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Dear Mr. Gagne:

As an February
do aining reme

Vi lnw by of New Bedford Harbor, Massac

reyviewed are:

1. New B

:  Plan {(RAMP) prepared by Roy F.
Wes ton, draft

nary 24,

&, meluutmwm of meuummﬂ ﬁ%hu"*uh wuu Fu” “Wu Mumuwmw mem%wtww
gilas Mw Corporation

MMdilﬁume
(Harbor),

Coastal Lu@“
rm TMW Nmml

1t was provided from PCB Pollution in the New Bedford
5@%%% Awwm‘ M Jmmtuw Report, prepared by the M chusetts
jen d June 1982 and trnm a brief field visit
arch 9, Hw S0t

a M " : Jumudww 1 ongo

mdthIUI“ . wrwwmatuwr was spread over a number of 2 WWW%
this site. Comments pertaining to each of the two documents reviewed are
provided below.

Document 1 - New Bedford Remedial Action Master Plan

asant site knowledge and a general
review of this

SDMS DoclD 51782

Mﬂ%.&hﬂNMﬂﬂW%ﬂmwmmu/

7
yﬂlﬁ"l‘ o

7

!



Mr. Dennis Gagne
March 15, 19 Page Two

document. is Timi
work approach in ri

1.

general oversight comments on the proposed
presented,

ted to dwwm“mpﬁmg
tion to the site knowledge

W%F'FWWWIWWﬁ 1ts a reasonable and adequate technical approach to
SKIWIFU ; ‘ e y

Tim

le o us for v 'wwwww.
: ‘ 3 e g " the individual work tas
le «nwm? Mumﬂfn%%w %mlﬁwwdm s Ledge, and other sites ;

«mmm lﬂd wnd wml%ww%1wmﬂv gvaluated to allow an understanding of the
schnical framework of the entire New Bedford Harbor site.

for

development of cost estimates
rding these costs.
could be Tow, depending

We do not have details concerning the
the wﬂvuwum work tasks. We have some concern r
costs for € Fol Towing work statemen
on details of the proposed work:

gation - Acushnet River
't mehmwﬂﬂm&hmwd”m Bay

mpling Investi
tumww”N@w Be

Project Work Statement 004

Project Work Statement (

ot Work ic Investigation of Sullivan's

Proj tement OC

Project Work Statement 007 of Undisclosed Sources/

Project Work Statement 010--Investigation of Potential Disposal Sites

dal of encount

complexitie <
dual wor quww?m mé
scope of this pro

Wﬁm

o) b oy

in the
may he
Ty exist toward
1, the dif
city at t is
58 muuuu *w for

The T
Mew P

Wlﬂlmmwlm
cult mm a result of the adve at
the local contamination Mrmh] min ¢ 1, Iw addi
of dwwd@ﬁmg spoils may reduce or @Mﬁmim«;i valuable
landfill and have an adverse affect on available di
mfhww‘wmﬁtmﬁ generated in Tlm mmmmuwuly To use th 17T for the

5 PR IE: . be i itutionally $ible from
“ymﬁwwwwww" %n ddition to possible techs '
“closure is predicted for 19

'
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Mr. Dennis

March 15, 1 Page Three

4. The value mf transport model and food chain model mm f hw mmmm'dwwwd
with respect to mw*t mwu overall remedial o f

in rele
analysi

5 5 (a}l

=

to ju
ummﬂlr

model may
1 Htmuh

ve wmmn
from a «nmpﬂ” ted and pstuary

al food chain mode) may not be feas The comple
alysis) of each component may wwmﬂwv the total model in-

CTVE .

. hydraulic dredging and hydraulic wum%wwwt to a properly con-
structed disposal area ons ore should be examined. Mini-dredges

(Mud Cat) mp@mmhlw to ths may be feasible in some areas and
cost efficie CB-contaminated sediment.

1ealth and safety ”1mm and
There will not be the

1 analytical
ating

&, MWWHMWW@IE“‘W\wMWWWW"thW to M@WHﬂmw'me Own
quality urance protocols i fonable.
required uniformity and mmmwwer ry of prmfmww1mm and chemic
dmmu unless the plans are developed by one entity for all o

elements.

contaminants

7. Any treatability studies should be carried out with the ¢
at the expected concentrations in-sit Otherwise, results of the
tests may not be valid for removal when the influent 1 the ppb
range.

g. Consideration
pro

Document, £ - Evaluation of Remedi;
New Bedford, Ma

remedial alternatives at

This report presents twuhnﬁmmw dwtu ﬂMMLhPTllw
5 considered a part of the New

this pruwww%w it d 285
Bedford . Furt ition i t umm1ml“dm Qur «
are restricted to WW\MWW¢' consideratic sse

report.

1. “”W'W“Mdy area was restricted to the Aerovox property mdjwm;“:tm the
river., It is not cl (o us from the data mwmﬁ%thp e pview if
the potentially contaminated areas do not extend to other pnr ‘M» of
fhw p“m@wwM_ It would hﬂ M@ p#ml if more details on WTﬂ hm*%mwv“
specifically, fi1714 ial development fml%|WM1 i
|

» available. This type of %n#rwvmdl
geotechnical framework and Mumiurlluﬂ
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in the Ac at River is img
The following tidal information was provide

Datum MSL

. +1.58
1. 42

Maximum high tide - ET. 4mmm
Minimum Tow tide HH« -2.10}
Lowe recorded hlwm|M““‘
Mean o ¢
Mean of
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that tidal
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Ihm\ mww
hmmﬂ«

Mmmm
a leve

Will t
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range

HH ety

;mm case,

&mﬁT ations (pages 4-2 through 407) do
an nding of ical framework

of 51te for depositio ratterns and detailge-
par m1mw1y in the I Als U115 ze true 11e ‘Hll
profiles would be helpful. WWdlw size data in Table 4-1 and
Appendix B are not too meani \nu‘ww cof 1imited number of ,mmnﬂﬁﬁ

and the unknown level of

is the key soil
wmw mmtﬁﬂﬂq“AMMJHWIﬂ
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Any
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bank area; a w
I and six wells
ant.  The ‘”@»(\wa LWe ¢ ”‘wuhﬂﬂ
7k and none in paved parking area south of
al groundwater patterns, both shallow unm
ferent from those characterized in the report.

in the
Tow a

rarly the
f9ve
pagui-
and 6) Tandw wu of bar
> Aerovox Building., L
op, could be diff

I\"I 3§
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6. Soil porosity value of 25 wm"amnf used in the wwwwmﬂwnf@w fﬁmw volume
calculati (pages 4-1%5, 4-17) seems too Tow by f t least
two ﬁwv IPWmT”WWWW 1nwmm P '»m 111 and alluvialeq

: g t i b1

¥ "MT mav«h
to nnuc# these flow

7. It is unclear twmmﬁh cutoff wall construction
technique i ox site ‘ slurry
trench was JWwaw‘tr oil-bentonite
wall would o of i ctuation and key
into ¢ : m in Toose, pot ally unstable
5011 the d for heavy
comp

8. Capping ous portions of s allation of a ww"”umﬂ
barrier are conceptually the most effective remedial ‘ ‘Wwwu,

As far as ¢ i 6-5 through 6-15 Y mwdrmmﬂ """
asphalt concret standard asphalt conc ] feasible dmd
adequate. Final selection depends on costs, mhl«h were not provided,

9. he comments below concern the Vertical Barrier - Cutoff Wall (pages
~-16 through Wwd%m

A, 7«1 on page V-4 shows a tota meqth of approximately
me & trench 3' wide by ¢ depth. Yolum ’
1 x 3 x 770 ¢ 3 =770 yd.®  Tre AR fﬂL % 9 = 6930 fL.¢
This is act Lﬂlﬂw a very small cutoff trench ‘B.
B. ﬁxrmwnt}mn of potenti ukﬂw wmmfdmimume um'w for treach = approximately
They propose ﬁﬁ sofl in the
MmWMWMI (pag smw. over area of
i, & (pﬂ” ﬁwlﬁ) in. depth,

0 .
i he moment

ual

¢ ng will

not, we recommend
ially contaminated

0. p
8,000 ft.2
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Mr. Dennis Gagne
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C.

d ¢

utoff is
3) . Py

&

Propose

average depth 7 to 9 ft.

yle in de tional «
and has surface . We recommend

:=m: or other ] strata, based on in
cion with some minimum depth or maximum e
eawﬁ mJLJFWw qJ. | , minimum Tow \m#‘“
y mindmum de ., into uwuwww i 015

“:IWyr\
;Mﬂﬂﬂﬂ

"G

The only feasible S we view a

wuﬂl, Smﬁ]

re

hentonite slurry
mntonite wall, or compacted 51 ve 1 wall.

1-bentonite walls can be constructed adequately
of river and tides without dewatering but with ins

ils.,

cutoff wal’

in Remedial Plan

2 on not speci
are cohesic nd very fine
be extremely diffic ll to he - and uwmrumtw
et trench {with probable W1wnnq sides) exte
river level,

mmuﬂm
in a

2) Cohesio
due to

s silt has no piping (internal erosion) resistance
k of cohesien and uniform small grains

the pmwwﬂy'r“mmmwmmwﬂ silt

13)“Tﬁﬂﬂ1 ‘“‘rWWWWHMMW§\mmde tend to wash

ﬁmwc i ﬂn 1m wuﬂTw coarse raﬁnw : m fi11 on

3 g if any, S¢ i ‘wnmn d‘;i“n‘hw" i

“ﬁ11 will ac 011 Filter)
in a s

S i ‘]{ l: [
on zZones,

ially without conse
hould not be used for

4) Marginally compac
““'Pw and trar
e cutoff wa

1.

A sheetpile wall (pages 6-17 through 6-18) is not recommended because
of:

1) Potential driving problems in random fill,

¢) Potential problems from underground utilities,

3) Probable open cracks at interlocks, and

the salt water from estuary or fill and
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