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EPA Responses to Concerns List
of Acushnet and Faip

ed by'mm»!MMﬂm,
haven

Nowvembelr 29, 1995

The puarpose of this document is to list and respond to
= ww1m:1mmmmmmeM" volced by the Towns of Acushnet and Fairhaven |||
: A to Che HEPA's oposed remedy for phase 2 of the Su g
M'NNWWWDIHW Werwr WWZ.. e ko The : are listed £
bolded italics, Mklwwmilnfﬂlm~WPM"w BEDOTIEE

A Town of Acushnet Concerns

L. The Pederal BPA has lawvs Chat prohibit the storage ol
1mMmmhM’hmmrmmm"hwhwm&mmﬂmmJmuMme1MMnmmqmmm
ihat; will this mean, at once again the KP4 will change the law
fhat wiill this medan, rmqﬂ nee again Che KP4 will change CGhe Law
to swite (sic) their needs and not bake into consideration thednr
cmmmﬂmw'wMANM1mmwmﬂmmﬂhwmﬁ!mw‘pmmhmmh1%%!@m%dim?

The "law" refery
a support ing WLJM]
'wllmﬂt MMano

i )

Lo in this comment is actually not a law,
on of the federal Tos Substance

Thml regulation (40 CFR 761.6%(a)) e
=;mmdﬂh need to store PCRs prior to

; p@riwd to one Vmar or less. Another
ﬁuwbw m}'hi) more specifically addresses
containing PCBs. This

MM?

L E S

ﬂirpw&ml mit
TEHCN regulation
the disposal of

regulation allows for € 1 _U%dl of PCB-contaminated dredged
material in one of three ways - either in an incinerator, in a
chemical waste landfill, or with an alternate disposal method,
approved by the EPA's Redgional Admninist p, which provides
adegquate protection to health and h@ unvnx)nmwntm To make this

fﬂmﬂinq wf mdﬂqnat@ prmwec.‘ 3 mulation also requires that
_‘:ﬂ&]iMGn" criteria and regulations bhe
d@mud“ Thv F% nrd of Decision for this remedy will identify
those gquidelines, criteria and regulations which are "applicable
or relevant and appropriate” to this remedy and will identify how

they will be met or, if not, the reason for not meeting them.

'1"D]f1 1453,

BPATs proposed CDFP-bhased remedy falls under the third

disposal category listed abowe for the TSCA dredged material
regulation, hecause incineration or a chemical waste lnnd;i]1 is
net e makble or appropriate for the phase 2 remedy. EPA has

presented the basis for its findings that CDFs are protective of
puhme]wwHWlnamM e WWVMNMWMMNZMMMHTWW$‘LUMN?FN The Foram,
and will again present those reasons in the Proposed Plan and
Record of Decision for this remedy. Thus, EPA by no means has
"ohanged the law to suit our needs," as charged in the above
cromment:

2. y. 1 Ting to the BPA's map and explanation CDF 18 will be
'mpprwnJmmﬂnJ 1700 feet long and 200 to 400 feet wide stretohing
inteo the river behind the Aerovow Corp. This means that there is
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a strong cha that. we the ciltizens of Acushne
at a wall & Ffeet above high i wihieh will
horricans dike, e are also ooncern

L othat Acushnet will
footage of our

towill be looking
look Like another

ed that: once these CLOF‘s are
loose (sic) a number of important
dwwd$|MMMﬂufmwmyh@QM‘MMQJMme.mmM’Mr :
gaownds  of cads off e mwalmmm;“ Fowl which hawve e
to ouwr sho in the f]am”) E 1 years. Cowld ypou pled
mm:ﬁMammﬂMMmjmﬁm'$dmdyiHWM“F&WWW'thﬂlﬂ;mphmmmeW m%'tﬁm
levels to the Acushnet banks of the river? And the owve .
ﬁmumwfiﬁnﬂ*w-wﬁTﬂHﬁﬂ and natuwral beauty that we have bee
working Lfor during this clean ap?

Fingy
urn@w

To take these comments in b
design of CDF 1B measures 1630 f
ack, At wides

order given, the conceptual
oat i longest, and 345 3
:LMMMthHmJ%WPWm»HW1mum.wmjmh»mmwumw
is about 315 feebt). The proposed height as stated 8 feetl
above high tide, but it is i prilate to compare this to the
hurricane dike. At 17.6 £ above high tide, the hurricane dike
is over twice as high as the proposed CDF! A mmmplrlqnn to the
."lulnnu heot spot CDEF somewhal more aupropklmkn in terms of
eight, but at 12.6 feet above high tide, even the hot spot CDF
is more than half-again higher than 1B,

(53

Fwnmkhmmmmcnna, the
"umasmMm
jul:]

and Corps of Engineers believe that
the "in-water" bherm above the high ti
in a way that mixes vegetation in
1. This would be done to provide a
thetically pleasing and perhaps more
valuable as habitat. A surface of the berm’s slope below the
high tide level would in time become covered with marine £lora,
s that it too would become more natural in appearance. As for
the top platean of the CDHF, the digitally-enhanced picture
gaenerated for EBEPA wy Fhﬂwvw (see Forum posters) glives one a sense
of how natural-locking this top area could look as well,

murfum@ which is more

In terms of any impacts CDF 1B might have in changing the
water levels in the Acushnet weblands, two sets of Cechnd )
caloulations exist which illustrate

nermal water levels in Ll

of a 1987 Flood Plain s
EmmmmwﬁvHMWHMW»MMt
enough to activate the hw
additional ﬁlvuwdlrum of 1
that thi
nmmmklm”:“

CDF 1B will not dj¢rupT
: t set, which pmlt
”mxmwu]lekm=m~mpw
r ant of a major storm larg@
i cane barrier, CDF 1B would cause

38 than one inch in elevation. (Note
bias high since the assessment used a
For CODEF LB than currently proposed.)

The second set of uﬂlwulmlhwnw was done just recently in
mnmm to the concerns wvoloed

' gsament. Ccons g cross-sectional areas
totwo different polnd along COF 1B (see the att
magy) , ;|my‘wnuhm|«mu of thMlmm&mmaaWMLﬂffmr'NMF«wwrw
The pmwtur ~gize illustrations of these two cross-sections

P
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developed for the Forum was used to calculate the various areas
within the cros retions. The purpose of this effort was to
compare the cross-sectional ares or vertical plane (measured in
sguare feet) through which the river water now f£lows to Che
cross-sectional area through which it will flow after the river
is dredged and the CDF constructed.

e

The two transect locations were used since the crosse
gectional areas within the riwver ¢l ’

1
ainge as the shorelines weave
in and out. In addition, the crogss-sectional areas were
calewlated using both high and low tide conditions, so that a
total of elght crosges lonal areas were calouwlated (twe orosse

sections, high and low tide, before and a roCDEOAB).  The
underlying premise is that if the cross-sectional areas af the

COE s constructed are greater than or equal to the areas Al
ruction, then the river f£low will not be "choked off
@ and the ov JL tidal levels in the harbor will
wbermine the water level in the wetlands. In other wo
DF were to inhibit the flow of water, it is assumed
would tend to "flood"™ the Low-lying we nds. Thi
conservative approach since even if the cross-sectional ai
were lower after construction, the water could move at a faster
veloclty through that area in order to move the same amount of
water through., (One local example of this process is at the
severe constrictions at the Coggeshall Street and Route 195

I dcloes . )
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caleulations indicate s the cross-sectional a
ChE LB constrmaction will Lly be GREATER than hefore
onstruction, This is due to the fact that 2 feet of sediment
will be removed during the remedial dredging operations. Given
the underlying premise of the analysis, this indicates that the
water levels will NOT be impacted by the CDFPs The results are

summarized below:

Before COF 1B After CDODF 1B

3706 £t
1326 £
3011 £
1237 £

A-a' at high tide 3401
A=t at low tide 361
BB’ at high tide BR2H
jection BB’ at low tide &8

The one set of conditions where the area after CDF
construction is slightly lower than before construction is for
the high tide condition at sectlon B-BY. Three issues need to bhe

5 are not
expected in the wetlands. Flrst, as brought up at the recent Sea
Clhuae rt panel session, € "topography" of the river hott
will bhe more elliptical in nature after d jing (see the cross-
section poster), which will allow for greater £low than the f£lat-
like topography before dredging - due to ) mEriction loss",

Second, the wide disparity for the low ti numbers for section




BB (478 fte waersus 1237 ﬁtmlt'iWHmem:thaﬁ‘mnkyim:ummm:mdgh
tide will the before and after areas be similar. Third, as
oned abowve, the cons rative nature of this approach adds
dditional factors of saf to the analysis (again, think of
Wuuq@mhmll Street and Route 195 bridges).

e

point to make on this issue is that ﬂmrﬁnﬂ the
hage of anup ef t, the pu ential Lor
on the from the CDHE g 4 will e
¢ detail lhur this prelimin ana yeis., This
eament will be performed to ensure that CDF LB

final

—

m&m@ﬁnﬂm im urm:
additional ae

will NOT hawve impacts on the Acushnet wetlands. The local
commanity will be invited to be fully involwved in this design
PLOCEEE .

The last gquestion brought wp in Acushnet’s comment #2 asked
about: the overall impact to wildlife and "natural beauty" from
the proposed remedy. The bottom line is that the overall impacts
o the HHMW1mm$%MW,imﬂwﬁmyﬂm‘mmlm&”meMHMawmy

beneficial. The contaminated sediment would be sequestered op
isolated in the various CDPs, and thus the bhenthic habitat
throughout the river wwrld be tremendously improved. This in
turn would mean that se a-dwelling spe 5 and the food chain
based on the specles wmuku not bicaccoumalate high levels of

POBs, and at: PCHB inputs erm sediment to the water column would
be drastically reduced. Eventually a reduction in area-wide fish
tissue PCBs is o to a dn'

|r@w where luw fishing ban could

: o ; & remedy, the
proposal calls for a 50 ppopn dcmmmn 1mve] ! : lands, rather
than a 10 ppm action level, to minimize dvﬂ1kuvlnmn of these
vmlmablm areas. Furthermore, those areas of wetlands which would
reguire dredging would be replanted as close as possible to pre-
dredying conditions.

e versed., In terms of aest

Ja The Town of Acushnet is improving ouwr land and natorsl
baauty mmﬁ1mp1mwwﬂ1m»ummurmlwmm,‘HmeEMmu that we are not aill

happy with hmmlmm4wwm:@mupm%mlam"1me sl that all alternatives
no matter how costly or time consuming they maybe (sic), be
looked into (so that) when the Acushnet River is once agadin
returned to ilts pristine condition we will be assured that ouwr
future generations will be able to look over the river and see
natural beauwty and not piles of stone or steel Lramed CDFs.

As explained in previous BPA 2 ses to Forum concerns,
many other alternatives WERE conside Inr the phase 2 cleanup

plan. Over 100 different approaches and technologies were

initially inventoried and evaluated. Thn huquwf 1990 Feasibility
(which can Found i 8 New F ; IWJ. Branach

ry) is the best source ! e : on of these

ar alternatives. The CDE- hmu@d P is preferred

by EPA because it offers both prot :Lvul ; -

effectiveness. As discussed at the October

remedy
AND cost
25, 1995 Forum
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meeting, other remedies involwving treatment of the contaminated
sediments would recni: .MIIJ' range of $200 to $400 million just
For treatment. For perspective, these costs are albout the sane
as EBPATs ENTIRE budget for Superfund oleanups NATIONWIDE for one
to two years. And even if a treatment process were employed, the
same amount (or more) of CDF disposal volume would be reguired
since the u“hmzﬂlﬁwd¢manMwimmM1lhmmm residual levels of
contamination present.

Im terms of what people will see when they look across the
river, the discussion above for comment a':ﬂMM%;ﬂTmm CDhF LR
1 actually be mach lower than people generally perceive, and

: effort will made to keep &8 nmLumml.MNﬂHwn|dm

One would vinly not s : Ll bulkheading at CDEF
hgain, people ol rned about the mv@ﬂhnlnru of COE IR are
referred to the photo-enhanced aerial view : it to get a better

sense of how it could ultimately look.

B. Town of Fairhaven Concerns
1o Counld we see all cost estimates associated with CDHFs and the
permanant storage of PCBs along the shore, including ammral

mond toring costs, broken owt in detail? The breakdown should
note whether each cost Iis iz o one-time or annual expense,
whether it would oceonr W|#M another alternative, and when (e.q.,
month/year) each expense is expected to occur.

The attached cost estimate for EPA's preferred remecdy
provides the requested level of detail regarding CDF
construction, dredging, water treatment, O&M (operations and
maintenance) and annual monitomring nnwt”. The bhottom lLine, total
present. worth cost of imate is just over $40 million.
However, it should be noted that this wnnl dmate was prepa
in Max 1993, and that based on less From the he
spolt dreedging - cosbs Ld Likely be qn@a han this current

i Costs would also be greater than this estimate if a
e ent urxmnumm@nt of e owerae used other than CDFs L, 1B and
7.  Once consensus for the phase 2 cleanup plan is dnwwl@pmd at
the Foram, A intends to updated this cost estimate to more
accurately estimate what the ROD 2 costs would be.

Wmerdinq'ﬂmazimﬂmmmmmw:h@twwmn

o ﬁh@ proposed remedy, two lLine 8

i 5 -k La o mnmuul a :
2 CDF OM and envirommental inq. These two
mmmuml c anNvmmmlImmu: 30 yea were estil wil o be about
$6.7 million ($0.9m and $5.8m, respectively). Total capital
costs were estimated to he $33.4 million ($37 4+ B6.T =S40,
million). On an annual basis, It is currently estimated that CDF
O&M costs would be approwimately $79,000 per year |1mlu1 for all
three CDFs), and that the envirommental monitoring costs would be
about $373,000 per year. As explained in previous hutum

Qe 1|mw oEt s

and annual o
ached o
e (RTw]
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responses, the state is responsible for these costs once the CDRs
are deemed to be "operational and “LunwLLunml“.

The aomnme also asks whetbl these costs would be reguired
with other alternatives. The short answer is yes, unless the
"monitoring-only" alternative were selected, in which case there
would not be CDEs or other remediial nnmpwnvnln (&.q. , underwatenr
caps) to build or maintain., Por example, if any of the
alternatives involving sediment treatment WPIW‘JQMENN%M LI ,
dredging, water treatment, CDF O&M, and an enwvionme 11
monitoring P og A would still be required above and beyond the
S$200 to $400 million for treatm For more det
information about the estimated Cof other al Mlvvﬁ,tmm
1990 Ebasco Feasibility Study mLJ The Januwary 1992 B sl Plan
should bhe consall (both of these documents annilh»umlmwl in the
New Bedford Wilkes Branch Library).

2. Plaease forward a copy of the cost analysis (and its
agsumptions) that was completed to determine that permanent
storage using CDFs was a more cost-effective method Lfor owr PO
problem than treating or elindmnoe 'mriWM@dﬂmthyuwﬂ’mrqrpw»wwn
technology (include the same detail as above). The gquestion was
asked at a Forom meeting, &mﬂ.ﬁhwnux:mammﬂ’thﬂﬂ treating was not
a cost-alffective solution.

When comparing costs of the proposed CDF-based remedy to
other <kﬂ“FMdﬂlV@m involving some kind of permanent treatment., it
is, again, important to remember that CDFs (and CDF O&M) would
211l be regquired. This is because the treated sediments would

1 have residual levels of contamination present. A d sT=E
: would still be ten football f£ield
mmwn (each piled 25 feat 2 phase 2 sediments

I

cuired for the
high) of treat

One simplified approach to comparing costs is to add the
costs of the treatment "step" to the estimate Ffor the proposed
remedy without treatment. Assuming lhn1 about 608,000 cub
yamﬂ' (ey) would 1ire treatment (using the pxnpunmd el eama
levels), and that each cubic yard weighs about 1.45 tons, it is a
simple process to estimate treatment costs on a per-ton hﬁW"m‘
From EPA's experience at other Superfund sites, the unit costs

for nt could aily be in the $200 to $500 per ton xmngm
if not gr er, de wding on the technology used. Thus the costs
JUST for treatment could range between $176 to $441 million, if

not greater (e.g., 608,000 ay % 1.45 tons/oy ¥ $200/t
17
EN
years.,

6 million). Again, this amount of funding would require EPA’s
budlget for Superfund cleanups NATIONWIDE for one to two

More important than the cost analysis, however, is the
Quest of whether the CDHF-baped prop 1 renedy without
sediment treatment is fully protective of human health and the

&


http:mu\.lys.is

environment..
ﬁmmﬁudimq\mmu
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on exteansive mnulu:n of this question,
laboratory lea ' .”Mduﬂﬁp the
involved WLkh t site conclude that the
CIE = Joangs el y I prwtmvlnv@" MMP“UV@H, this conclusion was
@mhwwﬂlmg1ﬂw&]mmw mnd@nt'wmwu“ Praumne Lwnmwtnwamwmwmmﬂ by Sea
Change, Inc. to assist the Forum with these difficult lssues.

Muach mmru

detailed cost information on the other remedial
ailable, again, | 1990 Fe Stoady

he Librarvy. A of the « ﬁﬂmﬂ@m.mﬁ

Tl nlh@x Lna1 alternatives, take from the Jamaia

IWme“@d Plan, is a hed,  Using J]ildh@1ﬂmﬂ:ﬂi wem F thi

cost summary, the currently proposed remedy is a combinat hnlltJl

alt
al

»

HSQIJHBMB ($108 million) and SW-8 ($33 willion).
3o e ds my understanding from the discussions at the Forum
meetings that the interest (Crom Che harbor settlement) is

credited to the general Superfund account...We should attenpt to
correct this since it is the same as not getting any interest at
Al .

The comment is correct in so far as the interest from the
settlement monies allocated for site w]wamnp work does not oet
credited specifically to the site. During the appeal stage of

t gettlement, about $2 million in interest WAS <ol 2l four
site ¢leanuap wwnkv but. acgency ul regarding settlement interest
pmﬂnkft this from continuing once the settlement is finalized.
More detailed information on the settlement amounts are contalined
in a handout provided to the Forum at m»WIH/W'wa .  Note,

however, that that handout incorre 3 that the $20.1
million natural rescource damacge () settlement account does not
receive interest: all of the WRED Lhlement monies, as opposed
o the Superfund settlement monies, DO earn interest.



‘ H "% ypu gy, '... BYak & | "':'V. IE!E" ' :E“
C Location of Crosg-sect: WL B

‘U[l { L] V[ 4K}

‘e VI U
" 0 1:IIJ R

1\ill ae
al... r»‘ I

TR
! ” wil :

: T w.... i

7.4....-1‘ i I e
‘ ‘ t b .
]..-.]‘ ..... ,.. ........ — l S—
Youd
P e
j—
:l.. -----
v e g gy
NEW LB QRD
L
s 1] " jgllll“'
2
' mnmuammw PIVE
\\
s . .i‘
l( . ‘\:\\_ NN N /
r--am«vi AN Y.
i t!... 5‘4:=~~~~ NN /
l! l l b : (- 1 " li SRR o N, i g
» |1E' "0 ,4.. !.l‘ ! e \, ~~ " ”1.; :.‘
. > L |, ' N L)
L.--.--- . .._..-...l I in et Digar
1} ,I i, Srem Prpe
‘\.;'f
f
/
\.\/
'f
Iy
‘ l “““""'"‘llu
N \ Iy,
AL, [ “ Iy,
| / : \\\ ‘ \.~!~. ~"‘~. ~;""'--...r' DE OF DI IIIIIIIIIIIII y
ll / fy N ,‘ V4 ;( Pguteustiee :n-i‘11L " Wy,
i S— NN \ /
-I.E\\ y ;"4!’ 0 ’fllj ’¢’::.:: N, ~";
[ l l AT AN " f b AN “ !
J } .,';',4 \ s‘,’.!i N N ’4 ‘ ‘ = ‘
| e’ \ \ N
. i oy 7\ \, N o
l' /N AN / L
17 \, ¥ “ N N
- f “’ ;‘IEEEE! N .\‘n A "
i‘i
K J ) N
\‘r.-.-.---"l' ’ ‘.~.\ ”'.'
l.”
N “n 'g”’
.'illl' '




MNEW BEDFORD HARBOR

COST ESTIMATE: SELECGTED REMELDY
DRELGE ESTUARY @ 10 ppm & LOWER HARBORMBAY @ S0 ppm
SHORELINE SEDIMENT DISPOSAL IN COFs 1, 16 & 7

$4.,587 000

3,781,000
$14,231,000

$1,128,000

$9,354,000

$2, 256,000
S, 256,000

$3,384,000

), 478000

D37, 008

6,567,000

', 000

$33,436,000

$H0E,000

$5,817,000
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invircnmental Protection Agency Proposed Plan o New Bedford Harbor Superfund Site
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‘VMhHMmmmqwﬂ COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

S 4‘ TOWN OF ACUSHMET

128 MLAIN STREET

QFFICE OF THE
BOARD OF SELECTMEN BOARD OF SELECTMEMN
PETER W, COCZERA TELEPHONE (508) 998-0200

EVERETT L. HARDY, Jr,
ROBERT J., $T. JEAN

EILAINE G. MIRANDA,
EXLCVTIVE LECRETARY

Novernber 28, 1995

TCO: New Bedford Harbor Superfund Forum
FROM: Board of Selectmen

RE: CDE's

Dear Forum Mernbers:

Tt is mot without reservation that we write this letter. For the last 18 months or so,
our PCB Town Representative and our Board have always taken a strong stand against
the future of the Acushnet River being dotted with dike like CDF's. After several
reetings and Sub-Covoonittess that our town Representative, (Roland B, Pepin) has been
involved in, he has continued to keep us wp 1o par on what has and is transpiring in
regards to the CDF issue and the clean up-of the river, ete,

After the Sea Change meeting of Novernber 14, 1995, Mr. Pepin asked the Board
of Selectruen to watch all televised programs on our local cable channel that aired during
the week of Wovember 20, 1995, All thres Selectmen viewed this program that was very
educational. The Board of Selectmen met with Mr. Pepin on Noverber 27, 1995, at
which time he asked our opinion of the program and how we as a Board felt relative to
CDE ST After a brief discussion, it was the consensus of the Board that we wwould
“Tolerate the CDE's. With the understanding that there be wording in the record of
degision (ROD IT) that in the futurs if' & proven technology is discovered that would be
able to treat the large amount of dredged material and destroy the PCB’s and other toxic
material that the Federal Governoent or EPA. reopen the (ROD) and treat this toxic
waste without delay.”



¢ Page 2
November 28, 1995

The other issue at hand is the Acushaet Board of Selectmen only agree to
Tolerate CIDE"s as long as the shore and waters of the Town of Acushnet are not
mwmkbmﬂﬁ@mmw(ﬂﬂ'& We feel that all CDE’s should be on the New Bedford side of

the Acushnet River and Harbor as the river was polluted by industry located in this City.

Sincerely,
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Roland Pepin N
 PCB Representative
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