 
Lab Code: INCHVT Case No.: 24253 SAS No.: SDG No.: MAEW78
 
Matrix (soil/water): SOIL_ Lab Sample ID: 280248
 
Level (low/med): LOW Date Received: 12/01/95
 
% Solids: 41.5
 

Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight): MG/KG
 

CAS No. Analyte Concentration C Q M 

7429-90-5 Aluminum 9880 E P 
7440-36-0 Antimony 0.87 U N P 
7440-38-2 Arsenic 7.9 P 
7440-39-3 Barium 117 E P 
7440-41-7 Beryllium 0.48 B P 
7440-43-9 Cadmium 10.5 N P 
7440-70-2 Calcium 16200 P 
7440-47-3 Chromium 237 E P 
7440-48-4 Cobalt 5.5 B E P 
7440-50-8 Copper 598 P 
7439-89-6 Iron 16800 E P 
7439-92-1 Lead 425 P 
7439-95-4 Magnesium 5660 E P 
7439-96-5 Manganese 140 E P 
7439-97-6 Mercury 0.97 CV 
7440-02-0 Nickel 43.4 E P 
7440-09-7 Potassium 2110 E P 
7782-49-2 Selenium 1.5 U P 
7440-22-4 Silver 2.2 B P 
7440-23-5 Sodium 11900 P 
7440-28-0 Thallium 1.2 U P 
7440-62-2 Vanadium 33.5 E P 
7440-66-6 Zinc 1410 P 

Cyanide NR 

Color Before: BROWN_ Clarity Before: Texture: MEDIUM 
Color After: YELLOW Clarity After: CLEAR Artifacts: 

Comments: 

FORM I - IN ILM04.0
 
-'0001
 



Attachment D
 
Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs)
 

For S/S Reagents
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RFP No. 8860-45P-3006 

SECTION 1.0- REAGENT # 1 LPCII 

Used for heavy contamination levels 
in sediment, as well it is used in 

moderate contamination level in sediment. 



" rnLLOID ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES COMPANY 

\( •, TECHNICAL DATA SHEET 

TECHNICAL DATA 
Lpcn 

y GENERAL 
DESCRIPTION: Custom blended agent used to stabilize, solidify, and fixate a 

variety of non-hazardous and hazardous wastes. 

APPEARANCE: Light grey powder material 

CHEMICAL FORMULA 
(moisture free) 

14.4 - 15.6 
3.1 - 3.5 

Fe203 ' 1.6 - 1.9 
CaO 63.2 - 73.2 
MgO 5,1 - 6.0 
S03 1.4- - 1.8 
K20 0.4 - 0.7 
Na2O 0.8 - 1.2 
CaCO3 0.3 - 0.5 

DENSITY: 70 - 80 Ibs. per cubic foot depending on compaction. 

MOISTURE: Less than 10% 

PARTICLE SIZE: 2% max retained on #100 Sieve
 
5% max retained on #200 Sieve
 
10% max retained on #325 Sieve
 

'\ 
1350 W. Shure Drive • Arlington Heights, Illinois 60004-1440 • (708) 392-5800 • FAX (708) 506-6150 

A wholly owned subsidiary of American Colloid Company 
The information and data contained herein are believed to be accurate and reliable. CETCO makes no warranty of any kind and accepts no 

responsibility for the results obtained through application of this information. 

J OIWOlOOiV •"". /?^-*.-*« ».•«!*••« :~» ' 



COLLOiD ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES COMPANY 

1350 West Shure Drive • Arlington Heights. IL 60004-1440 • USA 
(7081 392-5800 • Fax (708) 506^150 

MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET - May b« uied to comply with OSHA's Hazard Communication Standard,
 
29 CFR 1910.1200. Standard Must be consulted for specific 8401
 
requirements. 8401
 

Page 1 of 3
 
PRODUCT MAKE: SORBOND LPC II
 

fe 
Section I MAHDF&CTURER'S IHFOEMATIOH
 

Manufacturer1* Mane t, Address:
 I 
American Colloid Company Emergency Telephone Number: 708-392-4600
 
1500 West Shure Drive Telephone Number for Information: 708-392-4600
 
One North Arlington Date Prepared: August 31, 1994
 
Arlington Heights, Illinois 60004
 

Section II TIMIIHIIJ KMTflyi H XHFQRM&VXQnT 
I 

Hazardous Components Other Limits 
(Specific Chemical Identity: Common Hame(s)) OSKA PEL ACGIH TLV Recommended (optional) 

I Crystalline Quartz CAS* 14808-60-7 2-6X 

I Respirable Crystalline Quartz 
NIOSH
 

present (TUA) 0.1mg/m3 0.1mg/m3 TUA 50ug/m3 TUA <2X 

I proposed (TUA) SOug/m TUA
 

Calcium Sil icate CAS* 65997-15-1 

I - Respirable 
Tota l Dust 10mg/m lOmg/m3 

Calcium Hydroxide CAS* 1305-62-0 5mg/m3 Smg/m3 

I Nuisance Dust 
- Respirable _ _
 
- Total Dust ISmg/m-5 10mg/mr*
 

3 
• UARHIHG:
 

I This product contains a small amount of crystalline silica which may cause delayed respiratory
 

I 

disease if inhaled over a prolonged period of time. Avoid breathing dust. Use NIOSH/MSHA approved 
respirator where TLV for crystalline silica may be exceeded. IARC Monographs on the evaluation of 
the Carcinogenic Risk of Chemicals to Humans (volume 42, 1987) concludes that there is "limited 
evidence" of the carcinogenic!ty of crystalline silica to humans, IARC classification 2A. 

PRODUCT IDENTIFICATION
 

I Chemical Name: Mixture of inorganic silicates and oxides 
NFPA/HMIS: Health - 1. Fire - 0, Reactivity - 0, Specific Hazard - See Section VI
 
Dot Class: Not Regulated
 

I Ownefl Sucsc j CoiioKJ Company [ Primed on recycled paper 



COLLOID ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES COMPANY 

1350 West Shore Drive • Arttnoton Heights. IL 60004-1440 • USA 
(708) 392-5800 • Fax (708) 506-6160 

I 8401 
8401 

I 
Page 2 of 3 

PRODUCT NAME: SORBOND LPC II 

section in PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL CHARACTERISTICS
 

Boiling Point - Not Applicable Specific Gravity (H.O « 1) - 2.5 (Approx.) 
Vapor Pressure (mm Kg.) • Not Applicable Melting Point - Hot Applicable 
Vapar Density (AIR • 1) - Not Applicable Evaporation Rate (Butyl Acetate • 1) - Not Applicable 
Solubility in Water - Negligible 
Appearance and Odor - Tan powder, odorless 

Section IV FIRE AHD EXPLOSION HAZARD DAXA 

Flash Point (Method Used) Not Applicable 
Flammable Limits Not Applicable LEU- • UEL- 
Extinguishing Media Not Applicable 
Special Fire Fighting Procedures Inorganlc/Non-Flamoable 
Unusual Fire and Explosion Hazards Not Applicable 

Section V REACTIVITY DATA
 

Stability Unstable - Conditions to Avoid - Kane Known
 
Stable - X
 

Incompatibility (Materials to Avoid) - None Known
 
Hazardous Decomposition or Byproducts - None Known
 

Hazardous Polymerization May Occur - Conditions to Avoid - None Known
 
Will Not Occur - X
 

Section VI HEALTH mtgmn DATA
 

Route(s) of Entry: Inhalation? Yes Skin? No Ingest ion? No
 

Health Hazards (Acute and Chronic) • Inhalation of dust nay cause respiratory irritation or delayed
 
respiratory disease if dust inhaled over a prolonged period of time.
 
Contact with akin or eyes nay result in irritation or alkali burns
 
with prolonged contact.
 

Carcinogenic! ty: NTP? No IARC Monographs? Yes OSHA Regulated? No
 

I ARC Monographs on the evaluation of the Carcinogenic Risk of Chemicals to Humans
 
(volume 42, 1987) concludes that there is "limited evidence" of the carcinogenic) ty
 
of crystalline silica to humans. IARC classification 2A.
 

Signs and Symptoms of Exposure - Irritation of skin, eyes, or respiratory tract.
 

Medical Conditions Generally Aggravated by Exposure - Individuals with pulmonary and/or respiratory
 
disease including but not limited to asthma
 
and bronchitis should be precluded fro*
 
exposure to dust.
 

A Wholly Owned SuCi e-»ry ol American Colloid Comply //TXr Prim»0' °" '•cyciwl P»P«< 



i	 COLLOID ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES COMPANY 

1350 West Shure Drive • Arlington Heights. IL 60004-1440 • USA 
(708) 392-5800 • Fax (7081 50^6150 

8401
 
8401
 

•
 
Page 3 of 3
 

^ PRODUCT NAME: SORBOND LPC II
 

Emergency and First Aid Procedures - Skin - Wash with mild soap and water.
 
- Eyes - Flush with water.
 

-••"••••	 - cross inhalation of dust - Remove to fresh air; give oxygen or
 
artificial respiration if necessary;
 

•
 get medical attention.
 

| Section VII PRECAUTIOHS FOR SAFE KAHDTiTHG AHD USE
 

«
 Steps to be Taken in Case Material is Released or Spilled • Vacuum if possible to avoid generating
 
airborne dust. Avoid breathing dust.
 
Wear an approved respirator. Avoid adding
 
water, the product will become slippery
 
when wet.
 

Hj Waste Disposal Method - Follow federal, state and	 local regulations for solid waste.
 

Precautions to Be Taken in Handling and Storing - Avoid breathing dust, use HIOSH/HSHA approved
 
respirator where TLV limits for Crystalline Silica
 

|B may be exceeded.
 

Other Precautions - Slippery when wet.
 

i Section VTII	 CONTROL MEASURES 

i

Respiratory Protection (Specify Type) - OSHA standard 1910.134 or ANSI Z88.2-1980 specification.
 

Ventilation - Local Exhaust - As appropriate Special - None
 

i
- Mechanical (General) - As appropriate Other - None 

Protective Gloves - Recommended Eye Protection - Recommended 
Other Protective Clothing or Equipment - As appropriate to avoid contact. 
Work/Hygienic Practices - Use good housekeeping practices. 

The information herein has been compiled from sources believed to be reliable and is accurate to
 
the best of our knowledge. However, American Colloid Company cannot give any guarantees regarding
 
information from other sources, and expressly does not make any warranties, nor assumes any
 
Xiability, for its use.
 

• ••iiuummiiiiiiiiimim 

A Wholly Owned Sut» c-ary of American Coilo*ti Company f~> r* Printed on recycled paper i 
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RFP No. 8860-45P-3006 

SECTION 1.0 - REAGENT #2 SM399 

Used for heavy contamination levels 
in sediment, as well it is used in 

moderate contamination level in sediment. i 



I 
COLLOID ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES COMPANY
 

I	 GTM109 

TECHNICAL DATA SHEET 

I	 Clarion SM-399 
Dewatering and Stabilization of Waste Sludges Containing Organics 

SM-399 is specifically designed for dewatering and 
stabilization of wastes that contain large amounts of 
organic compounds. The advantages of SM-399 are: 

•	 Minimizes the water content of treated sludges 
by dewatering. 

•	 SM-399 improves the BTU value of the 
stabilized sludge. 

•	 Lowers the teachability of the organics in the 
waste. 

•	 Minimizes the interference of organics with 
cementitious and hydration reactions. 

•	 Reduces the ultimate volume and mass of waste 
needing disposal relative to conventional 
technology. 

•	 Lowers the overall cost of treating the waste. 

If the sludge treated with SM-399 is not intended for 
use in a fuels program or incineration, SM-399can be 
used with cement or other pozzolans forsolidification. 

In solidification applications, it is recommended to 
mix SM-399 with waste prior to addition of cement 

or other pozzolans. This may result in dewatering of 
the sludge, and thereby reducing the total volume of 
waste to be disposed of. If premixing is not feasible, 
SM-399 can be added to the waste as a premix of 
cement or other pozzolans. 

SM-399: Dewatering of Organic Sludges 
In many cases, organic-containing waste is best 
handled by burning in a fuels program or incineration 
in a waste incinerator. Often, the use as a fuel is 
severely restricted because of the low BTU value, 
and the addition of SM-399 to the sludge can remove 
large amounts of water, resulting in a major increase 
in BTU value and large reduction hi volume of waste. 
This point is illustrated by Table 1, in whicha number 
of organic sludges were treated with SM-399 

, technology. In all cases, better that 90% reduction in 
\ water content were reached and in most cases at very 
low dosage. A side benefit is that the resulting sludge 
is much more amenable to filter pressing; and, with 
the volume reduced, if cementitious materials are 
added to take the waste to a landfill, the overall 
volume of waste is radically reduced. 

Type 
of Emulsions 

Refinery API Stodge #1 

Refinery API Sludge #2 

Hazardous Waste Lagoon 

Aluminum Rolling 
MID Emulsion 

SM-399 Dose % of Water 
Composition Requirement* Recovered 

60% organic, 40% water 25% 98% 

80% organic, 20% water 2.5% 95% 

1/3 solids, 1/3 organic, 25% 98% 
1/3 water 

10% solids.40% organic, 7.0% 90% 
50% water 

* Weight % of Total Sludge 

1500 W. Shure Drive • Arlington Heights. Illinois 60004-7803 • (708) 392-5800 • Telex ITT 4330321 • FAX (708) 506-6150 

•	 A wholly owned subsidiary ol American Colloid Company 
The information and data contained herein are believed to be accurate and reliable. CETCO makes no warranty of any kind and accepts no 

responsibility for the results obtained through application of this information. 
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SM-399: Utilized to Stabilize Organic Sludges Using SM-399, the normal reduction in teachability 
for Land Disposal found in a Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure >*r 

The solidification and fixation of hazardous waste is 1 to 3 orders of magnitude. This process yields 
containing heavy metals has been conducted fixed waste containing organics that have high 
successfully for many years. They generally do not physical strength, low volume increases, and low 
cause large increases in volume relative to the original teachability at a reasonable cost 
waste volumes and are relatively economical 

However, the solidification and fixation of waste SM-399: Recommend Lab Scale Testing 
containing substantial amounts of organics is much Procedures 
less straightforward. When substantial amounts of For Dewatering: 
organics are present in a waste, they interfere with the 1) Mix 5 to 10% (5% is a good starting point) by 
cementitious reactions. These cementitious reactions weight of SM-399 with the waste. The mixing may 
Ve responsible for imparting the physical strength be conducted witha Hobart type mixer and extruded 
necessary for land filling. The organic interference with a commercial lab size meat grinder. This will 
requires that much larger amounts of cement be match the type of mixing of a full scale pug mill and 
added to the waste to reach an acceptable physical extruder combination. 
strength. This causes an inordinate increase in volume
 
and cost per ton of waste solidified. In addition, the For Stabilization (continue):
 
organic constituents are only physically trapped in 2) Mix in from 10 to 50% by weight of cement or 
the matrix of the cement and not truly fixed. In at least other pozzolanic material in the Hobart type mixer. 

_	 one case, waste containing substantial amounts of oil 
| (20-30%) has failed after land burial and resulted in 3) Place sample(s) in appropriate container^) for ^ 

the migration of pure oil into the surrounding soils ; physical testing at intervals of 24 hours, 48 hours and 
and groundwaters. 1 week. B	 . , 
InmenewprocessutilizingSM-399,surfacemodified 4) Samples should also be ground and tested for 
clays are added to the organic containing waste along teachability after proper curing time in the appropriate I with conventional inorganic solidification agents, standard leaching procedures. 
The surface modified clays perform the functions of 

3 removing the interference between organics and the 5) Increase or decrease SM-399 by weight with waste 
*	 cementitous materials, thus substantially lowering to obtain desired fixation, 

the teachability of the organics. In the case of the 
B organic interference, the amount of cement required SM-399 Specifications 

to reach a given physical strength can be reduced 
from 2 to 3 tons per ton of waste to 20 to 30% by Particle Size - 70 x 170 mesh (U.S. Standard Sieve) 

F| weight with a concomitant reduction in total mass Bulk Density - 52 Ib7cu. ft (dry settled) 
and volume of waste to be disposed of in a landfill. Packaging - Standard packaging for SM-399 is in 
Thiscanhaveadrasticeffectonthecostofmaterials, 2,000 Ib. Super Sacks. Packaging in 75 Ib. Fiber I	 mixing, transportation and ultimate disposal. Drums and Bulk Transport is also available. 
Secondly, the surface modified clays sorb the organic 

•	 contaminants, thus lowering their solubility. 



COLLOID ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES COMPANY 

1350 West Store Drive • Arlington Heights. IL 60004-1440 • USA 
(708) 392-5800 • Fax (708) 50&6150 

MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET - Hay b« used to comply with OSHA's Hazard Communication Standard, 
29 CFR 1910.1200. Standard *ust be consulted for specific 17105 
requirements. 17103 

Page 1 of 3 
PRODUCT NAME: SM-399 

Section I MANUFACTURER'S XHFOBX&TIOH 

Manufacturer's Name l> Address: 

American Colloid Company Emergency Telephone Number: 708-392-4600 
1500 Vest Shure Drive Telephone Number for Information: 708-392-4600 
One North Arlington Date Prepared: July 15, 1994 
Arlington Heights, Illinois 60004 

Section II HAZARDOUS IHFOBM&TIOH 

Hazardous Components Other Limits X
 
' » (Specific Chemical Identity: Common Name(s)) OSHA PEL ACGIH TLV Recommended (optional)
 

Crystalline Quartz CAS*' 14808-60-7 <5X 

Respirable Crystalline Quartz 
NIOSH <1.5X 

present (TUA) O.lmg/m3 0.1mg/m3 TWA 50ug/m3 TWA 

proposed (TUA) 50ug/m3 TUA 

Nuisance Dust
 
Respirable
 
Total Oust 10mg/
 

• WARNING:
 
This clay product contains a small amount of crystalline silica which may cause delayed respiratory
 
disease if inhaled over a prolonged period of time. Avoid breathing dust. Use NIOSH/MSHA approved
 
respirator vhere TLV for crystalline silica may be exceeded. IARC Monographs on the evaluation of
 
the Carcinogenic Risk of Chemicals to Humans (volume 42, 1987) concludes that there is "limited
 
evidence* of the carcinogenicity of crystalline silica to humans. IARC classification 2A.
 

PRODUCT IDENTIFICATION
 

Chemical Family: Quaternary Ammonium Compounds/Clay
 
Chemical Name: Surface Modified Clay
 
FORMULA: Complex of Montmorillonite clay I quaternary ammonium compound.
 

NFPA/HHIS: Health - 1, Fire - 0, Reactivity • 0, Specific Hazard - See Section VI
 

DOT Class: Not Regulated
 

A Wholly Ownec S-.&i - a'y ol American Colloid Company Pnnied on recycled papet 



COLLOID ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES COMPANY 

1350 West Shufe Drive • Artngton Heights. IL 60004-1440 • USA 
(708) 392-5800 « Fax (708) 506^150 

17105 
17103 

Page 2 of 3 
PRODUCT NAME: SM-399 

section III PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Boiling Point - Not Applicable Specific Gravity (H,0 « 1) Approx 1.7
 
Vapor Pressure (mm Hg.) - Not Applicable Melting Point Not Applicable
 
Vapor Density (AIR « 1) - Hot Applicable Evaporation Rate (Butyl Acetate * 1) Not Applicable
 
Solubility in Water - Negligible
 
Appearance and Odor - Uhite or Gray with negligible odor.
 

Section IV	 FIRE AHD EXPLOSION HAZARD DATA
 

Flash Point (Method Used) - Not Applicable
 
Flammable Units - Hot Applicable LEL-0.07 oz./cu. ft. UEL-
Extinguishing Media - For dust fire, use C02, dry chemical, water fog
 
Special Fire Fighting Procedures - None known
 
Unusual Fire and Explosion Hazards - Does not typically present a fire or dust explosion hazard; however
 

Dust concentrations of 0.07 oz./cu. ft. may ignite at 510 deg. Celsius
 
or when exposed to ignition source.
 

Section V	 REACTIVITY DATA
 

Stability	 Unstable - Conditions to Avoid - None Known
 
Stable - X
 

Incompatibility (Materials to Avoid) - None known.
 
Hazardous Decomposition or By-products - Possible generation of CO, C02, NOx, HCL and unknowns if burned.
 

Hazardous Polymerization	 Hay Occur Conditions to Avoid - None known 
W i l l Not Occur - X 

Section VI	 HEALTH w»g»pn DATA 

Route(s) of Entry: Inhalation? Yes Skin? No Ingest ion? No 

•I	 Health Hazards (Acute and Chronic) - May cause delayed respiratory disease if dust inhaled over a 
prolonged period of time. 

Carcinogenic!ty: NTP?	 No IARC Monographs? Yes OSHA Regulated? No
 

IARC Monographs on the evaluation of the Carcinogenic Risk of Chemicals to Hunan*
 
(volume 12. 1987) concludes that	 there 1» "limited evidence" of the carcinogenicity
 
of crystalline silica to humans.	 IARC classification 2A.
 

Signs end Symptoms of Exposure - Excessive inhalation of dust may result in shortness of breath and
 
reduced pulmonary function. Continued exposure to mucous membranes may
 
cause irritation. Eye contact can cause irritation.
 

A Wholly Owoea S..TJ aiary oi American Colloid Company /} t-* Primed on recycled papei 
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COLLOID ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES COMPANY 

1350 West Shore Drive • Artington Heights. IL 60004-1440 • USA 
(708) 392-5800 . Fax 17081 50^6150 

17105 
17103 

Page 3 of 3 
PRODUCT NAME: 8M-399 

Medical Conditions Generally Aggravated by Exposure - Individuals with pulmonary and/or respiratory
 
disease including but not limited to asthma
 
and bronchitis should be precluded from
 
exposure to dust.
 

Emergency and First Aid Procedures - Skin - Wash with soap I water for good hygiene. 
- Eyes - Flush with water for at least 15 minutes 

get medical attention if needed. 
-	 Gross inhalation of dust - Remove to fresh air; give oxygen or 

artificial respiration if necessary; 
get medical attention. 

-	 Ingestion - Drink plenty of water, do not induce vomiting, get medical 
attention if needed. 

Section VII PRECAUTIONS FOR SAFE HAHDLIHG AHD USE 

Steps to be Taken in Case Material is Released or Spilled - Vacuum if possible to avoid generating
 
airborne dust. Avoid breathing dust.
 
Wear an approved respirator. Avoid adding
 
water, the product will become slippery
 

' when wet. 

Waste Disposal Method - Follow federal, state and local regulations for solid waste. 

Precautions to Be Taken in Handling and Storing - Use precautions for flammable dust including avoidance
 
of dust generation and use of adequate dust collection
 
systems. Use properly grounded electrical equipment
 
to prevent static discharge. Keep away from open flame,
 
heat or other ignition sources.
 
Avoid breathing dust, use NIOSH/MSHA approved
 
respirator where TLV limits for Crystalline Silica
 
may be exceeded.
 

Other Precautions - Slippery when wet. 

Section VIII	 CONTROL MEASURES 

Respiratory Protection (Specify Type) - OSHA standard 1910.134 or ANSI Z88.2-1980 specification. 

Ventilation - Local Exhaust - As appropriate Special - None 
- Mechanical (General) - As appropriate Other - None 

Protective Gloves - Recommended Eye Protect ion - Recommended 
Other Protective Clothing or Equipment - Hone 
Work/Hygienic Practices - Use good housekeeping practices. 

The information herein has been compiled from sources believed to be reliable and is accurate to 
the best of our knowledge. However. American Colloid Company cannot give any guarantees regarding 
information from other sources, and expressly does not make any warranties, nor assumes any 
liability, for its use.	 . ____ -- - ,_...nrninnminniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiwiiiiiiiiiiuiiiiiiiuuiiiiiiiimiinniiininiiiiiiuiiii 
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RFP No. 8860-45P-3006^ 

SECTION 1.0- REAGENT #3 P1 

Used for heavy contamination 
levels in sediment. 



WEI REAGENT 3 P1 

CHEMICAL CONTENT ANALYSIS 

ACETONE

B-45/ADENINE

CHOLINE

TRYGLYCERIDE

ASCORBIC ACID

PANTOTHENICB-5ACID

B-6/PYRIDOXIN/PHOSP.

B-8/BIOTINE

LINOLENIC ACID

UNOLEICACID

OLEIC

ARACHIDONIC ACID

bHOLESTEROL
B-2/RIBOFLANIN
TRI-IODO-THYROXIN
HEMOGLOBIN
LACTIC ACID
B-12/CYANO-COBALT-AMINE

TRYPTOPHANE-AROM
TYROSINE-AROM
SERINE-OH
HISTIDINE-BASI
VAUNE-NH2 '
THREONINE-OH
LEUCINE...ISOLEUCINE-CH3
ARGININE-BASI
PROLINE
HYDROXY-PROLINE
PHENYL-ALANINE-AROM
ALANINE-CH3

C
IODE
N
F
HG
AL
SI
P
S
CR
MN
FE
CO
CU
BR

 P.P.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 

 P.P.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 

 P.P.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 

 P.P.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 

 PP.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 

 P.P.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 

 P.P.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 

 P.P.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 

 P.P.M.
 

 P.P.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 

 P.P.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 

 P.P.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 

 P.P.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 

 P.P.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 

 P.P.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 

 P.P.M.
 
 TRACE
 

 P.P.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 

 TRACE
 
 P.P.M.
 

 TRACE
 
 P.P.M.
 
 P.P.M.
 

 TRACE
 
 TRACE
 

 TRACE
 
 TRACE
 
 TRACE
 
 TRACE
 

6.6 
4.8 

20.6 
24.7 
9.5 

12.4 
9.9 

14.1 
16.1 
0.8 
2.5 
1.4 
6.3 
5.1 
7.0 
8.0 
2.3 
3.1 

24.0 
15.1 
2.7 

21.2 
20.3 
2.1 
1.5 

26.9 
3.1 
3.3 
0.6 
4.9 

0.50 
*** 

13.90 
2.90 
*** 

0.95 
*** 

1.45 
0.78 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

REFERENCE
REFERENCE.. 
REFERENCE.. 
REFERENCE.. 
REFERENCE.. 
REFERENCE
REFERENCE.. 
REFERENCE., 
REFERENCE.. 
REFERENCE.. 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE
REFERENCE... 

REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 

REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 
REFERENCE... 

30x200 

<165 
25><50 

150X280 

12x18 
4x6 

TRACES 

3><7 
3><19 
0.6>< 
TRACE 
0.5>< 
0.5>< 

<5 

150>< 
TRACE 

100> 
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RFP No. 8860-45P-3006 

SECTION 1.0 - REAGENT # 4 P2 

Used for heavy contamination 
levels in sediment. 



WEI REAGENT 4 P2
 

Description
 

WEI P2 is a unique patent applied for water-based
 
alkylalkoxysilane containing forty percent (40%) active
 
alkoxysilane emulsified in water.
 

Recommended Use
 
y


WEI P2 is designed to deposit a reactive hydrophobic silane
 
treatment to inorganic substrates. Alkoxysilanes react readily
 
with inorganic materials like glass, mica, talc, or wollastonite
 

I to form a durable treatment. Due to the highly organic nature of
 

1
 
alkyl silane treatment, they improve the compatibility of
 
inorganic materials in organic resins, both thermoplastic and
 
thermoset.
 

WEI P2 is designed for easy dilution in water. WEI P2 is mixable
 
in all proportions with water and also with may aqueous solutions
 
of chemicals such as polymer latices or even aqueous solution of
 
'prehydrolyzed organo-functional silanes.
 

WEI P2 can be used to impart a more hydrophobic nature to the
 
resin/inorganic modifier interface.
 

s
 

WEI P2 has been shown to soften fiberglass fabric to provide a
 
more pliable cloth for hand lay-up applications.
 

WEI P2 is an unique product which provides a much needed solution
 
to an industry problem. it delivers silane value in a low
 
toxicity, non-flammable, water-based system.
 

•
 WEI P2 Features
 
Increases hydrophobicity
 

p Improves compatibility in resin
 
systems
 

WEI P2 Benefits
 

Reduces degradation of
 
composite strength over
 
time
 

Reduces viscosity at com
parable loadings. Allows
 
potential of increased
 
loading levels.
 

I 

i 



I	 Pg 2
 

I
 
Non-flammable Increases safety of the
 

work environment
 

I
 Water-based No toxic organic solvents
 
to contend with. Readily
 
mixes with aqueous systems
 

Compatible with organofunctional Can be mixes with other
 
silanes aqueous solutions
 

•
 

Aljcoxy silane No harmful and corrosive
 
I HCI by-products
 

Long	 term shelf stability Longer "pot life"
 

5 WEI P2 can be used to treat hydroxyl-containing inorganic
 
substrates including:
 

•	 Perlite Clay
 
Fiberglass Mica
 
Silica ATH]
 

I	 Wollastonite
 

How to Use
 

• WEI P2 is by design a water dilutable product. Mixing with
 
aqueous systems can be easily accomplished by simple blending with
 

_ minimal shear. High shear mixing should be avoided to minimize
 
• foaming and reduction of emulsion stability.
 

B
 
Inorganic substrates can be treated by many different techniques.
 
Please contact our Applications Development Specialist to
 
determine what technique may be best suited to your application.
 

I
 

I
 
I
 



Typical Properties
 

Appearance: White, milky liquid
 
Active Alkyl .
 

Alkoxysilane Content 40 weight %
 
Solvent: Water
 
Specific Gravity @ 25°C .95
 
Flash Point, T.C.C. > 200°F
 
Shelf Life Stability 6 month (minimum)
 

Values shown are not intended for specification preparation.
 

Handling Precautions
 

Avoid contact with eyes, skin, and clothing. Do not take
 
internally. Use with adequate ventilation and avoid breathing
 
vapor. If accidentally splashed into the eye, WEI P2 could
 
produce mile irritation. Flush with water immediately and get
 
medical attention. Contact with skin may result in transient
 
erythema, but harmful amounts of the material are unlikely to be
 
absorbed.
 

KEEP FROM FREEZING. Containers .must be stored above 32°F (0°C).
 
Containers should be tightly closed and also should not be stored
 
at temperatures above 120°F (40°C). Empty containers can be
 
rinsed with soap and water and then disposed of as regular refuse.
 

Availability
 

WEI P2 is available in sample quantities for customer evaluation.
 

i
 

i
 



INDUSTRIAL WASTE TREATMENTS, INC. 
8728 "West Greenfield Avenue • Vfcst Alii*. Wisconsin 53214 
414-774-9690 - FAX 414-774-1560 wr 

D A T A S H E E T 

INDUSTRIAL WASTE TREATMENTS, Inc. 

672A V. Greenfield Avenue 

West AUia, Ul 53214 

(414) 774-0910 

PRODUCT: HtfT-27 

MTE OF PREPARATION: August 8, 1995 

SECTION 1 - PRODUCT IDENTIFICATICK 

PRODUCT NAflE: HW1-Z7 (CAS 1*65997-15-1) 

TRADE NAME (, SYNONYMS: IHT-27 

SECTION 2 - CHEMICAL DATA 

Chemical faaily: c«lciua Salts
 

t
 

Fomuia: WT-27 is a sintered ttterial pra^uted by hwting to a high tc«perature (greater 

than 12CO degrees celsius) a mixture of tubrunces such as Li «s tone and shale 

froo the earth's crust. The substances emrfsctured dre essentially hydraulic 

•' eaiclun silicates contained in a crystalline muss not separable into the 

individual conponents. 

4i»ilar to t.ie foUoving are known to h« present in. HHT-27: 

JCsO.SIO, (CAS * 1^16S-85-3) 

SCaO.SlO., {CAS » 10031-77-2: 

::AS * 12 -̂78-3) 

(CAS * 1206&-35-8) 

CaSO..XH,0 (CAS 8 13397-24-5) 
4 2 

Small amounts of CaO, HgQ, K  ray also b* Pr ent"' « -

Pliyrical Iromoblll7itlon 
fl«rf Chrmlcat .\ftentlon 
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SECTION 3 - HAZARDOUS IHSRED1FJ1IS 

Ingredients: HVT-27 is listed as a nuisance Aitt. HHT-27 is HOT listed by NTP, lAftC, or OSHA
 

as carcinogen*. However, since HWT-Zf is aanufactured Iron rau nateriaU rined
 
fros the earth (lites-tone, naM, sand, shale, clay, etc.), and process heat la
 

provided by burning fossil fuels, trace, but detectable amount* of naturally
 
occurring, and possibly harmful elements nay be found during chemical analysis.
 
Under ASTH standards, HVT-2? nay contain .75 percent insoluble residue. A
 
fraction of these retidues way be free crystalline silica.
 

SECTION 4 - PHYSICAL DATA 

BOIUN5 POINT, DE6 f; Not applicable. KUT-Z7 Is e powdered solid 

VAPOR PRESSURE: Hot applicable, HUT-27 is a powdered solid 
VAPOR DENSITY: Mot applicable, HUT-27 is a powdered solid 
SOLUBILITY (ITT IN WATER): Slight (0.1-1.Ott 
SPECIFIC GRAVITY IN WATER: (H20=1> 3.15) 

EVAPORATION RATE Not applicable. HHT-Z7 is » powdered solid 

APPEARAHCE/ODOR: Gray or v>tiite,powder; no odor 
MELTINfi POINT, DEF F: Not applicable 

SECTION 5 - FIRE S EXPLOSION H»ZW» CAT* 

FLASH POINT, DEG F: HHT-27 is noneonbustible and not explosive. 

FLAMMABLE LIMITS W AIR, Z Hot applicable 
EXTINGUISHING MEDIA: Not applir-able 

SPECIAL FIRE FIGHTING PROCEPURES: Not applicable 

UNUSUAL FIRE AND EXPLOSION HAZARDS: (tone 

LOUER EXPLOSIVE LIN[T: ftot applicable 

UPPER EXPLOSIVE LIMIT: tot applicable 

SECTION 6 - JEALTH HAZARD IKFOWATION 

ACGIH Threshold Linit Value (1988-89):	 Total ciust containing no asbestos and less than IX silica - 10 wg/rn 

OSHA PEL (Transitional):	 Total dost - 50 Billion particles/ft. 

OSIIA PEL (Final):	 Total dust - 10 eg/™ 

Respirabl* Dust - 5 rg/u 

-3



POSSIBLE EFFECTS OF EXPOSURE: 

ACUTE: HWT-Z7. especially as an ingredient in slurries, tin dry th« skin and cause caustic bums. 
Direct contact with tha eye* can cause irritation. Inhalation can irritate the upper respiratory 
system. 

CHRONIC: HwT-27 can cause inflaonation of the lining tissue of the interior of the rase and inflannaticn 
of the cornea. Hypersensitive individual* wy develop an allergic dermatitis. (HWT-Z7 cay 
contain trace (Its* than 0.0530 amounts of cliromun salti or eoupounds, including hexavalent 
chroniiuor other netals found to be harardous or toxic in com cheaical ferns. These netal& are 
mostly present as trace substitutions within the principle lirwrals.) 

Emergency and First Aid Procedure*: Irrigate eyes iwnediately and repeatedly with vater and get pronpt sedical 
attention. Vash exposed skin areas with soap and vater. Apply sterile dressings. If ingested, consult a 
physician immediately. Drink water. 

SECTION 7 - REACTIVITY BAT* 

\ 

STABJUTY: Product is »Wbie. Keep dry until used. 

INCOMPATIBILITY: Alurainua powder and other alkali and alkaline tarth elements will react in wet 

HUT-27. liberating hydrogen g»s. 

HAZARDOOS DECOMPOSITION PRODUCTS: None 

HAZARDOUS POLYMERIZATION: «iu not occur
 

SECTION 8 - SPILL PROCEDUBES 

steps to be taken in cace material is spHled: Use dry cleanup Methods that do not disperse th« dust into the air. 
Avoid breathing the dust. Eeergency procedures are not required. 

Disposal Method: Stall amounts of material can be disposed of as commwi waste or returned TO the container or 
later USB If it is not contaninated. urge volumes ray require speci*l handling. 

SECTION 9 - SPECIAL PROTECTION 3HFORNAT10H 

Respiratory Protection: In dusty envirornents, the use of a HSHA/NIOSH-appraved respirator is recowtended. 

Ventilation: Local exhaust can b* used to control airborne dust levels 

Ey« Protection: Use tight-fitting goggles in dusty environituntt. 

Skin Protection: Use barrier creaw. iapennous, abrasion, and alkali-resistant gloves, boots and protective 
clothing to protect the skin fro™ prolonged contact with v/«t ceinent in plastic concrete, mortar or slurries. 
Immediately after working with cencnt or recent-containing tutorials, workers should shower with soap and water. 
Precautions oust bs taken. Cenent bums with little warning-little heat is sensed. 



INFORMATION PRESENTED HEREIN HAS BEEN COHPLIED FK» SOURCES CONSIDERS TO BE DEPENDABLE ANP IS ACCURATE AND 

RELIABLE TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF BUT IS NOT GUARANTEED TO BE SO. NOTHING HEREIN IS TO Be CONSTRUED 

AS RECOHMEHDIHG ANY PRACTICE OR AMY PRODUCT IN VIOLATION Cf ANY PATENT OR IN VIOLATION Of ANY LAW OR REGULATION. 

IT IS THE USER'S RESPONSIBILITY TO DETER)1I«E FOR HIHSEi.? THE SUITABILITY OF ANY MATERIAL FOR A SPECIFIC PURPOSE 

AND TO ADOPT SUCH SAFETY PRECAUTIONS AS HAY BE NECESSARY. WE HAKE NO WARRANTY AS TO THE RESULTS TO BE OBTAINED 

IN USING ANY MATERIAL AND, SINCE CONDITIONS Of USE ARE HOT UNDER OUR CONTROL, HE MUST NECESSARILY DISCLAIM ALL 

LIABILITY WITH RESPECT TO THf USE OF AHY MATERIAL SUPPLIED BY US. 



I COLLOID ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES COMPANY 

I TECHNICAL DATA SHEET 

I Clarion PM-100 
The filtration Media Designed to Remove Oi and Sparingly Soluble Organfcs from Water 

IPM-100 is a proprietary granular filtration material made for 

I
column operation which reliably absorbs oil and simflar 
oiganlcs from water. By removing oil and grease from water, 
the effectiveness of many other treatment products and 

i
equipment is enhanced. The standard product is a mixture of 
30% active sorbent and 70% anthracite filter media mat 
allows for the marimxim utilization of the large sorption 
capatityofthePM-100 without excessiveprcssure build upin 

i 
i

Hgure 1 contains die breakthrough curves for a waste water 
containing 50 ppm oil and grease when treated with activated 
carbon and PM-100. It is obvious that PM-100 is far superior 
to carbon for treating this water. 

PU-IOO 

40	 SO 

Liters of Water Treated 

The following specific applications are examples of where 
PM-100 has been used: 
•	 Qeanupofgasolineanidieselconranunatedgroundwater. 
•	 Cleanupofproducedwaterincrudeoilproductionwells. 
•	 Removal ofemulsified organics from steam condensates. 
•	 Removal of creosote and pentachlorophenols from wood 

treatment plant effluent. 
•	 Clean-up of oily lagoons at "Super Fund" sites. 
•	 Removal of oil and grease emulsions from manufacturing 

process water streams. 
•	 Removal of organic pigments from pigment production 

waste streams. 

PM-100 Application Mode 
Stand Alone Mode: PM-100 is the best technology available 
for	 treatment of oil contaminated steam condensate when 
recycling back to a boiler is preferred to save make-up water 
cost and BTU value. 

Pre-Treatment Mode: PM-100 is excellentfor pre-treatment 
of water to protect other unit processes, such as activated 
carbon, reverse osmosis and desalination systems, from oil 
and grease extractables. 

Post-Treatment Mode: PM-100 is extremely efficient as a 
polishing agent downstream of equipment such as dissolved 
or induced air flotation units. API oil separators, corrugated 
plafc separators, granular media oil coalescers, ultrafiltration, 
air strippers and System AC 

Operating Cost of a PM-Series System 
The cost of operating a PM-Series System can be determined 
bymeasuring the ofl and greaselevelof the water to be treated. 
The oil and grease concentration to ppm multiplied by 2 wDl 
yield the approximate cost of operating the system in cents per 
1,000 gallons (#1,000 gaL). In most cases, we recommend 
laboratory column test to determine actual cost for a given 
waste water. We have found thaitraditionalbatcheqjiilibration 
measurements are not a good indicator for the PM-Series 
technology. 

Advantages and Benefits 
•	 Economical to use-PM-100's large capacity (up to 60% 

its weight) foroQandotherhighmolecularweightorganics 
makes it the cost effective oil-removal alternative relative 
to other quality filtration materials. 

•	 Dependable - PM-100 can accommodate increases in 
flow rates and contaminant concentration levels caused 
by accidental spills and plant upsets. When oil is not 
present, PM-100 is not being expended, thus providinga 
"fail-safe" method to prevent oil contamination. 

•	 Simple to apply - PM-100 is employed hi conventional 
filtration contactors. 

•	 Non-hazardous - Fresh PM-100 is non-hazardous; 
therefore, the waste classification of the spent material is 
determined by the constituents removed. 

?-X ;703i 506-5'50 15OO W. Shure Drive • Arlington Heignts. Illinois 60004-78C3 • i7CS 3r2-:cC: • ~e:ex ™ -23022' 
A wholly owned suosiaiary o.' Arr.--".:ar :.••-..: C:trcanv ^ 

The information ana data contained herein are believed to De accurate a--: -=•!*=;* :"M -aK»s -: .va.-a-rv 01 any ̂ nc anc acr.ecis no 
responsibility for the results Detained throug- ac: .:a:-:
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PM-100 Use in Column Filter Systems 
PM-100 is available in l6x40meshsize(U.S. Standard 
Series Sieve Sizes) and is employed in pressurized 
contactor vessels as a single stage unit process for 
insoluble oil removal. It is not generally recommended 
for application hi gravity filters. 

WhercthePM-lOObedrHsanextendedon-streamlife, 
suspended solids removal through chemical 
clarification and settling may be recommended. The 
requirement is commonly associated with conditions 
of oil removal in lower concentration (Le.. 0-25 ppm) 
and high flow rates, or unit process protection from 
infrequent oil intrusion. 

« a a * 
Superficial How VekxSy (GPMSQ. FT) Activated carbon adsorbers arc normally suitable for 
y use as PM-IOO absorption contactors. Hie pressure 

UJ M. . 

1 J. AV « M « 

Supofcial Row Velocity (GPKVSO. FT) 

I drop for fresh PM-100 is shown in Figure 2. Because fee active ingredient swells on application as it absoifas insoluble ofl, the 

I
pressure drop at any superficial flow velocity will increase (by approximately 5 times at maximuin media saturation) in a solids 
fiee stream. If the maximum oil capacity on PM-100 reaches 50^60% by weight the associated operating pressure drop will 
frequently determine me need for PM-100 replacement. 

A backwash curve is also shown for fresh PM-1OO (Hgure 3). The physical characteristics of spent PM-100, however, makes 
badcwashing of spent media with greater than 30-50% ofl mention impractical in most instances. I 

I Spent PM-100 Disposal 

I
PM-100 is commonly disposed of at either an appropriate 
landfill facility, or through incineration. Relative to landfill 
disposal, the composition of fresh PM-100 is non-hazardous; 

I 
therefore, the waste classification of the spent material is 
determined by the constituents removed. SpentPM-100*s fuel 
value of approximately 15,000 BTU/lb. compares favorably 
•with many grades of bituminous coaL 

I PM-100 System Design Criteria 
The design criteria of PM-100 systems is similar to a typical 

I 
granular activated carbon system. The following design 
parameters are recommended: 

I 
Granular oil absorbent PM-100 
Bed depth (recommended) 3 feet (min.) 
Hydraulic loading (recommended) _..3-4 gpm/sq. ft. (max.) 

I 
Contact time (recommended) 2-5 minutes 
Bed expansion (if required) 20% 

I 
I 
I 

Mechanical features for PM-100 filter systems should 
include: 
r Suitable underdrain to assure uniform water throughout 

the PM-100 bed. 
•	 Where required, pack gravel around underdrains for 

applications involving infrequent PM-100 replacement 
and high oil loading. 

•	 Adequate free board to allow for proper bed expansion if 
backwash capability is necessary. (Note: Bed expansion 
caused by oil retention in the PM-100 is negligible.) 

•	 Access for mechanical or vacuum removal of spent PM
100. 

Specifications:
 

Particle Size (U.S. Standard Sieve Sized) -16 x 40 mesh
 
Moisture - 8%
 
Water Retention, Drained -10%
 
Density-Shipped 52-54 Ib7cu. ft Backflushed, settled in
 

column 61 Ib7cu. ft. 
Packaging - Standard Packaging for PM-100 is in 2,000 Ib. 

Super Sacks. Packaging in 75 Ib. Fiber Drums and Bulk 
Transport is also available. 



COLLOID ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES COMPANY 

_—_——	 TECHNICAL DATA SHEET 

Clarion PM-100 
Calculation of Heat Combustion of Resh PM-100* 

i High BTU Value Calculations: 

Material 1 Clay 
Additives 
Anthracite 
Water 

Law BTU Value Calculations: 

Weight % BTU/lb. 
182% @ Inert 
9.4% @ 18,052 

64.4% @ 12̂ 00 
8.0% @ Inert 

High BTU Value (BTU/lb.) = 

High BTU Value 
Less: Hydrogen in Compound 

Less: Free Moisture 
Low BTU Value (BTU/lb. 

•Assuming 30% absorption by weight of oil and grease per pound of PM-100. and on and grease of 18,000 BTU/lb. the High 
BTU Valueof "spent" PM-100 calculates to 15,405 BTU/lb and the Low BTU Value of "spent" PM-100 calculates to 15.209 i BTU/lb. • - ., • 

PM-100 is specifically designed for removal of higher molecular weight, less water soluble organic compounds, 1 which often occur as emulsions. The advantages of PM-100 are: 

• Extends the life and absorbehcy of activated carbon by removal of larger molecular organics which blind the I pore structure of activated carbon. 
Improves the effectiveness of other treatment products and equipment by removing oil and grease from the 
water. 

•	 Operates in the stand alone mode for treatment of oil contaminated water or steam condensate. 

I 
• Operates in the pre-trearment mode to protect other unit processes (activated carbon, reverse osmosis units, 

etc.) from oil and grease extractables. 
•	 Operates in the post-treatment mode as a polishing agent downstream of dissolved air flotation units, API oil 

separators, corrugated plate separators. System AC, etc. 
•	 Lowers overall operating cost relative to utilizing activated carbon alone. i	 • Smooths out upsets that result from large intermittent oil incursions. 

Removes dissolved, mechanically emulsified, and free oil from waste water. 

1500 W. Shure Drive • Arlington Heights. Illinois 60004-7803 • (708) 392-5800 • Telex ITT -1330321 • FAX (708) 506-6150 
A wholly owned suosioiary of American Colloid Company 

The information and data contained herein are believed to oe accurate ana renaoie. CcTCO manes no warranty of any kina ana accents no 
resoonsibilily tor the results ootamed througn aoolication of this information. i 



Clarion PM-100
 
Sorption Technology of PM-100 

I 

I! 
The PM-100 technology is a unique approach to sorption of organics from water. However, it differs from activated 
carbon in the mechanism of sorption. In Figure 1. activated carbon adsorbs organics through a surface area related 
mechanism. PM-100 operates through a partitioning phenomenon that has little relationship to surface area. Higher 
molecular weight organics, such as humic substances, tend to foul activated carbon by blinding the pore structure of 
carbon and lowering the available surface area for adsorption, resulting in loss of capacity. 

n Figure1 

i
 
i
 
I! 
II 

Cross Section of Activated Carbon Blinding of Activated Carbon 
Pore Spaces 

li As illustrated in Rgure 2, the surfaces of the clay platelets in PM-100 are chemically modified, rendering the clay 
completely hydrophobia The modified platelets only have an affinity for organics. As the higher molecular weight 
organics are absorbed, the platelets spread further apart This phenomenon gives PM-100 a very high absorption 
capacity relative to activated carbon. PM-100 can also be regenerated with a caustic backwash thereby extending 
bedlife. 

Figure 2 

o o 

O O 

O O O O O "o "O O II 
N 

I! 
Individual Stack of Clay Surface Modified Saturation of Organoclay 

Expandable Clay Crystals with Quaternary Amine with Contaminants 

I
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COLLOID ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES COMPANY 

____—_——— TECHNICAL DATA SHEET 

Clarion PM-100 
Protection for AdivatedCaibon Water Treatment Syrfems . 

A technical problem in the application of activated carbon 
water treatment systems is toe presence of on and grease 
exDactabteoiganics.lbeseorganicsteixltobehigbermc4ecuIar 
weight, less water-soluble compounds occurring many times 

. 
carbon by blinding the pore structure of the carbon and 
lowering the available surface areafor adsorption, resulting in 
loss of capacity. 

Hie PM-100 technology is a unique approach to sorption of 
organics from water. However, it differs from activated 
charcoal in the mechanism of sorption. Activated carbon 
adsorbs organics through a surface area related mechanism. 
PM-100 operates through a partitioning phenomena that has 
little relationship to surface area. The effectiveness ofPM 100 
to absorb organics is directly related to the water solubility of 
the organic. The partition coefficient for several organics on 
PM-100 versus the water solubilityoftheorganicsispresented 
in Figure 1. 

Figure 1. 

As can be seen, there is a linear relationship between the 
partition coefficient and water solubility of the organic. In 
practical terms this means that any organic that would be 
extracted in a traditional oil and grease determination will be 
absorbed strongly by PM-100. but organics that are highly 
water soluble orthat are quite volatile will absorb poorly onto 
PM-100. The PM-100 wOl efficiently remove from water, 
free, mechanical emulsified, and dissolved organics which are 
sparingly water soluble. 

The PM-100 product is specifically designed to solve the 
blinding problem in activated carbon systems associated with 

oil and grease. PM-100 wQl absorb up to 60% of its weight in 
on and grease. In contrast, carbon, wffl adsorb only 2 to 3% of 
its own weight In addition. PM-100 wfll absorb lightly 
emulsified oil and grease from solution. When PM-100 is 
utilized as a pre-treatment to carbon, it removes the oil and 
grease extractables and allows carbon to remove the water 
soluble organics more efficiently, and with higher capacity. 
This effect can be dramatic. The lifetime of carbon can "be 
extended when combined with PM-100 by factors of 2 to 10 
times, depending upon oil and grease levels in the waste 
stream. The PM-100, because of its large capacity, must be 
changed only afraction of the times that the carbon is changed. 
In general, any time the ofl and grease extractables are 1 ppm 
or greater, PM-100 mil be of an economic advantage in 
combination with carbon. The overall cost of combining PM
100 with carbon will be lower than carbon alone. In many 
cases, thiscostrcductionfactoris 1/2 to 1/4 the cost of carbon 
alone, depending upon the oil and grease level in the waste. 

Example of PM-100 Efficacy 
The breakthrough curves for the application of PM-100 to a 
waste water containing 200 ppm oil and grease and 200 ppm 
toluene is presented in Figure 2. 

The first curve is the breakthrough obtained with activated 
carbon alone. It is obvious that carbon is very in efficient for 
removing the mix of contaminants. 

The second curve is the same waste treated with PM-100 
alone. The PM-100 performs substantially better than the 
carbon column. However, when PM-100 is utilized to protect 
the carbon from the oil, the resulting break through curve is 
superior in 

PU-JOO 
performance as x Activated Carbon 
compared to either I-Soft 

technology alone. 

Figure 2 
Column Vokjmes o» Wa«or Traeed 
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PM-100 System Applications Design Criteria I 
I The criteria for PM-100 systems is similar to atypical granularactivated carbon system. The 

following parameters are recommended: 

Granular Oil Absorbent PM-100 
Bed Depth (recommended) 3 ft. (minimum) 
Hydraulic Loading (recommended) 3-4 gpm/sq. ft. (maximum) 

I
I 

I
I
I
 

Superfcial How Vekxay (GPMSQ. FT) 

Contact Tune (recommended) 2-5 minutes 
Bed Expansion (If required) -,„.-„„-„„„..„........„..............20%
 

PM-100 is recommended for column downflow operation in pressure vessels. Activated 
carbon adsorbers are normally suitable for use as PM-100 absorption contactors. The 
pressure drop for fresh PM-100 is shown in Figure 3. Because the active ingredient swells 
on application as it absorbs insoluble oil, the pressure drop at any superficial flow velocity 
will increase (by approximately 5 times at maximum media saturation) inasolids tree stream. 
If the maximum oil capacity on PM-100 reaches 50 to 60% by weight, the associated 
operating pressure drop will frequently determine the need for PM-100 replacement Air 
release valves are recommended on all vessels in order to eliminate entrapped air and insure 
proper contact time. If the waste stream contains more than 1 ppm of suspended solids, 
CETCO strongly recommends the use of bag filters to remove such solids in order to protect 
the PM-100 from blinding. Detail loading instructions are available upon request 

A backwash curve is also shown for fresh PM-100 (Figure 4.) The physical characteristics 
of spent PM-100, however, makes badcwashing of spent media with greater than 30 to 50% 
retained oil impractical inmost instances. It is important to avoid the entrapment of air during 
backwash since air can physically raise the PM-100 bed resulting in loss of media and 
potential damage of under drain systems. Vessels should not be drained prior to backwash. 
Detail backwash instructions arc available upon request 

' « • 
Superficial Ftow Velocity (GPlJJsO. FT) I

I 
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NEW BEDFORD HARBOR SUPERFUND SITE
 
HOT SPOT SEDIMENTS
 

BENCH SCALE TREATABILITY STUDY
 

Page 3 of 5

VENDOR/SUPPLIER: VW^/v Date:U/^Hb 

Container No. 13 (\O,4^ ^^ ffcfl'N 
' \\ J 

Blend No. \ 

Personnel On-Site: JWAC-S ~5rt.!wV^AAW 

Y<XVJC4\ ^AKi^ 

JirtUw 'Trt-.ff ^V\i=4X.-TH A- SATrT^rJ 

UB-t VJ Tidoou*.1^ ( SAM^c\/*J»c» J 

'•'•'•'''•'ii'fi'f'-'-'i •'••'•* •'-•''•:j ••••-'•-'•-'•'••- -'•••'':- '•' .W îgSlI;:; |;\;^liune'(ini):;:
: ?. 

Peed Sediment: 
— 

?.«soo«^
' u — 

Stabilization Reagent(s): 

t UuoT  1T\ ^LUK^V^ li-sZ 3n,s«x,
ff 

-

*56£ A.TTACW5O S^t*T 
ftjL Sto/v^f M/4**-"? 

Make-Up Water: c Oo 
Total Mixing Time: \ -Vo .n+-T- - 3-n Minutes 

Temperature of Sediment: Before Mixing — °F After Mixing - °F 

pH of Sediment: Before Mixing — After Mixing 

Comments: 

D9S-149 

11/14/95 



NEW BEDFORD HARBOR SUPERFUND SITE
 
HOT SPOT SEDIMENTS
 

BENCH SCALE TREATABELITY STUDY
 

Page 4 of 5" 

VENDOR/SUPPLIER: ftAfU-o/V Date^^^ 

Container No. \3 (^^


Blend No. 7,
 

Personnel On-Site:
 

Feed Sediment: 

Stabilization Reagent (s): 

\. ^Au/r "•"2_"~| /<c UA.A.Y J 

*fee A-rrfccU*^ 

i^r.!~'*u*wo' 

Make-Up Water: 

Total Mixing Time: 

Temperature of Sediment: 

pH of Sediment: 

Comments: 

^ fc^ 

\AH-6S6 ^X^^MAt^ 

TA^A^ PA-AMV^ 

_W^ TofP ( U^AL.T»V^ 5*T=^TA 

U^er^ feeutvtA*, C SAMP^»MO>\ 

: ' " v : \felght :.%.v:": Weight '&+
 
; 6.1) ;
 

Z ^CO 0. — 
—0
 

n.-sf. ^•sn.s ^
 
u 

o o 0 

\ •*• n 1*7 -*-7 - ? l~I Minutes 

Before Mixing - °F After Mixing — °F 

Before Mixing _ After Mixing 

D95-149 

11/14/95 



NEW BEDFORD HARBOR SUPERFUND SITE
 
HOT SPOT SEDIMENTS
 

BENCH SCALE TREATABILITY STUDY
 

Page S" of 5

VENDOR/SUPPLIER: V^AdjLO^ 
Dat«: "/fart, 

Container No. ft (JO,Vrs opm &^ 

Blend No. ^ 

Personnel On-Site: 

Feed Sediment: 

Stabilization Reagent (s): 

I. Wujr-Tl (SLJJ.CA.Y^ 

*<&^. ArnftCWe* 
•5<r^cT K>^ 5UJIU.V 

1-lAklit -uf 

Make-Up Water: 

Total Mixing Time: 

Temperature of Sediment: 

pH of Sediment: 

Comments: 

i \\ 

OAM^» "R<CiK>V>^^ 

VAVJA,\ rji^Kjv^ 
J^WrsyTfUfio (. UeftcrRV .'SAPferrV

He^-te»^ >Odvxxc.'«>6.'Sj 

l|||||ht:̂ :;vt: 

—
 

Zs?.
 

o 

^••Weighlli¥-::?::- ^•|̂ jin;e;;<rnl):';; •;: 
• :-. : • " ;:'' ' : . •-''• ' •""•"-. '."•"•:.• '•• : " ".' • : ? ' • • •  : '0^^'^ 

^5ci<3 
— 

315 e, 
0 

• 

6 6 

1+ 0,n ^1--- 3 .\"| ' Minutes 

Before Mixing - °F After Mixing - °F 

Before Mixing ~ After Mixing 

D95-149 

11/14/95 
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NEW BEDFORD HARBOR SUPERFUND SITE
 
HOT SPOT SEDIMENTS
 

BENCH SCALE TREATABILITY STUDY
 

Page § of 5

Date: a/ 5-^ 5 VENDOR/SUPPLIER: UJOrtX^ eNVWklHHVrJT*^

Container No. \ 5 (^ 1

Blend No. \ 

Personnel On-Site: 

Feed Sediment: 

Stabilization Reagent (s): 

1 - L 0(L .H 

2. CLA«_iAiO Sv\ TfSfa, 

3. -T^WK^' -Pi 

Make-Up Water: 

Total Mixing Time: 

Temperature of Sediment: 

pH of Sediment: 

Comments: 

( 

 ^^ Pc^ 
 rv 

^i^H€<, fe*.\^V.MA*^ 

Y&wA » ^A>-<. 

*^OUsi T^.\9P CU&ACVU.V "^Afal^M 

$jffiejjj$$j^?; ||j||jin;e.Xnii):-:::i:' 

1^<3o^ . -5 —
 

_\&z> 3A^~ 
--it. A.? _ 

7.2. A. ' 
dT 

• 

(^ O r*
 
 Minutes
 \*\ + a^+o^*1. - 5"

Before Mixing - °F After Mixing - °F 

Before Mixing — After Mixing 

D95-149 

11/14/95 
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NEW BEDFORD HARBOR SUPERFUND SITE
 
HOT SPOT SEDIMENTS
 

BENCH SCALE TREATABELITY STUDY
 

Page ^ of ̂ 

Date:^5hs VENDOR/SUPPLIER: ^^ ^ aJVl^twutNA^^. 

Container No. ̂  {^ ̂  Pc^ 
c- 11 

Blend No. 2_ 

Personnel On-Site: -3AM î ''S .̂i NVLM** SJ 

TAN A \ r^Ast. 

Je»Uwi Tru^pp ^Htftcrw,*- -SArvTt • 

• -Weigp;i.:|;:S SWeight (g +• : - ;: /^hme---^^;-;-'::---^ 
A-f:';-o.i) 

Feed Sediment: 'T.ooa ^ — 0Stabilization Reagent (s): 

li ^A^^TT \a^ 3^ ^ 

1* <CLAN.\ rssJ SH "3»p\ -Z.2 A..0 

5. CT- Pl_ 7Z, AOU. 
0 

Make-Up Water: i3 d5 £> 

Total Mixing Time: -V \ -v o ,S -* 0 >S VV.r -ST ^nutes 

Temperature of Sediment: Before Mixing  °F After Mixing  °F 

pH of Sediment: Before Mixing — After Mixing 

Comments: 

D95-149 

11/14/95 



r NEW BEDFORD HARBOR SUPERFUND SITE 
HOT SPOT SEDIMENTS 

BENCH SCALE TREAT ABILITY STUDY 

Page 5 of5" 

VENDOR/SUPPLIER: (xj^A-L.^ ewV»(U>WVii£NjcP>u_ 
Da^HL/5^s-

Container No. V5 (^ 5^ Pc^ 
' \\ 

Blend No. J 

Personnel On-Site: OA\Me< "^iMVJMrtV-J 

Yri»oA\ F\>*VJV

^Ukto T<v.\P/o ^Ue^cr^^ SAFffrY?^ 

; ; -Mlpli .̂-;': '!:^m--;ti!$:
:--::Pliint%4:.;:̂:':--':

|p l̂̂ li$i|;l|l 
\m _
 

Feed Sediment:
 ~iaAd o. 
0 — 

Stabilization Reagent(s): 

I. LPCTL 1S^ 5<-50c. 

1, CCA<^\oNJ SH^CN Zc, A^ =. 0 

3 . T?b wcca - f \ \ \ "Zrt «x 
0 

Make-Up Water: ci O O 

Total Mixing Time: \^ \ - V G  . 'S'i.o.s:4'T-- *T Minutes 

Temperature of Sediment: Before Mixing - °F After Mixing - °F 

pH of Sediment: Before Mixing - After Mixing ~" 

Comments: 

D95-149 

11/14/95 
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NEW BEDFORD HARBOR SUPERFUND SITE
 
HOT SPOT SEDIMENTS
 

BENCH SCALE TREATABDLITY STUDY
 

Page 3 of^ 

VENDOR/SUPPLIER: fegAgero $&V\<^ 5k Date: ll/3e»/^s 

Container No. )\ (jo/Acri ^ •fcS^ 

Blend No. \ 

Personnel On-Site: -~jAvies OK.noVM«*si 

T^NI A i VTVA.VW 

_lAWt^l?lifO ^K<fA.o-<-45^A"P^TT V_imu-L i .' ) 

U&t_e.Si CCJUCiCX^ ^SAV^pwIs^T^ 

^•?|®ftiS'̂ ' /"•Height ^ 4: X;--:;Miiine.':tralX '•!:: ;:. 
::>;:^tf:i)'::

: j: 
Feed Sediment: ~ ^3^oo (f^- -5&X S<x_.o^ 

Stabilization Reagent (s): 

lJ"D/vJTL.-AK»^ Ce*4«.tJT -2^ Ano o. 
— CTV*« TI^ 

Make-Up Water: O 0 O 

Total Mixing Time: Uo.S-V ~L  3-S" Minutes 

Temperature of Sediment: Before Mixing — °F After Mixing — °F 

pH of Sediment: Before Mixing  After Mixing 

Comments: 

D95-149 

11/14/95 
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NEW BEDFORD HARBOR SUPERFUND SITE
 
HOT SPOT SEDIMENTS
 

BENCH SCALE TREATABELITY STUDY
 

Page 4. of 5

Date:u/3a/0|s VENDOR/SUPPLEER: Sft/i^oa ^<v>v»cti 

Container No. \\ C|O Ac?~*5 PVJYM P<" ft i 

Blend No. 7__ 

Personnel On-Site: 
^AMSS^.t^MAtO 

^W<^ SvANV. 

UWM "^^P ^^TU^SA^-r^Y 

W^?,o Ctovi&«.^ (S^pv^O 

Wdg\it% "4-. ^Weight (g + . '  • : ; : : . Voldirife (ml), :•'• 
0.1) 

Feed Sediment: ^000 ^ fX. ^^ -iOL.,0^ 
— V 

Stabilization Reagent(s): 

I. «*3VA*ts <Vn*NJT 2o Ac^Q r 

Crvp^'B.^ . ^ 

i . O \ ̂  Ort.v •i.s 15 ^ 
U 

Make-Up Water: Q o Q 

Total Mixing Time: \ -v O *\ -V Q ^ 4-T. ~ A - ̂  Minutes 

Temperature of Sediment: Before Mixing  °F After Mixing - °F 

pH of Sediment: Before Mixing — After Mixing _ 

Comments: 

D95-149 

11/14/95 



NEW BEDFORD HARBOR SUPERFUND SITE
 
HOT SPOT SEDIMENTS
 

BENCH SCALE TREAT ABILITY STUDY
 

Page /c of -<• 

VENDOR/SUPPLIER: £e>A&t& S«v.vn^< Date : 'Vk>frs 
Container No. \\ ((^ A^ p^/g^ 

-» > « / - r ^ 
Blend No. 3 

Personnel On-Site: Att^i 'CXMKiVMA^ 

YA-^fM TA.AW^ 

Afs-ao T^vpp C^^'-'^1'^ V ^A?eTtl 

Uei^e.^ T^UCTUI^ s c-^asMP^Msf) 

Weight% ;"	 ;;; Weight (g + • '"V^VoI^ei^i^pp. 
!• - - • • 0;i);v::

;:v-

Feed Sediment: ^COO->. 6-5b^ teu^ 
—	 6

Stabilization Reagent (s): 

l- Po\TLAsrt> C^Mtrf-T as* ~\sc> ^ 
CTYPSTS} 

0 

n5e)(t, O \ v- OA.V	 z,s 
0 

Make-Up Water: <3 & <3 

Total Mixing Time: \ - v O . S  - -v 6^5-»'I- * ^.Cs Minutes 

Temperature of Sediment: Before Mixing — °F After Mixing  °F 

pH of Sediment: Before Miring — After Mixing 

Comments: 

D95-M9 

11/14/95 
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Protection Agency 
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^ ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

40 CFR Part 268 

 tFRU-3328-9] 

*^^^ ^^ Land Disposal Restrictions 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 

SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) is today proposing to 
revise the Toxicity Characteristic 
Leaching Procedure (TCLP). "Method 
1311." as proposed on'June 13.1986 as 
part of the Toxicity Characteristic (TC) 
and as promulgated on November 7, 
1986 as part of the Land Disposal 
Restrictions Program under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA). The changes to Method 1311 
involve the use of a stainless steel cage 
in the bottle extractor, the addition of 
new suppliers of equipment, and the 
addition of a more detailed method flow 
chart and diagram of the stainless steel 
cage. The cage modification would 

DATES: Comments on this proposed rule 
to modify Method 1311 must be 
submitted on or before June 23.1988. 
ADDRESSES: One original and two 
copies of all comments on this proposed 

 rule, identified by the Docket number FrN
88-TCA-FFFFF. should be sent to the 

^^ following address: EPA RCRA Docket. 
VVH-5G2. (LG-100). US. Environmental 
Protection Agency. 401 M Street SW.. 
Washington. DC 20400. Please place the 
Docket number on all comments. The 
EPA RCRA Docket is located in the sub
basement at the above address and is 
open from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.. Monday 
through Friday, excluding Federal 
holidays. To review Docket materials, 
the public must make an appointment by 
calling (202) 475-9327. A maximum of 50 
pages of material may be copied from 
any one regulatory docket at no cost. 
Additional copies cost S0.20/page. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Fur general information, contact the 
RCRA Hotline nt (800) 424-9346 (toll
frijc-) or (202) 382-3000. 

JFpr information.on the technical , 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Table uf Contents 

I'iirt I. Background 
I'art I!. Incorporation of Cai:i' and Other 

Part 1IL Economic and Regulatory Impacts 
Part IV. Usl of Subjects in 40 CFR Piri 268 
Part V. References 

I. Background 

On January 14.1986 (51 FR1002). EPA 
proposed the framexvork for 
implementing the Congressionally
mandatcd Land Disposal Restrictions 
Program (LDR) under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA). This action, among other 
things, proposed to establish treatment 
standards that had to be met before 
wastes could be land disposed. To 
determine whether the applicable 
treatment standards had been met. the 
Agency proposed to employ the Toxicity 
Characteristic Leaching Procedure 

. or Method 13H.fetaJunU3.-, 

rTTTrffj'flf; Cif i i •« • i »i • r 

|~ .W...« .̂V f~ —— —-T-.Vf«,-/" 

^ The TC proposal would expand 
'the existing Extraction Procedure 
Toxicity Characteristic (EPTC) by 
requiring that additional chemicals be 
considered in determining the 
hazardousness of a waste, and by using 
Method 1311 to determine the presence 
of such chemicals in. and their potential 
to leach from, a waste. In both these 
proposals. Method 1311 was developed 
to simulate the mobility of both organic 
and inorganic compounds. In the TC 
rule. EPA proposed that Method 1311 
would replace the Extraction Procedure 
(EP) in the EPTC. 

In response to these proposals, the 
Agency received numerous public 
comments regarding the test protocol 
As a result of these comments, several 
changes and clarifications were 
incorporated intoMethodlpll when it 
was promulgated assart' of "ihe Land

saVRestriction* Piuyf JlfffHHIpMF 

modifications includedTil'specifying 
that the percent solids determination be 
performed on a separate sample to 
prevent problems when volatile species 
are important.^ clarifying that multiple 
extractions might be required for 
samples uf low solids content in order to 
obtain sufficient extract to conduct the 
needed analyses.^) specifying 
particular quality assurance information 
which should be maintained and 
available for inspection. (4*1 specifying 
storage periods for the luachatc. (5) 
recommending Ihe use of Iwrosilicale 
glass bollJcs uvor the usn of flint glass. 
and^S) clarifying that, in ihe bottle 
proUicol. ccntrifugation m;iy be used as 
an aid to filtration of cither the initi:tl 
liquid phase of this wasii- or lhr> t.xtracl 
of the solid phiisu. 

Although these changes were not 
incorporated into Method 1311 when it 
was proposed as part of the Toxicity 
Characteristic (TC). when the TC is 
finally promulgated, these changes will 
be added. In addition. EPA is today 
proposing to make additional changes to 
Method 1311 (as used both in the LDR 
program and the TC) in response to 
comments received from the TC and 
LDR rules and recent studies conducted 
by the Agency. These changes consist of 
incorporating a stainless steel cage in 
the bottle extractor, which allows the 
elimination of the particle size reduction 
step for certain materials: the addition 
of new equipment suppliers; and the 
addition of a more detailed method flow 
chart and diagram of the cage. 

The cage modification would respond 
to those comraenters who argued that 
requiring all wastes to be milled/ground 
before extraction (as currently required 
in Method 1311) would penalize those 
persons who solidify their wastes into a 
monolithic mass or those persons whose 
wastes are in a monolithic form. The 
addition of new equipment suppliers is 
in response to new information on the 
availability of suitable testing 
equipment and would address 
commenters* concerns that equipment 
shortages will prevent timely waste 
testing. The addition of a more detailed 
method flow chart would address 
comments that the current method flow 
chart needs to be explained and 
clarified The addition of a diagram of 
the stainless steel cage is for 
clarification. 
IL Incorporation of Cage and Other 
Modifications 

Method 1311 (as proposed on June 13. 
1986 as part of the TC and promulgated 
on November 7.1986 as part of the LDR) 
requires that the waste undergo particle 
size reduction in those cases where the 
waste cannot pass through a 9.5 mm 
sieve or has a surface area of less than 
3.1 cm*/g.This particle size reduction is 
achieved through milling the waste. The 
Agency believed, given the uncertainties 
concerning the long-term environmental 
stability of solidified wastes, thai 
milling these wastes was an 
environmentally conservative approach. 

However. EPA received numerous 
comments on the issue of particle size 
reduction, particularly as it would apply 
for monolithic and stabilized wastes. In 
particular, these commcnturs indicated 
that wastes arc sometimes solidified by 
stabilization or fixation processes to 
intentionally prevent contact (and 
subsequent teaching) between water 
present in the disposal unit arul ihe toxic 
spficics present in the 

http:information.on
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Additionally, certain wastes may exist 
as rugged, monolithic materials. These 
cotnmenlers argued that since rugged 
monolithic solids and well-solidified 
wastes are not likely to be physically 
degraded in a landfill, such waste 
samples should not have to be milled 
into small particles (to pass through a 
9.5 mm sieve) before extraction. The 
commenters suggested that as a 
replacement for the milling requirement 
for monolithic wastes, the structural 
integrity procedure (SIP), From the 
Extraction Procedure (EP), be reinstated 
and improved to simulate the effects of 
weathering processes (such as wet/dry 
and freeze/thaw cycles) and vehicular 
traffic on a landfill. 

The Agency has reviewed the use of 
the SIP, which uses a drop-hammer to 
test the integrity of the waste and to 
reduce its size if it fractures. The 
Agency found that, although it may 
simulate the potential of a monolithic 
wasie to be degraded by vehicular 
traffic on a landfill, it cannot address 
certain other stresses acting on the 
waste (e.g.. wet/dry and freeze/thaw 
cycles). While evaluating the use of the 
SIP, the Agency found that, when 
certain monolithic materials were tested 
using the SIP, the materials retained 
their monolithic structure. When these 
materials were subsequently placed in 
the glass extractor bottle and rotated, 
the bottle would break. Consequently, in 
order to prevent breakage of the bottles, 
the Agency developed a cage insert for 
the extractor bottle. The cage, which is 
designed not to move within the bottle, 
is constructed of 0.25-inch stainless steel 
woven raesh. Experiments have shown 
that the use of the cage prevents bottle 
breakage (Ref. 7). 

While evaluating the utility of the 
cage, the Agency noticed that wastes 
which were believed to be well-
solidified retained their monolithic 
nature in the cage during extraction, 
whereas wastes which were believed to 
be less well-stabilized (even though 
some of them had passed the SIP) were 
broken into small pieces during the 
extraction. 

To further examine this apparent 
correlation, the Agency obtained a 
select group of stabilized wastes which 
had been tested for their apparent 
resistance to environmental stresses, 
such as wet/dry (W/D) and freeze/thaw 
(F/T) cycles. These included wastes 
which were unlikely to undergo 
degradation due to F/T or W/D type 
stresses after placement in a landfi l l an 
well as wastes which did not appear to 
be resistant to such stresses. Resistance 
was measured by subjecting the wastes 
to repeated cycles of water submersion 

and oven drying and freezing and 
defrosting using draft ASTM methods 
"Wetting and Drying Test of Solid 
Wastes" (Ref. 7) and "Freezing and 
Thawing Test of Solid Wastes" (Ref. 7), 
respectively. Wastes that did not fall 
apart or lose 30% of their original weight 
after 28 cycles of F/T and W/D were 
assumed to be resistant to 
environmental stresses. The 30% or more 
cut-off was based on data from both an 
EPA/Environment Canada/Industry 
study and from studies conducted by the 
Alberta Environment Center (Ref. 7). 

Those wastes thaTliad been 
previously characterized using the W/D 
and F/T resistance tests were then 
subjected to the extractor using the cage 
insert (Ref. 7). The cage was considered 
to correlate the behavior of the W/D 
and F/T resistance tests if the samples 
that were degraded in the F/T and W/D 
tests were degraded after tumbling. The 
results are shown in Table 1. This study 
confirmed that those wastes that are 
resistant to environmental stresses were 
resistant to degradation using the cage-
modified extractor. Those that were not 
deemed resistant to the environmental 
stresses were degraded by the extractor. 
For instance, both the wet/dry and 
freeze/thaw tests completely degraded 
the poorly stabilized pozzolonic (lime/ 
fly ash) material and the poorly 
stabilized K02B concrete mixture, but 
neither test caused significant 
degradation of the vitrified, polymer 
encapsulated, or well-stabilized F024 
concrete wastes. In addition, experience 
with the SIP in the laboratory has shown 
that stabilized solids that were not 
degraded by the SIP. yet that failed the 
freeze/thaw and wet/dry procedures, 
also were degraded by the cage 
extractor. These preliminary results 
suggest to the Agency that the cage 
tumbling procedure may better correlate 
with the environmental stability of the 
waste than the SIP. Although these data 
are scant, the Agency feels that there is 
sufficient basis to propose this 
procedure. Cpmmenters should 
understand that the Agency will 
continue evaluation of the procedure 
during the comment period; we 
encourage submission of data and 
suggestions of additional sources of 
useful information. 

TABLE 1.—COMPARISON OF WET/DRY 
FREEZE/THAW AND TUMBLING WITH 
CAGE INSERT 

*» 
Percent of weight Average 

remaining (number ol percent 
Sample cycles) of weight 

remaining 
Wet/dry Freeze/ after 

thaw tumbling 

F024«2;1 73(28) 77(28) •71 
F0245:1 84 (28) 91 (28) •89 
K028M:1 0(3) 0(17) •0 
K028 5:1 70(17) 90(28) 
Ume/ttyash

1-1 0(3) 0(1) •0 
IJme/ftyash 

2:1 0(5) 0(2) •0 
Polymer 

encapsulated _ 100 (28) 100 (28) MOO 
Vitrified ' 97 (28) 89 (28) •86 

•=Tested In duplicate, result is «verage of 2 
experiments.

k«= Tested in triplicate, result is average of 3 ex
periments. 

«=0nly a single specimen was tested. 
•-Includes chlorinated solvents (40CFR, Part 261. 

App-VII). 
•=Includes 1.1.1-trichloroethane. vinyl chloride 
•«1-L jar used due to small quantity of waste 

available. 

esttaslf ttT*rtRftBrSftr«fcfoi 

[failles. The Agency believes 
that some encapsulated wastes may be 
well-solidified but is concerned about 
encapsulants which will corrode (e. g.. 
metal battery cases) or otherwise 
degrade in the environment, thereby 
permitting contact between the waste 
material and landfill leachate. 
Therefore, the Agency is continuing to 
require that all encapsulated wastes be 
milled. The Agency, however, invites 
comments on how to define stable, non
corrodable, encapsulated wastes. 
Studies and data are needed of 
encapsulants that will not be readily 
breachable. Based on data and 
comments obtained, the Agency may 
consider different testing requirements 
for encapsulated wastes. The Agency 
also requires that wastes which arc 
tested for volatilcs be milled. The 
extraction of volatiles requires the.use 
of a special extraction device, the Zero 
Headspace Extractor (ZHE). which is 
made of Type 316 stainless steel. The 
Agency docs not know how to adapt the 
ZHE to incorporatea cage insert and 
therefore, still requires that wastes that 
are tested for volatiles go through 
particle size reduction, preferably as the 
sample is being taken in the field to 
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minimize volatile loss. The EPA invites
 
comment on how to reduce the particle
 
size of volatile-containing wastes lo
 
minimize volatile loss and. based on
 

? comments obtained, may consider other 
alternatives to milling of volatile-
containing wastes. 

The olhcr modifications, the addition 
of new equipment suppliers, the addition 
of a more detailed method flow chart, 
and the addition of a diagram of the 
stainless steel cage, are being added 
primarily to further clarify the method. 
The new equipment suppliers include 
two manufacturers of rotary agitation 
devices. Environmental Machine and 
Design. Inc. of Lynchburg. VA. and 
Millipore Corp. of Bedford, MA; one 
manufacturer of a Zero Headspace 
Extractor vessel (ZHE). Lars Lande of 
Whitrhore Lake, MI; and two 
manufacturers of filter media, Millipore 
Corpv. of Bedford. MA. and Nucleopore 
Corp. of Pleasanton. CA. These 
manufacturers are listed in Tables 2. 3. 
and 5. respectively, along with company 
telephone numbers and equipment I 
model numbers. 

III. Economic and Regulatory Impacts 

A. Regulatory Impact Analysis 
Executive Order 12291 requires 

regulatory agencies to conduct a 
Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) for 
any major rule. A major rule is one 
likely to result in (1) an annual effect on 
the economy of $100 million or more. (2} 
a major increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
federal, state, or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions, or (3) 
significant adverse effects on 
competition, employment, investment, 
productivity, innovation, or the ability of 
U.S.-based enterprises to compete in 
domestic or export markets. 

The Administrator has determined 
that today's proposal is not a major rule. 
In fact, we believe the proposed changes 
to Method 1311 will result in savings to 
persons performing the tests using this 
method. In particular, the time and. 
therefore, labor costs are lower when 
using the proposed modification because 
solid materials will not have to be 
milled to pass a 9.5 mm sieve but rather 
o-ily be reduced to a size to fit the 
extraction cage in the bo'.tle. Therefore, 
because this proposal is not a major 
regulation, no Regulalory Impact 
Analysis was conducted. 

B. Regulatory Flexibility Act 
Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act. 5 

U.S.C. G01-612 whenever an agency is 
required to issue for publication in the 
Federal Register any proposed or final 
rule, it must prepare and make available 

for comment-a Regulatory Flexibility 
Analysis which describes the impact of 
the rule on small entities (i.e., small 
businesses, small organizations, end 
small governmental jurisdictions). This 
analysis is unnecessary, however, if the 
Agency's Administrator certifies that the 
rule will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. 

The Agency has examined the 
potential impact of the proposed rule on 
small business and has concluded that 
this regulation will have no adverse 
impact on small entities since the 
modification to Method 1311 does not 
significantly affect the cost of testing. In 
fact, because the modification reduces 
labor costs, this proposal may reduce 
testing costs. Therefore. I certify that 
this regulation will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 

C. Paperwork Reduction Act 

The proposed rule contains no 
recordkeeping or information collection 
requirements subject to OMB review 
under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 
1900,44 U.S.C 3501 el seq. Because 
information collection or recordkeeping 
requirements are not required by this 
proposal, the Agency has not prepared 
documentation pursuant to the 
Paperwork Reduction Act. 

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 263 

Hazardous waste. Reporting and
 
Recordkeeping requirements.
 

Dated: April B. 1938.
 
Lee M. Thomas.
 
Administrator.
 

VHV; ?•?•£••= 
(1) Research Triangle Institute. 'Toxicily
 

Characteristic Leaching Procedure." Draft
 
Background Document. US. EPA. OSW.
 

.FWashJngten.DC.1987. 
j£t)	 S-Cubed. "Modification to the Toxiciiy 

Characteristic Leaching Procedure." U.S. 
EPA. Contact No. 68-01-7268.1987. 

(H) Research Triangle Institute. "Evaluation of 
"^Analytical Procedures Supporting the 

Toxitity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 
(TCLP): Modifications to Protocols." U.S. 
EPA, Contract No. 68-O1-7268.1987. 

H) S-Cubed. "Modification of the TC1.P for 
*	 Probfcm Matrices." U.S. EPA. OSW.
 

Washington. DC, 1987.
 
(5) U.S. EPA. "Toxicity Characteristic
 

Leaching Procedure." Background
 
Document U.S. EPA. OSW. Washington.
 
DC. 1986. 

(C) "EPA TCLP Changes." Internal Document. 
. U.S. EPA. OSW. 1986. 

|j() S-Cubed. "Modification of TCLP to 
** Accommodate Solidified Wastes." Draft 

Final Report. U.S. EPA. OSW. Washington. 
DC. Scptemb'-T. 1927. 

For Ihe reasons set out in the 
preamble, it is proposed to amend Title 
40 of the Code of Federal Regulations as 
follows: 

PART 268—LAND DISPOSAL 
RESTRICTIONS 

1. The authority citation for Part 268 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority. 42 U.S.C 6905. 6912(a). 6921. and 
6924. 

2. The heading. Steps 4.2.2.7.0.7.3.8.9. 
8.10, Table 2. Table 3. Table 5. and 
Figure 1 of Appendix I are revised and a 
new Figure 4 is added, to read as 
follows: 

Appendix I to Part 268—Method 1311 

Extraction Bottle with Cage. When 
the waste is being evaluated for other than 
volatile contaminants, a 2-liter jar fitted with 
a stainless steel cage Ji used for most 
samples (see below for exceptions). 
Headspace is allowed in this vessel. The jar 
is fitted with a type 316 stainless steel (or 
equivalent material) cage that will contain all 
of the solids in the sample. The cage is 
constructed of 0.25 inch (6.3 nun) woven wire 
mesh with an Inside diameter of 3.0 ± 0.1 in. 
and a free fall length of 9.9 ± 0.1 in. The cage 
shall be supported in the extractor bottle in 
such a manner that it does not move as the 
bottle is rotated. See Figure 4 for details of 
construction. 

The extraction bottles may be constructed 
from various materials, depending on the 
contaminants to be analyzed and the nature 
of the waste (see Step 4.3.3). It is 
recommended that borosilicate glass bottles 
be used instead of other types of glass, 
especially when inorganics are of concern. 
Plastic bottles thai! not be used if organics 
are to be investigoted-Boltles arc available 
from a number of laboratory suppliers, but 
the bottle size must be appropriate to contain 
the cage. When this type of extraction vessel 
is used, the nitration device discussed in Step 
4.3.2 is used for initial liquid/solid separation 
and final extract filtration. 

For the wastes .'hat must be reduced to 
granules in Step 7.3. the cage is not used in 
the extraction hoiue. The cage is used in all 
other cafes, even if the so'iJs are present as 
small particles. 
* » • • • 

7.0	 PREL1MINAP.Y EVALUATIONS 
Preliminary evaluations are performed on a 

minimum 100 gram representative sample of 
waste that will nut actually undergo 
extraction (designated as Ihs first sample in 
Step C.2). These evaluations include: (1) 
preliminary determination of the percent 
solids of the waste: [2] delerr.iir.arion of 
whether the waste contains insigr.ifionl 
solids, and is therefore, its ?wn extract after 
filtration: (3) determination of whether Ihe 
waste is encapsulated; and (4) determination 
of which of the two extraction fluids -ire to \>r 
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used for the non-volatile leaching extraction 
of the waste. 
• * • * * 

7.3 Determination of whether the wos/e 
requires size-reduction (particle-size is 
reduced during thisStep/: Ifan extraction for 
volatile organics (Step 9.0) is to be performed 
on the wastes that contain more than 0.5% 
solids, the solids must be reduced to the 
panicle size prescribed in Step 7.3.3. For the 
extraction of other analylcs (Step 8.0) the 
solid is reduced to small particles only if it is 
encapsulated. 

7.3.1 The solid portion of the wnste is 
carefully examined to determine if it is 
encapsulated. If the solid is found to be en 
capsulated. it must be crushed, cut. or milled 
to pass a 9.5 mm sieve. If a liquid phase 
results in this step, the resulting mixture shall 
be evaluated by Step 7.1. 

Note.—This size reduction is meant both 
for wastes encapsulated with surface 
coatings and wastes that may naturally be in 
sealed capsules (e.g.. dry cell batteries. 
electrical parts). 

7Jk2 If the solid portion of the waste is 
not encapsulated and volatile organics are 
not of concern, representative solid pieces 
are used in the extraction procedure (Step 
8.0). as obtained. 

Note.—For wastes that are to be fixated or 
stabilized before extraction the sample may 
be cast (or otherwise stabilized) in the form 
of a cylinder or block that will fit in the cage 
of lh« extraction apparatus (see Steps 8.0
o •*1 \ ^gĵ ?f-fc***'**-Ml*''**T^^ Viii^rrtl'li'T V 

)day 

7.3.3 Tor solids that are to be extracted 
for volatile organics (Step 9.0) or solids that 
are encapsulated (Steps 8.0 and 9.0). a 
particle-size reduction is required, if the solid 
has a surface area per gram of material equal 
to or greater than 3.1cm2, or is smeller than 1 
cm in its narrowest diagonal (i.e.. is capable 
of passing through a 9.5-mm (0.375 inch) 
standard sieve). Such solids are prepared for 
extraction by crushing, cutting, or grinding 
the waste to a surface area or particle-size as 
described above. If the solids are prepared 
for organic volatiles extraction, special 
precautions must be taken, see Step 9.6. 

Note.—Surface area requirements are 
meant for filamentous (e.g., paper, cloth) and 
similar waste materials. Actual measurement 
of surface area is not required, nor is it 
recommended. 
* * • * * 

8.9 If the waste contains <0.5% dry solids 
(see Step 7.2). proceed to Step 8.13. If the 

waste contains >0.5% dry solids (see Step 7 i 
or 7.2|. and if particle-size reduction of the 
solid is needed in Step 73 (i.e. the solid is 
encapsulated), proceed to Step 8.10. If 
particle-size* reduction was not required in "•»•«' 
Step 7.3. quantitatively transfer the solid 
material into the stainless steel cage of this 
extractor vessel, and include the filler uscJ u> 
separate the initial liquid from the solid 
phase, if used. Proceed to Step 8.11. 

8.10 If the waste is encapsulated the solid 
portion is prepared for extraction by 
crushing, cutting, or grinding the waste to a 
surface area or particle size as described in 
Step 7.3. When the surface area or particle-
size has been appropriately altered, 
quantitatively transfer the solid material into 
an extractor bottle, without a stainless steel 
cage. The filter used to separate the initial 
liquid from the solid phase is also put into the 
extractor bottle. 

Note.—Sieving of the waste through a sieve 
is not normally required. If sieving is needed 
a Teflon-coated sieve should be used to avoid 
contamination of the sample. Surface area 
requirements are meant for filamentous (e.g.. 
paper, cloth] and similar waste materials. 
Actual measurement of surface area is not 
recommended. 

V TABLE 7.—SUITABLE ROTARY AGITATION 
' " ' ' 

Company Location Model 

Analytical Testing and Consulting Services. Inc — Warringion. PA. (215) 343-4490 4-vessei 2HE device or 8-botfe extractor device. 
Associated Design and Manufacturing Co.. _ _._. Alexandria. VA, (703) 5<9-5999 4-vessel device. 6-vessel device. 
Environmental Machine & Design, Inc _.! Lynchburg. VA. (804) 845-6424 _. 4-vessel device. 8-vesse) device. 
IRA Machine Shop and Laboratory..._ i Santurce. PR. (809) 752-4004 16-vessel device. 
Lars Lande Mlg _. Whitmore Lade. Ml. (3t3) 449-4116 10-vesset device. 5-vessel device. 
MUlipore Corp — Bedford. MA. (BOO) 225-3384 4-vessel ZHE device or 4-one liter bonie exlractor device. 
HEXNORD _ Milwaukee, Wl, (414) 643-2850 J 6-vessel device. 

1 Any device that rotates the extraction vessel in an end-over-end laslvon at 30 ± 2 rpm is acceptable. 

TABLE 3.—SUITABLE ZERO-HEADSPACE EXTRACTOR VESSELS 

Company Location Model 

Analytical Testing and Consulting Services, inc... Warringlon. PA. (215) 343-4490 .' C102. Mechanical Pressure Device. 
Associated Design & Manufacturing Co ..., Alexandria. VA. (703) 549-5999 - -.( 3740-ZH8. Gas Pressure Device. 
Lars Lande Mlg ,. Whilmore Lake. Ml. (313) 449-4116 _ Gas Pressure De-sice. 
Millipore Corp Bedford. MA (800) 225-3384 _..! SDI P581 C5. Gas Pressure Dtvice 

TABLE 5.—SUITABLE FILTER MEDIAL 

Company Locanon Model | Size ' 

Millipore Corp 
Nucleopore Corp 
Whatman Laboratory Prodjcts. Inc. 

j Beoloid. MA. (800) 225-3384 
..; Pleasanion. CA. (415) 463-2530
..i Dillon. NJ. (201)-773-5800

 
j 

AP40 ! 
2J1625! 

OFF ! 

0.7 
.7 
.7 

1 Nominal pore si;e (urn). 

SILLING CODE «5«O-SO-M 
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•Shock absorber 

-Type 316 stainless 
steel cage (0.25" 
woven wire mesh), 
3.0 + 0.1 in ID, 
9.9 + 0.1 in LG 

'Wide mouthed 2-liter 
borosilicate bottle 

Shock absorber 

3.15 

Figure 4. Stainless steel cage used in the tumbling 
of solid samples 

|KR Doc. Htt-9993 Filed 5-23-W); 8:-15 um| 

BtLUNC CODE 65*0-50-C 
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. %Klfbrd Harbor Superfund Site -Hot Spot Sedlmentt f ~N 
£ :ale Treatablllty Study f 
^ .«ix \. i Environmental World Environmental 

UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT BATCH #3 
TCLP Method 1311
 

FIELD ID #: ucket #1 1 ucket #11 ucket #13 ucket #15 Untreated W3S1 W3S2 W3S3 W3
 
SAMPLE 10* DABA01 DABA02 DABA03 DABA04 Sediment DABA22 DABA23 DABA61 TCLP
 
DATE SAMPLED: 8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 8-Jan-Se Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average
 

INORGANICANALYTES 
Aluminum 7520.0 6400.0 7050.0 6910.0 6970.0 526.0 579.0 496.0 533.7 

ntunony 11.4 B 12.7 B 13.0 B 9.4 B 11.6 2.0 B 2.0 B 1.8 U 1.9 
Ananlc 577 49.1 58.8 52.7 54.1 4.0 B 25.2 3.0 U 10.7 

Barium 709.0 253.0 712.0 797.0 617.8 271.0 302.0 412.0 328.3 
Beryllium 2.6 B 2.4 B 2.2 B 2.6 B 2.5 0.6 B 0.4 8 04 B 0.5 
£dfnfufn 165.0 137.0 144.0 142.0 147.0 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2
 

Cildum 109000.0 106000.0 116000.0 117000.0 112000.0 2030000 1920000 1030000 1660000.0
 
JvortHum 247.0 209.0 227.0 219.0 225.5 13.9 15.6 12.3 13.9
 

Cobalt 4.5 B 3.6 B 4.3 B 3.9 B 4.1 4.3 B 5.5 B 28 B 4.2
 
Copptr 1890 144.0 1S4.0 188.0 161.3 1580.0 , 1700.0 1210.0 1498.7
 
Iron 27500.0 23500.0 25300.0 24100.0 25100.0 10.9 ' U 89.8 B 67.5 B 56.1
 

Lead 1810.0 1520.0 1620.0 1570.0 1630.0 1.6 U 1.8 B 18.9 7.4
 
Magnesium 44300.0 38700.0 42300.0 41200.0 41625.0 1020.0 B 580.0 B 37.3 B 545.8
 
Manganese 171.0 155.0 168.0 175.0 167.3 O.B B 0.8 B 1.2 B 1.0
 
Mercury 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2
 
Nickel' 127.0 1050 113.0 141.0 121.5 71.1 83.6 94.6 83.1
 

Potassium 25300 0 214000 24200.0 23900.0 23700.0 521000 56800.0 70700.0 59866.7
 
Selenium 10.7 10.4 15.2 13.9 12.6 10.0 11.6 11.2 10.9
 

Silver 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7
 

Sodium 228000 198000 219000 214000 214750.0 257000 292000 1150000 566333.3
 
Thallium 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 3.5 U 9.5 U 3.5 U 5.5
 

Vanadium 79.9 71.4 78.4 75.6 76.3 48.0 B 38.0 B 5.0 B 30.3 

Zinc 19800.0 170000 13000 0 174000 18050.0 8.0 B 10.5 B 30.7 16.4
 

PCBs 
Aroclor-1016 
Aroclor-1221 
Aroclor-1232 - - - ~
 

Aroclor-1242 7 C 12 CP 21 C 4 YP 11 45 C 9.5 32 CP 28.8
 

Aroclor-1248 .. .. - - - -

Aroclor-1254 1 6 YJP 0.89 J - 0.22 22 YZ 1.4 J 1.2
 

Arodor-1260 -- - - - - -

Total PCBs 7.0 14 22 4.0 11 47 11 32 30
 

BATCH » 
TCLP Cage Method 

W3B1 W3B2 W3B3 VV3 
'6ABA24 DABA44 DABA62 Cage 
18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 

4790.0 3770.0 3840.0 4133.3
 
6.9 B 5.7 B 15.6 B 94
 
31 B 3.4 B 5.1 B 3.9
 

703.0 256.0 888.0 615.0
 
1.4 B 1.2 B 1.8 B 1.5
 

33.5 28.6 88.7 50.3
 
575000 534000 1410000 849666.7
 
209.0 131.0 358.0 232.7
 
4.2 B 3.7 B 12,5 B 8.3
 

916.0 762.0 2040.0 1239.3
 
4890.0 3640.0 5930.0 4820.0
 
501)0 347.0 560.0 469.3
 

11200.0 9750.0 31500.0 17483.3
 
271.0 243.0 797.0 437.0
 

0.2 U 0.2 U 1.0 0.5
 
89.2 78.2 221.0 1295
 

23000.0 26700.0 39100.0 29600.0
 
15.8 14.1 5.8 11.9 
0.7 U 1.0 B 4.5 B 2.1 •
 

117000 134000 198000 1496667
 
3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5
 
18.2 B 12.3 B 17.2 B 15.9
 

4310.0 3500.0 112000 63367
 

33 Y 35 C 75 C 477 

1.9 YJ 2.2 JP 4.6 YJ 2.9 

-

35 37 60 51
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New Bedford Harbor Superrund Site - Hot Spot Sediments 
Bench Scale Trealability Study 

FIELD ID «: 
SAMPLE ID* 
DATE SAMPLED: 

COMPOUND 
Phenol 
bi»(2-Chloroetnyl) ether 
2-Chloropheno! 
1.3-Dlchlorobenzene 
1 ,4-Dlcnlorobanzene 
,2-DJchlorobanzene 

2-Mathylphenol 
2,2'-Oxybls (1-chloropropane) 
4-Methylphenol 
N-NltroiO-dl-n-propylamlne 
Haxachloroethane 
Nitrobenzene 
Isophorone 
2-Nitrophenol 
2,4-Dimethylphenol 
bi5(2-Chloroethoxy)metnane 
2.4-Dichlorophenol 
1,2,4-Tnchlorobenzene 
Naphthalene 
4-Chloroaniline 
Hexachlorobutadiene 
4-Chloro-3-Mathylphenol 
2-Mathylnaphthalene 
Hexachlorocydopentadiene 
2.4,6-Trichlorephenol 
2,4,5-Trichtorophenol 
2-Chloronaphthalene 
2-Nltroanlllna 
Dtmatnylphlhalate 
AwnaphtJiylene 
2,6-Oinitrotoluane 
3-Nltroanlllna 
Acanaphthana 
2.4-Dinltrophanol 
4-Nltrophenol 
Dlbenzofuran 
2.4-Dinilrotoluene 
Oiethylphlhalate 
4-Chlorophenyl-phenylether 
Fluorene 
4-Nltroanlllne 
4.6-D)nltro-2-rriethylpnenol 
N-nitrosodiphenylamine{ 1 ) 
4-Bromophenyl-phenylether 
Hexachlorobenzene 
'entachlorophenol 
Phenanthrene 
Anthracene 
Carbazole 
Di-n-butylphthalate 
Fluoranthene 
Pyrene 
Butylbenzylphthalate 
3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Chrysena 
8ls(2-«thylhexyl)pmhalate 
Dl-n-octylphthalate 
Benzo(b)tluoranthene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Berao(a)pyren« 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 

cket#n 
DABA01 
8-Jan-96 

-
-
3 J 
48 
140 
1 J 
-
-
-

-

13 J 
7 J 

4 J 

-

.. 
3 J 
-
2 J 

— 

-

-

-. 
3 J 

-
-

-

-
-
-
-

-

MARCOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT BATCH #1 

TCLP Method 1311 
uckel #1 1 uckel»13 ucket»15 Untreated M1S1 M1S2 M1S3 
DABA02 DABA03 DABA04 Sediment DABA05 DABA25 DABA45 
a-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 a-Jan-96 Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 

- - 2 J 2 3 J - -
- - - - - - -

- 2 J 1.25 - - -
16 J 29 68 40.25 35 35 25 
66 110 94 D 102.5 120 130 130 

2 J 2 J 1.25 - 1 J -

- - - - -
- - - - -

- - -
- 3 J 0.75 - •
- - - - - -
- - - -
- -
- - -

-
fl j 14 J ie j 1325 

2 J 6 J 3 7  5 4 J 4 J 3 J 
- - -

- -

- -

3 J 1.75 - -. 

- - - -

- -

- •• -

- -
- - - • -

- -
- - - - -• 

- - -

- - - -• 

- - - - -
- - 2 J 1.25 - -

- - - - -
- 8 J 2 -• - •

3 J 0.75 - -. 

- - - -
.. ~ — 

-
_ _ 

- - -
- - - -

- - -

- -
- - -

- - - ~ -

- - - - - -
- .. - ~ 

-
9 J 2.25 12 J 12 J 11 J 
- - -

- 6 J 2.25 - -
- - - - - -
- - - - -

- - - - - -
-

_ 
- - - -

- - - - 7 JZ 6 Z -
- - - - -

- - - -
- - - - - -
- - - - - - -

- - - - -
- - - - - - -

- - - - - - -

MARCOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
BATCH #1 

TCLP Cage Method 
M1 •t(l1B1 M1B2 M1B3 M1 

TCLP DABA06 DABA26 DABA46 Cage 
Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 

1 - - - _ 
- - - -

_ 

- - - -
31.7 30 43 38 37.0 
126.7 100 190 D 140 143.3 
0.33 2 J - - 0.67 
- - - - -
- - - - -
- - - 3 J 1 
- -
- - - -

-
-

-
-

3.7 3 J 4 J 5 J 4  0 

- -

-
- -

- - - -
- -

-

•• -

- -

- -

- -
-

- - - - -

- - •• -

-

-
— — 
- - - - _ 

- - - -

- -• -

-

- - -
- - -

- - -

- - - -

- -

11.7 23 - 7.7 
- - -

- - - -
- - - -

- - - - -
- - - - -
- - - - -

4.3 2 JZ - 3 J 1.67 
- - - - -
- - ~ -
- - - - -
- - . - -• -
- •• - - -
- - - - -
- - - - -
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MARCt. . ENVIRONMENTAL MARCOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT BATCH »1 BATCH #1 

TCLP Method 1311 TCLP Cage Method 
FIELD ID*: ucket #11 ucket #1 1 ucket #13 ucket #15 Untreated M1S1 M1S2 M1S3 M1 M1B1 M1B2 M1B3 M1 
SAMPLE ID ». DABA01 DABA02 DABA03 DABA04 Sediment DABA05 DABA25 DABA45 TCLP DABA06 DABA26 DABA46 Cage 
DATE SAMPLED: S-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 8-Jan-ee Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-e6 18-Jan-96 Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 

INORGANIC ANALYTES 
Aluminum 7520.0 6400.0 7050.0 6910.0 6970.0 7980.0 6670.0 297.0 4982.3 6840.0 972.0 322.0 2711.3 
Antimony 11.4 B 12.7 B 13.0 B 9.4 B 11.6 18.5 B 15.4 B 26.4 B 20.1 16.0 B 19.2 B 23.0 B 19.4 

Arunlc 57.7 49.1 56.6 52.7 54.1 7.0 B 31.2 16.8 18.3 32.5 16.9 17.1 22.2 

lartum 709.0 253.0 712.0 797.0 617.8 731.0 682.0 278.0 563.7 687.0 793.0 609.0 696.3 
Beryllium 2.6 B 2.4 B 2.2 B 2.6 B 2.5 5.4 4.8 B 0.6 B 3.6 5.0 B 1.5 B 1.0 B 2.5 
Cadmium 165.0 137.0 144.0 142.0 147.0 260.0 128.0 U 4.3 B 130.8 121.0 56.3 U 6.9 61.4 

Caldum 109000.0 106000.0 116000.0 117000.0 112000.0 1110000 982000 690000 927333.3 917000.0 937000 669000 641000.0 
Chromium 247.0 209.0 227.0 219.0 225.5 326.0 285.0 11.0 207.3 294.0 76.6 19.1 129.9 
Cobalt 4.S B 3.6 B 4.3 B 3.9 B 4.1 46.4 B 30.6 B 7.5 B 28.2 30.3 B 33.6 B 13.8 B 25.9 

Copper 169.0 144.0 164.0 168.0 161.3 1820.0 . 163.0 134.0 705.7 76.9 218.0 116.0 137.0 
Iron 27500.0 23500.0 25300.0 24100.0 25100.0 6610.0 16500.0 10.9 U 7707.0 22600.0 2510.0 64.3 B 8391.4 
Load 1810.0 1520.0 1620.0 1570.0 1630.0 1300.0 1580.0 11.0 963.7 1460.0 246.0 24.5 576.8 
Magnolum 44300.0 38700.0 42300.0 41200.0 41625.0 160000.0 143000.0 77100.0 126700.0 133000.0 129000.0 73100.0 111700.0 
Manganese 171.0 155.0 168.0 175.0 167.3 33300.0 30400.0 13400.0 25700.0 24200.0 24100.0 15300.0 21200.0 
Mercury 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 1.5 0.4 0.2 U 0.7 
Nickel 127.0 105.0 113.0 141.0 121.5 429.0 251.0 50.5 2435 278.0 339.0 882 235.1 
Potaisium 25300 0 21400.0 24200 0 23900.0 23700 0 50100.0 44000.0 571000 50400.0 40600.0 41900.0 54200.0 45566.7 
Selenium 10.7 10.4 15.2 13.9 12.6 22.8 15.1 13.4 17.1 12.9 9.7 13.7 12.1 

Silver 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 0.7 U 1.1 B 0.7 U 0.8 
Sodium 228000 198000 219000 214000 214750.0 309000 274000 1140000 574333.3 258000 278000 1160000 565333.3 
Thallium 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 
Vanadium 79.9 71.4 78.4 75.6 76.3 24.5 B 36.6 B 31.6 B 30.9 36.3 B 23.2 B 28.5 B 29.3 

Zinc 19800.0 17000.0 18000.0 17400.0 18050.0 35200.0 18700.0 1020.0 18306.7 17600.0 18200.0 2880.0 128933 

PCB» 
Arodor-1016 
Arodor-1221 - - - .. - - - - -
Arodor-1232 - - - - - - - - .

Arodor-1242 7 C 12 CP 21 C 4 YP 11 47 C 50 Y 45 C 473 33 C 32 P 26 C 31 0 
Atocloi-124a 
Arodor-1254 1.6 YJP 089 J 0.22 2.4 YJ - 2.5 YJ 1.6 1 6 YJ 1.7 YJ 77 YP 3.7 
Arodor-12SO - - - - -• 

Total PCBs 7.0 14 22 4.0 11 49 50 48 49 35 34 36 35 
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New Bedford Harbor Superfund Site - Hoi Spot Sediment! 
Bench Scale Trealability Study 

FIELD 10 #: 
SAMPLE ID*: 
DATE SAMPLED: 

COMPOUND 
lanol 

bis(2-Chloroethyl) ether 
2-Chlorophenol 
1.3-Dichlorobenzene 
1.4-Dichlorobenzene 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
2-Methylphenol 
2.2'-Oxybis (1-chloropropane) 
4-Methylphenol 
J-Nitroso-di-n-propylamine 

Hexachloroethane 
Nitrobenzene 
Isophorone 
2-Nitrophenol 
2,4-Dimethyiphenoi 
bis(2-Chloroethoxy)methane 
2.4-Dichlorophenol 
1 2,4-Tnchlorobenzene 

Naphthalene 
4-Chloroaniiine 
Hexachlorobutadiene 
4-Chloro-3-Methylprienol 
2-Methylnapnihalene 
Hexachlorocyclopenladiene 
2,4.6-Trichlorophenol 
2.4,5-Trichlorophenol 
2-Chloronaphthalene 
2-Nitroanlllne 
Dimethytphthalale 
Acenaphtnylene 
2.6-Oinitrotoluene 
3-Nitroaniline 
Acanaphthene 
2.4-Dinitrophenol 
4-Nitrophenol 
Jibenzofuran 

2.4-Dimtrololuene 
Diolhylphthalale 
4-Chlorophenyl-phenylelher 
Fluorene 
4-Nitroamline 
4.6-Dinitro-2-melhylphenol 
N-nitrosodipnenylamme( 1 ) 
4-0romophenyl-phenylether 
Hexacfilorobenzene 
Pentachlorophenol 
Phenanthrene 
Anthracene 
Carbazole 
Di-n-butylphthalate 
Fluoranthene 
Pyf«n« 
Butylbenzylphthalate 
3,3'-Dictilorobenzidine 
Benzo(a)Bnthracene 
Chryiena 
Bls(2-«thylhexyl)phthalate 
Dt-n-ottylphthalate 
Benzo(b)tluoranthene 
Benzo(k)tluofanthene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
lndeno(1,2.3-cd)pyrene 
DiMnz(a,h)antnracane 
Banzo(g.h,i)perylene 

cket#11 
ABA01 

8-Jan-96 

-
-
3 J 

48 
140 

1 J 

13 J 
7 J 

4 J 

-

-

-

3 J 

2 J 

.

.
_ 

-
-
3 J 
-
-_ 
_ 
_ 
_ 

-
-
-
-
_ 

MARCOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT BATCH #2 

TCLP Method 1311 
ucKel #1 1 ucKet*13 ucket#15 Untreated M2S1 M2S2 M2S3 
DABA02 DABA03 DABA04 Sediment DABA07 DABA27 DABA47 
e-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 Average 18-Jan-96 ta-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 

- - 2 J 2 3 J 5 J 
- - - - - -

2 J 1.25 - - -
16 J 29 68 40.25 34 6 J 20 J 
66 110 94 D 102.5 120 26 100 

2 J 2 J 1.25 - -
- - - -

- - -
- -

- 3 J 07  5 - -
-
-

- -

- -
a j 14 J 18 J 1325 

2 j 6 J 37  5 4 J 3 J 
.

- -

- 3 J 1 75 
- - -
- - -
- - -

- - -
- - - - - -

- - -
- - - - - -

-
. -
- -

2 J 1.25 -
- - - -

6 J 2 -

3 J 07 5 

- - - --
- - - -

-

- - -
- - - -

- -
- - - - - -

_ 
-_ _ 

- - - - - -
-_ _ _ 

-_ _ 

- - 9 J 2.25 36 4 J 11 J 
- - - - - - -
- - 6 J 2.25 - - -
- - - - - - -
- - - - - - -
- _ 

- -
_ 

- -
- - - - - - -
_ _ _ _ 

5 SI 6 J -
- - - - - -

- - - - - - -
- - - - - - -
- - - - - - -
- - - - - - -

-
_ _ _ _ 

-_ 
- - - - - -

MARCOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
BATCH #2 

TCLP Cage Method 
M2 --M2B1 M2B2 M2B3 M2 

TCLP DABA08 DABA28 DABA48 Cage 
Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 

2.7 6 J - 2.0 
- 4 J - - 1.3 
- 5 J - 1.7 

200 18 J 34 37 297 
82.0 82 130 140 117.3 

1 J - - 0.3 
-

- 4 J 3 J 2  3 
-

4 J 1 3 

4 J 1 3 

4 J i 3 
4 J ' 3 

2  3 6 J 4 J 5 J 5  0 
4 J 1 3 

- -
5 J 1 7 
2 J 07 

- -
- -

5 J 1 7 
- - -

3 J - 10 
-

4 J 1.3 
- -

3 J 1 0 
-

-

3 J 1 0 
3 J I 0 
4 J 1 3 
4 J 1.3 
3 J - 1 0 

- -
- -

- -
4 J 1 3 

- 3 J 1 0 
- • -

- 3 J 1.0 
- - - - -
- - - - -

17.0 4 J - 3 J 2.3 
- - - - -
- - - - -
- 6 J - - 2.0 
- - - - -
- - - - -
- 4 J - - 1.3 

3.7 6 J 47 - 17.7 

- 7 J - 2.3 
- - - -
- 5 J - - 1.7 
- - - - -
- - - - -
- 4 J - - 1.3 
- 5 J - - 1.7 
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f~ Harbor Supwfund Site - Hot Spot Sediments 

Traatability Study 

MA! ENVIRONMENTAL	 MARCOR ENVIRONMENTAL f 

FIELD ID ft 
SAMPLE 10*: 
DATE SAMPLED: 

INORGANIC ANALYTES 
Aluminum 

iwTuny 
Arwnlc 
Barium 
erylllum 

Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Laid 
Magnasium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

PCBs 
Arodor-1016 
Arodor-1221 
Aroclor-1232 
Aroclor-1212 
Aroclor-1248 
Arodor-1254 
Arodor-1260 

Total PCBs 

ucket #11 
DABA01 
8-Jan-96 

7520.0 
11.4

577 
7090 
2.6

165.0 
109000.0 

247.0 
4.5

1690 

27500.0 
1810.0 

44300.0 
171.0 
0.2

127.0
 
25300.0
 

10.7
 

0.7

228000
 

3.5

79.9
 

198000
 

-

1

-

7.0 

B
 

B
 

B
 

U
 

U
 

U
 

C 

UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT 

ucket #11 ucket #13 ucket #15 Untreated 
DABA02 DABA03 DABA04 Sediment 
8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 Average 

64000 7050.0 6S10.0 6970.0 
12.7 B 13.0 B 9.4 B 11.6 
49.1 56.8 52.7 54.1 
253.0 712.0 797.0 617.8 
2.4 B 2.2 B 2.6 B 2.5 

137.0 144.0 142.0 147.0 
106000.0 116000.0 117000.0 112000.0 

209.0 227.0 219.0 225.5 
3.6 8 4.3 B 3.8 B 4.1 

1440 184.0 168.0 161.3 
23500.0 25300.0 24100.0 25100.0 
1520.0 1620.0 1570.0 1630.0 

38700.0 42300.0 41200.0 41625.0 
155.0 168.0 175.0 167.3 

0.2 (J 02 U 0.2 U 0.2 
105.0 113.0 141.0 121.5 

21400.0 24200.0 23900.0 23700.0 
10.4 15.2 13.9 12.6 

0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7
 
198000 219000 214000 214750.0
 

3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5
 
71.4 78.4 75.6 76.3
 

170000 18000.0 17400.0 18050.0
 

-
-

12 CP 21 C 1 YP 11 

16 YJP 0.89 J - 0.22 

- -

14 22 4.0 11 

BATCH #2 
TCLP Method 1311 

M2S1 M2S2 M2S3 
DA8A07 DABA27 DABA47 
18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 

2630.0 538.0 3430.0 
22.8 B 23.0 B 20.0 B 
7.4 B 8.5 B 6.1 B 

705.0 574.0 727.0 
3.2 B 1.5 B 4.2 B 

133.0 S5.6 211.0 
1300000 1880000 1450000 

180.0 72.4 223.0 
53.2 56.8 60.0 
921.0 •, 453.0 1020.0 
4280.0 235.0 2900.0 
478.0 78.1 624.0 

177000.0 216000.0 195000.0 
40600.0 54500.0 44500.0 

5.7 0.2 U 1.8 
394.0 350.0 411.0 

52100.0 63800.0 57200.0 
26.4 24.8 26.8 

5.2 B 0.7 U 0.7 U 
291000 322000 318000 

3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 
202 B 15.4 B 19.7 B 

21900.0 15300.0 25600.0 

-
- -

-
24 YP 51 C 31 CP 

-
1.9 YJ 7.2 Y -

- -

26 58 31 

M2
 
TCLP
 

Average
 

2199.3
 
21.9
 

6.7
 
668.7
 

3.0
 
133.2
 

1543333.3
 
158.5 
56.7 
798.0 

2471.7 
393.4 

196000.0 
46533.3 

2.6 
385.0 

57700.0 
26.0 

2.2 
310333.3 

3.5 
18.4 

20933.3 

-
-
-

353 
-

3.0 

-

38 

M2B1 

QABA08 
18-Jan-96 

7540.0 
18.2
12.9 

860.0 
5.4 

122.0 
1130000 

381.0 
39.3

468.0 
22300.0 

962.0 
145000.0 
35300.0 

2.4 
318.0
 

451000
 
19.1
 

2.8

267000
 

3.5

27.9


183000
 

•

34

3

37 

B 

B 

B 

U
 
B
 

C
 

 YJ
 

BATCH #2 V 
TCLP Cage Method 

M2B2 M2B3 M2 
OABA2S OABA48 Caae 
18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 

2620.0 3140.0 4433.3 
14.3 B 15.8 B 16.1 
16.3 9.1 B 12.8 

861.0 938.0 886.3 
3.3 B 3.8 B 4.2 
53.4 154.0 U 109.6 

1280000 1240000 1216666.7 
209.0 199.0 263.0 
43.2 B 50.3 44.3 
138.0 897.0 501.0 

12100.0 4900.0 13100.0 
428.0 552.0 647.3 

165000.0 170000.0 160000.0 
38000.0 39200.0 37500.0 

0.2 6.1 2.9 
316.0 380.0 338.0 

50000.0 49700.0 48266.7 
17.6 19.0 18.6 
0.7 U 5.1 B 2.9 

2B5000 288000 280000.0 
3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 

20.6 B 17.4 B 22.0 
16800.0 213000 18800.0 

-
-

34 C 38 C 353 
-• 

2.2	 JY 10 C 5.1 
- -

36 48 40 



N«« Bedford Harbor Superfund Site • Hot Spot Sediments 
Bench Scale Treatability Study 

UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT 

FIELD ID* cket*11 cket#11 cke1#15 
SAMPLE ID* ABA01 DABA02 DABA03 DABA04 
DATE SAMPLED: -Jan-96 8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 

COMP6UND 
Phenol - - - 2 J 
bls(2-Chloroethyl) ether - - - -
2-CWorophenol 3 J 2 J 
1.3-Oichlorobenzene 48 16 J 29 68 

1,4-Oichlorobenzene 140 66 110 94 D 
1,2-Dlchlorobenzene 1 J - 2 J 2 J 
2-Ma-thylphenol - -
2.2'-Oxybis (1-chloropropane) - - -

4-Melhylpheno; - -
-Nitroso-di-n-propylamine 3 J 

Hexachloroethane - -
Nitrobenzene 
Isophorone 
2-Nitrophenol 
2.4-Dimethyfphenol 
bis(2-Chloroelhoxy)methane -
2.4-Dicniorophenol 13 J 8 J 14 J 18 J 
1 2.4-Trichlorobenzene 7 J 2 J 6 J 
Naphthalene -
4-Chloroaniline 
Hexachlorobutadiene - - -

4-Chloro-3-Methylprienol 4 J 3 J 
2-M«thylnaphth8lene 
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene - -
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 
2,4.5-Trtchloropnenol -
2-Chloronaphthalene - -
2-Nitroanillne -
Oimethylphthalale -

Acenaphthylene -
2.6-Dinitrotoluene 
3-Nltroaniline .-

Acenaphthene 3 J 2 J 
2.4-Dinitrophenel - -

4-Nilrophenol 2 J 6 J 
Jibenzo/uran 

2 4-Dinitrotolvjene 3 J 
^ethylphirialate 

4-Chlorophenyl-pnenyleiner 
Fluorene 
4-Nitroaniline -

*l-nitrosodiprienylarriine(1 ) -

4-Bromophenyl-phenylelher 
Hexachlorobenzene 
Pentachlorophenol 
Phenanthrene -
Anthracene -
Carbazole „ „ _ 

Di-n-butylphthalate - - 9 J 
Fluoranthene - -

Pyrm. 3 J - - 6 J 
Butylbenzylphthalate - - - -
3,3'.Dichlorobenzidine - - -
Benzo(a)anthracene - - - -• 
Chrysene 

_ _ _ _ 

Bij(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate _ _ _ -

Ol-n-octylphlhalata .. -

Benzo(b)fluoranthene - -
Benzo(k)fluofanthene - - -
Benzo(8)pyrene - - -
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene - -
Dibenz(a.h)anthracene -. _ -

8enzo(g,h,l)perytene - - -

ntreated 
Sediment 
Average 

2 
-

1.25 
40.25 
102.5 
1.25 

-
-
-

0.75 

-

M3S1
DABA09 
8-Jan-96 

5
-

30 
110 

2 
-• 
-
-

-

MARCOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
BATCH #3 

TCLP Method 1311 
I 

J 

J 

M3S2 
DABA29 

18-Jan-96 

8 J 
-
-
15 J 
62 
1 J 
-
-
2 J 
-

-

M3S3 
DABA49 

18-Jan-96 

-

-
-
22
110 

-
-
-

J 

M3 
TCLP 

Averags 

4.3 
-
-

22.3 

94.0 

1.0 
-

0.7 

-

"M3B1
DABA10 

18-Jan-96 

-
-

14
64 
-

-
-

MARCOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
BATCH « 

TCLP Cage Method 
I 

J 

M3B2 
DABA30 

18-Jan-96 

-

22 
87 
-
-

3 J 

M3B3 
DABA50 

18-J3H-96 

-

-
-

-

-

M3 
Cage 

Average 

-
-
-

120 
50.3 

-
-

1 0 

1325 
37  5 

1.75 

-

-

1 25 

2 

07  5 

4

-
-
-
-
-

-
-

-

J 3

-
-

-
-
-
-
-

-
-

-

J 6

-
-

-

-
" 

-
-

J 4 j 

-

" 

" 

-• 
-

-

-

-

-

-

-
-
-

-

4

-

-

-

J 

-

-

" 

1 3 

~ 

" 
-

-

-

•

-

— 
2.25 

-
2.25 

-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-
-

-

-
_ 

17
-
-
-
-
-
-

8
-

-
•
-
-
-

J 

Z 

-

-
-
-
.. 

10
-
-
-
-
-
-

7
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

J 

J 

-

-

-

— 
18
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-
-
-
-

J 
— 

15.0 

-
-
-
-• 
-
-

5.0 
-

-
~ 
-
-
-• 

-

-
12
— 
-
-
-

-

-
~ 
-
-

J 

-

— 

3
-
-
-
-

-
2
-

-

-
-
-

J 

J 

— 

-
-
-
17
-
-
12
23
18

14
-

12
14

 J 

J 
J 
J 

J 

J 
J 

" 

~ 

" 
— 

5.0 

— 
-

5.7 

~ 
-

4.0 
8.3 
6.0 

-
4.7 

~~ 
-

4.0 
4  7 

4
 



f 'ora Harbor superrund site - Hot spm beoimems m 
,cale Treatabllity Study f 

~" MARCO, . cNVIRONMENTAL MARCOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT 

FIELD 10 *: ucket #1 1 ucket #11 ucket#13 ucket #15 
SAMPLE 10 #: DABA01 DABA02 DABA03 DABA04 
DATE SAMPLED: B-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 a-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 

INORGANIC ANALYTES 
lurrinurn 7520.0 6400.0 7050.0 6910.0 

Antimony 11.4 B 12.7 B 13.0 B 9.4 B 
Arsenic 57.7 49.1 56.8 52.7 

Barium 709.0 253.0 712.0 797.0 
Beryllium 26 B 2.4 B 2.2 B 2.6 B 
Cadmium 165.0 137.0 144.0 142.0 
Caldum 109000.0 106000.0 116000.0 117000.0 

Chromium 247.0 209.0 227.0 219.0 
Cobalt 4.5 B 3.6 B 4.3 B 3.9 B 
Copper 169.0 144.0 164.0 168.0 
Iran 27500.0 23500.0 25300.0 241000 
Lead 1810.0 1520.0 1620.0 1570.0 
Magnesium 44300.0 38700.0 42300.0 41200.0 
Manganese 171.0 155.0 168.0 175.0 
Mercury 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 
Nickel 127.0 105.0 113.0 141.0 
Potassium 25300 0 214000 24200.0 23900.0 
Selenium 10.7 10.4 15.2 13.9 

Silver 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 
Sodium 228000 198000 219000 214000 
Thallium 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 
Vanadium 79.9 71.4 78.4 75.6 

Zinc 198000 170000 18000.0 17400.0 

PCB» 
Aroclor-1016 
Aroclor-1221 - -

Arodor-1232 _ -

Arodor-1212 7 C 12 CP 21 C 4 YP 
Arodor.124B 
Aroclor-1254 1 6 YJP 0.39 J -

Arodor-1260 -

Total PCBs 70 14 22 4.0 

BATCH « BATCH «3 
TCLP Method 1311 TCLP Cage Method 

Untreated M33l M3S2 M3S3 M3 f£381 M3B2 M3B3 M3 
Sediment DABA09 DABA29 DABA49 TCLP DABA10 DABA30 DABA50 Cage 
Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 

6970.0 511.0 514.0 286.0 437.7 1480.0 416.0 404.0 766.7 
11.8 15.0 B 15.9 B 7.9 B 12.9 17.3 B 19.7 B 11.9 B 16.3 
54.1 9.3 B 6.3 B 10.0 8.5 6.9 B 5.0 B 3.0 U 5.0 

617.8 592.0 571.0 439.0 534.0 658.0 323.0 736.0 572.3 
2.5 1.5 B 1.1 B 0.3 U 1.0 2.5 B 1.0 B 1.1 B 1.5 

147.0 35.3 68.4 0.2 U 34.6 36.5 4.0 B 19.4 20.0 

112000.0 .1770000 1710000 742000 1407333.3 1520000 694000 1550000 1254666.7 
225.5 78.2 79.5 19.9 59.2 145.0 15.7 338 64.8 

4.1 60.7 55.2 5.8 B 40.6 59.9 11.7 B 39.9 B 37.2 

161.3 721.0 .. 538.0 805.0 688.0 532.0 208.0 436.0 392.0 
25100.0 246.0 231.0 10.9 U 172.6 2240.0 10.9 U 65.5 B 772.1 
1630.0 103.0 97.1 1.6 U 67.2 161.0 10.5 16.6 62.7 

41625.0 215000.0 216000.0 47600.0 159533.3 193000.0 63900.0 174000.0 143633.3 
167.3 54600.0 50900.0 203.0 35234.3 39000.0 12900.0 39600.0 30500.0 
0.2 2.9 0.2 0.2 U 1.1 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 

121 5 317.0 331.0 25.2 B 224.4 346.0 73.5 207.0 208.8 
23700.0 59700.0 56000.0 65200.0 60300.0 52400.0 56000.0 46000.0 51466.7 

126 25.0 19.2 15.6 19.9 25.7 19.9 17.5 21.0 
0.7 4.1 B 0.7 U 0.7 U 1.8 1.6 B 0.7 . U 0.7 U 1.0 

214750.0 303000 288000 1080000 557000.0 266000 1120000 227000 537666.7 
3.5 3.5 U 3.5 U 4.3 B 3.8 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 
76.3 16.0 B 15.4 B 40.0 B 23.8 14.8 B 18.5 B 15.6 B 16.3 

18050.0 14400.0 16300.0 5.9 B 10235.3 16300.0 1190.0 5080.0 7523.3 

- - - -
.. -

11 48 C 50 C 29 CP 41 7 36 C 32 C 32 C 333 

0.22 3.9 Y 3.7 YJ 4.5 Y 4.0 3.2 Y 5 Y 22 YJ 3.5 

- - - - - -

11 50 54 34 46 39 37 34 37 
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New Bedford Harbor Supertund Site • Hot Spot Sediments 
Bench Scale Treatability Study 

FIELD 10 #: 
SAMPLE ID #: 
DATE SAMPLED: 
COMPOUND 
Phenol 
bis(2-Chloroethyl) ether 
2-Chlorophenol 
1 ,3-Dichlorobenzene 
1 ,4-Olchlorobenzene 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
2-Methylphenol 
2.2'-Oxybls (1-chloropropane) 
4-Methylphenol 
N-Nitroso-di-n-propylamine 
Hexachloroethane 
Nitrobenzene 
Isophorone 
2-Nitrophenol 
2,4-Dimethylpheno! 
bis(2-Chloroethoxy)methane 
2,4-Dichlorophenol 
1,2 4-Trichlorobenzene
 
Naphlhalene
 
4-Chloroaniline 
Hexachlorobutadiene 
4-Chloro-3-Methylpnenol 
2-Methylnaphthalene 
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
2,4.6-Trichlorophenol 
2.4,5-Trichlorophenol
 
2-Chloronaphthalene
 
2-Nitroaniline
 
Dimethylphthalate
 
Acenaphlhylene
 
2.6-Dinilrotoluene
 
3-Nilro aniline
 
Acenaphthene
 
2,4-Dinitrophenol
 
4-Nitrophenol
 
)ibenzofuran 

2.4-Dinnrololuer.e 
Dieihyipninaiaie 
4-Chlorophenyl-phenylelher 
Fiuorene 
4-Nitroaniiine 
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol 
N-nitrosodiphenylamme(1 ) 
4-Bromophenyl-phenylether 
Hexachlorobenzene 
Pehtachlorophenol 
Phenanlhrene 
Anthracene 
Carbazola 
Dl-n-butylphthalale 
Fluoranthene 
Pyrene 
Butylbenzylphtnalate 
3,3'-Oichlorobenzidine 
Benzo(a)antnracene 
Chrysene 
Bls(2-ethylhexyl)ph(halale 
Dl-n-octylphthalate 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
lndeno(1.2,3-cd)pyrane 
Dit»nz(a,h)anthracene 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 

ckel #1 1 
ABA01 

S-Jan-96 

-

3 J 
48 
140 

1 J 

-

-

-
-

13 J 
7 J 

-

4 J 

-

-

3 J 

2 J 

-
-
„ 

-
-
3 J 
-
-

-
-

-
-

Foster Wheeler Environmental Foster Wheeler Environmental 
UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT BATCH #1 BATCH #1 

TCLP Method 1311 TCLP Cage Method 
jcket#n u ckel #13 u ckel #15 Untreated E1S1 E1S2 E1S3 FW1 -•E1B1 E1B2 E1B3 FW1 
DABA02 DABA03 DABA04 Sediment DABA11 DABA31 DABA51 TCLP DABA12 DABA32 DABA52 Cage 
8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 

- 2 J 2 3 J 7 J 4 J 4.7 _ - 2 J 07 
- - - - - - - - -

- 2 J 1.25 - - - - -. 
16 J 29 68 40.25 49 41 55 48.3 8 J 4 J 20 J 10.7 
66 110 94 D 1025 200 D 160 160 D 173.3 39 15 J 84 46 0 

2 J 2 J 1.25 3 J 3 J 3 J 3.0 - 1 J 0.3 
- - - - -
- - - - -• - -

- - - 6 J 13 J 6 J 8.3 - 5 J 4 J 3.0 
- - 3 J 0.75 - - - -

- - - - - - -
- - -

• - -
- - - - - -

-
- -. -

8 J 14 j ia j 13.25 
2 J 6 J 3 7  5 d J 4 J S j 4  3 2 J 0 7 

-
- -

- - - - -
3 J 1 75 -

- - - - - -
- -

- -

-
- -

- -
- -

- -
-

2 J 1 25 -
-

6 J 2 

3 J 0 7  5 
3 J 1 0 2 J 0 7 

-
- . - -

- - - - -
- - - -

-
-

- - - -
- - - - - - -

- - - - - • - - -
- _ - - - _ -

_ 
- - - -

- - 9 J 2.25 5 J 3 J 2.7 16 J - 5.3 
- - - - - - -
- 6 J 2.25 - - - - - - -
- - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - -
~ - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - ~ 
- 16 JZ 14 Z 4 Z 11.3 3 ZJ • 15 J 6.0 

- - - - - - - -
- - - - - -• - -

- - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - -



- -

-
- -

-

--
-

--

-
-- -

-

-

-

-

-

-

-
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• ord Harbor Superfund Site - Mot Spot Sediments 

_, -ale Treatabllity Study 
FosS. jeler Environmental Foster Wheeler Environmental \ 

FIELD ID* 
SAMPLE ID* 
DATE SAMPLED: 

INORGANIC ANALYTES 
Aluminum 
Antimony 
Arsenic 
Barium 
leryiuum 

Cadmium 
Caldum 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

PCBs 
Arodor-1016 
Aroclor-1221 
Arodor-1232 
Arodor-1242 
Aroclor-1248 
Aroclor-1254 
Aroclor-1260 

Total PCBs 

ucket #1 1 
DABA01 
8-Jan-96 

7520.0 
11.4

57.7 

709.0 
2.6

165.0 
109000.0 

247.0 
4.5

169.0 
27500.0 
1810.0 

44300 0 
171.0 
02

127.0 
25300.0 

10.7 

0.7
228000 

3.5
79.9 

19800.0 

7

7.0 

B
 

B
 

B
 

U
 

U
 

U
 

C
 

UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT 

ucket #1 1 ucket #13 ucket #15 Untreated 
DABA02 DABA03 DABA04 Sediment 
8-Jan-96 B-Jan-96 S-Jan-96 Average 

64000 7050.0 6910.0 6970.0 
12.7 8 13.0 B 9.4 B 11.6 
49.1 56.6 52.7 54.1 

253.0 712.0 797.0 617.8 
2.4 B 2.2 B 2.6 B 2.5 

137.0 144.0 142.0 147.0 
106000.0 116000.0 117000.0 112000.0 

2090 227.0 219.0 2255 
3.6 B 4.3 B 3.9 B 4.1 

144.0 164.0 168.0 161.3 
23500.0 25300.0 24100.0 25100.0 
1520.0 1620.0 1570.0 1630.0 

38700.0 42300.0 41200.0 41625.0 
155.0 1680 175.0 167.3 
0.2 U 0.2 U 02 U 0.2 

105.0 113.0 141.0 121 5 
214000 24200.0 23900.0 23700.0 

10.4 15.2 13.9 12.6 

0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 
198000 219000 214000 214750.0 

35 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 
71.4 78.4 75.6 76.3 

17000.0 18000.0 17400.0 18050.0 

-
.. — 

12 CP 21 C 4 YP 11 

16 YJP 0.89 J 0.22 

14 22 4.0 11 

BATCH #1 BATCH #1 
TCLP Method 1311 TCLP Cage Method 

E1S1 E1S2 E1S3 FW1 E1B1 E1B2 E1B3 FW1 
DABA11 DABA31 DABA51 TCLP D&BA12 DABA32 DABA52 Cage 
18-Jan-96 18-Oan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 

947.0 843.0 1050.0 946.7 4100.0 45600 1270.0 3310.0 
2.0 B 1.8 U 3.2 B 2.3 3.8 B 7.1 B 7.1 B 6,0 
3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.2 B 3.1 

1220.0 1170.0 1260.0 1216.7 715.0 1200.0 1660.0 1191.7 
0.3 U 0.5 B 0.7 B 0.5 0.9 B 0.9 B 1.5 B 1.1 
0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 10.5 19.0 72.3 33.9 

1910000 2040000 2010000 1986666.7 471000.0 506000 1630000 869000.0 
17.1 19.4 19.4 18.6 69.8 92.7 56.7 73.1 
a.o B 7.8 B 7.6 B 7.8 2.9 B 5.5 B 21.7 B 10.0 

730.0 •. 693.0 770.0 731.0 156.0 469.0 396.0 340.3 
13.8 B 24.6 B 31.0 B 23.1 3900.0 4220.0 894.0 3004.7 
2.2 B 1.6 U 1.6 U 1.8 146.0 179.0 63.6 129.5 

674.0 B 1130.0 B 643.0 B 815.7 9560.0 11200.0 49000.0 21253.3 
12.0 B 10.1 B 1.0 B 7.7 2270 286.0 11200 544.3 
0.2 U 0.2 U 02 U 0.2 0.2 U 0.4 0.5 0.3 

89.3 83.0 84.9 85.7 39.7 B 67.1 220.0 108.9 
98100.0 99900.0 103000.0 1003333 55100.0 57900.0 83500.0 65500 0 

18.8 16.2 15.7 16,9 12.9 11.4 10.9 11.7 

0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 0.7 U 0.7 B 2.2 B 1.2 
236000 245000 241000 240666.7 137000 149000 199000 161666.7 

3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 3.5 U 5.2 U 3.5 U 4.1 
46.0 B 60.7 45.1 B 50.6 16.2 B 10.1 B 15.2 B 13.8 

20.6 10.9 B 6.7 B 12.7 1410.0 2610.0 8740.0 4253.3 

.. .. 

5 28 YP 49 C 27.3 29 Y 38 C 88 Y 51.7 

-- - 1 YJ 2 1 YJ 56 Y 29 

- " -- -

5 28 49 27 30 40 94 55 



New Bedford Harbor Superfund Site - Hot Spot Sediments 
Bench Scale Trealabilily Sludy 

Foster Wheeler Environmental 
UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT BATCH #2 

TCLP Method 1311 

FIELD ID #: cket 1*1 1 u cket #11 ucXet#13 uckel#15 Untreated E2S1 E2S2 E2S3 
SAMPLE ID *: DABA01 DABA02 DABA03 DABA04 Sediment DABA13 DABA33 DABA53 
DATE SAMPLED: 8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 

COMPOUND 
Phenol - 2 J 2 4 J 6 J -
bis(2-Chloroethyl) ether - - - - - -
2-Chlorophenol 3 J - 2 J 1.25 - -
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 48 16 J 29 68 40.25 68 39 34 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 140 66 110 94 D 102.5 180 D 150 130 
1.2-Dichlorobenzene 1 J 2 J 2 J 1.25 3 J 2 J 
2-Methylphenol - - - -
2.2'-Oxybl§ (1-chloropropane) - - - 2 J -
4-MeUiylphenol - - 6 J 11 J 

-Nitroso-di-n-propylamine - •• 3 J 0.75 -
Hexachloroethane - -. 
Nitrobenzene - - - -
Isophorone - -
2-Nitrophenol 
2.4-Dimethylpnenol 3 J 
bis(2-Chloroethoxy)me!hane 
2.4-Dichlorophenol 13 J 8 J 14 J 18 J ' 32  5 
1 ,2.4-Tnchlorobenzene 7 J 2 J 6 J 3 7  5 4 J 4 J 4 J 

Naphthalene 
4-Chioroaniiine - --
Haxachlorobutadiene -

4-Chloro-3-Methylphenol 4 J 3 J 1 75 -
2-Methylnaphthalene - - -

Hexachlorocyclopentadiene -
2.4.6-Trichlorophenol 
2,4.5-Trlchlorophenol 
2-Cnloronaphthalene 
2-Nllroaniline - -

Omethylphlhalale -

Acenaphthylene -
2.6-Dinitrotoluene - -

3-Nltroanlllno 
Actnaphlhene 3 J 2 J 125 -

2.4-Dinitrophenol -

4-Nitrophenol 2 J 6 J 2 
Jibenzofuran 

2.4-Dinitrotoluene 3 J 075 
Diethylphthalate 2 J 
4-Chlorophenyl-phenylether 
Fluorene 
4-Nitroaniline .. 

4.6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol - -
N-nitrosodiphenytamme{ 1 ) - -
4-Bromophenyl-phenylether 
Hexachlorobenzene 
Pentachlorophenol 8 J 
Phenanthrene - - -

Anthracene - -. -

Carbazole .. _ - -

Di-n-bulylphthalate 9 J 225 3 J 4 J 4 J 
;luoranthene - - --

Pyrene 3 J 6 J 2.25 - -
Butylbenzylphthalate - - •
S.J'-Dichlorobenzldme - - -
Benzo(a)anthracene - - - - -
Chrysene - - - - - -
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate - 7 Z 6 Z 4 Z 
Di-n-octylphthalate - - -
Benzo(b)lluoranthene - - - " 

Benzo(a)pyrene „ 
_ 

-

lndeno(1.2.3<d)pyrena - - - - -
Dibenz(a,h)anthracena .- - - -. - - - -

Benzo(g,h.i)perylene - - - - - ' - -

FW2 
TCLP 

Average 

3.3 

-
47.0 
153.3 

1 7 

0.7 
5.7 
-
-

DABA14 
18-Jan-96 

-
-

22 
84 
-
-

4

-

Foster Wheeler Environmental 
BATCH #2 

TCLP Cage Method 

J 

E2B2 
DABA15 

18-Jan-96 

-
-

17 J 
68 
1 J 
3 J 

E2B3 
DABA54 

18-Jan-96 

2
11

-

-

J 
J 

FW2 
Cage 

Average 

13.7 
54.3 
0  3 
1.0 

1.3 
-

-

1 0 

4  0 3 J 2
-

J 1 7 

- -

-

-

0  7 

-

-

-

2  7 

-
-
-

.

3  7 4 J 17 J 10 J 103 

-

-
-

5.7 

•

-
-

-

-
-

-

" 

91 

-

-
-

30.3 

-
-

-

-
-

-

.. 

-
- -

-

-

-



-

-

-

-

--

-
-

--
-

-

-
-

-
-

-

-
-

-
--

-
-

-

ord Harbor Superfund Site - Hot Spot Sediments 
_/cale Trealabiiity Study 

FIELD ID #: 
SAMPLE ID*: 
DATE SAMPLED: 

INORGANIC ANALYTES 
Aluminum 
Antimony 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 

Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potauium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

PCBi 
Aroclor-1016 
Aroclor-1221 
Arodor-1232 
Arodor-1242 
Arodor-1248 
Aroclor-1254 
Arodor-1260 

Total PC8s 

ucket *11 
DABA01 
8-Jan-96 

7520.0 
11.4

57.7 
709.0 
2.6

165.0 
109000.0 

247.0 
4.5

169.0 
27500.0 
18100 

44300.0 
171.0
 
0.2


127.0
 
25300 0
 

10.7
 
0.7


228000
 
3.5

79.9
 

19800.0
 

7

-

70 

B 

B 

B 

U 

U
 

U
 

C
 

UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT 

ucket #1 1 ucket #13 ucket #15 Untreated 
DABA02 DABA03 DABA04 Sediment 
8-Jan-95 8-Jan-96 B-Jan-96 Average 

6400.0 7050.0 6910.0 6970.0 
12.7 B 13.0 B 9.4 B 11.6 

49.1 56.8 52.7 54.1 
2530 712.0 797.0 617.8 

2.4 B 2.2 B 2.6 B 2.5 
137.0 144.0 142.0 147.0 

106000.0 116000.0 117000.0 112000.0 
209.0 227.0 219.0 225.5 

36 B 4.3 B 3.9 B 4.1 
144.0 164.0 168.0 161.3 

23500.0 25300.0 24100.0 25100.0 
1520.0 1620.0 1670.0 1630.0 

38700.0 42300.0 41200.0 41625.0 
155.0 168.0 175.0 167.3 
0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 

105.0 113.0 141.0 121.5 
21400.0 24200.0 23900.0 23700.0 

10.4 15.2 13.9 12.6 
0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 

198000 219000 214000 214750.0 
3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 
71.4 78.4 75.6 76.3 

17000.0 18000.0 17400.0 18050.0 

12 CP 21 C 4 YP 11 
_ 

1.6	 YJP 0.89 J -- 0.22 

-

14 22 4.0 11 

Foster Wheeler Environmental 
BATCH « 

TCLP Method 1311 
£2S1 E2S2 E2S3 

DABA13 DABA33 DABA53 
1B-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 l8-Jan-96 

756.0 622.0 1620.0 
2.1 B 1.9 B 2.1 B 
3.0 u 4.2 B 3.0 U 

1070.0 1060.0 1490.0 
0.8 B 0.8 B 0.3 U 
0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 

2010000 2090000 907000 
19.3 20.8 21.7 
7.7 B 7.6 B 5.3 B 

543.0 , 700.0 934.0 
29.4 B 28.0 B 49.7 B 
1.7 B 3.0 B 6.1 

1380.0 B 1900.0 B 43.6 B 
4.4 B 4.0 B 0.9 B 
0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 
70.4 . 81.2 75.1
 

95200.0 95600.0 125000.0
 
18.9 18.6 8.4 
0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 

229000 228000 1140000 
3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 
77.6 86.0 10.1 B 
21.3 4.9 B 24.8 

_ 

2.6 53 YP 43 C 

-

3 53 43 

FW2
 
TCLP
 

Average
 

999.3 
2.0 
3.4 

1206.7 
0.6 
0.2 

1669000.0 
20.6 
6.9 

725.7 
35.7 
3.6 

1107.9 
3.1 
0.2 
75.6 

105266.7 
15.3 
0.7 

532333.3 
3.5 
57.9 
17.0 

-
-

32.9 
-
-

-

33 

Foster Wheeler Environmental 
BATCH #2 

TCLP Cage Method 

--E2B1 E2B2 E2B3 FW2 
DABA14 DABA15 DABA54 Cage 
18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 

4570.0 7240.0 4360.0 5390.0 
5.5 B 5.9 B 2.8 B 4.7 
5.7 B 9.0 B 3.0 U 5.9 

1920.0 1880.0 728.0 1509.3 
2.4 B 2.5 B 1 0 B 2.0 
35.8 26.7 18.0 26.8 

1180000 1030000 498000 902666.7 
175.0 308.0 86.1 189.7 
15.6 B 14.1 B 6.2 B 12.0 
60.7 43.4 438.0 180.7 

10700.0 17200.0 4280.0 10725.7 
206.0 276.0 159.0 213.7 
3320.0 29700.0 11100.0 14706.7 
744.0 680.0 292.0 572.0 
0.2 U 0.2 U 0.5 0.3 

113.0 216.0 74.8 134.6 
67000.0 60500.0 53400.0 60300 0 

17.0 147 6.4 12.7 
0.7 U 0.7 U 1.0 B 0.8 

168000 153000 139000 153333.3 
3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 
23.0 B 33.8 B 9.4 B 22.1 

4640.0 4110.0 2270.0 3673.3 

-
- - -

28 PC 8.6 PY 20 Y 1S.9 
_ 

- -
_ 

8.8 PY 0.42 JP 1.1 JY 3.4 
-

37 9 21 22 



New Bedford Harbor Superfund Site - Hot Spot Sediments 
Bench Scale Treatability Study 

FIELD ID #: 
SAMPLE ID *: 
DATE SAMPLED: 
COMPOUND 
Phenol 
bis(2-Cfiloroethyl) ether 
2-Chlorophenol 
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 
1.4-Dichlorobenzene 
1,2-Dlchlorobenzene 
2-Methylphenol 
2,2'-Oxybis (1-chloropropane) 
4-Methylphenol 

-Nitroso-di-n-propylamine 
Hexachloroettiane 
Nitrobenzene 
Isophorone 
2-Nitrophenol 
2,4-Dimethylphenol 
Dis(2-Chloroelhoxy)methane 
2.4-Dichlorophenol 
1 ,2,4-Tricnlorobenzene 
Naphthalene 
4-Chloroaniline 
Hexachlorobutadiene 
4-Chloro-3-Methylphenol 
2-Methylnaphthalene 
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
2,4.6-TrictMorophenol 
2.4.5-Trichlorophenol 
2-Chloronaphthalene 
2-Nilroaniline 
)imethylphthalate
 

Acenaphthylene
 
2,6-Dtnitrotoluene
 
3-Nitroaniline
 
Acenaphthene
 
2,4-Dinitrophenol
 
4-Nitrophenol
 
Vibenzofuran
 

2.4-Dtnitrololuene
 

4-Chlorophenyl-pnenylelher 
Fluorene 
4-Nitroaniline 
4,6-Dinitro-2-melhy!prienol 
N-nitrosodiphenylamme(1 ) 
4-Bromophenyl-prienylether 
Hexachlorobenzene 
Pentachlorophenol 
Phenanthrene 
Anthracene 
Carbazole 
Di-n-butylphthalate 
:luoranthene 
Pyrene 
Butylbenzylphthalale 
3,3'-Oichlorobenzidine 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Chrysene 
Bis(2-«thylhexyl)pMhalate 
Di-n-octylphthalate 
3enzo(b)fluoranthene
 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene
 
Benzo(a)pyrene
 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Dlbenz(a,h)anthracene 
Benzo(g,h.i)perylene 

cket#11 
DABA01 
8-Jan-96 

-
-
3 J 
48 
140 

1 J 

-

-

-
13 J 
7 J 

4 J 
-

3 J 
.
2 J 

3 J 
-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-

-

UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT 

ticket #11 
DABA02 
8-Jan-96 

ucket#13 
DABA03 
8-Jan-96 

ucket#15 
DABA04 
8-Jan-96 

Untreated 
Sediment 
Average 

E3S1 

DABA16 
18-Jan-96 

Foster Wheeler Environmental 
BATCH #3 

TCLP Method 1311 
63S2 

DABA35 
18-Jan-96 

E3S3 
DABA55 

18-Jan-96 

FW3 
TCLP 

Average 

-E3B1 
DABA17 

18-Jan-96 

Foster Wheeler Environmental 
BATCH #3 

TCLP Cage Method 

E3B2 
DABA36 

18-Jan-96 

E3B3 
DABA56 

18-Jan-96 

FW3 
Cage 

Average 

- 2 J 2 4 J 5 J - 3.0 
_ .. _ 

- - - - - - - - - - -

- 2 J 1.25 - - - - - - -
16 J 29 68 40.25 34 37 36 J 35.7 24 44 7 J 250 
66 110 94 D 102.5 120 3 J 140 87.7 90 150 34 91.3 

2 J 2 J 1.25 - 11 J 3 J 4.7 2 J 4 J - 2  0 
- - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - -
- - - 6 J - 12 J 6.0 2 J 3 J 1 7 

3 J 075 - - - - -
- - - - - -

- - - - - - -
- - - - -

- - - - -
3 J 1 0 

-
8 J 14 J 18 J 1325 -

2 J 6 J 37  5 4 J 4 J 4 J 4  0 2 J 5 J 2  3 
- - - -
- •• - - -

- - - -
_ _ 

3 J 1.75 - - - -
- - - - - - -
- - - ~ 

- - - -
-
-

- - -
- - - -

- - -
- - - -

- -
2 J 1 25 - 3 J 1 0 

-
6 J 2 

.

3 J 0 7  5 

.

-
- - - -

-

-
- •

- - - -
- - - - -

~ .- - . - - -

- 9 J 2.25 - - - - - -
* _ .- " - -

- 6 J 2.25 - - -
- - - - - - - -
- - - - - - •• - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - .8 J - 2.7 2 ZJ 3 J 4 J 3.0 

- - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - -



-

-

-

--

f \>rd Harbor Superfund Site - Hoi Spot Sediments 
.̂eale Treatability Study 

Fetter vvnealer Environmental Foster Wheeler Environmental 

FIELD ID #: 
SAMPLE 10 *: 
DATE SAMPLED; 

INORGANIC ANALYTES 
Aluminum 
Antimony 
AnMnte 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
/hremlum 
/obalt 

Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

PCBs 
ArodOr-1016 
Arodor-1221 
Arador-1232 
Arodor-t242 
Arodor-1248 
Arodor-1254 
Arodor-1260 ' 

Total PCBs 

UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT 

ucket #1 1 ucket #1 1 ucket #13 ucket #15 
DABA01 DABA02 DABA03 OABA04 
8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 a-Jan-96 8 l̂an-96 

7520.0 6400.0 7050.0 6910.0 
11.4 B 12.7 B 13.0 B 9.4 B 
57.7 49.1 56.8 52.7 

709.0 2530 712.0 797.0 
2.6 B 2.4 B 2.2 B 2.8 B 

165.0 137.0 144.0 142.0 
109000.0 106000.0 116000.0 117000.0 

247.0 209.0 227.0 219.0 
4.5 B 3.6 B 4.3 B 3.9 B 

169.0 144.0 164.0 168.0
 
27500.0 23500.0 25300.0 24100.0
 
1810.0 1520.0 1620.0 1570.0
 

44300.0 38700.0 42300.0 41200.0
 
171.0 155.0 168.0 175.0 
0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 LT 0.2 U 

127.0 105.0 1130 141.0
 
25300 0 21400.0 24200 0 23900.0
 

10.7 10.4 15.2 13.9 

0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 
228000 198000 219000 214000 

3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 
79.9 71.4 78.4 75.6
 

19800.0 17000.0 18000.0 17400.0
 

_ 
_ _ -

7 C 12 CP 21 C 4 YP 
.- - 
.. 1.6 YJP 0.89 J 

-

7.0 14 22 4.0 

BATCH #3 BATCH #3 
TCLP Method 1311 TCLP Cage Method 

Untreated E3S1 E3S2 E3S3 FW3 ^£381 E3B2 E3B3 FW3 
Sediment DABA1S DABA3S DABA55 TCLP DABA17 DABA36 DABA56 Cage 
Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 

6970.0 1260.0 1270.0 1400.0 1310.0 1040.0 1080.0 8680.0 3600.0 
11.6 1.8 U 1.8 U 1.8 U 1.8 1.8 U 1.8 U 6.1 B 3.2 
54.1 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 

617.8 1520.0 1500.0 2260.0 1760.0 1360.0 1170.0 1580.0 1370.0 
2.5 0.4 B 0.3 U 0.5 B 0.4 0.5 B 0.9 B 2.0 B 1.1 

147.0 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 0.2 U 0.2 U 29.8 10.1 

112000.0 1890000 1890000 930000 1570000.0 1850000 1250000 812000 1304000.0 
225.5 13.3 11.1 19.1 14.5 13.4 10.2 290.0 104.5 

4.1 6.9 B 6.8 B 5.3 B 8.3 6.8 B 7.0 B 13.4 B 9.1 
161.3 810.0 ., 781.0 868.0 819.7 297.0 710.0 641.0 549.3 

25100.0 27.9 B 31.3 B 609.0 222.7 67.0 B 118.0 10100.0 34283 
1630.0 3.5 2.1 B 12.4 6.0 3.0 B 5.4 249.0 85.8 

41625.0 176.0 B 228.0 B 75.8 B 159.9 280.0 B 94.3 B 21300.0 7224.8 
167.3 1.4 B 1.5 B 3.3 B 2.1 2.8 B 4.6 B 567.0 191.5 
0.2 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 

121.5 70.7 68.6 69.9 69.7 64.2 97.1 213.0 124.8 
23700.0 109000.0 109000.0 142000.0 120000.0 98900.0 90800.0 64400.0 84700.0 

12.6 11.1 12.0 8.8 10.6 17.7 8.8 11.1 12.5 

0.7 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 
214750.0 226000 230000 1120000 525333.3 212000 197000 143000 1840000 

3.5 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 4.6 U 3.5 U 4.0 B 4.0 
76.3 17.1 B 21.3 B 3.6 B 14.1 21.2 B 8.1 B 17.5 B 15.6 

18050.0 6.5 B 5.8 B 170.0 60.8 15.7 B 13.1 B 3940.0 1322.9 

- - - - - -
- - - - -
- - - - - - - - -
11 5.5 Y 76 C 32 C 37.8 28 Y 34 C 33 C 31.7 

- - - - -
0.22 - 22 Y - 73 12 YJ 5.8 C 1.9 YJ 3.0 

- - - - - • - -

11 5.5 98 32 45 29 40 35 35 



--

--

New Bedford Harbor Superfund Site - Hot Spot Sediments 
Bench Scale Treadability Study 

FIELD ID #: 
SAMPLE ID* 
DATE SAMPLED: 
COMPOUND 
Phenol 
bis(2-Chloroethyl) ether 
2-Chlorophenol 
1 ,3-Oichlorobenzene 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 
1 ,2-Dichlorobenzene 
2-Methylpheno! 
2,2'-Oxybis (1-chloropropane) 
4-Methylphenol 

-Nitroso-di-n-propylamine 
Hexachloroethane 
Nitrobenzene 
Isophorone 
2-Nitrophenol 
2.4-Dimethylphenoi 
bis{2-Chloroethoxy)methane 
2.4-Dichiorophenol 
1 ,2.4-Tnchlorobeniene
 
Naphthalene
 
4-Chloroaniline
 
Haxactilorobuladiene
 
4-Chloro-3-Melhylprienoi
 
2-Methylnaphthalene
 
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene
 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol
 
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol
 
2-Chloronaphthalene
 
2-Nluoaniline
 
Dlmelhylphthalate
 
Acenaphthylene
 
2,6-Dinitrotoluene
 
3-Nitroaniline 
Acenaphthene 
2.4-Dinitrophenoi 
4-Nitrophenol 
Dibenzofuran 
2.4-Dinitrotoluene 
Oiethylpnihalate 
4-Chlorophenyl-phenylether 
'luorene 

4-Nitroanilrne 
4.6-Dinitro-2-melhylpnenol 
N-nitrosodiphenylamne( 1 ) 
4-Bromophenyl-phenyleiher 
lexachlorobenzene
 

Penlachlorophenol
 
'henanthrene
 

Anthracene
 
Carbazole
 
Di-rvbutylphthalate
 
Fluoranthene
 
Pyrene
 
Butylbenzylphthalate
 
3,3'-Dichlorobanzidine
 
Benzo(a)antf>raoene
 
Chrysene
 
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phtha!ate 
Di-n-octylphthalate
 
3enio(b)fluoranthene
 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene
 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
lndeno(1 ,2.3-cd)pyrene 
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 

cket #1 1 
DABA01 
8-Jan-96 

-
-
3 J 

48 
140 

1 J 
-

-

13 J 
7 J 

4 J 
-

-

-

-
-

3 J 
-
2 J 

3 J 

-

-

-

-

World Environmental World Environmental 
UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT BATCH « BATCH #2 

TCLP Method 1311 TCLP Cage Method 
ticket #11 u cket #13 u cket #15 Untreated W2S1 W2S2 W2S3 W2 -W2B1 W2B2 W2B3 W2 
DABA02 DABA03 DABA04 Sediment DABA20 DABA40 DABA59 TCLP DABA21 DABA41 DABA60 Cage 
8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-9S Average 

- 2 J 2 5 J 4 J - 3.0 - - -
- - - - - -
- 2 J 1.25 - -

16 J 29 68 4025 21 18 J 22 203 5 J 8 J 9 J 7  3 
66 110 94 0 102.5 97 84 110 97.0 25 32 44 337 

2 J 2 J 1.25 - - -
- - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - -
- - - 5 J 4 J 4 J 4.3 6 J 2 J 2  7 

3 J 0.75 - -
-

- - -
- - -

-

a i 14 J 18 J 1325 
2 J 6 J 3 7  5 4 J 3 j 4 J 3  7 3 J 2 J 1 7 

- - - -
- -

-

3 J 1.75 - -• 
- -

- - - - -
- - - - - -

- - - - - - - -
-

- - - -
- - - -

- -
- - - -

- - - - -
2 J 1.25 - - - - - - -

- - - - - -
6 J 2 - - - - -• -

- -
3 J 0 7  5 

-
- -
- -

-
- -

- - - -
-• 

-

- - - - - -
- - - -

- .. ~ - -

9 J 2.25 3 J - - 1.0 18 J 6.0 
- -. -. - - - - - - -

- 6 J 2.25 - - - - - -
- - - - - •• - - -
- - - ~ - - • - - -

- - - - -
- - - - - - - ~ -

- 5 J 2 J 5 JZ 4.0 - -• -
- - - - - - - -

- - - - - -
- - - - - -

- - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - ~ -
- - - - - -

- - - • -



-

--

--
-

ord Harbor Superfund Site - Hoi Spot Sediments 
.....ale Trealability Study 

FIELD 10 #: 
SAMPLE ID* 
DATE SAMPLED: 

INORGANIC ANALYTES 
Aluminum 

nttinony 
Araanic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

PCBl 
Arodor-1016 
Arodor-1221 
Arodor-1232 
Aroclor-1242 
Arodor-1248 
Aroclor-1254 
Arodor-1260 

Total PCBs 

ucket #1 1 
DABA01 
8-Jan-96 

7520.0 
11.4

57.7 

709.0 
2.6

165.0 
109000.0 

247.0 
4.5

169.0 
27500.0 
1810.0 

44300.0 
171.0 
0.2

1270 

25300 0 
107 
0.7

228000 
3.5
799 

198000 

-

7

_ 

-

70 

B
 

B
 

B
 

U
 

U
 

U
 

C
 

UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT 

ucket #1 1 ucket #13 ucket #15 Untreated 
DABA02 DABA03 DABA04 Sediment 
8-Jar>96 8-Jan-ee 8-Jan-96 Average 

6400.0 7050.0 6910.0 6970.0 
12.7 B 13.0 B 9.4 B 11.6 

49.1 56.8 52.7 54.1 

253.0 712.0 797.0 617.8 
2.4 B 2.2 B 2.6 B 2.5 

137.0 144.0 142.0 147.0 
106000.0 116000.0 117000.0 ' 112000.0 

209.0 227.0 219.0 225.5 
3.6 B 4.3 B 3.9 B 4.1 

144.0 164.0 168.0 161.3 
23500.0 25300.0 24100.0 25100.0 
1520.0 1620.0 1570.0 1630.0 

38700 0 42300.0 41200.0 41625.0 
155.0 168.0 175.0 1673 

02 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 
1050 1130 141 0 121.5 

214000 24200.0 239000 23700.0 
104 15.2 13.9 12.6 

07 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 

198000 219000 214000 2147500 
35 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 

71.4 78.4 75.6 76.3 

170000 180000 17400.0 10050.0 

12 CP 21 C 4 YP 11 
.. - - -

1.6 YJP 0.89 J - 0.22 

11 14 22 4.0 

World Environmental World Environmental 
BATCH #2 BATCH #2 

TCLP Method 1311 TCLP Cage Method 
W2S1 W2S2 W2S3 W2 W2B1 W2B2 W2B3 W2 

DABA20 DABA40 DABA59 TCLP DABA21 DABA41 DABA60 Cage 
18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 

683.0 662.0 674.0 673.0 4090.0 1690.0 2010.0 25967 
1.8 U 1.8 U 1.8 U 1.8 7.4 B 12.9 B 12.6 B 11.0 

3.0 U 3.1 B 5.4 B 3.8 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 U 3.0 
354.0 419.0 374.0 382.3 300.0 524.0 425.0 416.3 

0.7 B 0.5 B 3.0 U 1.4 0.9 B 1.3 B 1.1 B 1.1 
0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 28.2 82.4 U 58.3 56.3 

2220000 2130000 2070000 2140000.0 690000 1570000 1200000 1153333.3 
13.5 14.6 12.9 13.7 166.0 184.0 113.0 154.3 
3.3 B 2.6 B 3.2 B 3.0 4.9 B 12.0 B 8.3 B 8.4 

1400.0 ., 1300.0 1320.0 1340.0 753.0 1650.0 1070.0 1157.7 
26.1 B 83.0 B 60.6 B 56.6 4520.0 2530.0 2370.0 3140.0 
2.8 B 1.8 U 1.6 U 2.0 375.0 318.0 172.0 288.3 

267.0 B 168.0 B 188.0 B 207.7 10700.0 31900.0 22600 0 21733.3 
0.6 B 2.0 B 0.4 B 1.0 735.0 731.0 539.0 668.3 
0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 0.2 U 1.2 09 0.8 
638 72.0 67.6 67.8 1320 182.0 1370 1503 

61400.0 57500.0 59100.0 59333.3 26900 0 42100.0 37500.0 35500.0 
6.0 10.9 13.8 10.2 13.8 15.2 9.5 12.8 

0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 0.7 U 6.9 B 5.6 B 4.4 
285000 256000 277000 272666.7 134000 187000 178000 166333.3 

3.7 B 3.8 B 3.5 U 3.7 38 B 4.6 B 3.5 U 4.0 
20.2 B 11.6 B 148 B 15.5 16.0 B 14.1 B 12.1 B 14.1 
57 B 12.0 B 90 B 8.9 3480.0 10200.0 73000 69933 

- -
- - - - -

14 Y 18 CP 40 C 240 28 Y 28 C 72 C 42 7 
- - - - - -
1.6 YJ 0.87 JP - 0.8 1.9 YJ 1.2 JY 4.1 YJ 2.4 

" - - -

16 19 40 25 30 29 76 45 



-

-

-

--

-

--

-

-

-

-

-

--

--

--

-

-

-

-

--
--

--

--

--

--

--

--

-

-
-

-
-
-
-
--

--
-

--

--

-

-

-

-
-

-
-
--
-

-

Now Bedford Harbor Superfund Site - Hoi Spot Sediments 
Bench Scale Trealabilily Study 

FIELD ID #: 
SAMPLE ID #: 
DATE SAMPLED: 
COMPOUND 

lenol 
bis(2-Chloroethyl) ether 
2-Chlorophenol 
1,3-Dichlorabenzene 
1.4-Dichlorobenzene 
1.2-Dichlorobenzene 
2-Methylphenol 
2.2'-Oxybis (1-chloropropane) 
4-Methylphenol 
N-Nitroso-dl-n-propylamine 
Hexachloroetnane 
Nitrobenzene 
Isophorone 
2-Nitrophenoi 
2.4-Dimethylpnenol 
bis(2-Chloroethoxy [methane 
2.4-Dichloropnenol 
1.2.4-Trich!crcbe.".zene 
Naphthalene 
4-Chloroaniline 
Hexachlorobutadiene 
4-Criloro-3-Methylphenol 
2-Methylnaphthalene 
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
2.4.6-Trichlorophenol 
2.4,5-Tnchlorophenol 
2-Chloronaphthalene 
2-Nitroaniline 
Dimethylphthalale 
Acenaphthylene 
2.6-Dinitrotoluene 
3-Nitroeniline 
Acenaphthene 
2.4-Dinitrophenol 
4-Nitrophenol 
Dibenzofuran 

2.4-Dinilroto!uene 
Diethylphlhalale 
4-Chlorophenyl-phenylelher 
Fluorene 
4-Nitroaniline 
4.6-Dinitro-2-metnyiphenol 
N-nitrosodiphenylamme{1} 
4-Bromophenyt-phenylether 
Hexachlorobenzene 
Penlachlorophenol 
'henanthrene 

Anthracene 
Carbazole 
Oi-n-butylphthalate 
Ruoranthene 
Pyrena 
Butylbanzylphthalate 
3.3'-Dichlorobenzidine 
)enzo(a)anthracene 
Chryiane 
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)pritha1ate 
Di-n-octylphthalate 
Benzo(b)fiuoranthene 
3enzo(k)fluoranthene 
Benzo(a)pyrane 
lndeno(1 ,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Oibenz(a,h)anthracene 
Benzo(g.h.i)perylene 

UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT 

cket #1 1 ucket #1 1 ucket #13 ucket #15 Untreated 
DABA01 DABA02 DABA03 DABA04 Sediment 
8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 Average 

- - 2 J 2 
- -
3 J - 2 J 125 

48 16 J 29 68 4025 
140 66 110 94 D 1025 

1 J 2 J 2 J 1.25 

- - -
- -

- -
- - 3 J 0.75 
- - -
- - -

13 J R J 14 J 18 J 1325 

7 J 2 J 6 J 3 75 

4 J 3 J 1 75 

-

-

3 J - - 2 J 1 25 

2 J -- 6 J 2 

3 J 0 7 5 

-

- - 9 J 2.25 
_ 

-. .- 

3 J 6 J 225 
•- -- -

-
-

-

World Environmental World Environmental 
BATCH #3 BATCH #3 

TCLP Method 1311 TCLP Cage Method 
W3S1 W3S2 W3S3 W3 W»B1 W3B2 W3B3 W3 

DABA22 DABA23 DABA61 TCLP DABA24 DABA44 DABA62 Cage 
18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 

4 J - - 1.3 - _ _ 
- - _ 

- - - -
38 30 17 J 28.3 7 J 5 J 17 J 97 
140 140 85 121.7 33 19 J 81 44.3 
- - - - 1 J 0.3 

- - -
- - - - - -

5 J 7 J 5 J 5.7 3 J 2 J 1.7 
- - - - - -
- - - .- _ 
- _ 

-

-

4 J 4 J 3 j 3 7 3 J 1 0 
- -

-_ 
-
-

- - -

- - - -
- - - -

- -• 

- -

- - - -
- -

- - -
- - .. 
- -

- - -
-

- -

- -

-
-

- -
- -

- - -
- - -
- - - - - -
_ _ 

- - - - -

3 J - - 1.0 16 J - 5 J 7.0 
_ 

- - - « ~ 
_ 

- .. - - -

- - - - - - -
- - - - - -
- - - - -
• - - - - - -
10 J 29 3 a. 14.0 3 ZJ - 5 J 2  7 

- -
- - - -

- -
- - - -

• - - -
- - - -

- - -



' «<ord Harbor Superfund Sits - Hoi Spot Sediments 
le Treatability Study 

vS^ .nvironmental World Environmental V" V " 
UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT BATCH #1 BATCH #1 

TCLP Method 1311 TCLP Cage Method 
FIELD ID*: 
SAMPLE ID*: 
DATE SAMPLED: 

INORGANIC ANAL YTES 
luminum 

Antimony 
Arsenic 
larium 

Ben/Ilium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 
Sodium 
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

PCBs 
Arodor-1016 
Arodor-1221 
Aroclor-1232 
Arodor-1242 
Aroclor-1248 
Aroclor-1254 
Aroclor-1260 

Total PCBs 

ucket #1 1 
DABA01 
S-Jan-96 

7520.0 
11.4 8 
57.7 

709.0 
2.6 B 

165.0 
109000.0 

247.0 
45 B 

169.0
 
27500.0
 
1810.0
 

44300.0
 
171.0 
0.2 U 

127.0
 
25300.0
 

10.7 
0.7 LI 

228000 
3.5 U 
79.9
 

19800.0
 

-

7 C 
-
-

70 

ucket #1 1 
DASA02 
8-Jan-96 

6400.0 
12.7 B 
49.1 

253.0 
2.4 B 

137.0 
106000.0 

209.0 
3.6 B 

144.0 
23500.0 
1520.0 

38700.0 
155.0 
0.2 U 

105.0
 
21400.0
 

10.4 

0.7 U 
198000 

3.5 U 
71.4
 

17000.0
 

-

-


12 CP 
-

1.6 YJP 

-

14 

ucket #1 3 ucket #15 Untreated W1S1 
DABA03 DABA04 Sediment DABA18 
8-Jan-BS S-Jan-96 Average 18-Jan-96 

7050.0 6910.0 6970.0 635.0 
13.0 B 9.4 B 11.6 1.8 U 
56.8 52.7 54.1 3.0 U 

712.0 797.0 617.8 344.0 
2.2 B 2.6 B 2  5 0.3 B 

144.0 142.0 147.0 0.2 U 
116000.0 117000.0 112000.0 2180000 

227.0 219.0 225.5 14.6 

4.3 B 3.9 B 4.1 3.6 B 
164.0 168.0 161.3 1390.0 

25300.0 24100.0 25100.0 24.6 ' B 
16200 1570.0 1630.0 2.3 B 

42300.0 41200.0 41625.0 333.0 B 
168.0 175.0 167.3 0.6 B 
0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 0.2 U 

113.0 141.0 121.5 72.9 

24200.0 23900.0 23700 0 58800.0 
15.2 13.9 12.6 12.0 

0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 0.7 U 
219000 214000 214750.0 285000 

3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 3.6 B 
78.4 75.6 76.3 21.3 B 

18000.0 17400.0 18050.0 10.7 B 

- -
- - - -

.. -

21 C 4 YP 11 43 C 
_ 

0.89 J - 0.22 2.2 C 

- -

22 4.0 11 45 

W1S2 W1S3 W1 ,̂W1B1 W1B2 W1B3 W1 
DABA38 DABA57 TCLP DABA19 DABA39 DABA58 Cage 
18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 

667.0 664.0 655.3 4080.0 6470.0 4320.0 4956.7 
1.8 U 1.8 U 1.8 14.5 B 9.6 B 7.0 B 10.4 

4.2 B 3.0 U 3.4 3.7 B 3.0 B 3.2 B 3.3 
335.0 609.0 429.3 503.0 701.0 340.0 514.7 
0.3 U 0.6 B 0.4 1.3 B 1.3 B 1.6 B 1.4 
0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 76.6 40.0 31.9 49.5 

2100000 2060000 2113333.3 1500000 819000 785000 1034666.7 
13.9 14.7 14.4 258.0 296.0 152.0 235.3 
3.8 B 2.9 B 3.4 12.4 B 5.7 B 4.1 B 7.4 

1420.0 1250.0 1353.3 1580.0 1300.0 931.0 1270.3 
52.8 B 93.5 B 57.0 4790.0 6590.0 3840.0 5073.3 
4.1 2.2 B 2.9 367.0 B 572.0 398.0 445.7 

275.0 B 189.0 B 265.7 30700.0 15500.0 122000 19466.7 
26 B 1.2 B 1.5 736.0 380.0 2950 470.3 
0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 U 0.2 

68.4 71.4 70.9 217.0 112.0 79.2 136.1 
57300.0 56400.0 57500.0 35900.0 24800.0 310000 30566.7 

18.3 14.5 14.9 7.9 13.2 12.3 11.1 
0.7 U 0.7 U 0.7 6.8 B 0.7 U 1.1 8 2.9 

281000 268000 278000.0 171000 124000 157000 150666.7 
3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 U 3.5 

20.2 B 13.0 B 18.2 18.3 B 20.0 B 14.2 B 17.5 

6.4 B 25.6 14.2 9680.0 5310.0 39800 6323.3 

-
- -• - - - -
- - . -
41 C 36 C 40.0 83 C 43 Y 73 C 663 
- - -

3.7 YJ 2.5 YJ 2  8 6.7 Y 2.5 YJ 6 1 YJ 5.1 

- -• -

45 39 43 90 46 79 71 



--

--

--

--

New Bedford Harbor Superfund Site - Hot Spot Sediments 
Bench Scale Treatability Study 

FIELD ID #: 
SAMPLE ID #: 
DATE SAMPLED: 
COMPOUND 
Phenol 
bis(2-Chloroethyl) ether 
2-Chlorophenol 
1 ,3-Oichlorobenzene 
1 ,4-Dichlorobenzene 
1 ,2-Dichlorobenzene 
2-Metnylp.heool 
2;?-Oxybis (1-cMoropropane) 
4-Methylphengl 
N-Nitroso-dl-n-propylamme 
Hexachloroethane 
Nitrobenzene 
Isophorone 
2-Nilrophenol 
2.4-Oimethytphenol 
b<s(2-Chloroethoxy)methane 
2 4-DiLhloropheno) 
1.2.4-Tnchlorobenzene
 
Naphthalene
 
4-Chloroaniline
 
Hexachlorobutadiene
 
4-Chloro-3-Methylphenol
 
2-Methylnapnthalene
 
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene
 
2.4.6-Trichlorophenol
 
2.4,5-Trichlorophenol
 
2-Chloronaphthaiene
 
2-Nitroanilme
 
Dimelhylphthalate
 
Acenaphthylene
 
2.6-Dinitrotoluene
 
3-Nitroaniline
 
Acanaphlhene
 
2,4-Dinitrophenol
 
4-Nilrophenol
 
Jrbenzofuran 

2.4-Dinitrololucne 
Oiethylphlhalate 
4-Chlorophenyl-phenylether 
'luorene 

4-Nitroaniline 
4,6-Dinitro-2-metnylpheno[ 
N-nitrosodiphenylamine( 1 ) 
4-Bromophenyl-phenylelher 
Hexachlorobenzene 
'enlachlorophenol 
'henanthrene
 

Anthracene
 
Carbazole
 
Ji-n-butylphthalate 

Fluoranthene 
Pyrene 
Butylbenzylphtrialala 
3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Chrysene 
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 
Dt-n-octy!phthalaie 
Benzo(b)tluoranthene
 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene
 
Benzo(a)pyrene
 
lndeno(1.2.3-cd)pyrene
 
Dibenz(a.h)anthracene
 
Bonzo(g,h,l)perylene 

uckel #1 1 
DABA01 
8-Jan-96 

3 J 
48 
140 

1 J 
-

-
-

13 J 
? J 
-

4 J 
-

-

-
-

-

3 J 

2 J 

-

3 J 

-

World Environmental World Environmental 
UNTREATED HOT SPOT SEDIMENT BATCH #1 BATCH #1 

TCLP Method 1311 * TCLP Cage Method 
uckel #1 1 ticket #13 ucket#15 Untreated W1S1 W1S2 W1S3 W1 W1B1 W1B2 W1B3 W1 
DABA02 DABA03 DABA04 Sediment DABA18 DABA38 DABA57 TCLP DABA19 DABA39 DABA58 Cage 
8-Jan-96 S-Jan-96 8-Jan-96 Average 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average l8-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 18-Jan-96 Average 

- 2 J 2 4 J - 1.3 4 J - 1.3 
- - - - - - - -

2 J 1.25 
16 J 29 68 4025 25 20 J 17 J 20.7 17 J 9 J 7 J 11.0 
66 110 94 D 1025 100 96 79 91.7 70 39 36 48.3 

2 J 2 J 1.25 - - - -

- - - - - - - -

- -
- 4 J 3 J 4 J 37 3 J 1.0 
3 J 0.75 - - -
- -

- - -

-

8 J 14 J 1R J 13 25 
2 J 6 J 3 75 4 J 3 J 3 J 3 3 4 J ! 3 

-
- -

- -

3 J 1.75 - - - 2 J 0.7 

- - -
- - -
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Alternative HS-1:
 
No Further Action
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Table ^-1-1
 
Chemical-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative HS-1
 

Federal 

Cancer Slope Factors To Be Considered These are guidance values used to evaluate the Operation and maintenance of the facility will minimize 
(CSFs) potential carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to exposure to potential receptors. 

contaminants. 

Reference Doses (RfDs) To Be Considered These are guidance values used to evaluate the Operation and maintenance of the facility wil l minimize 
potential non-carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to potential receptors. 
exposure to contaminants. 

Massachusetts 

There are no state chemical-specific ARARs. 

12/30/97 
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Tab,. iM-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs - Alternative HS-1
 

"ederal 
Floodplain Management 
Executive Order 11988 

Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act 

Coastal Zone Management 
Act 

Massachusetts 

Wetlands Protection Act 

Coastal Zone Management 

Waterways 

40 CFR Pan 6, 
Appendix A 

16 USC Pan 
661 etseq.; 40 
CFR 6.302 

16 USC Parts 
1451 etseq. 

131 MGL40; 
310CMR 10.00 

301 CMR21.00 

3 I O C M R 9 . 0 0 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of flood loss, 
minimize impact of floods, and restore and preserve the 
natural and beneficial values of floodplains. 

Requires consultation with appropriate agencies to protect 
fish and wildlife when federal actions may alter waterways. 
Must develop measures to prevent and mitigate potential 
loss. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a manner 
consistent with state approved management programs. 

These standards regulate the dredging, filling, altering, or 
polluting of coastal and inland wetland resource areas. 
Protected resource areas within and adjacent to the site 
include: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage (Sec. 
10.02(l)(d)), Land Under Ocean (Sec. 10.25), Designated 
Port Area (Sec. 10.26), Coastal Beaches (including tidal 
flats) (Sec. 10.27), Coastal Bank (Sec. 10.30), and Land 
Containing Shellfish (Sec. 10.34). There is a 100-foot buffer 
zone landward of the Coastal Bank. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a manner 
consistent with state approved management programs. 

Sets forth criteria for work within flowed and filled 
tidelands. Waterways concerns focus on the long term 
viability of marine uses and protecting public rights in 
tidelands, including fishing and access. 

The facility lies within the 1 00-year coastal floodplain. The potential 
effects of any action must be evaluated to ensure that the planning and 
decision making reflect consideration of flood hazards and floodplain 
management, including restoration and preservation of natural and 
beneficial values, wherever feasible. 

Appropriate agencies will be consulted prior to implementation to find 
ways to minimize adverse effects to fish and wildlife from facility 
operation and maintenance. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone management area, therefore 
applicable coastal zone management requirements will be met. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility within the 100-year floodplain 
and the 100-foot buffer zone to the coastal bank will comply with the 
substantive requirements of the standards. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone management area, therefore 
substantive coastal zone management requirements will be met. 

Actions, including operation and maintenance, within filled tidelands 
and adjacent to flowed tidelands at the site will comply with the 
regulation's environmental standards. 

NO FURTHER ACTION - DRAFT FINAL FS ADDENDUM 
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Tablt ^-1-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative HS-1
 

Federal 

Toxic Substances Control Act 
(TSCA), Disposal 
Requirements- PCBs 

ontaminated Dredged Spoil 

TSCA Chemical Waste Landf i l l 
Standards 

TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup 
Policv 

Clean Water Act (CWA), 
Section 402, National Pollutant 
Discharge El imina t ion System 
(NPDES) 

CWA, Section 402, NPDES. 
Prohibitions 

15 USC 2601' Applicable Dredged materials with PCBs at concentrations 
2692; 40 CFR greater than 50 ppm must be disposed of either in an 
76I.60(a)(5) incinerator, or in a chemical waste landfi l l , or, when 

the first 2 options are not reasonable and appropriate, 
by a disposal method which will adequately protect 
health and the environment. 

40 CFR Relevant and Standards for the construction, operation, and 
761.75 Appropriate monitoring of facilities used to dispose of PCBs, 

unless a waiver is granted under Sec. 761.75(c)(4). 

40 CFR Relevant and Establishes criteria to determine adequacy of the 
761.120 Appropriate cleanup of spills (occurring after 5/4/87) from the 

.135 release of materials with > 50 ppm PCBs. 

33 USC 1342: Applicable These standards govern discharge of water into 
40 CFR 122 surface waters. Due to the degraded nature of New 

125, 131 Bedford Harbor waters, regulated discharges into the 
waterway must meet ambient water quality criteria 
(WQC) at the discharge point. 

40 CFR Applicable Prohibition on new discharges into waters that do not 
122.4(i) meet applicable water quali ty criteria (WQC) unless 

certain conditions are met. 

Permanent storage of the contaminated dredge spoil at 
the CDF must be approved by the Regional 
Administrator under the terms of the regulations. 

The facility wi l l be operated and maintained to satisfy 
the substantive requirements of these standards. 
Waivers wil l be required for specific requirements 
regarding hydrologic conditions, flood protection, and 
leachate collection upon a finding by the Regional 
Administrator that the operation of the facility will not 
present an unreasonable risk of injury to health or the 
environment. 

Although this policy is directed at electrical equipment-
type spills, it will be considered to address any PCB 
leakage or spillage from the CDF. 

Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated 
by the stored sediments wi l l be treated by the on-site 
treatment plant and discharged. Ambient water qual i ty 
criteria, particularly for copper, w i l l be addressed 
through a phased Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
approach. 

A waiver wi l l be sought for this provision since 
compliance would prevent cleanup of the site un t i l 
Harbor waters either reach water quality standards or 
unt i l the other conditions in the regulation are met. 
Neither of which can be accomplished in a reasonable 
time frame. 

NO FURTHER ACTION - DRAFT FINAL FS ADDENDUM 
12/30/97 
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Table o-l-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative HS-1
 

lean Air Act (CAA), National 
Emissions Standards for 
teardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAPS) 

Guidance on Remedial Actions 
or Superfund Sites with PCB 
lontamination (OSWER 
Directive) 

Massachusetts 
hazardous Waste Management 
Identification and Listing 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Requirements for Generators of 
Hazardous Waste 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Management Standards for all 
Hazardous Waste Facil i t ies 

Supplemental Requirements for 
Hazardous Waste Management 
Facilities 

42 USC 7401 
et seq.; 40 

CFRPart61 

21CMGL 4 
and 6; 310 

CMR 30.100 

2 1 C M G L 4 
and 6; 310 

CMR 30.300 

2 1 C M G L 4 
and 6, 310 

CMR 30.500 

21 MGL 
27(12), 34 

and 43; 314 
CMR 8.00 

Applicable
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

NESHAPS are a set of emissions standards for 
specific chemicals, including PCBs, from specific 
production activities. 

Describes the recommended approach for evaluating 
and remediating CERCLA sites with PCB 
contamination. 

Establish standards for identifying and listing 
hazardous waste. 

Establishes standards for various classes of 
generators. 

Establishes standards for treatment, storage, and 
disposal of hazardous waste, and establishes 
standards for closure, post closure and ground water 
monitoring. Sec. 30.501(3)(a) exempts facilities 
which treat, dispose or store hazardous waste 
containing 50 ppm or more of PCBs if they are 
adequately regulated under TSCA, 40 CFR 761. 

This regulation outlines the additional requirements 
that must be satisfied in order for a RCRA facility to 
comply with the NPDES regulation. 

Monitoring of air emission from the facility will be usedf 
to assess compliance with these standards. Operation 
and maintenance act ivi t ies wi l l be carried out in a 
manner which will min imize potential air releases. 

This guidance w i l l be considered when in evaluating 
PCB issues associated with in-placc disposal of 
contaminated sediment. 

Monitoring will assess whether hazardous wastes are 
present in discharges from the faci l i ty from monitoring, 
operations and/or maintenance. 

Any hazardous waste generated from the facili ty will be | 
managed in accordance with the substantive 
requirements of these regulations. 

Any non-PCB hazardous waste which is treated, stored 
or disposed of at this faci l i ty as part of the remedy w i l l 
be managed in accordance wi th the substant ive 
requirements of this section. 

The substantive requirements of these provisions wi l l be 
met. 

NO FURTHER ACTION - DRAFT FINAL FS ADDENDUM 
12/30/97 
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Table rf-1-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative HS-1
 

Surface Water Discharge 

Surface Water Quality 
Standards 

Hules for the Prevention and 
'ontrol of Oil Pollution in the 

Waters of the Commonwealth 

Massachusetts Water Quality 
Standards Implementation 
Policy of Toxic Pollutants in 
Surface Waters (2/23/90) 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Air Pollution Control 

MADEP - Recommended 
Threshold Effect Exposure 
Limits (TELs) and Allowable 
Ambient Limits (AALs) 
DAQC Policy (90.001): 
Allowable Sound Emissions 
(2/1/90) 

21 MGL 
23(12) and 

34;314CMR 
1.00-7.00 

27 MGL 27; 
314CMR 

4.00 

21 MGL 26
53;314CMR 

15.000 

1 1 1 M G L 
I42D;310 
CMR 6.00 

1 1 1 M G L 
142A-J, 310 
CMR 7.00 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

This section outlines the requirements for obtaining a 
Sational Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit in Massachusetts. The waters of 
Slew Bedford Harbor adjacent to the site are 
classified as SB. 

MADEP surface water quality standards incorporate 
the federal AWQC as standards for surface waters of 
the state. Standards establish acute and chronic 
effects on aquatic life for contaminants inc luding 
PCBs, cadmium, copper, and lead. 

Regulates the discharge of oil or sewage, industrial 
waste or other material containing oil into waters of 
the Commonwealth. 

Recommends surface water qual i ty standards for 
specified contaminants and implementat ion measures 
to achieve standards. 

Establishes ambient air levels for contaminants 
including PCBs and particulates. 

Standards for sources of emissions. Pollut ion 
abatement controls may be required. 

Establishes exposure concentrations for air 
contaminants developed and recommended by the 
Office of Research and Standards to protect public 
health. 
Establishes guidelines where the source of new noise 
should not emit more than 10 decibels above the 
existing (background) level. 

•iomwv&wijmiiiifiiF
 
Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated 
by the stored sediments wil l be treated by the on-site 
treatment plant and discharged in accordance with the 
substantive provisions of the regulations. 

Ambient water qual i ty criteria, particularly for copper, 
wi l l be addressed through a phased Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) approach. 

The remedy wi l l comply with the substantive 
requirements of the provisions. 

This implementation policy and appropriate standards 
w i l l be considered for alternatives which impact surface 
water quali ty. 

Emissions from the CDF wi l l comply wi th these 
standards. Dust suppression w i l l be used to reduce 
paniculate emissions. 

Operation and maintenance of the CDF w i l l comply 
with the substantive requirements of these provisions. 

On-site containment technologies having air emissions 
will consider the TELs and AALs. 

Site operations noise level w i l l be minimized and wi l l 
follow the suggested noise l i m i t to the extent 
practicable. 

NO FURTHER ACTION - DRAFT FINAL FS ADDENDUM 
12/30/97 

B-l-3 
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Tab ^-1-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative HS-1
 

MADEP - Assessment and To Be 
Control of Dioxin in Considered 
Massachusetts 

Recommends revisions to Toxicity Equivalence 
Factors (TEFs) for polychlorinated dibenzodioxins 
(PCDDs) and dibenzofurans (PCDFs) in 
air/emissions. (To be used to convert to a toxic 
equivalent concentration of 2,3 7,8-TCDD and 
compared to the Massachusetts standard). 

Alternatives with on-site sediment containment 
technologies that potentially include air emissions of 
PCDDs and PCDFs will consider the revised TEFs for 
evaluating the toxicity of these air emissions and will 
consider using the Massachusetts dioxin air guidance. 

12/30/97 
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Alternative HS-2A:
 
Solvent Extraction and Solid Phase
 

Chemical Destruction
 

ARARs TABLES
 



Table U-2A-1
 
Chemical-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative HS-2A
 

Federal 
Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs) To Be 

Considered 
These are guidance values used to evaluate the 
potential carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to 
contaminants. 

Operation and maintenance of the fac i l i ty w i l l min imize 
exposure to potential receptors. 

Reference Doses (RfDs) To Be 
Considered 

These are guidance values used to evaluate the 
potent ia l non-carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure 
to contaminants . 

Operation and maintenance of the f a c i l i t y w i l l m i n i m i z e 
exposure to potent ia l receptors. 

Massachusetts 

There are no state chemical-specific ARARs. 

SOLVENT EXTRACTION AND SOLID PHASE CHEMICAL DESTRUCTION - DRAFT FINAL FS ADDENDUM B-2a-l 
12.00/97 



Tab) 2A-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs a..u TBCs - Alternative HS-2A
 

federal 
Toodplain Management 
Executive Order 11988 

-ish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act 

Coastal Zone Management Act 

Massachusetts 

Wetlands Protection Act 

Coastal Zone Management 

Waterways 

40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A 

16 USC Part 661 
et seq.; 40 CFR 
6.302 

16 USC Parts 
1451 et seq. 

131 MGL40; 
310 CMR 10.00 

301 CMR 2 1.00 

3 10 CMR 9.00 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of flood 
loss, minimize impact of floods, and restore and preserve 
the natural and beneficial values of floodplains. 

Requires consultation with appropriate agencies to 
protect fish and wildlife when federal actions may alter 
waterways. Must develop measures to prevent and 
mitigate potential loss. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a manner 
consistent with state approved management programs. 

These standards regulate the dredging, filling, altering, 
or polluting of coastal and inland wetland resource areas. 
Protected resource areas within and adjacent to the site 
include: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage (Sec. 
10.02(l)(d)), Land Under Ocean (Sec. 10.25), 
Designated Port Area (Sec. 10.26), Coastal Beaches 
(including tidal flats) (Sec. 10.27), Coastal Bank (Sec. 
10.30), and Land Containing Shellfish (Sec. 10.34). 
There is a 100-foot buffer zone landward of the Coastal 
Bank. 
Requires that any actions must be conducted in a manner 
consistent with state approved management programs. 

Sets forth criteria for work within flowed and filled 
tidelands. Waterways concerns focus on the long term 
viability of marine uses and protecting public rights in 
tidelands, including fishing and access. 

The facility lies within the 100-year coastal floodplain. 
The potential effects of any action must be evaluated to 
ensure that the planning and decision making reflect 
consideration of flood hazards and floodplain 
management, including restoration and preservation of 
natural and beneficial values, wherever feasible. 

Appropriate agencies will be consulted prior to 
implementation to find ways to minimize adverse effects 
to fish and wildlife from facility operation and 
maintenance. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone management 
area, therefore applicable coastal zone management 
requirements will be met. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility within the 100 
year floodplain and the 100-foot buffer zone to the 
coastal bank will comply with the substantive 
requirements of the standards. Extraction and treatment 
facilities will be protected from flooding. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone management 
area, therefore substantive coastal zone management 
requirements will be met. 
Actions, including operation and maintenance, within 
filled tidelands and adjacent to flowed tidelands at the 
site will comply with the regulation's environmental 
standards. 

12/30/97 
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Table L
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 2A 

Federal 

Toxic Substances Control Act 
(TSCA), Disposal Requirements-
PCBs Contaminated Dredged Spoil 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

Disposal of Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls; Manufacturing, 
Processing, and Distribution in 
Commerce; Proposed Decision on 
Exemption Petitions; Proposed 
Rules 
TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

15 USC 2601
2692; 40 CFR 
761.60(a)(5) 

40CFR761.65(a) 

59 Fed. Reg. 
62866 

40 CFR 

40 CFR 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Dredged materials with PCBs at concentrations 
greater than 50 ppm must be disposed of either 
in an incinerator, or in a chemical waste landfill, 
or, when the first 2 options are not reasonable 
and appropriate, by a disposal method which 
will protect health and the environment. 

PCBs stored for disposal must be properly 
disposed of within one year of being placed in 
storage. 

Proposed rules would permit additional 
extensions to the one year PCB storage rule. 

Storage facilities must have adequate roof and 
walls to prevent rainwater from reaching the 
stored PCBs. 

Storage facilities cannot have floor drains or 
openings that would allow liquids to flow from 
the storage area. 

On-site separation and destruction of the contaminated 
dredge spoil at the CDF must be approved by the Regional 
Administrator under the terms of the regulations. 

A waiver will be required from this requirement since it is 
technically impracticable from an engineering perspective to 
complete the proposed remedy in less than one year, 
requiring storage of PCB contaminated material for more 
than one year on site. 

If the rule is promulgated prior to completing the remedy 
selection process, it will be possible to extend the period of 
PCB storage beyond a year, without a waiver, until the 
completion of the remedial action. 

Present cover, if properly maintained, does prevent 
rainwater from reaching the stored PCBs. Rainwater that 
falls directly on Cell #1 may require treatment if 
contamination occurs. Separated PCB contaminated 
material will be stored, if necessary, to satisfy this 
requirement. 

Cell #1 has two continuous, impermeable bottom liners. 
Separated PCB contaminated material will be stored, if 
necessary, to satisfy this requirement. 

SOLVENT EXTRACTION AND SOLID PHASE CHEMICAL DESTRUCTION - DRAFT FINAL FS ADDENDUM B-2a-3 
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Table ^
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 2A 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup Policy 

Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 
402, National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) 

40CFR 
761.65(b)(l)(iv) 

40CFR 
761.65(b)(l)(v) 

40CFR 
761.65(d)(2)(ii) 

40CFR 
761.65(d)(2)(vi) 

40CFR761.65(e) 
(1-5,7) 

40CFR761.120
.135 

33 USC 1342; 40 
CFR 122-125, 

131 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable
 

Storage facilities must have floors and curbs 
made of smooth impervious material to prevent 
PCB penetration. 

Storage facilities must not be located below the 
100-year floodwater elevation. 

Commercial facilities must possess the capacity 
to handle the maximum quantity of PCB waste 
that will be handled at any one time. 

The operation of a commercial storage facility 
must not pose an unreasonable risk of injury to 
health or the environment. 

Describes the substantive requirements of 
closure plans for commercial PCB storage 
facilities, including groundwater monitoring, 
run-on and run-off control, and facility security. 
The facility must be closed so as to prevent post 
closure releases of PCBs. 

Establishes criteria to determine adequacy of the 
cleanup of spills (occurring after 5/4/87) from 
the release of materials with > 50 ppm PCBs. 

These standards govern discharge of water into 
surface waters. Due to the degraded nature of 
New Bedford Harbor waters, regulated 
discharges into the waterway must meet ambient 
water quality criteria (WQC) at the discharge 
point. 

Cell #1 has two liners made of HOPE which is smooth and 
mpermeable. Separated PCB contaminated material will be 

stored, if necessary, to satisfy this requirement. 

The top-of-berm elevation is 2 feet higher than the 100-year 
flood elevation. Separated PCB contaminated material will 
be stored, if necessary, to satisfy this requirement. 

The CDF has the capacity to contain all of the dredged hot 
spot sediments. Sufficient space will be developed for 
storage of contaminated dewatered sediment and treated 
material. 

The operation of the separation and treatment facility will be 
protective of health and the environment. 

The site will be closed consistent with this section. No PCB 
contaminated material is to be left on site. 

Although this policy is directed at electrical equipment-type 
spills, it will be considered to address any PCB leakage or 
spillage from the CDF or the separation/treatment facilities. 

Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated by 
the stored sediments and any process or dewatering 
discharge will be treated by the on-site treatment plant and 
discharged. Ambient water quality criteria, particularly for 
copper, will be addressed through a phased Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) approach. 

! 2/30/97 
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Table ->-2A-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 2A
 

WA, Section 402, NPDES, 
Prohibitions 

lean Air Act (CAA), National 
Emissions Standards for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) 

Guidance on Remedial Actions for 
Superfund Sites with PCB 
Contamination (OSWER Directive) 

Massachusetts 

Solid Waste Management 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Identification and Listing 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Requirements for Generators of 
Hazardous Waste 

40CFR 122.4(1) 

42 USC 7401 et 
seq.; 40 CFR Part 

61 

21AMGL2and 
8;310CMR 

19.00 

21CMGL 4 and 
6;310CMR 

30.100 

21CMGL4and 
6;310CMR 

30.300 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Prohibition on new discharges into waters that 
do not meet applicable water quality criteria 
(WQC) unless certain conditions are met. 

NESHAPS are a set of emissions standards for 
specific chemicals, including PCBs, from 
specific production activities. 

Describes the recommended approach for 
evaluating and remediating CERCLA sites with 
PCB contamination. 

This regulation establishes rules and 
requirements for solid waste facilities; including 
cover systems; surface water and ground water 
protection; monitoring and post-closure. 

Establishes standards for identifying and listing 
hazardous waste. 

Establishes standards for various classes of 
generators. 

A waiver will be sought for this provision since compliance 
would prevent cleanup of the site until Harbor waters either 
reach water quality standards or until the other conditions in 
the regulation are met. Neither of which can be 
accomplished in a reasonable time frame. 

Monitoring of air emission from the facility will be used to 
assess compliance with these standards. Operation and 
maintenance activities will be carried out in a manner which 
will minimize potential air releases. 

This guidance will be considered when evaluating PCB 
issues associated with storage and treatment of contaminated 
sediment. 

Disposal of the treated sediment containing less than 50 ppm 
of PCBs will meet the substantive requirements of these 
provisions. 

Monitoring will assess whether hazardous wastes are present 
in discharges or process wastes from the facility. 

Any hazardous waste generated from the facility will be 
managed in accordance with the substantive requirements of 
these regulations. 

12/30/97 
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Table ^-2A-3 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 2A 

1 :;;"Aettoas to be Taken to At 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Management Standards for all 
-lazardous Waste Facilities 

Supplemental Requirements for 
Hazardous Waste Management 
Facilities 

Surface Water Discharge 

Surface Water Quality Standards 

Rules for the Prevention and 
Control of Oil Pollution in the 
Waters of the Commonwealth 

Massachusetts Water Quality 
Standards Implementation Policy of 
Toxic Pollutants in Surface Waters 
(2/23/90) 

21CMGL4and 
6, 310CMR 

30.500 

21 MGL27(12), 
34 and 43; 314 

CMR 8.00 

21 MGL 23(12) 
and 34; 314 CMR 

1.00-7.00 

27 MGL 27; 314 
CMR 4.00 

21 MGL 26-53; 
314 CMR 15.000 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Establishes standards for treatment, storage, and 
disposal of hazardous waste, and establishes 
standards for closure, post closure and ground 
water monitoring. Sec. 30.501 (3)(a) exempts 
Facilities which treat, dispose or store hazardous 
waste containing 50 ppm or more of PCBs if 
they are adequately regulated under TSCA, 40 
CFR761. 

This regulation outlines the additional 
requirements that must be satisfied in order for a 
RCRA facility to comply with the NPDES 
regulation. 
This section outlines the requirements for 
obtaining a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit in 
Massachusetts. The waters of New Bedford 
Harbor adjacent to the site are classified as SB. 

MADEP surface water quality standards 
incorporate the federal AWQC as standards for 
surface waters of the state. Standards establish 
acute and chronic effects on aquatic life for 
contaminants including PCBs, cadmium, 
copper, and lead. 
Regulates the discharge of oil or sewage, 
industrial waste or other material containing oil 
into waters of the Commonwealth. 

Recommends surface water quality standards 
for specified contaminants and implementation 
measures to achieve standards. 

Any non-PCB hazardous waste which is treated, stored or 
disposed of at this facility as part of the remedy will be 
managed in accordance with the substantive requirements of 
this section. 

The substantive requirements of these provisions will be 
met. 

Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated by 
the stored sediments will be treated by the on-site treatment 
plant and discharged in accordance with the substantive 
provisions of the regulations. 

Ambient water quality criteria, particularly for copper, will 
be addressed through a phased Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) approach. 

The remedy will comply with the substantive requirements 
of the provisions. 

This implementation policy and appropriate standards will 
be considered for alternatives which impact surface water 
quality. 
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Table ^-2A-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 2A
 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Air Pollution Control 

MADEP - Recommended 
Threshold Effect Exposure Limits 
(TELs) and Allowable Ambient 
Limits (AALs) 

DAQC Policy (90.001): Allowable 
Sound Emissions (2/1/90) 

MA DEP - Assessment and Control 
of Dioxin in Massachusetts 
(10/31/91) 

111 MGL 142D; 
310CMR6.00 

111 MGL 142A-J, 
310CMR7.00 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Establishes ambient air level for contaminants 
including PCBs and particulates. 

Standards for sources of emissions. Pollution 
abatement controls may be required. 

Establishes exposure concentrations for air 
contaminants developed and recommended by 
the Office of Research and Standards to protect 
public health. 

Establishes guidelines where the source of new 
noise should not emit more than 10 decibels 
above the existing (background) level. 
Recommends revisions to Toxicity Equivalence 
Factors (TEFs) for polychlorinated 
dibenzodioxins (PCDDs) and dibenzofurans 
(PCDFs) in air/emissions. 

Emissions from the CDF and the separation/treatment 
facility will comply with these standards. Dust suppression 
will be used to reduce paniculate emissions. 

Operation and maintenance of the CDF and the 
separation/treatment facility will comply with the substantive 
requirements of these provisions. 

On-site containment, separation and treatment technologies 
having air emissions will consider the TELs and AALs. 

Site operations noise level will be minimized and will follow 
the suggested noise limit to the extent practicable. 

Alternatives with on-site sediment treatment technologies 
that potentially include air emissions of PCDDs and PCDFs 
will consider the revised TEFs for evaluating the toxicity of 
these air emissions. 
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Alternative HS-2B:
 
Solvent Extraction and Gas Phase
 

Chemical Destruction
 

ARARs TABLES
 



Table B-2B-1
 
Chemical-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative HS-2B
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Federal 
Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs) To Be Considered These are guidance values used to evaluate the Operation and maintenance of the facility will minimize 

potential carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to exposure to potential receptors. 
contaminants. 

Reference Doses (RfDs) To Be Considered These are guidance values used to evaluate the 
potential non-carcinogenic hazard caused by 
exposure to contaminants. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility will minimize 
exposure to potential receptors. 

Massachusetts 
There are no state chemical-specific ARARs. 
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Table «-2B-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs - Alternative HS-2B
 

federal 
Floodplain Management 
Executive Order 11988 

"ish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

Coastal Zone Management Act 

Massachusetts 

Wetlands Protection Act 

Coastal Zone Management 

Waterways 

40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A 

16 USC Part 661 
etseq.; 40 CFR 
6.302 

16 USC Parts 
1451 etseq. 

131 MGL40; 
310CMR 10.00 

301 CMR21.00 

310CMR9.00 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of flood loss, 
minimize impact of floods, and restore and preserve the natural 
and beneficial values of floodplains. 

Requires consultation with appropriate agencies to protect fish 
and wildlife when federal actions may alter waterways. Must 
develop measures to prevent and mitigate potential loss. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a manner 
consistent with state approved management programs. 

These standards regulate the dredging, filling, altering, or 
polluting of coastal and inland wetland resource areas. 
Protected resource areas within and adjacent to the site 
include: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage (Sec. 
10.02(l)(d)), Land Under Ocean (Sec. 10.25), Designated Port 
Area (Sec. 10.26), Coastal Beaches (including tidal flats)(Sec. 
10.27), Coastal Bank (Sec. 10.30), and Land Containing 
Shellfish (Sec. 10.34). There is a 100-foot buffer zone 
landward of the Coastal Bank. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a manner 
consistent with state approved management programs. 

Sets forth criteria for work within flowed and filled tidelands. 
Waterways concerns focus on the long term viability of marine 
uses and protecting public rights in tidelands, including fishing 
and access. 

The facility lies within the 100-year coastal floodplain. The 
potential effects of any action must be evaluated to ensure that the 
planning and decision making reflect consideration of flood hazards 
and floodplain management, including restoration and preservation 
of natural and beneficial values, wherever feasible. 

Appropriate agencies will be consulted prior to implementation to 
find ways to minimize adverse effects to fish and wildlife from 
facility operation and maintenance. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone management area, 
therefore applicable coastal zone management requirements will be 
met. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility within the 100-year 
floodplain and the 100-foot buffer zone to the coastal bank will 
comply with the substantive requirements of the standards. 
Extraction and treatment facilities will be protected from flooding. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone management area, 
therefore substantive coastal zone management requirements will be 
met. 

Actions within filled and flowed tidelands at the site will comply 
with the regulation's environmental standards. 
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Table i*-2B-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 2B
 

Federal 

Toxic Substances Control Act 
(TSCA), Disposal Requirements-
PCBs Contaminated Dredged 
Spoil 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

Disposal of Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls; Manufacturing, 
Processing, and Distribution in 
Commerce; Proposed Decision 
on Exemption Petitions; 
Proposed Rules 
TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

15 USC 2601
2692; 40 CFR 
761.60(a)(5) 

40 CFR 
761.65(a) 

59 Fed. Reg. 
62866 

40 CFR 
761.65(b)(l) 

(0 

40 CFR 
761.65(b)(l) 

(ii) 
40 CFR 

761.65(b)(l) 
(iv) 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Dredged materials with PCBs at concentrations 
greater than 50 ppm must be disposed of either 
in an incinerator, or in a chemical waste landfill, 
or, when the first 2 options are not reasonable 
and appropriate, by a disposal method which 
will protect health and the environment. 

PCBs stored for disposal must be properly 
disposed of within one year of being placed in 
storage. 

Proposed rules would permit additional 
extensions to the one year PCB storage rule. 

Storage facilities must have adequate roof and 
walls to prevent rainwater from reaching the 
stored PCBs. 

Storage facilities cannot have floor drains or 
openings that would allow liquids to flow from 
the storage area. 
Storage facilities must have floors and curbs 
made of smooth impervious material to prevent 
PCB penetration. 

On-site separation and destruction of the contaminated 
dredge spoil at the CDF must be approved by the Regional 
Administrator under the terms of the regulations. 

A waiver will be required from this requirement since it is 
technically impracticable from an engineering perspective 
to complete the proposed remedy in less than one year, 
requiring storage of PCB contaminated material for more 
than one year on site. 

If the rule is promulgated prior to completing the remedy 
selection process, it will be possible to extend the period of 
PCB storage beyond a year, without a waiver, until the 
completion of the remedial action. 

Present cover, if properly maintained, does prevent 
rainwater from reaching the stored PCBs. Rainwater that 
falls directly on Cell #1 may require treatment if 
contamination occurs. Separated PCB contaminated 
material will be stored, if necessary, to satisfy this 
requirement. 
Cell #1 has two continuous, impermeable bottom liners. 
Separated PCB contaminated material will be stored, if 
necessary, to satisfy this requirement. 
Cell #1 has two liners made of HOPE which is smooth and 
impermeable. Separated PCB contaminated material will 
be stored, if necessary, to satisfy this requirement. 
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Table H-2B-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 2B
 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

40CFR 
761.65(b)(l) 

(v) 

40CFR 
761.65(d)(2) 

(ii) 

40CFR
 
761.65(d)(2)
 

(vi)
 
40CFR
 

761.65(e)(l
5,7)
 

Applicable
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Storage facilities must not be located below the 
100-year floodwater elevation. 

Commercial facilities must possess the capacity 
to handle the maximum quantity of PCB waste 
that will be handled at any one time. 

The operation of a commercial storage facility 
must not pose an unreasonable risk of injury to 
health or the environment. 
Describes the substantive requirements of 
closure plans for commercial PCB storage 
facilities, including groundwater monitoring, 
run-on and run-off control, and facility security. 
The facility must be closed so as to prevent post 
closure releases of PCBs. 

The top-of-berm elevation is 2 feet higher than the 100
year flood elevation. Separated PCB contaminated 
material will be stored, if necessary, to satisfy this 
requirement. 
The CDF has the capacity to contain all of the dredged hot 
spot sediments. Sufficient space will be developed for 
storage of contaminated dewatered sediment and treated 
materialmaterial.. 
The operation of the separation and treatment facility will 
be protective of health and the environment. 

The site will be closed consistent with this section. No 
PCB contaminated material is to be left on site. 

TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup Policy 40CFR Relevant and Establishes criteria to determine adequacy of the 
761.120-.135 Appropriate cleanup of spills (occurring after 5/4/87) from 

the release of materials with > 50 ppm PCBs. 

Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 33 USC 1342; Applicable These standards govern discharge of water into 
402, National PollutantDischarge 40CFR 122 surface waters. Due to the degraded nature of 
Elimination System (NPDES) 125,131 New Bedford Harbor waters, regulated 

discharges into the waterway must meet ambient 
water quality criteria (WQC) at the discharge 
point. 

Although this policy is directed at electrical equipment-
type spills, it will be considered to address any PCB 
leakage or spillage from the CDF or the 
separation/treatment facilities. 
Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated by 
the stored sediments and any process or dewatering 
discharge will be treated by the on-site treatment plant and 
discharged. Ambient water quality criteria, particularly for 
copper, will be addressed through a phased Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach. 

CWA, Section 402, NPDES, 40CFR Applicable Prohibition on new discharges into waters that A waiver will be sought for this provision since 
Prohibitions 122.4(i) do not meet applicable water quality criteria compliance would prevent cleanup of the site until Harbor 

(WQC) unless certain conditions are met. waters either reach water quality standards or until the 
other conditions in the regulation are met. Neither of 
which can be accomplished in a reasonable time frame. 
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Table ^-2B-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 2B
 

Clean Air Act (CAA), National 
Emissions Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAPS) 

Guidance on Remedial Actions 
for Superfund Sites with PCB 
Contamination (OSWER 
Directive) 
Massachusetts 

Solid Waste Management 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Identification and Listing 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Requirements for Generators of 
Hazardous Waste 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Management Standards for all 
Hazardous Waste Facilities 

Supplemental Requirements for 
Hazardous Waste Management 
Facilities 

42 USC 7401 
et seq.; 40 CFR 

Part 61 

21AMGL2 
and 8; 310 

CMR 19.00 

21CMGL 4 
and 6; 310 

CMR 30. 100 
21CMGL4 
and 6; 310 

CMR 30.300 

21CMGL4 
and 6, 310 

CMR 30.500 

21 MGL 
27(12), 34 and 
43; 31 4 CMR 

8.00 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and 
Appropriate 

NESHAPS are a set of emissions standards for 
specific chemicals, including PCBs, from 
specific production activities. 

Describes the recommended approach for 
evaluating and remediating CERCLA sites with 
PCB contamination. 

This regulation establishes rules and 
requirements for solid waste facilities; including 
cover systems; surface water and ground water 
protection; monitoring and post-closure. 

Establish standards for identifying and listing 
hazardous waste. 

Establishes standards for various classes of 
generators. 

Establishes standards for treatment, storage, and 
disposal of hazardous waste, and establishes 
standards for closure, post closure and ground 
water monitoring. Sec. 30.501 (3)(a) exempts 
facilities which treat, dispose or store hazardous 
waste containing 50 ppm or more of PCBs if 
they are adequately regulated under TSCA, 40 
CFR 761. 

This regulation outlines the additional 
requirements that must be satisfied in order for a 
RCRA facility to comply with the NPDES 
regulation. 

|||̂ %yitfoH$ tobe'&kea toAttai^^^^5|^|i 

Monitoring of air emission from the facility will be used to 
assess compliance with these standards. Operation and 
maintenance activities will be carried out in a manner 
which will minimize potential air releases. 

This guidance will be considered when evaluating PCB 
issues associated with storage and treatment of 
contaminated sediment. 

Disposal of the treated sediment containing less than 50 
ppm of PCBs will meet the substantive requirements of 
these provisions. 

Monitoring will assess whether hazardous wastes are 
present in discharges or process wastes from the facility. 

Any hazardous waste generated from the facility will be 
managed in accordance with the substantive requirements 
of these regulations. 

Any non-PCB hazardous waste which is treated, stored or 
disposed of at this facility as part of the remedy will be 
managed in accordance with the substantive requirements 
of this section. 

The substantive requirements of these provisions will be
 
met.
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Table ..-2B-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 2B
 

Surface Water Discharge 

Surface Water Quality Standards 

Rules for the Prevention and 
Control of Oil Pollution in die 
Waters of the Commonwealth 

Massachusetts Water Quality 
Standards Implementation Policy 
of Toxic Pollutants in Surface 
Waters (2/23/90) 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Air Pollution Control 

MADEP - Recommended 
Threshold Effect Exposure Limit: 
(TELs) and Allowable Ambient 
Limits (AALs) 

21 MGL 
23(12) and 34; 
314CMR 1.00 

7.00 

27 MGL 27; 
314CMR4.00 

21 MGL 26
53;314CMR 

15.000 

111 MGL 
142D;310 
CMR 6.00 

111 MGL 
142A-J, 310 
CMR 7.00 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

This section outlines the requirements for 
obtaining a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit in 
Massachusetts. The waters of New Bedford 
Harbor adjacent to the site are Classified as SB. 

MADEP surface water quality standards 
incorporate the federal AWQC as standards for 
surface waters of the state. Standards establish 
acute and chronic effects on aquatic life for 
contaminants including PCBs, cadmium, 
copper, and lead. 

Regulates the discharge of oil or sewage, 
industrial waste or other material containing oil 
into waters of the Commonwealth. 

Recommends surface water quality standards 
for specified contaminants and implementation 
measures to achieve standards. 

Establishes ambient air level for contaminants 
including PCBs and particulates. 

Standards for sources of emissions. Pollution 
abatement controls may be required. 

Establishes exposure concentrations for air 
contaminants developed and recommended by 
the Office of Research and Standards to protect 
public health. 

Actions to be Taken to Aitaiii
" 

Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated by 
the stored sediments will be treated by the on-site treatment 
Dlant and discharged in accordance with the substantive 
provisions of the regulations. 

Ambient water quality criteria, particularly for copper, will 
be addressed through a phased Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) approach. 

The remedy will comply with the substantive requirements 
of the provisions. 

This implementation policy and appropriate standards will 
be considered for alternatives which impact surface water 
quality. 

Emissions from the CDF and the separation/treatment 
facility will comply with these standards. Dust suppression 
will be used to reduce paniculate emissions. 

Operation and maintenance of the CDF and the 
separation/treatment facility will comply with the 
substantive requirements of these provisions. 
On-site containment, separation and treatment technologic; 
having air emissions will consider the TELs and AALs. 
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DAQC Policy (90.001): 
Allowable Sound Emissions 
(2/1/90) 

MA DEP - Assessment and 
Control of Dioxin in 
Massachusetts (10/31/91) 

Table n-2B-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 2B
 

: -\ Actionsto b^Tfticea to j 

To Be Establishes guidelines where the source of new Site operations noise level will be minimized and will 
Considered noise should not emit more than 10 decibels follow the suggested noise limit to the extent practicable. 

above the existing (background) level. 

To Be Recommends revisions to Toxicity Equivalence Alternatives with on-site sediment treatment technologies 
Considered Factors (TEFs) for polychlorinated that potentially include air emissions of PCDDs and 

dibenzodioxins (PCDDs) and dibenzofurans PCDFs will consider the revised TEFs for evaluating the 
(PCDFs) in air/emissions. toxicity of these air emissions. 

SOLVENT EXTRACTION AND GAS PHASE CHEMICAL DESTRUCTION - DRAFT FINAL FS ADDENDUM B-2b-3 
12/31/97 



Alternative HS-2C:
 
Solvent Extraction and Off-Site
 

Incineration
 

ARARs TABLES
 



Table r»-2C-l
 
Chemical-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative HS-2C
 

Federal 
"ancer Slope Factors (CSFs) 

Reference Doses (RfDs) 

Massachusetts 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

These are guidance values used to evaluate the 
potential carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to 
contaminants. 

These are guidance values used to evaluate the 
potential non-ca rc inogen ic hazard caused by exposure 
to contaminants. 

There are no state chemical-specific ARARs. 

Operation and maintenance of the f a c i l i t y w i l l m in imize 
exposure to potential receptors. 

Operation and ma in t enance of the f a c i l i t y w i l l m i n i m i z e 
exposure to po ten t i a l receptors. 
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Table B-2C-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs - Alternative HS-2C
 

Federal 

Floodplain Management - Executive 
Order 11988 

and Wildlife Coordination Act 

Coastal Zone Management Act 

Massachusetts 

Wetlands Protection Act 

Coastal Zone Management 

40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A 

16 USC Part 661 
etseq.; 40 CFR 
6.302 

16 USC Parts 1451 
et seq. 

131 MGL40;310 
CMR 10.00 

301 CMR 21.00 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of flood 
loss, minimize impact of floods, and restore and preserve 
the natural and beneficial values of floodplains. 

Requires consultation with appropriate agencies to protect 
fish and wildlife when federal actions may alter waterways. 
Must develop measures to prevent and mitigate potential 
loss. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a manner 
consistent with state approved management programs. 

These standards regulate the dredging, filling, altering, or 
polluting of coastal and inland wetland resource areas. 
Protected resource areas within and adjacent to the site 
include: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage (Sec. 
10.02(l)(d)), Land Under Ocean (Sec. 10.25), Designated 
Port Area (Sec. 10.26), Coastal Beaches (including tidal 
flats)(Sec. 10.27), Coastal Bank (Sec. 10.30), and Land 
Containing Shellfish (Sec. 10.34). There is a 100-foot 
buffer zone landward of the Coastal Bank. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a manner 
consistent with state approved management programs. 

The facility lies within the 100-year coastal 
floodplain. The potential effects of any action must 
be evaluated to ensure that the planning and 
decision making reflect consideration of flood 
hazards and floodplain management, including 
restoration and preservation of natural and 
beneficial values, wherever feasible. 
Appropriate agencies will be consulted prior to 
implementation to find ways to minimize adverse 
effects to fish and wildlife from facility operation 
and maintenance. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone 
management area, therefore applicable coastal zone 
management requirements will be met. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility within the 
100-year floodplain and the 100 foot buffer zone to 
the coastal bank will comply with the substantive 
requirements of the standards. Extraction facilities 
will be protected from flooding. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone 
management area, therefore substantive coastal 
zone management requirements will be met. 
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Table B-2C-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs - Alternative HS-2C
 

Waterways 310CMR9.00 Applicable Sets forth criteria for work within flowed and filled Actions within filled and flowed tidelands at the site 
tidelands. Waterways concerns focus on the long term will comply with the regulation's environmental 
viability of marine uses and protecting public rights in standards. 
tidelands, including fishing and access. 
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Table o-2C-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 2C
 

Federal 

Toxic Substances Control Act 
(TSCA), Disposal Requirements-
PCBs Contaminated Dredged 
Spoil 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

Disposal of Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls; Manufacturing, 
Processing, and Distribution in 
Commerce; Proposed Decision 
on Exemption Petitions; 
proposed Rules 
TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

15 USC 2601
2692; 40 CFR 
761.60(a)(5) 

40 CFR 
761.65(a) 

59 Fed. Reg. 
62866 

40 CFR 
761.65(b)(l) 

(0 

40 CFR 
761.65(b)(l) 

(ii) 

40 CFR 
761.65(b)(l) 

(iv) 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Dredged materials with PCBs at concentrations greater 
than 50 ppm must be disposed of either in an 
incinerator, or in a chemical waste landfill, or, when the 
first 2 options are not reasonable and appropriate, by a 
disposal method which will protect health and the 
environment. 
PCBs stored for disposal must be properly disposed of 
within one year of being placed in storage. 

Proposed rules would permit additional extensions to 
the one year PCB storage rule. 

Storage facilities must have adequate roof and walls to 
prevent rainwater from reaching the stored PCBs. 

Storage facilities cannot have floor drains or openings 
that would allow liquids to flow from the storage area. 

Storage facilities must have floors and curbs made of 
smooth impervious material to prevent PCB 
penetration. 

On-site separation and off-site incineration of the 
contaminated dredge spoil at the CDF complies with these 
regulations. 

A waiver will be required from this requirement since it is 
technically impracticable from an engineering perspective to 
complete the proposed remedy in less than one year, requiring 
storage of PCB contaminated material for more than one year 
on site. 
If the rule is promulgated prior to completing the remedy 
selection process, it will be possible to extend the period of 
PCB storage beyond a year, without a waiver, until the 
completion of the remedial action. 

Present cover, if properly maintained, does prevent rainwater 
from reaching the stored PCBs. Rainwater that falls directly 
on Cell #1 may require treatment if contamination occurs. 
Separated PCB contaminated material will be stored, if 
necessary, to satisfy this requirement. 

Cell #1 has two continuous, impermeable bottom liners. 
Separated PCB contaminated material (oily wastes) will be 
stored, if necessary, prior to off-site destruction, to satisfy this 
requirement. 
Cell #1 has two liners made of HDPE which is smooth and 
impermeable. Separated PCB contaminated material will be 
stored, if necessary, prior to off-site destruction to satisfy this 
requirement. 
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Table u-2C-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 2C
 

rSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup Policy 

Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 
402, National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) 

CWA, Section 402, NPDES, 
Prohibitions 

40CFR 
761.65(b)(l) 

(v) 

40CFR 
761.65(d)(2) 

( i i ) 

40CFR
 
761.65(d)(2)
 

(vi)
 
40CFR
 

761.65(e)(l
5,7)
 

40CFR
 
761.120- .135
 

33 USC 1342;
 
40CFR 122

125,131
 

40CFR
 
122.4(1)
 

Applicable
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Storage facilities must not be located below the 100
year floodwater elevation. 

'ommercial facilities must possess the capacity to 
handle the maximum quantity of PCB waste that will be 
handled at any one time. 

The operation of a commercial storage facility must not 
pose an unreasonable risk of injury to health or the 
environment. 
Describes the substantive requirements of closure plans 
for commercial PCB storage facilities, including 
groundwater monitoring, run-on and run-off control, 
and facility security. The facility must be closed so as 
to prevent post-closure releases of PCBs. 

Establishes criteria to determine adequacy of the 
cleanup of spills (occurring after 5/4/87) from the 
release of materials with > 50 ppm PCBs. 

These standards govern discharge of water into surface 
waters. Due to the degraded nature of New Bedford 
Harbor waters, regulated discharges into the waterway 
must meet ambient water quality criteria (AWQC) at 
the discharge point. 

Prohibition on new discharges into waters that do not 
meet applicable water quality criteria (WQC) unless 
certain conditions are met. 

The top-of-berm elevation is 2 feet higher than the 100-year 
flood elevation. Separated PCB contaminated material will be 
stored, if necessary, to satisfy this requirement. 

The CDF has the capacity to contain all of the dredged hot 
pot sediments. Sufficient space will be developed for storage 

of separated PCB contaminated material, if necessary, prior to 
off-site destruction. 
The operation of the separation facility will be protective of 
nealth and the environment. 

The site will be closed consistent with this section. No PCB 
contaminated material is to be left on site. 

Although this policy is directed at electrical equipment-type 
spills, it will be considered to address any PCB leakage or 
spillage from the CDF or the separation/storage facilities. 

Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated by the 
stored sediments and any process or dewatering discharge will 
be treated by the on site treatment plant and discharged. 
Ambient water quality criteria, particularly for copper, will be 
addressed through a phased Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) approach. 
A waiver will be sought for this provision since compliance 
would prevent cleanup of the site until Harbor waters either 
reach water quality standards or until the other conditions in 
the regulation are met. Neither of which can be accomplished 
in a reasonable time frame. 
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Table i>-2C-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 2C
 

If 
^^^nHI iffi •^tei^»^W 
Clean Air Act (CAA), National 
Emissions Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAPS) 
Guidance on Remedial Actions 
for Superfund Sites with PCB 
Contamination (OSWER 
Directive) 
Massachusetts 
Solid Waste Management 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Identification and Listing 

Hazardous Waste Management
Requirements for Generators of 
Hazardous Waste 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Management Standards for all 
Hazardous Waste Facilities 

Supplemental Requirements for 
Hazardous Waste Management 
Facilities 

42 USC 7401 
et seq.; 40 CFR 

Part 61 

2 1 A M G L 2 
and 8; 310 

CMR 19.00 

21CMGL 4 
and 6; 310 

CMR 30. 100 
2 1 C M G L 4 
and 6; 310 

CMR 30.300 

21CMGL4 
and 6, 310 

CMR 30.500 

21 MGL 
27(12), 34 and 
43; 314 CMR 

8.00 

Applicable
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

NESHAPS are a set of emissions standards for specific 
chemicals, including PCBs, from specific production 
activities. 

Describes the recommended approach for evaluating 
and remediating CERCLA sites with PCB 
contamination. 

This regulation establishes rules and requirements for 
solid waste facilities; including cover systems; surface 
water and ground water protection; monitoring and post 
closure. 
Establish standards for identifying and listing hazardous 
waste. 

Establishes standards for various classes of generators. 

Establishes standards for treatment, storage, and 
disposal of hazardous waste, and establishes standards 
for closure, post closure and ground water monitoring. 
Sec. 30.501 (3)(a) exempts facilities which treat, 
dispose or store hazardous waste containing 50 ppm or 
more of PCBs if they are adequately regulated under 
TSC A, 40 CFR 761. 

This regulation outlines the additional requirements that 
must be satisfied in order for a RCRA facility to 
comply with the NPDES regulation. 

•;
 
Monitoring of air emission from the facility will be used to 
assess compliance with these standards. Operation and 
maintenance activities will be carried out in a manner which 
will minimize potential air releases. 
This guidance will be considered when in evaluating PCB 
issues associated with separation and storage of contaminated 
material. 

Disposal of the treated sediment containing less than 50 ppm 
of PCBs will meet the substantive requirements of these 
provisions. 

Monitoring will assess whether hazardous wastes are present 
in discharges or process wastes from the facility. 

Any hazardous waste generated from the facility will be 
managed in accordance with the substantive requirements of 
these regulations. 

Any non-PCB hazardous waste which is treated, stored or 
disposed of at this facility as part of the remedy will be 
managed in accordance with the substantive requirements of 
this section. 

The substantive requirements of these provisions will be met. 
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Table ^-2C-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 2C
 

Surface Water Discharge 

Surface Water Quality Standards 

Rules for the Prevention and 
Control of Oil Pollution in the 
Waters of the Commonwealth 
Massachusetts Water Quality 
Standards Implementation Policy 
of Toxic Pollutants in Surface 
Waters (2/23/90) 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Air Pollution Control 

MADEP - Recommended 
Threshold Effect Exposure Limits 
(TELs) and Allowable Ambient 
Limits (AALs) 
DAQC Policy (90.001): 
Allowable Sound Emissions 
(2/1/90) 

21 MGL 
23(1 2) and 34; 
314CMR 1.00 

7.00 

27 MGL 27; 
314CMR4.00 

21 MGL 26
53;314CMR 

15.000 

1 1 1 MGL 
142D; 310 
CMR 6.00 
1 1 1 MGL 

142A-J, 310 
CMR 7. 00 

'•.-' ' " G^Afii'c^'J

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

^ 

This section outlines the requirements for obtaining a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
^NPDES) permit in Massachusetts. The waters of New 
Bedford Harbor adjacent to the site are classified as SB. 

MADEP surface water quality standards incorporate the 
federal AWQC as standards for surface waters of the 
state. Standards establish acute and chronic effects on 
aquatic life for contaminants including PCBs, cadmium, 
copper, and lead. 

Regulates the discharge of oil or sewage, industrial 
waste or other material containing oil into waters of the 
Commonwealth. 
Recommends surface water quality standards for 
specified contaminants and implementation measures to 
achieve standards. 

Establishes ambient air level for contaminants including 
PCBs and particulates. 

Standards for sources of emissions. Pollution 
abatement controls may be required. 

Establishes exposure concentrations for air 
contaminants developed and recommended by the 
Office of Research and Standards to protect public 
health. 
Establishes guidelines where the source of new noise 
should not emit more than 10 decibels above the 
existing (background) level. 

:/.,v;;;;:,:::.:;ActJ<3>ns to:l!^k«i*;tetyiiKffi |̂t: - '' "'' 
/.;.?•"* >•.*.*••";;:•• :.;.•• ;•>.•.<: . • • - / - • *...,... .;;...!. .....v^. :.,.,..:.•.;:>•::!:':."£. '. . •.' ;:>< '•• ', ?•!*??•' ~ ,'.£ .'Wt*::-ftf''.##Z-Z?<'"': v ''' .' • 

Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated by the 
stored sediments will be treated by the on-site treatment plant 
and discharged in accordance with the substantive provisions 
of the regulations. 

Ambient water quality criteria, particularly for copper, will be 
addressed through a phased Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) approach. 

The remedy will comply with the substantive requirements of 
the provisions. 

This implementation policy and appropriate standards will be 
considered for alternatives which impact surface water qual i ty . 

Emissions from the CDF and the separation facility will 
comply with these standards. Dust suppression will be used to 
reduce particulate emissions. 
Operation and maintenance of the CDF and the separation 
facility will comply with the substantive requirements of these 
provisions. 
On-site containment and separation technologies having air 
emissions will consider the TELs and AALs. 

Site operations noise level will be minimized and wil l follow 
the suggested noise l imit to the extent practicable. 
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Table o-2C-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 2C
 

MA DEP - Assessment and To Be Recommends revisions to Toxicity Equivalence Factors Alternatives with on-site sediment separation technologies that 
Control of Dioxin in Considered (TEFs) for polychlorinated dibenzodioxins (PCDDs) potentially include air emissions of PCDDs and PCDFs will 
Massachusetts (10/31/91) and dibenzofurans (PCDFs) in air/emissions. consider the revised TEFs for evaluating the toxicity of these 

air emissions. 
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Table »-3A-l
 
Chemical-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative HS-3A
 

»,;-. •••:^..;,1ii?-- •,•_; :•- --ffi :--^v;.' • 
|i6ttatM)li:| f;Sta|D3|j| *3,>;.. Actions To Be TakeiiTo Atfcdfc^ptpfc^

Federal 

Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs) To Be These are guidance values used to evaluate the Operation and maintenance of the facility will minimize 
Considered potential carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to exposure to potential receptors. 

contaminants. 
Reference Doses (RfDs) To Be These are guidance values used to evaluate the Operation and maintenance of the facility will minimize 

Considered potential non-carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure exposure to potential receptors. 
to contaminants. 

Massachusetts 
(There are no state chemical-specific ARARs. 
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Table JB-3A-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs - Alternative HS-3A
 

Federal 

Floodplain Management 
Executive Order 11988 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

Coastal Zone Management Act 

Massachusetts 

Wetlands Protection Act 

Coastal Zone Management 

40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A 

16 USC Part 
661 et seq.; 40 
CFR 6.302 

16 USC Parts 
1451 et seq. 

131 MGL40; 
310CMR 
10.00 

301 CMR 
21.00 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk 
of flood loss, minimize impact of floods, and 
restore and preserve the natural and beneficial 
values of floodplains. 

Requires consultation with appropriate 
agencies to protect fish and wildlife when 
federal actions may alter waterways. Must 
develop measures to prevent and mitigate 
potential loss. 
Requires that any actions must be conducted in 
a manner consistent with state approved 
management programs. 

These standards regulate the dredging, filling, 
altering, or polluting of coastal and inland 
wetland resource areas. Protected resource 
areas within and adjacent to the site include: 
Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage (Sec. 
10.02(l)(d)), Land Under Ocean (Sec. 10.25), 
Designated Port Area (Sec. 10.26), Coastal 
Beaches (including tidal flats)(Sec. 10.27), 
Coastal Bank (Sec. 10.30), and Land 
Containing Shellfish (Sec. 10.34). There is a 
100- foot buffer zone landward of the Coastal 
Bank. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in 
a manner consistent with state approved 
management programs. 

The facility lies within the 100-year coastal floodplain. 
The potential effects of any action must be evaluated 
to ensure that the planning and decision making reflect 
consideration of flood hazards and floodplain 
management, including restoration and preservation of 
natural and beneficial values, wherever feasible. 

Appropriate agencies will be consulted prior to 
implementation to find ways to minimize adverse 
effects to fish and wildlife from facility operation and 
maintenance. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone management 
area, therefore applicable coastal zone management 
requirements will be met. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility within the 
100-year floodplain and the 100-foot buffer zone to the 
coastal bank will comply with the substantive 
requirements of the standards. Separation and 
treatment facilities wil l be protected from flooding. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone management 
area, therefore substantive coastal zone management 
requirements will be met. 
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Table i>-3A-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs - Alternative HS-3A
 

Waterways 310CMR9.00 Applicable Sets forth criteria for work within flowed and Actions within filled and flowed tidelands at the site 
filled tidelands. Waterways concerns focus on will comply with the regulation's environmental 
the long term viability of marine uses and standards. 
protecting public rights in tidelands, including 
fishing and access. 
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Table u-JA-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 3A
 

Federal 

Toxic Substances Control Act 15 USC 2601-2692; Applicable Dredged materials with PCBs at On-site separation and destruction of the contaminated 
TSCA), Disposal Requirements 40CFR ;oncentrations greater than 50 ppm must be dredge spoil at the CDF must be approved by the Regional 

pCBs Contaminated Dredged Spoil 761.60(a)(5) disposed of either in an incinerator, or in a Administrator under the terms of the regulations. 
chemical waste landfill, or, when the first 2 
options are not reasonable and appropriate, 
by a disposal method which will protect 
health and environment. 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 40CFR761.65(a) Applicable PCBs stored for disposal must be properly A waiver will be required from this requirement since it is 
disposed of within one year of being placed technically impracticable from an engineering perspective 
in storage. to complete the proposed remedy in less than one year, 

requiring storage of PCB contaminated material for more 
than one year on site. 

Disposal of Polychlorinated 59 Fed. Reg. 62866 To Be Proposed rules would permit additional If the rule is promulgated prior to completing the remedy 
Biphenyls; Manufacturing, Considered extensions to the one year PCB storage rule. selection process, it will be possible to extend the period of 
Processing, and Distribution in PCB storage beyond a year, without a waiver, until the 
Commerce; Proposed Decision on completion of the remedial action. 
Exemption Petitions; Proposed Rules 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 40CFR Applicable Storage facilities must have adequate roof Present cover, if properly maintained, does prevent 
and walls to prevent rainwater from reaching rainwater from reaching the stored PCBs. Rainwater that 
the stored PCBs. falls directly on Cell #1 may require treatment if 

contamination occurs. Separated PCB contaminated 
material will be stored, if necessary, to satisfy this 
requirement. 
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Table ^-3A-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 3A
 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup Policy 

40CFR 

40CFR 
761.65(b)(l)(iv) 

40CFR 
761.65(b)(l)(v) 

40CFR 
761.65(d)(2)(ii) 

40CFR 
761.65(d)(2)(vi) 

40CFR761.65(e)(l 
5,7) 

40CFR761.120
.135
 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Storage facilities cannot have floor drains or 
openings that would allow liquids to flow 
from the storage area. 

Storage facilities must have floors and curbs 
made of smooth impervious material to 
prevent PCB penetration. 

Storage facilities must not be located below 
the 100-year floodwater elevation. 

Commercial facilities must possess the 
capacity to handle the maximum quantity of 
PCB waste that will be handled at any one 
time. 

The operation of a commercial storage 
facility must not pose an unreasonable risk of 
injury to health or the environment. 

Describes the substantive requirements of 
closure plans for commercial PCB storage 
facilities, including groundwater monitoring, 
run-on and run-off control, and facility 
security. The facility must be closed so as to 
prevent post-closure releases of PCBs. 

Establishes criteria to determine adequacy of 
the cleanup of spills (occurring after 5/4/87) 
from the release of materials with > 50 ppm 
PCBs. 

Cell #1 has two continuous, impermeable bottom liners. 
Separated PCB contaminated material will be stored, if 
necessary, to satisfy this requirement. 

Cell #1 has two liners made of HOPE which is smooth and 
impermeable. Separated PCB contaminated material will 
be stored, if necessary, to satisfy this requirement. 

The top-of-berm elevation is 2 feet higher than the 100
year flood elevation. Separated PCB contaminated material 
will be stored, if necessary, to satisfy this requirement. 

The CDF has the capacity to contain all of the dredged hot 
spot sediments. Sufficient space will be developed for 
storage of contaminated dewatered sediment and separated 
material. 

The operation of the separation and treatment facility will 
be protective of health and the environment. 

The site will be closed consistent with this section. No 
PCB contaminated material is to be left on site. 

Although this policy is directed at electrical equipment-
type spills, it will be considered to address any PCB 
leakage or spillage from the CDF or the treatment facilities 
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Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 
402, National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) 

CWA, Section 402, NPDES, 
Prohibitions 

lean Air Act (CAA), National 
Emissions Standards for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) 

uuidance on Remedial Actions for 
Superfund Sites with PCB 

ontamination (OSWER Directive) 

Massachusetts 
Solid Waste Management 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Identification and Listing 

Table H-3A-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 3A
 

33 USC 1342; 40 Applicable These standards govern discharge of water 
CFR 122-125, 131 into surface waters. Due to the degraded 

nature of New Bedford Harbor waters, 
regulated discharges into the waterway must 
meet ambient water quality criteria (WQC) at 
the discharge point. 

40 CFR 122.4(1) Applicable	 Prohibition on new discharges into waters 
that do not meet applicable water quality 
criteria (WQC) unless certain conditions are 
met. 

42 USC 7401 et Applicable NESHAPS are a set of emissions standards 
seq.; 40 CFR Part 61 for specific chemicals, including PCBs, from 

specific production activities. 

To Be Describes the recommended approach for 
Considered evaluating and remediating CERCLA sites 

with PCB contamination. 

2 1 A M G L 2 a n d 8 ; Applicable This regulation establishes rules and 
310CMR 19.00	 requirements for solid waste facilities; 

including cover systems; surface water and 
ground water protection; monitoring and post 
closure. 

21CMGL 4 and 6; Relevant and Establishes standards for identifying and 
310CMR 30.100 Appropriate listing hazardous waste. 

; •/i-iActloii^tobe-fraked^ 

Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated by 
the stored sediments and any process or dewatering 
discharge will be treated by the on site treatment plant and 
discharged. Ambient water quality criteria, particularly for 
copper, will be addressed through a phased Total 
Maximum Daily Lead (TMDL) approach. 

A waiver will be sought for this provision since compliance 
would prevent cleanup of the site until Harbor waters either 
reach water quality standards or until the other conditions 
in the regulation are met. Neither of which can be 
accomplished in a reasonable time frame. 

Monitoring of air emission from the facility will be used to 
assess compliance with these standards. Operation and 
maintenance activities will be carried out in a manner 
which wil l minimize potential air releases. 

This guidance will be considered when evaluating PCB 
issues associated with storage and treatment of 
contaminated sediment. 

Disposal of the treated sediment containing less than 50 
ppm of PCBs will meet the substantive requirements of 
these provisions. 

Monitoring will assess whether hazardous wastes are 
present in discharges or process wastes from the facility. 
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Table _ -3A-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 3A
 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Requirements for Generators of 
Hazardous Waste 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Management Standards for all 
Hazardous Waste Facilities 

Supplemental Requirements for 
Hazardous Waste Management 
Facilities 

Surface Water Discharge 

Surface Water Quality Standards 

21CMGL4and6 ; 
310 CMR 30.300 

21CMGL4and6 , 
310 CMR 30.500 

21 MGL27(12), 34 
and 43; 314 CMR 

8.00 

21 MGL 23(12) and 
34; 314 CMR 1.00

7.00 

27 MGL 27; 314 
CMR 4.00 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Establishes standards for various classes of 
generators. 

Establishes standards for treatment, storage, 
and disposal of hazardous waste, and 
establishes standards for closure, post closure 
and ground water monitoring. Sec. 
30.501 (3)(a) exempts facilities which treat, 
dispose or store hazardous waste containing 
50 ppm or more of PCBs if they are 
adequately regulated under TSCA, 40 CFR 
761. 

This regulation outlines the additional 
requirements that must be satisfied in order 
for a RCRA facility to comply with the 
NPDES regulation. 

This section outlines the requirements for 
obtaining a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit in 
Massachusetts. The waters of New Bedford 
Harbor adjacent to the site are classified as 
SB. 

MADEP surface water quali ty standards 
incorporate the federal AWQC as standards 
for surface waters of the state. Standards 
establish acute and chronic effects on aquatic 
life for contaminants including PCBs, 
cadmium, copper, and lead. 

Any hazardous waste generated from the facility will be 
managed in accordance with the substantive requirements 
of these regulations. 

Any non-PCB hazardous waste which is treated, stored or 
disposed of at this facility as part of the remedy will be 
managed in accordance with the substantive requirements 
of this section. 

The substantive requirements of these provisions will be 
met. 

Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated by 
the stored sediments or any process or dewatering 
discharge will be treated by the on-site treatment plant and 
discharged in accordance with the substantive provisions of 
the regulations. 

Ambient water qua l i ty criteria, particularly for copper, wi l l 
be addressed through a phased Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) approach. 
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Table w-3A-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 3A
 

^ules for the Prevention and Control 21 MGL 26-53; 314 Applicable Regulates the discharge of oil or sewage, The remedy will comply with the substantive requirements 
of Oil Pollution in the Waters of the CMR 15.000 industrial waste or other material containing of the provisions. 
Commonwealth oil into waters of the Commonwealth. 

Massachusetts Water Quality 
Standards Implementation Policy of 
Toxic Pollutants in Surface Waters 
(2/23/90) 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Air Pollution Control 

MADEP - Recommended Threshold 
Effect Exposure Limits (TELs) and 
Allowable Ambient Limits (AALs) 

DAQC Policy (90.001): Allowable 
Sound Emissions (2/1/90) 

MA DEP - Assessment and Control 
of Dioxin in Massachusetts 
(10/31/91) 

To Be 
Considered 

111 MGL 142D; Applicable 
310 CMR 6.00 

111 MGL 142A-J, Applicable 
310 CMR 7.00 

To Be 
Considered 

To Be 
Considered 

To Be 
Considered 

Recommends surface water quality standards 
for specified contaminants and 
implementation measures to achieve 
standards. 

Establishes ambient air level for 
ontaminants including PCBs and 

particulates. 

Standards for sources of emissions. Pollution 
abatement controls may be required. 

Establishes exposure concentrations for air 
contaminants developed and recommended 
by the Office of Research and Standards to 
protect public health. 

Establishes guidelines where the source of 
new noise should not emit more than 10 
decibels above the existing (background) 
level. 
Recommends revisions to Toxicity 
Equivalence Factors (TEFs) for 
polychlorinated dibenzodioxins (PCDDs) anc 
dibenzofurans (PCDFs) in air/emissions. 

This implementation policy and appropriate standards will 
considered for alternatives which impact surface water 

quality. 

Emissions from the CDF and the treatment facility will 
:omply with these standards. Dust suppression will be 

used to reduce paniculate emissions. 

Operation and maintenance of the CDF and the 
separation/treatment facility will comply with the 
substantive requirements of these provisions. 

On-site containment, separation and treatment technologic: 
having air emissions will consider the TELs and AALs. 

Site operations noise level will be minimized and will 
follow the suggested noise limit to the extent practicable. 

Alternatives with on-site sediment treatment technologies 
that potentially include air emissions of PCDDs and PCDF: 
will consider the revised TEFs for evaluating the toxicity ol 
these air emissions. 
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Table J5-3B-1
 
Chemical-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative HS-3B
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Federal 
Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs) To Be These are guidance values used to evaluate the Operation and maintenance of the facility will minimize 

Considered potential carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure exposure to potential receptors. 
to contaminants. 

Reference Doses (RfDs) To Be These are guidance values used to evaluate the Operation and maintenance of the facility wil l minimize 
Considered potential non-carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to potential receptors. 

exposure to contaminants. 

Massachusetts 

There are no state chemical-specific ARARs. 
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Table o-3B-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs - Alternative HS-3B
 

Federal 

^loodplain Management 
Executive Order 1 1988 

Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act 

Coastal Zone Management 
Act 

Massachusetts 

Wetlands Protection Act 

Coastal Zone Management 

f;<ttati& ^ 

40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A 

16 USC Part 661 
et seq.; 40 CFR 
6.302 

16 USC Pans 
1451 et seq. 

131 MGL40; 
310CMR 10.00 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of 
flood loss, minimize impact of floods, and restore 
and preserve the natural and beneficial values of 
floodplains. 

Requires consultation with appropriate agencies to 
protect fish and wildlife when federal actions may 
alter waterways. Must develop measures to 
prevent and mitigate potential loss. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a 
manner consistent with state approved 
management programs. 

These standards regulate the dredging, filling, 
altering, or polluting of coastal and inland wetland 
resource areas. Protected resource areas within 
and adjacent to the site include: Land Subject to 
Coastal Storm Flowage (Sec. 10.02(l)(d)), Land 
Under Ocean (Sec. 10.25), Designated Port Area 
(Sec. 10.26), Coastal Beaches (including tidal 
flats)(Sec. 10.27), Coastal Bank (Sec. 10.30), and 
Land Containing Shellfish (Sec. 10.34). There is a 
100-foot buffer zone landward of the Coastal 
Bank. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a 
manner consistent with state approved 
management programs. 

The facility lies within the 100-year coastal floodplain. The 
potential effects of any action must be evaluated to ensure 
that the planning and decision making reflect consideration 
of flood hazards and floodplain management, including 
restoration and preservation of natural and beneficial values, 
wherever feasible. 

Appropriate agencies will be consulted prior to 
implementation to find ways to minimize adverse effects to 
fish and wildlife from facility operation and maintenance. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone management area, 
therefore applicable coastal zone management requirements 
will be met. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility within the 100
year floodplain and the 100-foot buffer zone to the coastal 
bank will comply with the substantive requirements of the 
standards. Separation and treatment facilities will be 
protected from flooding. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone management area, 
therefore substantive coastal zone management requirements 
will be met. 

301 CMR21.00
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Table u-36-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs - Alternative HS-3B
 

artf"
Waterways 310CMR9.00 Applicable	 Sets forth criteria for work within flowed and filled Actions within filled and flowed tidelands at the site will 

tidelands. Waterways concerns focus on the long comply with the regulation's environmental standards. 
term viability of marine uses and protecting public 
rights in tidelands, including fishing and access. 
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Table i>-3B-3 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 3B 

Federal 

Toxic Substances Control Act 15 USC 2601-2692; Applicable Dredged materials with PCBs at concentrations greater 
(TSCA), Disposal 40CFR than 50 ppm must be disposed of either in an 
Requirements- PCBs 761.60(a)(5) incinerator, or in a chemical waste landfill, or, when 

ontaminated Dredged Spoil the first 2 options are not reasonable and appropriate, 
by a disposal method which will protect health and the 
:nvironment. 

TSCA PCB Storage 40CFR761.65(a) Applicable PCBs stored for disposal must be properly disposed of 
Regulations within one year of being placed in storage. 

Disposal of Polychlorinated 59 Fed. Reg. 62866 To Be Proposed rules would permit additional extensions to 
Biphenyls; Manufacturing, Considered the one year PCB storage rule. 
Processing, and Distribution 
in Commerce; Proposed 
Decision on Exemption 
Petitions; Proposed Rules 

TSCA PCB Storage 40CFR Applicable Storage facilities must have adequate roof and walls to 
Regulations prevent rainwater from reaching the stored PCBs. 

On-site separation and destruction of the 
contaminated dredge spoil at the CDF must be 
approved by the Regional Administrator under the 
terms of the regulations. 

A waiver will be required from this requirement since 
it is technically impracticable from an engineering 
perspective to complete the proposed remedy in less 
than one year, requiring storage of PCB contaminated 
material for more than one year on site. 

If the rule is promulgated prior to completing the 
remedy selection process, it will be possible to extend 
the period of PCB storage beyond a year, without a 
waiver, until the completion of the remedial action. 

Present cover, if properly maintained, does prevent 
rainwater from reaching the stored PCBs. Rainwater 
that falls directly on Cell #1 may require treatment if 
contamination occurs. Separated PCB contaminated 
material will be stored, if necessary, to satisfy this 
requirement. 
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Tablt ^-3B-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 3B
 

TSCA PCB Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial 
Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial 
Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial 
Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup 
Policy 

40CFR 

40CFR 
761.65(b)(l)( iv) 

40CFR 
761.65(b)(l)(v) 

40CFR 
761.65(d)(2)(ii) 

40CFR 
761.65(d)(2)(vi) 

40CFR761.65(e)(l 
5,7) 

40CFR761.120
.135 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Storage facilities cannot have floor drains or openings 
that would allow liquids to flow from the storage area. 

Storage facilities must have floors and curbs made of 
smooth impervious material to prevent PCB 
penetration. 

Storage facilities must not be located below the 100
year floodwater elevation. 

Commercial facilities must possess the capacity to 
handle the maximum quantity of PCB waste that will 
be handled at any one time. 

The operation of a commercial storage facility must 
not pose an unreasonable risk of injury to health or the 
environment. 
Describes the substantive requirements of closure plans 
for commercial PCB storage facilities, including 
groundwater monitoring, run-on and run-off control, 
and facility security. The facility must be closed so as 
to prevent post-closure releases of PCBs. 

Establishes criteria to determine adequacy of the 
cleanup of spills (occurring after 5/4/87) from the 
release of materials with > 50 ppm PCBs. 

Cell #1 has two continuous, impermeable bottom 
liners. Separated PCB contaminated material will be 
stored, if necessary, to satisfy this requirement. 

Cell #1 has two liners made of HOPE which is 
smooth and impermeable. Separated PCB 
contaminated material will be stored, if necessary, to 
satisfy this requirement. 

The top-of-berm elevation is 2 feet higher than the 
100-year flood elevation. Separated PCB 
contaminated material will be stored, if necessary, to 
satisfy this requirement. 
The CDF has the capacity to contain all of the 
dredged hot spot sediments. Sufficient space will be 
developed for storage of contaminated dewatered 
sediment and separated material. 
The operation of the separation and treatment facility 
will be protective of health and the environment. 

The site will be closed consistent with this section. 
No PCB contaminated material is to be left on site. 

Although this policy is directed at electrical 
equipment-type spills, it will be considered to address 
any PCB leakage or spillage from the CDF or the 
separation/treatment facilities. 
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Table B-3B-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 3B
 

Clean Water Act (CWA), 
Section 402, National 
-"ollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) 

:WA, Section 402, NPDES, 
Prohibitions 

Clean Air Act (CAA), 
National Emissions Standards 
for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAPS) 

Guidance on Remedial 
Actions for Superfund Sites 
with PCB Contamination 
(OSWER Directive) 

Massachusetts 
Solid Waste Management 

Hazardous Waste 
Management - Identification 
and Listing 

33 USC 1342; 40 
CFR 122-125, 131 

40 CFR 122.4(i) 

42 USC 7401 et 
seq.; 40 CFR Part 61 

2 1 A M G L 2 a n d 8 ; 
310CMR 19.00 

21CMGL 4 and 6; 
310CMR 30.100 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

These standards govern discharge of water into surface 
waters. Due to the degraded nature of New Bedford 
Harbor waters, regulated discharges into the waterway 
must meet ambient water quality criteria (WQC) at the 
discharge point. 

Prohibition on new discharges into waters that do not 
meet applicable water quality criteria (WQC) unless 
certain conditions are met. 

NESHAPS are a set of emissions standards for specific 
chemicals, including PCBs, from specific production 
activities. 

Describes the recommended approach for evaluating 
and remediating CERCLA sites with PCB 
contamination. 

This regulation establishes rules and requirements for 
solid waste facilities; including cover systems; surface 
water and ground water protection; monitoring and 
post-closure. 
Establishes standards for identifying and l ist ing 
hazardous waste. 

Any drainage off the site which becomes 
contaminated by the stored sediments and any process 
or dewatering discharge will be treated by the on site 
treatment plant and discharged. Ambient water quality 
criteria, particularly for copper, will be addressed 
through a phased Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) approach. 

A waiver will be sought for this provision since 
compliance would prevent cleanup of the site until 
Harbor waters either reach water quality standards or 
until the other conditions in the regulation are met. 
Neither of which can be accomplished in a reasonable 
time frame. 

Monitoring of air emission from the facility will be 
used to assess compliance with these standards. 
Operation and maintenance activities will be carried 
out in a manner which will minimize potential air 
releases. 

This guidance will be considered when evaluating 
PCB issues associated with storage and treatment of 
contaminated sediment. 

Disposal of the treated sediment containing less than 
50 ppm of PCBs will meet the substantive 
requirements of these provisions. 

Monitoring will assess whether hazardous wastes are 
present in discharges or process wastes from the 
facility. 
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Hazardous Waste 
Management - Requirements 
for Generators of Hazardous 
Waste 
Hazardous Waste 
Management - Management 
Standards for all Hazardous 
Waste Facilities 

Supplemental Requirements 
for Hazardous Waste 
Management Facilities 

Surface Water Discharge 

Surface Water Quality 
Standards 

Rules for the Prevention and 
Control of Oil Pollution in the 
Waters of the Commonwealth 

21CMGL 4 and 6; 
310CMR 30.300 

21CMGL 4 and 6, 
310 CMR 30.500 

21 MGL27(12), 34 
and 43; 314 CMR 

8.00 

21 MGL23(12)and 
34; 314 CMR 1.00

7.00 

27MGL27;314 
CMR 4.00 

21 MGL 26-53; 314 
CMR 15.000 

Tablt ^-3B-3 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 3B 

•; $ Action! to ibe Talom to Alt 
Relevant and Establishes standards for various classes of generators. Any hazardous waste generated from the facility will 
Appropriate be managed in accordance with the substantive 

requirements of these regulations. 

Relevant and	 Establishes standards for treatment, storage, and Any non-PCB hazardous waste which is treated, 
Appropriate	 disposal of hazardous waste, and establishes standards stored or disposed of at this facility as part of the 

for closure, post closure and ground water monitoring. remedy will be managed in accordance with the 
Sec. 30.501 (3)(a) exempts facilities which treat, substantive requirements of this section. 
dispose or store hazardous waste containing 50 ppm or 
more of PCBs if they are adequately regulated under 
TSCA, 40CFR761. 

Relevant and This regulation outlines the additional requirements The substantive requirements of these provisions will 
Appropriate that must be satisfied in order for a RCRA facility to be met. 

comply with the NPDES regulation. 

Applicable	 This section outlines the requirements for obtaining a Any drainage off the site which becomes 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System contaminated by the stored sediments will be treated 
(NPDES) permit in Massachusetts. The waters of New by the on-site treatment plant and discharged in 
Bedford Harbor adjacent to the site are classified as 
SB. 

accordance with the substantive provisions of the 
regulations. 

Applicable MADEP surface water quality standards incorporate 
the federal AWQC as standards for surface waters of 
the state. Standards establish acute and chronic 
effects on aquatic life for contaminants including 
PCBs, cadmium, copper, and lead. 

Ambient water quality criteria, particularly for copper, 
will be addressed through a phased Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) approach. 

Applicable	 Regulates the discharge of oil or sewage, industrial The remedy will comply with the substantive 
waste or other material containing oil into waters of the requirements of the provisions. 
Commonwealth. 
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Tabft 0-3B-3 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 3B 

:^:': Actions &1»e; 
Massachusetts Water Quality 
Standards Implementation 
3olicy of Toxic Pollutants in 
Surface Waters (2/23/90) 

Ambient Air Quality 
Standards 

Air Pollution Control 

MADEP - Recommended 
Threshold Effect Exposure 
Limits (TELs) and Allowable 
Ambient Limits (AALs) 

DAQC Policy (90.001): 
Allowable Sound Emissions 
(2/1/90) 
MA DEP - Assessment and 
Control of Dioxin in 
Massachusetts (10/31/91) 

111 MGL 142D; 
310 CMR 6.00 

11 MGL 142A-J, 
310 CMR 7.00 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Recommends surface water quality standards for 
specified contaminants and implementation measures 
to achieve standards. 

Establishes ambient air level for contaminants 
including PCBs and particulates. 

Standards for sources of emissions. Pollution 
abatement controls may be required. 

Establishes exposure concentrations for air 
contaminants developed and recommended by the 
Office of Research and Standards to protect public 
health. 

Establishes guidelines where the source of new noise 
should not emit more than 10 decibels above the 
existing (background) level. 
Recommends revisions to Toxicity Equivalence 
Factors (TEFs) for polychlorinated dibenzodioxins 
(PCDDs) and dibenzofurans (PCDFs) in air/emissions. 

This implementation policy and appropriate standards 
will be considered for alternatives which impact 
surface water quality. 

Emissions from the CDF and the separation/treatment 
facility will comply with these standards. Dust 
suppression will be used to reduce paniculate 
missions. 

Operation and maintenance of the CDF and the 
separation/treatment facility will comply with the 
substantive requirements of these provisions. 

On-site containment, separation and treatment 
technologies having air emissions will consider the 
TELs and AALs. 

Site operations noise level will be minimized and will 
follow the suggested noise limit to the extent 
practicable. 
Alternatives with on-site sediment treatment 
technologies that potentially include air emissions of 
PCDDs and PCDFs will consider the revised TEFs foi 
evaluating the toxicity of these air emissions. 
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Alternative HS-3C:
 
Thermal Desorption and Off-Site
 

Incineration
 

ARARs TABLES
 



Table ^
Chemical-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative HS-3C 

Federal 
-ancer Slope Factors (CSFs) To Be 

Considered 

Reference Doses (RfDs) To Be 
Considered 

Massachusetts 

These are guidance values used to evaluate the 
potential carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure 
to contaminants. 
These are guidance values used to evaluate the 
potential non-carcinogenic hazard caused by 
exposure to contaminants. 

iThere are no state chemical-specific ARARs. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility will 
minimize exposure to potential receptors. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility will 
minimize exposure to potential receptors. 
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Table _-3C-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs - Alternative HS-3C
 

Federal 
Floodplain Management 
Executive Order 11988 

Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act 

Coastal Zone Management 
Act 

Massachusetts 

Wetlands Protection Act 

Coastal Zone Management 

Waterways 

:•/ ^C^ii^t^tttt^ 
%:̂ ,V^ f̂e':;;: 

40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A 

16 USC Part 
661 et seq.; 40 
CFR 6.302 

16 USC Parts 
1451 et seq. 

131 MGL40; 
310CMR 
10.00 

301 CMR 
21.00 

3 10 CMR 9.00 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of 
food loss, minimize impact of floods, and restore and 
preserve the natural and beneficial values of 
floodplains. 

Requires consultation with appropriate agencies to 
protect fish and wildlife when federal actions may 
alter waterways. Must develop measures to prevent 
and mitigate potential loss. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a 
manner consistent with state approved management 
programs. 

These standards regulate the dredging, filling, 
altering, or polluting of coastal and inland wetland 
resource areas. Protected resource areas within and 
adjacent to the site include: Land Subject to Coastal 
Storm Flowage (Sec. 10.02(l)(d)), Land Under Ocean 
(Sec. 10.25), Designated Port Area (Sec. 10.26), 
Coastal Beaches (including tidal flats)(Sec. 10.27), 
Coastal Bank (Sec. 10.30), and Land Containing 
Shellfish (Sec. 10.34). There is a 100-foot buffer 
zone landward of the Coastal Bank. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a 
manner consistent with state approved management 
programs. 
Sets forth criteria for work within flowed and filled 
tidelands. Waterways concerns focus on the long 
term viability of marine uses and protecting public 
rights in tidelands, including fishing and access. 

The facility lies within the 100-year coastal floodplain. The 
potential effects of any action must be evaluated to ensure 
that the planning and decision making reflect consideration of 
flood hazards and floodplain management, including 
restoration and preservation of natural and beneficial values, 
wherever feasible. 
Appropriate agencies will be consulted prior to 
implementation to find ways to minimize adverse effects to 
fish and wildlife from facility operation and maintenance. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone management area, 
therefore applicable coastal zone management requirements 
will be met. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility within the 100-year 
floodplain and the 100-foot buffer zone to the coastal bank 
will comply with the substantive requirements of the 
standards. Separation facilities will be protected from 
flooding. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone management area, 
therefore substantive coastal zone management requirements 
will be met. 
Actions within filled and flowed tidelands at the site will 
comply with the regulation's environmental standards. 
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Table b-3C-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 3C
 

federal 

Toxic Substances Control Act 
(TSCA), Disposal Requirements
pCBs Contaminated Dredged Spoil 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

Disposal of Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls; Manufacturing, 
Processing, and Distribution in 
Commerce; Proposed Decision on 
Exemption Petitions; Proposed 
Rules 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

5 USC 2601-2692; 
40CFR 

761.60(a)(5) 

40CFR761.65(a) 

59 Fed. Res. 62866 

40CFR 

40CFR 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Dredged materials with PCBs at concentrations 
greater than 50 ppm must be disposed of either 
n an incinerator, or in a chemical waste landfill, 

or, when the first 2 options are not reasonable 
and appropriate, by a disposal method which 
will protect health and the environment. 

PCBs stored for disposal must be properly 
disposed of within one year of being placed in 
storage. 

Proposed rules would permit additional 
extensions to the one year PCB storage rule. 

Storage facilities must have adequate roof and 
walls to prevent rainwater from reaching the 
stored PCBs. 

Storage facilities cannot have floor drains or 
openings that would allow liquids to flow from 
the storage area. 

On-site separation and off-site incineration of the 
contaminated dredge spoil at the CDF complies with 
these regulations. 

A waiver will be required from this requirement since it 
is technically impracticable from an engineering 
perspective to complete the proposed remedy in less 
than one year, requiring storage of PCB contaminated 
material for more than one year on site. 

If the rule is promulgated prior to completing the 
remedy selection process, it will be possible to extend 
the period of PCB storage beyond a year, without a 
waiver, until the completion of the remedial action. 

Present cover, if properly maintained, does prevent 
rainwater from reaching the stored PCBs. Rainwater 
that falls directly on Cell #1 may require treatment if 
contamination occurs. Separated PCB contaminated 
material will be stored, if necessary, to satisfy this 
requirement. 

Cell #1 has two continuous, impermeable bottom liners. 
Separated PCB contaminated material will be stored, if 
necessary, prior to off-site destruction, to satisfy this 
requirement. 
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Table B-3C-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 3C
 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup Policy 

Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 
402, National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) 

40CFR 
761.65(b)(l)(iv) 

40CFR 
761.65(b)(l)(v) 

40CFR 
761.65(d)(2)(ii) 

40CFR 
761.65(d)(2)(vi) 

40CFR761.65(e) 
d-5,7) 

40CFR761.120
.135 

33 USC 1342; 40 
CFR 122-125, 131 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable
 

Storage facilities must have floors and curbs 
made of smooth impervious material to prevent 
PCB penetration. 

Storage facilities must not be located below the 
100-year floodwater elevation. 

Commercial facilities must possess the capacity 
to handle the maximum quantity of PCB waste 
that will be handled at any one time. 

The operation of a commercial storage facility 
must not pose an unreasonable risk of injury to 
health or the environment. 
Describes the substantive requirements of 
closure plans for commercial PCB storage 
facilities, including groundwater monitoring, 
run-on and run-off control, and facility security. 
The facility must be closed so as to prevent post 
closure releases of PCBs. 

Establishes criteria to determine adequacy of 
the cleanup of spills (occurring after 5/4/87) 
from the release of materials with > 50 ppm 
PCBs. 
These standards govern discharge of water into 
surface waters. Due to the degraded nature of 
New Bedford Harbor waters, regulated 
discharges into the waterway must meet 
ambient water quality criteria (WQC) at the 
discharge point. 

Cell #1 has two liners made of HOPE which is smooth 
and impermeable. Separated PCB contaminated 
material will be stored, if necessary, prior to off-site 
destruction to satisfy this requirement. 

The top-of-berm elevation is 2 feet higher than the 100
year flood elevation. Separated PCB contaminated 
material will be stored, if necessary, to satisfy this 
requirement. 
The CDF has the capacity to contain all of the dredged 
hot spot sediments. Sufficient space will be developed 
for storage of separated PCB contaminated material, if 
necessary, prior to offsite destruction. 

The operation of the separation facility will be 
protective of health and the environment. 

The site will be closed consistent with this section. No 
PCB contaminated material is to be left on site. 

Although this policy is directed at electrical equipment-
type spills, it will be considered to address any PCB 
leakage or spillage from the CDF or the 
separation/storage facilities. 
Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated 
by the stored sediments and any process or dewatering 
discharge wil l be treated by the on-site treatment plant 
and discharged. Ambient water quality criteria, 
particularly for copper, will be addressed through a 
phased Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach. 
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Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 3C 

CWA, Section 402, NPDES, 
^inhibitions 

Clean Air Act (CAA), National 
emissions Standards for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) 

Guidance on Remedial Actions for 
Superfund Sites with PCB 
Contamination (OSWER Directive) 

Massachusetts 

Solid Waste Management 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Identification and Listing 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Requirements for Generators of 
Hazardous Waste 

40CFR 122.4(i) 

42 USC 7401 et 
seq.; 40 CFR Part 

61 

2 1 A M G L 2 a n d 8 ; 
310CMR 19.00 

21CMGL 4 and 6; 
310 CMR 30.100 

2 1 C M G L 4 a n d 6 ; 
3 10 CMR 30.300 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

^-;W *>* •'•<: 

Prohibition on new discharges into waters that 
do not meet applicable water quality criteria 
(WQC) unless certain conditions are met. 

NESHAPS are a set of emissions standards for 
specific chemicals, including PCBs, from 
specific production activities. 

Describes the recommended approach for 
evaluating and remediating CERCLA sites with 
PCB contamination. 

This regulation establishes rules and 
requirements for solid waste facilities; including 
cover systems; surface water and ground water 
protection; monitoring and post-closure. 

Establishes standards for identifying and l ist ing 
hazardous waste. 

Establishes standards for various classes of 
generators. 

A waiver will be sought for this provision since 
compliance would prevent cleanup of the site until 
Harbor waters either reach water quality standards or 
until the other conditions in the regulation are met. 
Neither of which can be accomplished in a reasonable 
time frame. 

Monitoring of air emission from the facility will be used 
to assess compliance with these standards. Operation 
and maintenance activities will be carried out in a 
manner which will minimize potential air releases. 

This guidance will be considered when evaluating PCB 
issues associated with separation and storage of 
contaminated material. 

Disposal of the treated sediment containing less than 50 
ppm of PCBs wi l l meet the substantive requirements of 
these provisions. 

Monitoring will assess whether hazardous wastes are 
present in discharges or process wastes from the facility. 

Any hazardous waste generated from the facility will be 
managed in accordance with the substantive 
requirements of these regulations. 
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Table b-3C-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 3C
 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Management Standards for all 
Hazardous Waste Facilities 

Supplemental Requirements for 
Hazardous Waste Management 
Facilities 

Surface Water Discharge 

Surface Water Quality Standards 

Rules for the Prevention and 
Control of Oil Pollution in the 
Waters of the Commonwealth 

Massachusetts Water Quality 
Standards Implementation Policy of 
Toxic Pollutants in Surface Waters 
(2/23/90) 

21CMGL 4 and 6, 
310 CMR 30.500 

21 MGL 27(12), 34 
and 43; 314 CMR 

8.00 

21 MGL 23(12) and 
34; 314 CMR 1.00

7.00 

27 MGL 27; 314 
CMR 4.00 

21 MGL 26-53; 314 
CMR 15.000 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Establishes standards for treatment, storage, and 
disposal of hazardous waste, and establishes 
standards for closure, post closure and ground 
water monitoring. Sec. 30.501(3)(a) exempts 
facilities which treat, dispose or store hazardous 
waste containing 50 ppm or more of PCBs if 
they are adequately regulated under TSCA, 40 
CFR761. 

This regulation outlines the additional 
requirements that must be satisfied in order for 
a RCRA facility to comply with the NPDES 
regulation. 
This section outlines the requirements for 
obtaining a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit in 
Massachusetts. The waters of New Bedford 
Harbor adjacent to the site are classified as SB. 

MADEP surface water quality standards 
incorporate the federal AWQC as standards for 
surface waters of the state. Standards establish 
acute and chronic effects on aquatic life for 
contaminants including PCBs, cadmium, 
copper, and lead. 

Regulates the discharge of oil or sewage, 
industrial waste or other material containing oil 
into waters of the Commonwealth. 

Recommends surface water quality standards 
for specified contaminants and implementation 
measures to achieve standards. 

Any non-PCB hazardous waste which is treated, stored 
or disposed of at this facility as part of the remedy will 
be managed in accordance with the substantive 
requirements of this section. 

The substantive requirements of these provisions will be 
met. 

Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated 
by the stored sediments will be treated by the on-site 
treatment plant and discharged in accordance with the 
substantive provisions of the regulations. 

Ambient water quality criteria, particularly for copper, 
will be addressed through a phased Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) approach. 

The remedy will comply with the substantive 
requirements of the provisions. 

This implementation policy and appropriate standards 
will be considered for alternatives which impact surface 
water quality. 
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Table i>-3C-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 3C
 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Air Pollution Control 

MADEP - Recommended Threshold 
Effect Exposure Limits (TELs) and 
Allowable Ambient Limits (AALs) 

DAQC Policy (90.001): Allowable 
Sound Emissions (211/90) 

MA DEP - Assessment and Control 
of Dioxin in Massachusetts 
(10/31/91) 

111 MGL 142D; 
310CMR6.00 

111 MGL 142A-J, 
310CMR7.00 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Establishes ambient air level for contaminants 
including PCBs and participates. 

Standards for sources of emissions. Pollution 
abatement controls may be required. 

Establishes exposure concentrations for air 
contaminants developed and recommended by 
the Office of Research and Standards to protect 
public health. 
Establishes guidelines where the source of new 
noise should not emit more man 10 decibels 
above the existing (background) level. 

Recommends revisions to Toxicity Equivalence 
Factors (TEFs) for polychlorinated 
dibenzodioxins (PCDDs) and dibenzofurans 
(PCDFs) in air/emissions. 

Emissions from the CDF and the separation facility will 
comply with these standards. Dust suppression will be 
used to reduce particulate emissions. 

Operation and maintenance of the CDF and the 
separation facility will comply with the substantive 
requirements of these provisions. 
On-site containment and separation technologies having 
air emissions will consider the TELs and AALs. 

Site operations noise level will be minimized and will 
follow the suggested noise l imi t to the extent 
practicable. 

Alternatives with on-site sediment separation 
technologies that potentially include air emissions of 
PCDDs and PCDFs will consider the revised TEFs for 
evaluating the toxicity of these air emissions. 

THERMAL DESORPTION AND OFF-SITE INCINERATION - DRAFT FINAL FS ADDENDUM B-3C-3 
12/31/97 

http:310CMR7.00
http:310CMR6.00


Alternative HS-4:
 
Staged Vitrification
 

ARARs TABLES
 



Table o-4-l
 
Chemical-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative HS-4
 

Federal 
"ancer Slope Factors (CSFs) 

Reference Doses (RfDs) 

Massachusetts 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

These are guidance values used to evaluate the 
potential carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to 
contaminants. 

These are guidance values used to evaluate the 
potential non-carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure 
to contaminants. 

iThere are no state chemical-specific ARARs. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility w i l l minimize 
exposure to potential receptors. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility wil l min imize 
exposure to potential receptors. 
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Table 6-4-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs - Alternative HS-4
 

Federal 
Floodplain Management 
Executive Order 11988 

Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act 

Coastal Zone Management 
Act 

Massachusetts 

Wetlands Protection Act 

Coastal Zone Management 

Waterways 

•:i; • ,. • ;:;:. ...:. ••.;.;. ...:;% 

40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A 

16 USC Part 661 
et seq.; 40 CFR 
6.302 

16 USC Parts 
1451 et seq. 

131 MGL40; 
310CMR 10.00 

301 CMR21.00 

310CMR9.00 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of flood
 
loss, minimize impact of floods, and restore and preserve
 
the natural and beneficial values of floodplains.
 

Requires consultation with appropriate agencies to protect
 
fish and wildlife when federal actions may alter waterways.
 
Must develop measures to prevent and mitigate potential
 
loss.
 
Requires that any actions must be conducted in a manner
 
consistent with state approved management programs.
 

These standards regulate the dredging, filling, altering, or
 
polluting of coastal and inland wetland resource areas.
 
Protected resource areas within and adjacent to the site
 
include: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage (Sec.
 
10.02(l)(d)), Land Under Ocean (Sec. 10.25), Designated
 
Port Area (Sec. 10.26), Coastal Beaches (including tidal
 
flats)(Sec. 10.27), Coastal Bank (Sec. 10.30), and Land
 
Containing Shellfish (Sec. 10.34). There is a 100-foot
 
buffer zone landward of the Coastal Bank.
 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a manner
 
consistent with state approved management programs.
 

Sets forth criteria for work within flowed and filled
 
tidelands. Waterways concerns focus on the long term
 
viability of marine uses and protecting public rights in
 
tidelands, including fishing and access.
 

The facility lies within the 100-year coastal floodplain. The 
potential effects of any action must be evaluated to ensure 
that the planning and decision making reflect consideration 
of flood hazards and floodplain management, including 
restoration and preservation of natural and beneficial values, 
wherever feasible. 

Appropriate agencies will be consulted prior to 
implementation to find ways to minimize adverse effects to 
fish and wildlife from facility operation and maintenance. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone management area, 
therefore applicable coastal zone management requirements 
will be met. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility within the 100
year floodplain and the 100-foot buffer zone to the coastal 
bank will comply with the substantive requirements of the 
standards. Dewatering and treatment facilities will be 
protected from flooding. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone management area, 
therefore substantive coastal zone management requirements 
will be met. 
Actions within filled and flowed tidelands at the site will 
comply with the regulation's environmental standards. 
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Table B-4-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 4
 

Federal 

Toxic Substances Control 
Act (TSCA), Disposal 
Requirements- PCBs 
'ontaminated Dredged 

Spoil 

TSCA PCB Storage 
Regulations 

Disposal of Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls; Manufacturing, 
Processing, and Distribution 
in Commerce; Proposed 
Decision on Exemption 
Petitions; Proposed Rules 

TSCA PCB Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage 
Regulations 

15 USC 2601- Applicable 
2692; 40 CFR 
761.60(a)(5) 

40CFR761.65(a) Applicable 

59 Fed. Reg. To Be 
62866 Considered 

40 CFR Applicable 

40 CFR Applicable 

Dredged materials with PCBs at 
concentrations greater than 50 ppm must be 
disposed of either in an incinerator, or in a 
chemical waste landfill, or, when the first 2 
options are not reasonable and appropriate, by 
a disposal method which will protect health 
and the environment. 

PCBs stored for disposal must be properly 
disposed of within one year of being placed in 
storage. 

Proposed rules would permit additional 
extensions to the one year PCB storage rule. 

Storage facilities must have adequate roof and 
walls to prevent rainwater from reaching the 
stored PCBs. 

Storage facilities cannot have floor drains or 
openings that would allow liquids to flow 
from the storage area. 

On-site dewatering and destruction of the contaminated 
dredge spoil at the CDF must be approved by the 
Regional Administrator under the terms of the 
regulations. 

A waiver will be required from this requirement since it 
is technically impracticable from an engineering 
perspective to complete the proposed remedy in less than 
one year, requiring storage of PCB contaminated 
material for more than one year on site. 

If the rule is promulgated prior to completing the remedy 
selection proces, it will be possible to extend the period 
of PCB storage beyond a year, without a waiver, until the 
completion of the remedial action. 

Present cover, if properly maintained, does prevent 
rainwater from reaching the stored PCBs. Rainwater tha 
falls directly on Cell #1 may require treatment if 
contamination occurs. PCB contaminated material will 
be stored, if necessary, to satisfy this requirement. 

Cell #1 has two continuous, impermeable bottom liners. 
Dewatered PCB contaminated material will be stored, if 
necessary, to satisfy this requirement. 
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it ii-4-3 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 4 

TSCA PCB Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial 
Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial 
Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup 
Policy 

Clean Water Act (CWA), 
Section 402, National 
Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System 
(NPDES) 

CWA, Section 402, 
NPDES, Prohibitions 

Citation, 

40CFR 
761.65(b)(l)(iv) 

40CFR 
761.65(b)(l)(v) 

40CFR 
761.65(d)(2)(ii) 

40CFR 
761.65(d)(2)(vi) 

40 CFR 761.120
.135 

33 USC 1342; 40 
CFR 122-125, 131 

40 CFR 122.4(i) 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Storage facilities must have floors and curbs 
made of smooth impervious material to 
prevent PCB penetration. 

Storage facilities must not be located below 
the 100-year floodwater elevation. 

Commercial facilities must possess the 
capacity to handle the maximum quantity of 
PCB waste that will be handled at any one 
time. 
The operation of a commercial storage facility 
must not pose an unreasonable risk of injury to 
health or the environment. 

Establishes criteria to determine adequacy of 
the cleanup of spills (occurring after 5/4/87) 
from the release of materials with > 50 ppm 
PCBs. 
These standards govern discharge of water 
into surface waters. Due to the degraded 
nature of New Bedford Harbor waters, 
regulated discharges into the waterway must 
meet ambient water quality criteria (WQC) at 
the discharge point. 

Prohibition on new discharges into waters that 
do not meet applicable water quality criteria 
(WQC) unless certain conditions are met. 

Cell #1 has two liners made of HOPE which is smooth 
and impermeable. Dewatered PCB contaminated 
material will be stored, if necessary, to satisfy this 
requirement. 
The top-of-berm elevation is 2 feet higher than the 100
year flood elevation. Dewatered PCB contaminated 
material will be stored, if necessary, to satisfy this 
requirement. 
The CDF has the capacity to contain all of the dredged 
hot spot sediments. Sufficient space will be developed 
for storage of contaminated dewatered sediment prior to 
treatment. 
The operation of the dewatering and treatment facility 
will be protective of health and the environment. 

Although this policy is directed at electrical equipment-
type spills, it will be considered to address any PCB 
leakage or spillage from the CDF or the treatment 
facilities. 
Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated 
by the stored sediments and any process or dewatering 
discharge will be treated by the on-site treatment plant 
and discharged. Ambient water quality criteria, 
particularly for copper, will be addressed through a 
phased Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach. 

A waiver will be sought for this provision since 
compliance would prevent cleanup of the site until 
Harbor waters either reach water quality standards or 
unt i l the other conditions in the regulation are met. 
Neither of which can be accomplished in a reasonable 
time frame. 
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Table 15-4-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 4
 

Clean Air Act (CAA), 
National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (NESHAPS) 

uuidance on Remedial 
Actions for Superfund Sites 
with PCB Contamination 
(OSWER Directive) 

Massachusetts 

Solid Waste Management 

Hazardous Waste 
Management - Identification 
and Listing 

Hazardous Waste 
Management 
Requirements for 
Generators of Hazardous 
Waste 
Hazardous Waste 
Management - Management 
Standards for all Hazardous 
Waste Facilities 

42 USC 7401 et 
seq.; 40 CFR Part 

61 

21AMGL2and8 ; 
310CMR 19.00 

21CMGL 4 and 6: 
310CMR30.100 

2 1 C M G L 4 a n d 6 ; 
310 CMR 30.300 

21CMGL4and6 . 
310 CMR 30.500 

Applicable
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

NESHAPS are a set of emissions standards for 
specific chemicals, including PCBs, from 
specific production activities. 

Describes the recommended approach for 
evaluating and remediating CERCLA sites 
with PCB contamination. 

This regulation establishes rules and 
requirements for solid waste facilities; 
including cover systems; surface water and 
ground water protection; monitoring and post-
closure. 
Establishes standards for identifying and 
listing hazardous waste. 

Establishes standards for various classes of 
generators. 

Establishes standards for treatment, storage, 
and disposal of hazardous waste, and 
establishes standards for closure, post closure 
and ground water monitoring. Sec. 
30.50l(3)(a) exempts facilities which treat, 
dispose or store hazardous waste containing 
50 ppm or more of PCBs if they are 
adequately regulated under TSCA, 40 CFR 

•& :̂V;# -iY,«; ^ 7>: •VW'4:'^--, ViV'V 'c; - Actions to be Tafcen to AttainA
 :¥ 

Monitoring of air emissions from the facility will be used 
to assess compliance with these standards. Operation 
and maintenance activities will be carried out in a 
manner which will minimize potential air releases. 

This guidance will be considered when evaluating PCB 
issues associated with storage and treatment of 
contaminated sediment. 

Disposal of the vitrified sediment containing less than 50 
ppm of PCBs will meet the substantive requirements of 
these provisions. 

Monitoring will assess whether hazardous wastes are 
present in discharges or dewatering wastes from the 
facility. 

Any hazardous waste generated from the facility will be 
managed in accordance with the substantive requirement 
of these regulations. 

Any non-PCB hazardous waste which is treated, stored 
or disposed of at this facility as part of the remedy will 
be managed in accordance with the substantive 
requirements of this section. 
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Tab.~ J-4-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 4
 

Supplemental Requirements 
for Hazardous Waste 
Management Facilities 

Surface Water Discharge 

Surface Water Quality 
Standards 

Rules for the Prevention and 
Control of Oil Pollution in 
the Waters of the 
Commonwealth 
Massachusetts Water 
Quality Standards 
Implementation Policy of 
Toxic Pollutants in Surface 
Waters (2/23/90) 
Ambient Air Quality 
Standards 

Air Pollution Control 

21 MGL27(12), 
34 and 43; 314 

CMR 8.00 

21 MGL 23(12) 
and 34; 314 CMR 

1.00-7.00 

27 MGL 27; 314 
CMR 4.00 

21 MGL 26-53; 
314 CMR 15.000 

111 MGL 142D; 
310 CMR 6.00 

111 MGL 142A-J, 
310 CMR 7.00 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

This regulation outlines the additional 
requirements that must be satisfied in order for 
a RCRA facility to comply with the NPDES 
regulation. 

This section outlines the requirements for 
obtaining a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit in 
Massachusetts. The waters of New Bedford 
Harbor adjacent to the site are classified as 
SB. 
MADEP surface water quality standards 
incorporate the federal AWQC as standards 
for surface waters of the state. Standards 
establish acute and chronic effects on aquatic 
life for contaminants including PCBs, 
cadmium, copper, and lead. 

Regulates the discharge of oil or sewage, 
industrial waste or other material containing 
oil into waters of the Commonwealth. 

Recommends surface water quality standards 
for specified contaminants and implementation 
measures to achieve standards. 

Establishes ambient air levels for 
contaminants including PCBs and particulates. 

Standards for sources of emissions. Pollution 
abatement controls may be required. 

The substantive requirements of these provisions will be 
met. 

Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated 
by the stored sediments will be treated by the on-site 
treatment plant and discharged in accordance with the 
substantive provisions of the regulations. 

Ambient water quality criteria, particularly for copper, 
will be addressed through a phased Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) approach. 

The remedy will comply with the substantive 
requirements of the provisions. 

This implementation policy and appropriate standards 
will be considered for alternatives which impact surface 
water quality. 

Emissions from the CDF and the dewatering/treatment 
facility wil l comply with these standards. Dust 
suppression will be used to reduce particulate emissions. 

Operation and maintenance of the CDF and the 
dewatering/treatment facility wi l l comply with the 
substantive requirements of these provisions. 
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Tabit i5-4-3 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 4 

. . ;

ctioisjto feT
• • •  - • • 

MADEP - Recommended 
Threshold Effect Exposure 
Limits (TELs) and 
Allowable Ambient Limits 
(AALs) 
DAQC Policy (90.001): 
Allowable Sound Emissions 
(2/1/90) 

MA DEP - Assessment and 
Control of Dioxin in 
Massachusetts (10/31/91) 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Establishes exposure concentrations for air 
contaminants developed and recommended by 
the Office of Research and Standards to 
protect public health. 

Establishes guidelines where the source of 
new noise should not emit more than 10 
decibels above the existing (background) 
level. 
Recommends revisions to Toxicity 
Equivalence Factors (TEFs) for 
polychlorinated dibenzodioxins (PCDDs) and 
dibenzofurans (PCDFs) in air/emissions. 

On-site containment, dewatering and treatment 
technologies having air emissions wil l consider the TELs 
and AALs. 

Site operations noise level wil l be minimized and will 
follow the suggested noise l imi t to the extent practicable 

Alternatives with on-site sediment dewatering and 
treatment technologies that potentially include air 
emissions of PCDDs and PCDFs will consider the 
revised TEFs for evaluating the toxicity of these air 
emissions. 
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Alternative HS-5:
 
In-Place Capping
 

ARARs TABLES
 



Table rf-5-1
 
Chemical-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative HS-5
 

Federal
 
Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs)
 

Reference Doses (RfDs)
 

Massachusetts
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

These are guidance values used to evaluate the 
potential carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure 
to contaminants. 
These are guidance values used to evaluate the 
potential non-carcinogenic hazard caused by 
exposure to contaminants. 

[There are no state chemical-specific ARARs. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility will minimize 
exposure to potential receptors. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility will minimize 
exposure to potential receptors. 
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Table B-5-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs - Alternative HS-5
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Federal 
rHoodplain Management - Executive 
Order 11988 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

Coastal Zone Management Act 

Massachusetts 

Wetlands Protection Act 

Coastal Zone Management 

-•"•• '" "••'•• * '• " •'" 

40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A 

16 USC Part 661 
et seq.; 40 CFR 
6.302 

16 USC Parts 
1451 et seq. 

131 MGL40; 
310 CMR 10.00 

301 CMR 21. 00 

 ~ M x-z \??S8S9Sss3S; 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of flood 
loss, minimize impact of floods, and restore and preserve 
the natural and beneficial values of floodplains. 

Requires consultation with appropriate agencies to protect 
fish and wildlife when federal actions may alter 
waterways. Must develop measures to prevent and 
mitigate potential loss. 
Requires that any actions must be conducted in a manner 
consistent with state approved management programs. 

These standards regulate the dredging, filling, altering, or 
polluting of coastal and inland wetland resource areas. 
Protected resource areas within and adjacent to the site 
include: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage (Sec. 
10.02(l)(d)), Land Under Ocean (Sec. 10.25), Designated 
Port Area (Sec. 10.26), Coastal Beaches (including tidal 
flats)(Sec. 10.27), Coastal Bank (Sec. 10.30), and Land 
Containing Shellfish (Sec. 10.34). There is a 100-foot 
buffer zone landward of the Coastal Bank. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a manner 
consistent with state approved management programs. 

The facility lies within the 100-year coastal 
floodplain. The potential effects of any action must 
be evaluated to ensure that the planning and decision 
making reflect consideration of flood hazards and 
floodplain management, including restoration and 
preservation of natural and beneficial values, 
wherever feasible. 

Appropriate agencies will be consulted prior to 
implementation to find ways to minimize adverse 
effects to fish and wildlife from facility operation and 
maintenance. 
The entire site is located in a coastal zone 
management area, therefore applicable coastal zone 
management requirements will be met. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility within the 
100-year floodplain and the 100-foot buffer zone to 
the coastal bank will comply with the substantive 
requirements of the standards. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone 
management area, therefore substantive coastal zone 
management requirements will be met. 
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Table B-5-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs - Alternative HS-5
 

Waterways 310CMR9.00 Applicable Sets forth criteria for work within flowed and filled Actions, including operation and maintenance, within 
tidelands. Waterways concerns focus on the long term filled tidelands and adjacent flowed tidelands at the 
viability of marine uses and protecting public rights in site will comply with the regulation's environmental 
tidelands, including fishing and access. standards. 
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Table B-5-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 5
 

Federal 

Toxic Substances Control Act 
(TSCA), Disposal Requirements-
PCBs Contaminated Dredged 
Spoil 

TSCA Chemical Waste Landfill 
Standards 

TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup Policy 

Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 
402, National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) 

CWA, Section 402, NPDES, 
Prohibitions 

Clean Air Act (CAA), National 
Emissions Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAPS) 

15 USC 2601-2692; 
40CFR 

761.60(a)(5) 

40CFR761.75 

40 CFR 761.120' 
.135 

33 USC 1342; 40 
CFR 122-125, 131 

40 CFR 122.4(i) 

42 USC 7401 et 
seq.; 40 CFR Part 

61 

Applicable
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Dredged materials with PCBs at concentrations 
greater than 50 ppm must be disposed of either in 
an incinerator, or in a chemical waste landfill, or, 
when the first 2 options are not reasonable and 
appropriate, by a disposal method which will 
adequately protect health and the environment. 
Standards for the construction, operation, and 
monitoring of facilities used to dispose of PCBs, 
unless a waiver is granted under Sec. 761.75(c)(4). 

Establishes criteria to determine adequacy of the 
cleanup of spills (occurring after 5/4/87) from the 
release of materials with > 50 ppm PCBs. 
These standards govern discharge of water into 
surface waters. Due to the degraded nature of New 
Bedford Harbor waters, regulated discharges into 
the waterway must meet ambient water quality 
criteria (WQC) at the discharge point. 

Prohibition on new discharges into waters that do 
not meet applicable water quality criteria (WQC) 
unless certain conditions are met. 

NESHAPS are a set of emissions standards for 
specific chemicals, including PCBs, from specific 
production activities. 

Permanent storage of the contaminated dredge spoil at the 
CDF must be approved by the Regional Administrator 
under the terms of the regulations. 

The facility wi l l be operated and maintained to satisfy the 
substantive requirements of these standards. Waivers wil 
be required for specific requirements regarding hydrologic 
conditions, flood protection, and leachate collection upon 
a finding by the Regional Administrator that the operation 
of the facility wi l l not present an unreasonable risk of 
injury to health or the environment. 

Although this policy is directed at electrical equipment-
type spills, it wil l be considered to address any PCB 
leakage or spillage from the CDF. 
Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated by 
the stored sediments and any process or dewatering 
discharge wi l l be treated by the on-site treatment plant and 
discharged. Ambient water quality criteria, particularly for 
copper, wi l l be addressed through a phased Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach. 
A waiver will be sought for this provision since 
compliance would prevent cleanup of the site until Harbor 
waters either reach water quality standards or unt i l the 
other conditions in the regulation are met. Neither of 
which can be accomplished in a reasonable time frame. 
Monitoring of air emissions from the facility will be used 
to assess compliance with these standards. Operation and 
maintenance activities will be carried out in a manner 
which will minimize potential air releases. 
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Table ^-5-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 5
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Guidance on Remedial Actions To Be Describes the recommended approach for This guidance will be considered when evaluating PCB
 
for Super-fund Sites with PCB Considered evaluating and remediating CERCLA sites with issues associated with in-place capping of contaminated
 
Contamination (OSWER PCB contamination. sediment.
 
Massachusetts
 

Hazardous Waste Management - 21CMGL 4 and 6; Relevant and Establishes standards for identifying and listing Monitoring will assess whether hazardous wastes are 
Identification and Listing 310 CMR 30.100 Appropriate hazardous waste. present in discharges and process wastes from the facility. 
Hazardous Waste Management - 2 1 C M G L 4 a n d 6 ; Relevant and Establishes standards for various classes of Any hazardous waste generated from the facility will be 
Requirements for Generators of 310 CMR 30. 300 Appropriate generators. managed in accordance with the substantive requirements 
Hazardous Waste of these regulations. 
Hazardous Waste Management - 2 1 C M G L 4 a n d 6 , Relevant and Establishes standards for treatment, storage, and Any non-PCB hazardous waste which is treated, stored or 
Management Standards for all 310 CMR 30.500 Appropriate disposal of hazardous waste, and establishes disposed of at this facility as part of the remedy will be 
Hazardous Waste Facilities standards for closure, post closure and ground managed in accordance with the substantive requirements 

water monitoring. Sec. 30.501(3)(a) exempts of this section.
 
facilities which treat, dispose or store hazardous
 
waste containing 50 ppm or more of PCBs if they
 
are adequately regulated under TSCA, 40 CFR 761 .
 

Supplemental Requirements for 21 MGL 27(12), 34 Relevant and This regulation outlines the additional requirements The substantive requirements of these provisions will be
 
Hazardous Waste Management and 43; 3 14 CMR Appropriate that must be satisfied in order for a RCRA facility met.
 
Facilities- 8.00 to comply with the NPDES regulation.
 
Surface Water Discharge 21 MGL 23(12) and Applicable This section outlines the requirements for obtaining Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated by
 

34; 3 14 CMR 1.00-	 a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System the stored sediments will be treated by the on-site 
7.00	 (NPDES) permit in Massachusetts. The waters of treatment plant and discharged in accordance with the 

New Bedford Harbor adjacent to the site are substantive provisions of the regulations. 
classified as SB. 

Surface Water Quality Standards 27 MGL 27; 3 14 Applicable MADEP surface water quality standards Ambient water quality criteria, particularly for copper, 
CMR 4.00	 incorporate the federal AWQC as standards for wi l l be addressed through a phased Total Maximum Daily 

surface waters of the state. Standards establish Load (TMDL) approach. 
acute and chronic effects on aquatic life for 
contaminants including PCBs, cadmium, copper, 

Rules for the Prevention and 21 MGL 26-53; 314 Applicable Regulates the discharge of oil or sewage, industr ia l The remedy w i l l comply wi th the substantive
 
Control of Oil Pollution in the CMR 15.000 waste or other material containing oil into waters of requirements of the provisions.
 

Waters of the Commonwealth the Commonwealth.
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Tabk ^-5-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 5
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Massachusetts Water Quality 
Standards Implementation Policy 
of Toxic Pollutants in Surface 
Waters (2/23/90) 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Air Pollution Control 

MADEP - Recommended 
Threshold Effect Exposure Limits 
(TELs) and Allowable Ambient 
Limits (AALs) 
DAQC Policy (90.001): 
Allowable Sound Emissions 
(2/1/90) 
MADEP - Assessment and 
Control of Dioxin in 
Massachusetts 

(10/31/91) 

111 MGL 142D; 
310CMR6.00 

111 MGL 142A-J, 
310CMR7.00 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Recommends surface water quality standards for 
specified contaminants and implementation 
measures to achieve standards. 

Establishes ambient air level for contaminants 
including PCBs and particulates. 

Standards for sources of emissions. Pollution 
abatement controls may be required. 
Establishes exposure concentrations for air 
contaminants developed and recommended by the 
Office of Research and Standards to protect public 
health. 
Establishes guidelines where the source of new 
noise should not emit more than 10 decibels above 
the existing (background) level. 
Recommends revisions to Toxicity Equivalence 
Factors (TEFs) for polychlorinated dibenzodioxins 
(PCDDs) and dibenzofurans (PCDFs) in 
air/emissions. (To be used to convert to a toxic 
equivalent concentration of 2,3 7,8-TCDD and 
compared to the Massachusetts standards. 

This implementation policy and appropriate standards will 
DC considered for alternatives which impact surface water 
quality. 

Emissions from the facility wi l l comply with these 
standards. Dust suppression wi l l be used to reduce 
particulate emissions. 
Operation and maintenance of the facility will comply 
with the substantive requirements of these provisions. 
On-site containment technologies having air emissions 
wi l l consider the TELs and AALs. 

Site operations noise level wil l be minimized and will 
follow the suggested noise l i m i t to the extent practicable. 

Alternatives with on-site sediment containment 
technologies that potentially include air emissions of 
PCDDs and PCDFs will consider the revised TEFs for 
evaluating the toxicity of these air emissions and w i l l 
consider using the Massachusetts dioxin air guidance. 
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Alternative HS-6:
 
Off-Site Landfilling
 

ARARs TABLES
 



Table u-6-1
 
Chemical-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative HS-6
 

Federal
 
Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs)
 

Reference Doses (RfDs)
 

Massachusetts
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

These are guidance values used to evaluate the potential 
carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to 
contaminants. 

These are guidance values used to evaluate the potential 
non-carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to 
contaminants. 

[There are no state chemical-specific ARARs. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility will minimize 
exposure to potential receptors. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility will minimize 
exposure to potential receptors. 
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Table tf-6-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs - Alternative HS-6
 

Federal 
rloodplain Management - Executive 
Order 11 988 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

Coastal Zone Management Act 

Massachusetts 

Wetlands Protection Act 

Coastal Zone Management 

40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A 

16 USC Part 661 
et seq.; 40 CFR 
6.302 

16 USC Parts 
1451 et seq. 

131 MGL40;310 
CMR 10.00 

301 CMR 2 1.00 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 
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Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of flood 
loss, minimize impact of floods, and restore and preserve 
the natural and beneficial values of floodplains. 

Requires consultation with appropriate agencies to protect 
fish and wildlife when federal actions may alter waterways. 
Must develop measures to prevent and mitigate potential 
loss. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a manner 
consistent with state approved management programs. 

These standards regulate the dredging, filling, altering, or 
polluting of coastal and inland wetland resource areas. 
Protected resource areas within and adjacent to the site 
include: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage (Sec. 
10.02(l)(d)), Land Under Ocean (Sec. 10.25), Designated 
Port Area (Sec. 10.26), Coastal Beaches (including tidal 
flats)(Sec. 10.27), Coastal Bank (Sec. 10.30), and Land 
Containing Shellfish (Sec. 10.34). There is a 100-foot 
buffer zone landward of the Coastal Bank. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a manner 
consistent with state approved management programs. 

The facility lies within the 100-year coastal 
floodplain. The potential effects of any action must 
be evaluated to ensure that the planning and decision 
making reflect consideration of flood hazards and 
floodplain management, including restoration and 
preservation of natural and beneficial values, 
wherever feasible. 
Appropriate agencies will be consulted prior to 
implementation to find ways to minimize adverse 
effects to fish and wildlife from facility operation 
and maintenance. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone 
management area, therefore applicable coastal zone 
management requirements will be met. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility within the 
100-year floodplain and the 100-foot buffer zone to 
the coastal bank will comply with the substantive 
requirements of the standards. Dewatering and 
loading facilities will be protected from flooding. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone 
management area, therefore substantive coastal zone 
management requirements will be met. 

12/30/97 
OFF-SITE LANDFILLING - DRAFT FINAL FS ADDENDUM B-6-2 



Table B-6-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs - Alternative HS-6
 

Waterways 310CMR9.00 Applicable Sets forth criteria for work within flowed and filled Actions within filled and flowed tidelands at the site 
tidelands. Waterways concerns focus on the long term will comply with the regulation's environmental 
viability of marine uses and protecting public rights in standards. 
tidelands, including fishing and access. 

12731/97 
OFF-SITE LANDFILLING - DRAFT FINAL FS ADDENDUM B-6-2 



Table B-6-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 6
 

Federal 

Toxic Substances Control 
Act (TSCA), Disposal 
Requirements- PCBs 
Contaminated Dredged Spoil 

TSCA PCB Storage 
Regulations 

Disposal of Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls; Manufacturing, 
Processing, and Distribution 
in Commerce; Proposed 
Decision on Exemption 
Petitions; Proposed Rules 

TSCA PCB Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage 
Regulations 

15 USC 2601
2692; 40 CFR 
761.60(a)(5) 

40 CFR 
761.65(a) 

59 Fed. Reg. 
62866 

40 CFR 
761.65(b)(l) 

(i) 

40 CFR 
761.65(b)(l) 

(ii) 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Dredged materials with PCBs at concentrations 
greater than 50 ppm must be disposed of either 
in an incinerator, or in a chemical waste landfill, 
or, when the first 2 options are not reasonable 
and appropriate, by a disposal method which 
will protect health and the environment. 

PCBs stored for disposal must be properly 
disposed of within one year of being placed in 
storage. 

Proposed rules would permit additional 
extensions to the one year PCB storage rule. 

Storage facilities must have adequate roof and 
walls to prevent rainwater from reaching the 
stored PCBs. 

Storage facilities cannot have floor drains or 
openings that would allow liquids to flow from 
the storage area. 

Sediments will be disposed of in a permitted 
TSCA facility. 

A waiver will be required from this requirement 
since it is technically impracticable from an 
engineering perspective to complete the proposed 
remedy in less than one year, requiring storage of 
PCB contaminated material for more than one 
year on site. 

If the rule is promulgated prior to completing the 
remedy selection process, it will be possible to 
extend the period of PCB storage beyond a year, 
without a waiver, until the completion of the 
remedial action. 

Present cover, if properly maintained, does 
prevent rainwater from reaching the stored PCBs. 
Rainwater that falls directly on Cell #1 may 
require treatment if contamination occurs. 

Cell #1 has two continuous, impermeable bottom 
liners. 
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Table ii-6-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 6
 

TSCA PCB Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial 
Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial 
Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup 
Policy 

Clean Water Act (CWA), 
Section 402, National 
Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System 
(NPDES) 

CWA, Section 402, NPDES, 
Prohibitions 

40CFR
 
761.65(b)(l)
 

(iv)
 
40CFR
 

761.65(b)(l)
 
(v)
 

40CFR
 
761.65(d)(2)
 

(ii) 

40CFR 
761.65(d)(2) 

(vi) 

40CFR 
761.120-.135 

33 USC 1342; 
40CFR 122

125,131 

40CFR 
122.4(i) 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Storage facilities must have floors and curbs 
made of smooth impervious material to prevent 
PCB penetration. 
Storage facilities must not be located below the 
100-year floodwater elevation. 

CDF facilities must possess the capacity to 
handle the maximum quantity of PCB waste that 
will be handled at any one time. 

The operation of a commercial storage facility 
must not pose an unreasonable risk of injury to 
health or the environment. 

Establishes criteria to determine adequacy of the 
cleanup of spills (occurring after 5/4/87) from 
the release of materials with > 50 ppm PCBs. 

These standards govern discharge of water into 
surface waters. Due to the degraded nature of 
New Bedford Harbor waters, regulated 
discharges into the waterway must meet ambient 
water quality criteria (WQC) at the discharge 
point. 

Prohibition on new discharges into waters that 
do not meet applicable water quality criteria 
(WQC) unless certain conditions are met. 

Cell #1 has two liners made of HOPE which is 
smooth and impermeable. 

The top-of-berm elevation is 2 feet higher than the 
100-year flood elevation. The dewatering facility 
will be located above the 100-foot flood elevation. 

The CDF has the capacity to contain all of the 
dredged hot spot sediments. 

The cover for Cell #1 would have to be extended 
to overlap the cell walls to prevent persons from 
falling in. Air, groundwater, and surface water 
monitoring in the vicinity of the CDF will be 
continued to verify protectiveness of controls unti l 
all of the sediments are removed off-site. 

Although this policy is directed at electrical 
equipment-type spills, it will be considered to 
address any PCB leakage or spillage from the 
CDF. 
Any drainage off the site which becomes 
contaminated by the stored sediments and any 
process or dewatering discharge will be treated by 
the on-site treatment plant and discharged. 
Ambient water quality criteria, particularly for 
copper, will be addressed through a phased Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach. 

A waiver will be sought for this provision since 
compliance would prevent cleanup of the site until 
Harbor waters either reach water quality standards 
or until the other conditions in the regulation are 
met. Neither of which can be accomplished in a 
reasonable time frame. 
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Table rf-6-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 6
 

Clean Air Act (CAA), 
National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (NESHAPS) 

Guidance on Remedial 
Actions for Superfund Sites 
with PCB Contamination 
(OSWER Directive) 

Massachusetts 

Hazardous Waste 
Management - Identification 
and Listing 
Hazardous Waste 
Management - Requirements 
for Generators of Hazardous 
Waste 

Hazardous Waste 
Management - Management 
Standards for all Hazardous 
Waste Facilities 

Supplemental Requirements 
for Hazardous Waste 
Management Facilities 

42 USC 7401 
et seq.; 40 CFR 

Part 61 

21CMGL 4 
and 6; 3 10 

CMR30.100 
21CMGL4 
and 6; 310 

CMR 30.300 

21CMGL4 
and 6, 310 

CMR 30.500 

21 MGL 
27(12), 34 and 
43; 3 14 CMR 

8.00 

Applicable
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

NESHAPS are a set of emissions standards for 
specific chemicals, including PCBs, from 
specific production activities. 

Describes the recommended approach for 
evaluating and remediating CERCLA sites with 
PCB contamination. 

Establishes standards for identifying and listing 
hazardous waste. 

Establishes standards for various classes of 
generators. 

Establishes standards for treatment, storage, and 
disposal of hazardous waste, and establishes 
standards for closure, post closure and ground 
water monitoring. Sec. 30.50 l(3)(a) exempts 
facilities which treat, dispose or store hazardous 
waste containing 50 ppm or more PCBs if they 
are adequately regulated under TSCA, 40 CFR 
761. 

This regulation outlines the additional 
requirements that must be satisfied in order for a 
RCRA facility to comply with the NPDES 
regulation. 

Ifl^tioiSf'to be^kser* J»!;̂ ptaiî ^^^S 
Monitoring of air emissions from the facility, 
including from the dewatering process, will be 
used to assess compliance with these standards. 
Operation and maintenance activities will be 
carried out in a manner which will minimize 
potential air releases 
This guidance will be considered when evaluating 
PCB issues associated with removal, dewatering, 
and offsite disposal of contaminated sediment. 

Monitoring will assess whether hazardous wastes 
are present in discharges or dewatering wastes 
from the facility. 
Any hazardous waste generated from the facility 
will be managed in accordance with the 
substantive requirements of these regulations. 

Any non-PCB hazardous waste which is treated, 
stored or disposed of at this facility as part of the 
remedy will be managed in accordance with the 
substantive requirements of this section. 

The substantive requirements of these provisions 
will be met. 
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Tabk i5-6-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 6
 

Surface Water Discharge 

Surface Water Quality 
Standards 

Rules for the Prevention and 
Control of Oil Pollution in 
the Waters of the 
Commonwealth 
Massachusetts Water Quality 
Standards Implementation 
Policy of Toxic Pollutants in 
Surface Waters (2/23/90) 

Ambient Air Quality 
Standards 

Air Pollution Control 

MADEP - Recommended 
Threshold Effect Exposure 
Limits (TELs) and Allowable 
Ambient Limits (AALs) 

21 MGL 
23(12) and 34; 
314CMR 1.00 

7.00 

27 MGL 27; 
314CMR4.00 

21 MGL 26
53;314CMR 

15.000 

111 MGL 
142D;310 
CMR 6.00 

111 MGL 
142A-J.310 
CMR 7.00 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

This section outlines the requirements for 
obtaining a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit in 
Massachusetts. The waters of New Bedford 
Harbor adjacent to the site are classified as SB. 

MADEP surface water quality standards 
incorporate the federal AWQC as standards for 
surface waters of the state. Standards establish 
acute and chronic effects on aquatic life for 
contaminants including PCBs, cadmium, copper, 
and lead. 

Regulates the discharge of oil or sewage, 
industrial waste or other material containing oil 
into waters of the Commonwealth. 

Recommends surface water quality standards for 
specified contaminants and implementation to 
achieve standards. 

Establishes ambient air level for contaminants 
including PCBs and particulates. 

Standards for sources of emissions. Pollution 
abatement controls may be required. 

Establishes exposure concentrations for air 
contaminants developed and recommended by 
the Office of Research and Standards to protect 
public health. 

Any drainage off the site which becomes 
contaminated by the stored sediments and the 
water from dewatering will be treated by the on-
site treatment plant and discharged in accordance 
with the substantive provisions of the regulations. 

Ambient water quality criteria, particularly for 
copper, will be addressed through a phased Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach. 

The remedy will comply with the substantive 
requirements of the provisions. 

This implementation policy and appropriate 
standards will be considered for alternatives which 
impact surface water quality. 

Emissions from the CDF and the dewatering 
facility will comply with these standards. Dust 
suppression will be used to reduce particulate 
emissions. 
Operation and maintenance of the CDF and the 
dewatering facility will comply with the 
substantive requirements of these provisions. 

On-site containment and dewatering technologies 
having air emissions will consider the TELs and 
AALs. 
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DAQC Policy (90.001): 
Allowable Sound Emissions 
(2/1/90) 

MA DEP - Assessment and 
Control of Dioxin in 
Massachusetts (10/31/91) 

Table rf-6-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 6
 

To Be 
Considered 

Establishes guidelines where the source of new 
noise should not emit more than 10 decibels 
above the existing (background) level. 

To Be 
Considered 

Recommends revisions to Toxicity Equivalence 
Factors (TEFs) for polychlorinated 
dibenzodioxins (PCDDs) and dibenzofurans 
(PCDFs) in air/emissions. 

Actions $$$J$Hsnt tojUtaia << 

Site operations noise level will be minimized and 
will follow the suggested noise limit to the extent 
practicable. 

Alternatives with on-site sediment dewatering 
technologies that potentially include air emissions 
of PCDDs and PCDFs will consider the revised 
TEFs for evaluating the toxicity of these air 
emissions. 
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Alternative HS-7:
 
Off-Site Incineration
 

ARARs TABLES
 



Table rf-7-1
 
Chemical-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative HS-7
 

Federal 
:ancer Slope Factors (CSFs) To Be 

Considered 

Reference Doses (RfDs) To Be 
Considered 

Massachusetts 

These are guidance values used to evaluate the 
potential carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to 
contaminants. 
These are guidance values used to evaluate the 
potential non-carcinogenic hazard caused by 
exposure to contaminants. 

[There are no state chemical-specific ARARs. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility will 
minimize exposure to potential receptors. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility will 
minimize exposure to potential receptors. 
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Table u-7-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs - Alternative HS-7
 

Federal 
Floodplain Management 
Executive Order 11988 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act 

Coastal Zone Management Act 

Massachusetts 

Wetlands Protection Act 

Coastal Zone Management 

40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A 

16 USC Part 661 
et seq.; 40 CFR 
6.302 

16 USC Parts 
1451 et seq. 

131 MGL40; 
310CMR 10.00 

301 CMR21.00 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of flood 
loss, minimize impact of floods, and restore and preserve 
the natural and beneficial values of floodplains. 

Requires consultation with appropriate agencies to protect 
fish and wildlife when federal actions may alter waterways. 
Must develop measures to prevent and mitigate potential 
loss. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a manner 
consistent with state approved management programs. 

These standards regulate the dredging, filling, altering, or 
polluting of coastal and inland wetland resource areas. 
Protected resource areas within and adjacent to the site 
include: Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage (Sec. 
10.02(l)(d)), Land Under Ocean (Sec. 10.25), Designated 
Port Area (Sec. 10.26), Coastal Beaches (including tidal 
flats)(Sec. 10.27), Coastal Bank (Sec. 10.30), and Land 
Containing Shellfish (Sec. 10.34). There is a 100-foot 
buffer zone landward of the Coastal Bank. 

Requires that any actions must be conducted in a manner 
consistent with state approved management programs. 

The facility lies within the 100-year coastal floodplain. 
The potential effects of any action must be evaluated to 
ensure that the planning and decision making reflect 
consideration of flood hazards and floodplain 
management, including restoration and preservation of 
natural and beneficial values, wherever feasible. 

Appropriate agencies will be consulted prior to 
implementation to find ways to minimize adverse effects 
to fish and wildlife from facility operation and 
maintenance. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone management 
area, therefore applicable coastal zone management 
requirements will be met. 

Operation and maintenance of the facility within the 100
year floodplain and the 100-foot buffer zone to the 
coastal bank will comply with the substantive 
requirements of the standards. 

The entire site is located in a coastal zone management 
area, therefore applicable coastal zone management 
requirements will be met. 
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Table B-7-2
 
Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs - Alternative HS-7
 

Waterways 310CMR9.00 Applicable Sets forth criteria for work within flowed and filled Actions within filled and flowed tidelands at the site will 
tidelands. Waterways concerns focus on the long term comply with the regulation's environmental standards. 
viability of marine uses and protecting public rights in 
tidelands, including fishing and access. 
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Table u-7-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 7
 

Federal 
Toxic Substances Control Act 
(TSCA), Disposal Requirements-
PCBs Contaminated Dredged 
Spoil 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

Disposal of Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls; Manufacturing, 
Processing, and Distribution in 
Commerce; Proposed Decision 
on Exemption Petitions; 
Proposed Rules 
TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

TSCA PCB Storage Regulations 

15 USC 2601
2692; 40 CFR 
761.60(a)(5) 

40 CFR 
761.65(a) 

59 Fed. Reg. 
62866 

40 CFR 
761.65(b)(l) 

(i) 

40 CFR 
761.65(b)(l) 

(ii) 
40 CFR 

761.65(b)(l) 

(iv) 
40 CFR 

761.65(b)(l) 
(v) 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Dredged materials with PCBs at concentrations 
greater than 50 ppm must be disposed of either in 
an incinerator, or in a chemical waste landfill, or, 
when the first 2 options are not reasonable and 
appropriate, by a disposal method which will 
protect health and the environment. 

PCBs stored for disposal must be properly 
disposed of within one year of being placed in 
storage. 

Proposed rules would permit additional 
extensions to the one year PCB storage rule. 

Storage facilities must have adequate roof and 
walls to prevent rainwater from reaching the 
stored PCBs. 

Storage facilities cannot have floor drains or 
openings that would allow liquids to flow from 
the storage area. 
Storage facilities must have floors and curbs made 
of smooth impervious material to prevent PCB 
penetration. 
Storage facilities must not be located below the 
100-year flood water elevation. 

Sediments will be removed and incinerated in a 
permitted TSCA facility. 

A waiver will be required from this requirement since it 
is technically impracticable from an engineering 
perspective to complete the proposed remedy in less 
than one year, requiring storage of PCB contaminated 
material for more than one year on site. 

If the rule is promulgated prior to completing the 
remedy selection process, it will be possible to extend 
the period of PCB storage beyond a year, without a 
waiver, until the completion of the remedial action. 

Present cover, if properly maintained, does prevent 
rainwater from reaching the stored PCBs. Rainwater 
that falls directly on Cell #1 may require treatment if 
contamination occurs. 
Cell #1 has two continuous, impermeable bottom liners. 

Cell #1 has two liners made of HOPE which is smooth 
and impermeable. 

The top-of-berm elevation is 2 feet higher than the 100
year flood elevation. The dewatering facility will be 
located above the 100-foot flood elevation. 
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TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Commercial Storage 
Regulations 

TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup Policy 

lean Water Act (CWA), 
Section 402, National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) 

CWA, Section 402, NPDES, 
Prohibitions 

Clean Air Act (CAA), National 
Emissions Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAPS) 

40CFR 
761.65(d)(2) 

(ii) 

40CFR 
761.65(d)(2) 

(vi) 

40CFR 
761.120-.135 

33 USC 1342; 
40CFR122

125,131 

40CFR 
122.4(i) 

42 USC 7401 
et seq.; 40 CFR 

Part 61 

Table B-7-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 7
 

Relevant and 
Appropriate 

Jommercial facilities must possess the capacity to 
landle the maximum quantity of PCB waste that 
will be handled at any one time. 

KA. a^^>vv-xi^^,^^«^w-*^^^^s^>t-^i^-#^» 

Relevant and 
Appropriate 

The operation of a commercial storage facility 
must not pose an unreasonable risk of injury to 
health or the environment. 

Relevant and 
Appropriate 

Establishes criteria to determine adequacy of the 
cleanup of spills (occurring after 5/4/87) from the 
release of materials with > 50 ppm PCBs. 

Applicable These standards govern discharge of water into 
surface waters. Due to the degraded nature of 
New Bedford Harbor waters, regulated discharges 
into the waterway must meet ambient water 
quality criteria (WQC) at the discharge point. 

Applicable Prohibition on new discharges into waters that do 
not meet applicable water quality criteria (WQC) 
unless certain conditions are met. 

Applicable NESHAPS are a set of emissions standards for 
specific chemicals, including PCBs, from specific 
production activities. 

The CDF has the capacity to contain all of the dredged 
lot spot sediments. 

The cover for Cell #1 would have to be extended to 
overlap the cell walls to prevent persons from falling in. 
Air, groundwater, and surface water monitoring in the 
vicinity of the CDF will be continued to verify 
protectiveness of controls until all of the sediments are 
removed off-site. 
Although this policy is directed at electrical equipment-
type spills, it will be considered to address any PCB 
leakage or spillage from the CDF. 

Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated 
by the stored sediments and any process or dewatering 
discharge will be treated by the on-site treatment plant 
and discharged. Ambient water quality criteria, 
particularly for copper, will be addressed through a 
phased Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) approach, 

A waiver will be sought for this provision since 
compliance would prevent cleanup of the site until 
Harbor waters either reach water quality standards or 
until the other conditions in the regulation are met. 
Neither of which can be accomplished in a reasonable 
time frame. 
Monitoring of air emissions from the facility, including 
from the dewatering process, will be used to assess 
compliance with these standards. Operation and 
maintenance activities will be carried out in a manner 
which will minimize potential air releases. 
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Table o-7-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 7
 

Guidance on Remedial Actions 
for Superfund Sites with PCB 
Contamination (OSWER 
Directive) 
Massachusetts 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Identification and Listing 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Requirements for Generators of 
Hazardous Waste 

Hazardous Waste Management 
Management Standards for all 
Hazardous Waste Facilities 

Supplemental Requirements for 
Hazardous Waste Management 
Facilities 

Surface Water Discharge 

^BUll^Bl^^B 

21CMGL 4 
and 6; 3 10 

CMR30.100 
21CMGL4 
and 6; 3 10 

CMR 30.300 

21CMGL4 
and 6, 310 

CMR 30.500 

21 MGL 
27(12), 34 and 
43; 314 CMR 

8.00 
21 MGL 

23(1 2) and 34; 
314 CMR 1.00 

7.00 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable
 

Describes the recommended approach for 
evaluating and remediating CERCLA sites with 
PCB contamination. 

Establish standards for identifying and listing 
hazardous waste. 

Establishes standards for various classes of 
generators. 

Establishes standards for treatment, storage, and 
disposal of hazardous waste, and establishes 
standards for closure, post closure and ground 
water monitoring. Sec. 30.501 (3)(a) exempts 
facilities which treat, dispose or store hazardous 
waste containing 50 ppm or more of PCBs if they 
are adequately regulated under TSCA, 40 CFR 
761. 

This regulation outlines the additional 
requirements that must be satisfied in order for a 
RCRA facility to comply with the NPDES 
regulation. 
This section outlines the requirements for 
obtaining a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit in 
Massachusetts. The waters of New Bedford 
Harbor adjacent to the site are classified as SB. 

This guidance will be considered when evaluating PCB 
issues associated with removal, dewatering, and off-site 
treatment of contaminated sediment. 

Monitoring will assess whether hazardous wastes are 
present in discharges or dewatering wastes from the 
facility. 
Any hazardous waste generated from the facility will be 
managed in accordance with the substantive 
requirements of these regulations. 

Any non-PCB hazardous waste which is treated, stored 
or disposed of at this facility as part of the remedy will 
be managed in accordance with the substantive 
requirements of this section. 

The substantive requirements of these provisions will be 
met. 

Any drainage off the site which becomes contaminated 
by the stored sediments and the water from dewatering 
will be treated by the on-site treatment plant and 
discharged in accordance with the substantive 
provisions of the regulations. 
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Table B-7-3
 
Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs, Alternative 7
 

Surface Water Quality Standards 

ilules for the Prevention and 
ontrol of Oil Pollution in the 

Waters of the Commonwealth 

Massachusetts Water Quality 
Standards Implementation Policy 
of Toxic Pollutants in Surface 
Waters (2/23/90) 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Air Pollution Control 

MADEP - Recommended 
Threshold Effect Exposure 
Limits (TELs) and Allowable 
Ambient Limits (AALs) 
DAQC Policy (90.001): 
Allowable Sound Emissions 
(2/1/90) 

MA DEP - Assessment and 
Control of Dioxin in 
Massachusetts (10/31/91) 

27 MGL 27; 
314 CMR 4.00 

21 MGL 26
53; 314 CMR 

15.000 

111 MGL 
142D;310 
CMR 6.00 

111 MGL 
142A-J, 310 
CMR 7.00 

Applicable 

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

MADEP surface water quality standards 
incorporate the federal AWQC as standards for 
surface waters of the state. Standards establish 
acute and chronic effects on aquatic life for 
contaminants including PCBs, cadmium, copper, 
and lead. 
Regulates the discharge of oil or sewage, 
industrial waste or other material containing oil 
into waters of the Commonwealth. 

Recommends surface water quality standards for 
specified contaminants and implementation to 
achieve standards. 

Establishes ambient air level for contaminants 
including PCBs and particulates. 

Standards for sources of emissions. Pollution 
abatement controls may be required. 

Establishes exposure concentrations for air 
contaminants developed and recommended by the 
Office of Research and Standards to protect 
public health. 
Establishes guidelines where the source of new 
noise should not emit more than 10 decibels 
above the existing (background) level. 

Recommends revisions to Toxicity Equivalence 
Factors (TEFs) for polychlorinated 
dibenzodioxins (PCDDs) and dibenzofurans 
(PCDFs) in air/emissions. 

Ambient water quality criteria, particularly for copper, 
will be addressed through a phased Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) approach. 

The remedy will comply with the substantive 
requirements of the provisions. 

This implementation policy and appropriate standards 
will be considered for alternatives which impact surface 
water quality. 

Emissions from the CDF and the dewatering facility 
will comply with these standards. Dust suppression will 
be used to reduce paniculate emissions. 

Operation and maintenance of the CDF and the 
dewatering facility will comply with the substantive 
requirements of these provisions. 
On-site containment and dewatering technologies 
having air emissions will consider the TELs and AALs. 

Site operations noise level will be minimized and will 
follow the suggested noise l imit to the extent 
practicable. 

Alternatives with on-site sediment dewatering 
technologies that potentially include air emissions of 
PCDDs and PCDFs will consider the revised TEFs for 
evaluating the toxicity of these air emissions. 
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