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DECLARATION STATEMENT
DECISION DOCUMENT AMENDMENT

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Reynolds Metals Company Study Area
Massena, New York

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the United States Environmental
Protection Agency's (EPA’s) selection of a modification to the
remedial action for the Reynolds Metals Company Study Area Site
(the “Site”), in accordance with the requirements of the Compre-
hensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of
1980, as amended (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. §9601-9675, and to the extent
practicable, the National 0Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300. This decision document explains
the factual and legal basis for selecting the remedy modification
for the Site. The original remedial action was selected in the

" Decision Document issued by EPA on September 27, 1993.

The attached index (Appendix 1) identifies the items that comprise
the Administrative Record upon which the selection of the remedial
action is based. .

ASSESSMENT OF THE_SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response actions
selected in the September 27, 1993 Decision Document, as revised by
this Decision Document Amendment, may present an imminent and
substantial threat to the public health, welfare, or the’
environment. ' :

DESCRIPTION OF MODIFICATION TO THE SELECTED REMEDY

The modification to the selected remedy addresses the disposal of
contaminated sediments which will be dredged from the St. Lawrence
River adjacent to the Reynolds Metals Company (Reynolds) aluminum
production facility (Facility), located in Massena, New York.
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The components of the modification to the selected remedy consist

of the following:

elimination of the on-site thermal desorption treatment
component of the remedy;

landfilling of all dredged and dewatered sediments with
concentrations of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) between 50
and 500 parts per million (ppm) at an. approved off-site
facility;

treatment of all dredged and dewatered sediments with PCB
concentrations exceeding 500 ppm at an approved off-site
facility; and, :

consolidation of all dredged and dewatered sediments with PCB
concentrations less than 50 ppm in the on-site Industrial
Landfill, which will be covered with a multilayered cap in
compliance with NYSDEC’s 1992 Record of Decision (ROD) for the
land-based portion of the cleanup at the Reynolds Facility.
In order for the sediments to be disposed of on the Industrial
Landfill, NYSDEC would first have to modify its land-based
remedy to accommodate the additional volume of sediment from
EPA’s remedy. In the event that NYSDEC does not allow the
placement of those sediments on the Landfill, they would be
disposed of at another appropriate off-site facility.

All the other components of the original remedy as selected .in the
September 1993 Decision Document are NOT affected by this
modification. These components are: g :

dredging and/or excavation of sediment in the St. Lawrence
River adjacent to the Reynolds Facility with PCB
concentrations exceeding 1 ppm, polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbon (PAH) concentrations exceeding 10 ppm, and total
dibenzofurans (TDBFs) concentrations exceeding 1 part per
billion (ppb): :

decanting and dewatering of all dredged sediments, with the
collected water being treated on site and discharged to the
St. Lawrence River in compliance with the substantive
requirements of the State Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (SPDES) program;

monitoring of the St. Lawrence River water, sediments, and
biota prior to, during, and after dredging operations.
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EXPLANATION OF FUNDAMENTAL CHANGE

The September 1993 Decision Document called for the on-site
treatment of dredged sediments with PCB concentrations exceeding 25
ppm utilizing thermal desorption technology and on-site landfilling
of the treatment residuals and untreated sediments with PCB
concentrations of 25 ppm or less in an unlined disposal pit at the
Reynolds Facility, known as Black Mud Pond.

In 1995, Reynolds requested a modification of the original remedy
based on new information regarding the cost for off-site disposal.
A change in market conditions since 1993 had significantly reduced
the cost of off-site landfilling as compared to on-site treatment.
Additionally, the present-worth cost for the original remedy had
increased to $72,400,000, more than double the original cost
estimate of $35,100,000 (1993 dollars). This increase in cost was
primarily due to an increase in the estimated volume of
contaminated sediment which would be dredged from the St. Lawrence
River, based partly on the results of additional sampling since
1983. '

In light of these factors, Reynolds proposed to eliminate the on-
site treatment component of the original remedy in favor of off-
site landfilling at an approved disposal facility. Reynolds also
proposed that sediments with PCB concentrations of 50 ppm and
greater would be sent for off-site disposal, while sediments with
PCB concentrations less than 50 ppm would be contained on site.
Reynolds’ proposed modification was consistent with NYSDEC’s 1985
ROD Amendment for the disposition of contaminated .soils and
sediments generated by its land-based remedial program.

Therefore, as described in this Decision Document Amendment, all
sediments removed from the St. Lawrence River having PCB
concentrations greater than 50 ppm will be disposed at an approved
off-site landfill or treatment facility, depending on the level of
PCB contamination. All dredged sediments with PCB levels between
50 and 500 ppm will be landfilled off-site, while all sediments
with PCB levels exceeding 500 ppm will be treated off-site. All
dredged sediments with PCB concentrations less than 50 ppm will be-
consolidated into the Industrial Landfill located at the Reynolds
Facility. Following dredging and dewatering of the sediments,

~verification sampling will be performed to delineate that portion

of the dredged materials to be transported off-site for landfilling’
or treatment and that portion to be landfilled on-site.

The treatment of sediments having PCB levels exceeding 500 ppm is
consistent with EPA’s current policy regarding the remediation of
PCB contamination under the Superfund program and the programs’
expectations to utilize treatment to address principal threats at
a site.
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DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The original remedy, as revised by the selected modification, meets
the requirements for remedial actions set forth in CERCLA §121, 42
U.S.C. §9621 in that it: (1) is protective of human health and the
environment; (2) attains a level or standard of control of the
hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants, which at least
attains the legally applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements under federal and state laws; (3) is cost-effective;
(4) utilizes alternative treatment (or resource recovery)
‘technologies to the maximum extent practicable; and (5) satisfies
the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment to
reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume .of the hazardous
substances, pollutants or contaminants at a site.

Dﬂzaf)jﬁ,% -/ 9551

Jeanne Fox Date
Regional Admlnlstrator
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DECISION SUMMARY

DECISION DOCUMENT AMENDMENT
Reynolds Metals Company Study Area
Massena, New York

I. INTRODUCTION

The Reynolds Metals Company (Reynolds) Study Area Site
(hereinafter the “Site”), consists of the river systems located
adjacent to the Reynolds facility (Facility), an active aluminum
production plant located on 1,600 acres off Route 37 near the
Massena-Cornwall International Bridge in the Town of Massena, New
York. The Site includes those portions of the St. Lawrence,
Grasse, and Raquette Rivers, their tributaries, and any wetlands
which are adjacent to the Reynolds Facility. '

Located to the east and downriver of the Facility is the
General Motors-Powertrain Division Plant, a federal ©National
Priorities List site being remediated under the direct oversight of
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the
St. Regis Mohawk tribal lands, known as Akwesasne. An Aluminum
Company of RAmerica (Alcoa) manufacturing facility is located eight
(8) miles west and upriver of the Facility. See Location Map
(Figure 1) - ‘

Reynolds has operated the plant for aluminum production since
1958. The aluminum is produced in metal pots lined with potliner,
a material composed of carbon compounds, including coal tar pitch
and coke. As a result of plant operations, various types of
industrial waste, including hazardous substances, were generated
and disposed of at the Facility. The major areas of contamination
are the following: (1) Black Mud Pond, an unlined disposal pit used
to hold settling carbon solids produced as a by-product of plant
operations; (2) the Industrial Landfill and Former Potliner Storage
Area, an ll.5-acre, unlined disposal area which received solid
waste, industrial waste, construction and demolition debris, spent
potlining waste, and polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-contaminated
sewage sludge; (3) Wetlands, a tract of wetlands which received
leachate, ground water and surface-water runoff from the Industrial
Landfill and other areas of the Facility; and (4) the North Yard,
an area where a heat transfer system (using PCB o0ils) was operated
to maintain the temperature and fluidity of the coal tar pitch used
in the aluminum production process. Other areas of contamination
included the plant outfalls (open drainage ditches) which
discharged wastewater and surface-water runoff from the Facility to
the St. Lawrence River. See Site Map (Figure 2). ’
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II. REINOLDS METALS COMPANY STUDY AREA

A field sampling program performed by Reynolds in 1988
confirmed the presence of PCBs in the St. Lawrence River sediments
adjacent to the outfalls at the Reynolds Facility.

On September 28, 1989, the EPA issued a wunilateral
administrative order (the "“Order”) under Section 106(a) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA), as amended, 42 U.S.C. §9606, to Reynolds for the
performance of an investigation and remediation of the entire river
system surrounding the Facility. The river system was designated
the “Reynolds Study Area” (i.e., the Site), and included that
portion of the St. Lawrence, Grasse, and Ragquette Rivers, their
tributaries, and any wetlands located adjacent to the Facility.

In accordance with the Order, Reynolds commenced an Additional
River Sampling (ARS) program at the Site in 1981 to characterize
further the nature and extent of contamination. The results of
that study revealed the presence of several contaminants in the
sediments of the St. Lawrence River, including PCBs, polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons {PAHSs), total dibenzofurans (TDBFs),
fluoride, and cyanide. In light of those and past findings, the
EPA concluded that the sources of the contamination at the Site
were the uncontrolled surface-water runoff and wastewater
discharges from the outfalls at the Reynolds Facility.

Using the data from Reynolds’ ARS, the EPA performed baseline
human health and ecological risk assessments to evaluate the
potential health and environmental risks associated with the Site.
The results of those assessments showed that the greatest risk was
associated with the ingestion of PCB-contaminated fish caught in
the St. Lawrence River by residents and fishermen. Other health
threats were associated with the direct contact or ingestion of
contaminated sediments.

Based on the findings of Reynolds’ ARS and its subsequent
Analysis of Alternatives, the EPA issued a Decision Document in
September of 1993 which selected, as a remedy, the following: (1)
the dredging and dewatering of all St. Lawrence River sediments
with PCB levels exceeding 1 part per million (ppm), PAH levels
exceeding 10 ppm, and TDBF levels exceeding 1 part per billion
(ppb): (2) the on-site treatment of dredged sediments with PCB
concentrations exceeding 25 ppm by thermal desorption technology;
and (3) the on-site disposal of the treatment residuals, along with
the untreated dredged sediments having PCB levels of 25 ppm or
less, in Black Mud Pond.

_ At the time the Decision Document was issued, the EPA
estimated the total volume of contaminated sediment requiring
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dredging to be approximately 51,500 cubic yards (yds?®). Of that
volume, it was estimated that 37,000 yds® of sediment contained PCB
levels between 1 and 25 ppm and 14,500 yds® of sediment contained
PCB levels exceeding 25 ppm. '

The Decision Document also called for the water which would be
recovered from the decanting and dewatering of dredged sediments to
be treated on site and discharged to the St. Lawrence River via a
permitted outfall. Prior to dredging, additional sampling would be
performed to delineate better the volume and areal extent of the
river sediments requiring dredging.

Following the consolidation of the treatment residuals and
dredged sediments into Black Mud Pond, it would be covered with a
multilayered cap as part of the land-based cleanup.

The EPA’s selected remedy did not address the contamination
present on the land-based portion of the Facility. The land-based
cleanup was performed by Reynolds under the direct oversight of the
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation {(NYSDEC).

It is noted that the component of the EPA’s remedy for the
disposition of contaminated sediments was, at that time, consistent
with the ongoing land-based cleanup, which was selected by the
NYSDEC in a 1992 record of decision (ROD). The land-based cleanup
includes the on-site treatment of contaminated soil and sediment
with PCB levels of 25 ppm or greater and the consolidation of the
treatment residuals and materials with less than 25 ppm of PCBs in
the Industrial Landfill at the Reynolds Facility.

III. EIGELIGHETS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

The Post-Decision Proposed Plan (PDPP) for the Site was
released to the public on July 30, 1998. The PDPP, along with
other Site-related documents, are available to the public at both
the administrative record and the information repository locations.
A summary of the PDPP and a notice as to the availability of those
documents and the administrative record was published in the
Courier-CObserver daily newspaper on July 30, 1998, and in the
Indian Times and the People’s Voice weekly newspapers on July 31,
1998. A copy of the public notice is included as an attachment to
this Decision Document Amendment.

The public comment period began on July 30, 1998, and ended on
August 28, 1998. A public meeting was held on August 12, 1998 at
the Massena Public Library located at 41 Glenn Street, Massena, New
York. BAn availability session was held on August 13, 1998 at the
St. Regis Housing Authority Auditorium located in Hogansburg, New
York. The purpose of the public meeting and availability session
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was to discuss the proposed changes to the September 1993 Decision

Document.

The responses to the comments received during the public
comment period as well as those expressed orally at the public
meeting, are stated in the Responsiveness Summary, which is an
attachment to this decision document.

This Decision Document Amendment, presents the selected
modification to the original remedial action for the disposition of
the contaminated sediments found in the St. Lawrence River adjacent

~to the Reynolds Facility. The modification to the original

remedial action is chosen in accordance with CERCLA and, to the
extent practicable, the National 0il and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 Code of Federal Regulation
(CFR) Part 300. The decision as made for the Site, is based upon
the administrative record. BAn index for the administrative record
is included as an attachment to this document. This Decision
Document Amendment will become a part of the administrative record
file.

The administrative record file, containing the information
upon which the modification to the original remedy is based, is
available at the following locations:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 18th Floor
New York, New York 10007-1866
212-637-3000
Monday - Friday: 9:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.

Massena Public Library
41 Glenn Street
Massena, New York 13662
315-769-9914
Monday & Friday: 9:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Tuesday - Thursday: 9:30 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.

St. Regis Mohawk Tribe - Environmental Division
Health Services Building
Hogansburg, New York 13655
By Appointment: 518-358-3141
IV. REASONS FOR ISSUING THE DECISION DOCUMENT AMENDMENT

After the September 1993 Decision Document was issued by the
EPA, Reynolds commenced the remedial design phase of the project.
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In late 1995, Reynolds proposed modifying the remedy based on
new information related to options for off-site sediment disposal.
A change in market conditions since 1993 had significantly reduced
the cost of off-site landfilling. Additionally, based on revised
estimates of the volume of sediments to be dredged from the St.
Lawrence River, which were made during the preliminary design, the
‘cost of the existing remedy had increased significantly. In light
of these factors, Reynolds proposed to eliminate the on-site
treatment component of the remedy in favor of off-site landfilling.

Reynolds also proposed that sediments with PCB levels of 50
ppm and higher be sent off site for disposal, while sediments with
less than 50 ppm be contained on site. This proposal, which
represents an increase in the maximum PCB level to be landfilled
on-site from 25 ppm to less than 50 ppm, is consistent with
NYSDEC’s land-based remedy, which had been modified in a June 1995
amendment to its 1992 ROD.

In 1996, Reynolds performed additional sampling in the St.
Lawrence River to delineate better the areal extent and volume of
the sediments to be dredged. The results of the additional
sampling showed the volume of sediment reguiring dredging to be
significantly greater than originally estimated in 1993 (see Table
1). In 1993, the total volume of sediment was estimated to be
approximately 51,500 yds?®. The current sediment volume estimate is
approximately 77,600 yds3®. Of the 77,600 yds®, it is estimated that
39,700 yds® contain PCBs at levels (greater than 25 ppm) which
would have had to be treated under the original remedy. This
volume is almost three times higher than the original estimate of
14,500 yds3.

Based on the additional costs associated with remediating a
significantly larger volume of sediment, the estimated present-
worth cost of the original remedy increased to $72.4 million, more
than double the original cost which, in 1993 dollars, was estimated
to be $35.1 million. -

Because of the significant increase in volume, resulting in a
significant increase in cost, the EPA decided to evaluate other
less costly options which would maintain a comparable level of
protection. The EPA decided to amend the September 1993 Decision
Document to eliminate the on-site treatment component of the remedy
in favor of off-site disposal and treatment alternatives.

V. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and

Liability Act (CERCLA) requires that each selected remedy be
protective of human health and the environment, be cost-effective,

5 500454



comply with other laws, and utilize permanent solutions and
alternative treatment technologies and resource recovery
alternatives to the maximum extent practicable. In addition,
CERCLA includes a preference for treatment as a principle element

for the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of the hazardous
substances.

The present-worth costs presented below for each alternative
include capital costs and operation and maintenance (O&M) costs.
The O&M costs are for post-remediation monitoring of the St.
Lawrence River water, sediment and biota over a five-year period.
The O&M costs associated with the Black Mud Pond or Industrial
Landfill are considered to be part of the long-term management
required under NYSDEC’s land-based program and, therefore, are not
included in the costs of the two alternatives.

ALTERNATIVE I. = EXISTING REMEDY AS SELECTED IN THE SEPTEMBER
1883 DECISION DOCUMENT ’

Dredgin St. Lawrence River Sediments On-Site Treatment of
Sediments with PCB lLevels Exceeding 25 PPM/ On-Site Landfilling (in
Black Mud Pond) of Treatment Residuals and Untreated Sediments with
PCR lLevels of 25 PPM or less/ Monitoring of St. Lawrence River
During and After Dredaging

This alternative is defined as the selected remedy in the
September 1993 Decision Document. It involves the dredging and/or
"excavation of approximately 77,600 yds® (current volumetric
estimate) of sediment with PCB concentrations exceeding 1 ppm, PAHs
concentrations exceeding 10 ppm, and TDBF concentrations exceeding
1l ppb, from the St. Lawrence River adjacent to the Reynolds
Facility. The dredged sediments would be decanted and dewatered,
and the collected water would be treated on-site and discharged to
the St. Lawrence River in compliance with the substantive State
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) requirements.

After dewatering, those sediments having PCB levels which
exceed 25 ppm, the volume of which is estimated to be approximately
39,700 yds®, would be treated in a thermal desorption unit to be
constructed on-site. Thermal desorption is a process whereby
contaminants are removed from the sediments through volatilization
followed by condensation. . The condensed PCB extract would
subsequently be sent off-site for destruction by incineration.

The treated sediment residuals and approximately 38,700 yds?
of untreated sediment with PCB concentrations of 25 ppm or less
would be consolidated in Black Mud Pond. Following the placement
of the sediments into Black Mud Pond, it would have been capped

6
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with a multilayered Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
cap as part of the NYSDEC’s land-based remedial program.
Monitoring of the St. Lawrence River sediments, water, and biota
prior to, during, and after dredging operations would be performed.

Capital Cost: ' ' $34,700,000
(in 1993 dollars and based on original
sediment volume estimates)

Capital Cost: ‘ : $72,000,000
(in 1997 dollars and based on revised - :
sediment volume estimates)

O&M Cost: ' $400,000
(post-remediation monitoring of St. '
Lawrence River over five-year period)

Present-Worth Cost: $35,100,000
(in 1993 dollars and based on original
sediment volume estimates)

Present-Worth .Cost: $72,400,000
(in 1997 dollars and based on revised
sediment volume estimates)

Time to Implement: ' ' 4 yeérs

ALTERNATIVE II. - MODIFIED REMEDY AS SELECTED IN THIS DECISION
DOCUMENT AMENDMENT

Dredgin St. lawrence River Sediments Off-Site lLandfillin of
Sediments with PCB lLevels Between 50 and 500 PPM/ Off-Site
Treatment of Sediments with PCB Levels Exceeding 500 PPM/ On-Site
Landfilling (in Industrial Landfill) of Sediments with PCB lLevels

Less Than 50 PPM/ Monitoring of St. Lawrence River During and After
Dredging

This alternative is defined as the selected remedy in the
Decision Document Amendment. It does not modify the remediation
goals originally established by the EPA in the 1993 Decision
Document for the St. Lawrence River sediments. As specified in
that Decision Document, this alternative includes the dredging
and/or excavation of St...Lawrence River sediments with PCB
concentrations exceeding 1 ppm, PAH concentrations exceeding 10
ppm, and TDBF concentrations exceeding 1 ppb. The dredged
sediments will be decanted and dewatered, with the collected water
treated on-site and discharged to the St. Lawrence River in
compliance with the substantive SPDES requirements.

7
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This alternative eliminates the on-site thermal desorption
treatment of sediments in favor of off-site disposal and treatment.
Sediments with PCB concentrations between 50 and 500 ppm will be
landfilled at an approved off-site facility. Sediments with PCB
concentrations exceeding 500 ppm will be treated at an approved
off-site facility. Sediments with PCB concentrations less than 50
ppm will be consolidated in the Industrial Landfill located at the
Reynolds Facility, contingent upon NYSDEC’s modification of its.own
Record of Decision (ROD) for the land-based cleanup. 1In the event
that NYSDEC does not allow placement of the river sediments on the
Landfill, those contaminated sediments would be dlsposed of at
another appropriate off-site facility. - :

Following placement of the sediments into the Industrial
Landfill, it will be capped and monitored in accordance with the
NYSDEC’s ROD for the land-based cleanup. The capping and
monitoring requirements established by the NYSDEC for the
Industrial Landfill will meet the relevant and appropriate
requirements of a RCRA hazardous waste landfill. The cap to be
placed atop the Landfill will be a multilayered RCRA cap. A
leachate collection system is in place and long-term management
controls, including ground-water monitoring, will be performed as
part of the NYSDEC’s land-based program. All monitoring data will
be reviewed by the NYSDEC and the EPA to ensure that the integrity
of the Landfill cap and leachate collection system are maintained
over time.

Since Black Mud Pond was capped in 1996 as part of the
NYSDEC’s land-based program, it is not available for sediment
disposal.

This alternative changes the maximum PCB 1level to be
landfilled on-site from 25 ppm to less than 50 ppm. The 50 ppm
PCB level established for off-site disposal .is consistent with
federal and New York State (NYS) laws for regulating PCBs. Under
the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), the federal law that
regulates the treatment, storage, and disposal of PCBs, dredged
materials with PCB levels of 50 ppm or greater must be disposed at
a TSCA-approved chemical waste landfill, incinerated, or disposed
of by another method approved by the EPA. Under the NYS hazardous
waste program, the 50 ppm level is that which identifies PCBs as
hazardous waste. .

The 50 ppm PCB level is also consistent with the NYSDEC’s 1995
ROD Amendment for the land-based portion of the cleanup. Under the
NYSDEC’s program, Reynolds has consolidated approximately 135,300
yds® of soil with PCB levels less than 50 ppm into the Industrial
Landfill. Under this alternative, it is estimated that an
additional 43,400 yds® of St. Lawrence River sediment will be
consolidated therein. '
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This alternative, by treating sediments with PCB levels
exceeding 500 ppm, is consistent with the EPA’s “Guidance on
Remedial Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB Contamination”
(hereinafter, the “PCB Guidance”) with respect to remediation of
PCB “principal threats” at Superfund sites. Under the PCB
Guidance, EPA favors the treatment of materials having PCB
concentrations exceeding 500 ppm in an industrial setting.

The cost associated with the transportation and treatment of
approximately 4,500 yds® (7,200 tons) of sediment with PCB levels
exceeding 500 ppm is estimated to be $7,200,000 ($1,000/ton).
However, those costs will be significantly. offset by the cost
savings associated with off-site landfilling.

Capital Cost: _ $62,800,000
(in 1997 dollars)

O&M Cost: $400,000
(post-remediation monitoring of St.
Lawrence River over 5-year period)

Present-Worth Cost: $63,200,000
(in 1997 dollars) :

Time to Implement: 1-2 years

VI. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

In accordance with the NCP, this section presents a detailed
analysis of the. original remedy and the alternative remedy
considered in the preceding section. The detailed analysis
consists of an assessment of the two alternatives against each of
the NCP’s nine evaluation criteria and a comparative analysis
focusing upon the relative performance of each alternative against
those criteria.

The following “threshold” criteria must be satisfied by an
alternative in order to be eligible for selection:

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment
addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate protection
and describes how risks posed through each exposure pathway
(based on a reasonable maximum exposure scenario) are
eliminated, reduced, or controlled through treatment,
engineering controls, or institutional controls; and,

2. Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate

requirements (ARARs) addresses whether or not a remedy would
meet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate federal
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and state environmental statutes and requirements (i.e., those
federal or state laws that specificially address a hazardous
substance, pollutant or contaminant, remedial action or other
circumstance found at a CERCLA site, or which address problems
or situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at a
site that their use is well suited to the site) or provide
grounds for invoking a waiver. '

The following “primary balancing” criteria are used to make

comparisons and to identify the major trade-offs between
alternatives:

3. Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the ability
of a remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health
and the environment over time, once cleanup goals have been
met;

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment
refers to the degree to which remedial alternatives employ
recycling or treatment that reduces the toxicity, mobility, or
volume of hazardous substances at a site;

5. Short-term effectiveness addresses the period needed to
achieve protection and any adverse impacts on human health and
the environment that may be posed during the construction and
implementation periods until cleanup goals are achieved;

6. Implementability refers to the technical and administrative
feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of the
materials and services needed; and,

7. Cost includes estimated capital and operatlon and maintenance
costs, and the present-worth cost.

The following “modifying” criteria are considered fully after
the formal public comment period on the Post-Decision Proposed Plan
is completed:

8. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the
remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS), and the
proposed plan, the State supports, opposes, and/or has
identified any reservations with the preferred alternative;
and,

S. Tribal/Community acceptance refers to the public’s general
response to the alternatives described in the proposed plan
and the RI/FS reports; factors of community acceptance to be
discussed include support, reservation, and opposition by the
tribe/community.

10
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A comparative analysis of the alternatives based upon these
evaluation criteria follows. The comparative analysis focuses upon
the essential differences in the two alternatives: (1) on-site
treatment versus off-site disposal/treatment of the more
contaminated sediments; and (2) the increase in the maximum level
of PCBs permitted to be placed in the Industrial Landfill from 25
ppm to less than 50 ppm.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Both remedies (existing and modified) are considered to be
protective of human health and the environment. Both remedies
require the removal of contaminated sediments from the St. Lawrence
River via dredging and/or excavation to cleanup levels established
in the 1993 Decision Document. The existing remedy combines on-
site treatment of the higher levels of contamination with on-site
landfilling and capping of treatment residuals and lower levels of
contamination. The modified remedy will combine off-site disposal
with on-site landfilling and capping. The off-site disposal will
consist of landfilling sediments having PCB concentrations between
50 and 500 ppm and treating sediments with PCB concentrations
exceeding 500 ppm. The removal of contaminated sediments from the
St. Lawrence River, along with the alternatives for landfilling
and/or treatment of the dredged sediments, will minimize exposure
to the PCBs and other contaminants and their availability to
aquatic life.

The consolidation of sediments with PCB levels less than 50
ppm into the on-site Industrial Landfill, followed by the capping
of the Landfill, will effectively isolate the sediments from the
environment. Operation and maintenance of the leachate collection
system and monitoring programs, including ground-water monitoring
will be performed as part of the NYSDEC’s land-based remedial
program to ensure that the engineering controls continue to be
effective in containing the contaminants in the landfill over time.

2. Compliance with Applicable, or Relevant and Appropriate
Reguirements (ARARS

ARARs are those federal or state environmental and public
health regulations that address a hazardous substance, pollutant,
contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance at a
site. There are three classifications of ARARs: chemical-specific,
which are health- or risk-based concentration limits of chemicals
which may be found in, or discharged to, the ambient environment;
location-specific, which are restrictions placed on the
concentration of hazardous substances or the conduct of activities
solely because of the specific locations in which they occur; and

- action-specific, which are usually technology- or activity-based
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requirements or limitations on actions taken with respect to
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants.

The principal action-specific ARARs for the Site include the
requirements of TSCA. Under TSCA, dredged materials that contain
PCBs at concentrations greater than or egqual to 50 ppm must be
either incinerated, landfilled in a TSCA-approved chemical waste
landfill, or disposed of by another method approved by the EPA.
Both remedies would comply with all applicable TSCA requirements
(40 CFR Parts 761.60 - 761.9). Landfilling or treatment of
sediments with PCB concentrations of 50 ppm or greater would be
performed in an off-site TSCA-approved landfill or treatment
facility. All necessary approvals would be obtained prior to
disposal to ensure sediments meet the facility’s permit
restrictions.

Both remedies would comply with all applicable or relevant aﬁd
appropriate RCRA regquirements and/or the corresponding NYS

hazardous waste requirements for the identification,
transportation, storage, treatment and disposal of hazardous waste
(40 CFR Parts 261 through 264 and 268). Since materials with

concentrations of PCBs that are greater than or equal to 50 ppm are
regulated as hazardous wastes by NYS, its requirements for
hazardous wastes are applicable and, therefore, would be met by the
off-site disposal facility, if located in NYS.

The Clean Water Act (CWA) requirements for discharging
directly to a surface-water body are also action-specific ARARs.
Water collected from the dewatering of dredged river sediments or
on-site thermal desorption would be treated and discharged into the
St. Lawrence River via an outfall at the Reynolds Facility, which
is permitted under the State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(SPDES) program. Such discharge would meet all NYS requirements
under the SPDES program (6 NYCRR Parts 750 through 757).
Additionally, because NYS water gquality criteria or standards are
relevant and appropriate requirements, the treated water would meet
such criteria or standards for the protection of human health
through fish consumption and the protection of wildlife (6 NYCRR
Parts 700 through 706). Other action-specific ARARs under the CWA
would include the water monitoring and management requirements of
40 CFR Parts 122 through 136.

Since dredging operations will be performed in navigable
waters of the United States, the dredging operations would comply
with Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act 'and U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers regulations (33 USC Part 403 and 33 CFR Parts 320
through 330). :

For air emissions associated with the operation of the on-site
thermal desorption unit or other storage and handling activities,
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the action-specific ARARs and guidance which would be met include

40 CFR Part 50; 6 NYCRR Parts 200, 201, 211, 212, 219 and 257; and
NYS Air Guide 1.

Location-specific ARARs would include Executive Orders 11988
and 11990 for floodplain management and the protection of wetlands
(40 CFR Part 6.302 and 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix A) for actions that
may occur within a floodplain or wetland and the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (16 USC Part 661 et seg; 40 CFR Part 6,302) for
actions affecting a river. Other location-specific ARARs may
include the National Historic Preservation Act requirements for
recovering and preserving artifacts and preserving historic
properties (36 CFR Parts 65 and 800), the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act for protection of recreational rivers (40 CFR Part 6.302(e))
and the NYS Coastal Zone Management Program (1NYCRR Part 600).

NYSDEC’s 1994 Technical Guidance for Screening Contaminated
Sediments is a “To Be Considered” criterion.

3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

In general, landfilling remedies provide a lesser degree of
permanence in remediating contamination at a site when compared
with treatment alternatives that destroy contaminants. The original
remedy would utilize thermal desorption, combined with off-site
incineration of the contaminant extract, to permanently destroy the
higher levels of contamination (i.e., PCB levels exceeding 25 ppm).
The modified remedy would utilize off-site incineration to destroy
PCBs at concentrations exceeding 500 ppm.

Landfilling provides for 1long-term effectiveness by the

‘management of contaminants in a secure, monitored location where

adequate and reliable engineering controls are provided. For the
original remedy, PCBs at levels of 25 ppm or less would have been
landfilled in Black Mud Pond. For the modified remedy, a
combination of off-site landfilling for PCB levels between 50 and
500 ppm and on-site landfilling for PCB levels between 1 and 50 ppm
would reliably contain those contaminants over time. The long-term
effectiveness of the Industrial Landfill as a containment system
would be monitored by NYS to ensure the protection of ground water,
surface water and the nearby wetlands at the Site and prevent
future exposure by direct contact.

4. Reduction in Toxicitv, Mobilityv, or Volume through Treatment

Both alternatives to some degree would reduce the toxicity,
mobility, or volume of contaminants through treatment. The
original remedy would utilize on-site thermal desorption, combined
with off-site incineration of the contaminant extract, to reduce
the toxicity and volume of the higher levels of contamination by
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removal and ultimate destruction. The modified remedy would reduce
‘the toxicity and volume of the high-level contamination (PCB levels
exceeding 500 ppm) through off-site incineration.

Landfilling does not appreciably alter the toxicity or volume

of the <contaminants, but reduces their mobility through
encapsulation.

5. Short-Term Effectiveness

For either remedy, there would be short-term impacts which
have to be addressed when performing dredging and dewatering
activities and the on-site landfilling of the lower levels of
contamination. However, the potential short-term impacts of the
modified remedy would be significantly lower than for the original
remedy. The time necessary to implement the modified remedy (1-2
years) 1is anticipated to be considerably shorter than the time
needed to procure, mobilize, and operate the thermal desorption
unit (4 years) required by the original remedy. Although
appropriate controls and safety measures would be applied to
minimize potential exposure to site workers, fewer workers would be
required to handle the sediments for off-site disposal as compared
to on-site treatment, thereby reducing the overall exposure to
field personnel. The potential for airborne particulates related
to storage and handling of contaminated sediments would also be
reduced as stockpiling, screening and thermal desorption unit
feeding activities associated with the on-site treatment would be
eliminated. Potential air impacts from the operation of the
thermal desorption unit are also eliminated.

It is noted that, depending on the volume of sediment dredged
and the number of vehicles available for each day of operation,
temporary stockpiling of the sediments on-site may be necessary.
In the event such stockpiling is required, the sediments would be
managed in a manner to protect site workers and mlnlmlze the
potential for contaminant migration.

There would be short-term risks associated with transporting
PCB-contaminated sediments to an off-site landfill or treatment
facility. However, these risks are estimated to be small due to
the short duration of the off-site disposal activities..

All short-term risks to site workers would be addressed by
.compliance with a health and safety plan. An air monitoring plan

would also be implemented for protection of workers and the
community.
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6. Implementability

Both remedies may encounter some technical difficulties with
regard to dredging the St. Lawrence River sediments to the
established cleanup goals. To address such difficulties, the
initial dredging operation will be performed in a manner which will
identify site-specific conditions and operating parameters, such as
dredging depths, effectiveness of using silt curtains and sheet
pilings, and sediment suspension and settling characteristics.
This information will be evaluated to improve the effectiveness of
the dredging project. It is noted that Site surveys performed by
Reynolds as part of the initial design work have shown areas of the
riverbed to have irregular topographies, thick vegetation, and
"large cobbles and boulders. Those conditions may impact dredging
operations and, ultimately, make it more difficult to achieve the
cleanup goals. :

The landfilling and treatment component of the two remedies
are implementable from an engineering and technical standpoint.
However, off-site disposal would be considerably easier to
implement because the activities associated with the procurement,
mobilization, and operation of the on-site treatment unit are
avoided. Also, off-site landfill capacity is readily available.
The dewatered sediments to be landfilled would be transported off-
site by trucks. Depending on the volume of sediment dredged and
the number of vehicles available for each day of operation,
temporary stockpiling of the sediments on-site may be necessary.

7. Costs

The present-wbrth cost for the original remedy, in 1997
dollars and based on the revised estimates of sediment volumes to
be dredged, is $72.4 million.

The pfesent-worth cost for the modified remedy, also in 1997
dollars and based on the revised estimates of sediment volumes, is
$63.2 million. This represents a cost savings of $9.2 million.

‘The cost savings are attributable to the decrease in costs for
off-site landfilling. Excess landfilling capacity, as well as the
overall market conditions in the waste management industry, have
helped reduce landfilling costs since 1993. The costs for thermal
desorption, on the other hand, have not changed appreciably because
they are more a function of technology, rather than treatment
capacity.

8. State Acceptance

The State of New York concurred with EPA’s Post-Decision
Proposed Plan in August 1998. However, at the date that this
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Decision Document Amendment is issued, it has not made a
determination whether to concur on the selection of the modified
remedy. ‘

S. Tribal/Community Acceptance

The reaction to the modified remedy from the St. Regis Mohawk
Tribe (Tribe) and the community, as received during the public
comment period as well as at the public meeting and availability
session, are contained in the Responsiveness Summary which is
included as part of this decision document.

In general, the public appears to be receptive to the EPA’s
decision to modify the selected remedy. However, the Tribe, while
generally supporting the EPA’s preference for treatment and
disposal of the more contaminated river sediments off-site, rather
than on-site as originally decided, has a preference for the
permanent treatment of hazardous substances present at the Reynolds
Facility. The Tribe does not -support a containment remedy as a
permanent solution, but only as a temporary solution until a
permanent treatment remedy is in place. Therefore, the Tribe has
requested that new remedial treatment technologies be investigated
on an annual basis until such time as a remedy is utilized to
permanently destroy the contamination in the Industrial Landfill.

Additionally, industry has objected to the EPA’s preference
for the treatment of PCBs at concentrations exceeding 500 ppm.
Although it is consistent with the current Superfund policy for the
remediation of PCBs as a principal threat, it is not a requirement
under current TSCA regulations.

VII. SELECTED REMEDY

Based on considerations of the requirements of CERCLA, the
detailed analysis of the alternatives, and the comments received
during the public comment period, the EPA has determined that
Alternative II is the most appropriate remedy for the Site.

As described above, Alternative II, which is the remedy
selected in this Decision Document Amendment, is consistent with
the remediation goal set forth in the 1993 Decision Document for
the Site, which is to remove sediments from the St. Lawrence River
with PCB levels exceeding 1 ppm, PAH levels exceeding 10 ppm, and
TDBF levels exceeding 1 ppb.

However, the on-site treatment component of the original
remedy is eliminated. Rather, all dredged and dewatered sediments
with PCB concentrations exceeding 500 ppm will be transported off-
site for treatment at a TSCA-approved facility; all dredged and
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dewatered sediments with PCB concentrations between 50 and 500 ppm
will be transported off-site to a TSCA-approved landfill; and all
dredged and dewatered sediments with PCB concentrations less than
50 ppm will be disposed of on the existing Industrial Landfill
located at the Reynolds Facility. Following placement of the
sediments on the Industrial Landfill, it will be capped in
accordance with the NYSDEC’s 1992 ROD (as amended in June 1995) for
the land-based remedy.

It is noted that, in order for the river sediments to be
disposed on the Landfill, NYSDEC would first have to modify its
land-based remedy to accommodate the additional volume of sediment
from EPA’s remedy. In the event that NYSDEC does not allow the
placement of those sediments on the Industrial Landfill, they would
be disposed of at another appropriate off-site disposal fac¢ility.

Following the dredging and dewatering of the sediments,
verification sampling will be performed to delineate which portion
of the dredged materials will be sent off-site for landfilling or
treatment and which portion will be landfilled on-site.

As discussed in this Decision Document Amendment, the
technological limitations of dredging may preclude the attainment
of the cleanup goals established for the St. Lawrence River
sediments. If, after the implementation of the dredging project,
the EPA determines that the cleanup goals cannot be achieved by
existing dredging technologies, the EPA will make a determination
at that time whether other remedial action(s) (e.g., capping the
remaining contaminated sediments in place) will be performed. In

. the event the EPA makes such a determination, it will issue an
explanation of significant difference to the selected remedy or
propose an amendment to the Decision Document.

All other components of the original remedy will remain the
same. :

VIII. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Under CERCLA and the NCP, the EPA’s responsibility at
Superfund sites is to undertake remedial actions that achieve
adequate protection of human health and the environment. In
addition, Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other statutory
requirements and preferences that the selected remedy must meet.
Section 121 of CERCLA specifies that when complete, the selected
remedial action for the Site must comply with ARARs established .
under federal and state environmental laws unless a statutory -
waiver is justified. The selected remedy, also, must be cost-
‘effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum
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extent practicable. Finally, the statute includes a preference for
remedies that employ treatment that permanently and significantly
reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous wastes as
their principle element. The following sections discuss how the
selected remedy meets these statutory requirements.

1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The modified remedy maintains a comparable level of protection
of human health and the environment as the original remedy set
forth in the 1993 Decision Document. Dredging and/or excavation
will be performed to remove sediments from the St. Lawrence River
with PCB concentrations exceeding 1 ppm, PAH concentrations
exceeding 10 ppm, and TDBF concentrations exceeding 1 ppb. The
removal of the contaminants to the established cleanup goals will
mitigate the health threats posed at the Site, primarily the
ingestion of PCB-contaminated fish caught by local residents and
fishermen, by minimizing exposure to the PCBs and other
contaminants and their availability to aquatic life.

The modified remedy will result in the permanent destruction
of high-level contamination through the treatment of dredged
sediments with PCB concentrations exceeding 500 ppm at a TSCaA-
approved facility. The off-site landfilling of sediments with PCB
concentrations between 50 and 500 ppm at an approved off-site
facility where adegquate engineering controls are provided will
permanently remove those contaminants from the Site and encapsulate
them in a secure and monitored containment system.

The dredged sediments with PCB levels less than 50 ppm will be
contained in the Industrial Landfill located at the Reynolds
Facility, with long-term management controls that include a
landfill cap, leachate collection system, and monitoring programs,
including ground-water monitoring. The capping and monitoring
requirements have been established by the NYSDEC in its 1992 ROD
(as amended in June 1995) and meet the relevant and appropriate
requirements of a RCRA hazardous waste landfill. The cover to be
placed atop the landfill will be a multilayered RCRA cap. The cap,
leachate collection system, and long-term management controls will
be operated and maintained as part of the NYSDEC’s land-based
remedial program for as long as the contaminants remain on-site.
These on-site engineering controls and systems will provide
adequate and reliable protection to human health and the
environment over time.
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2. Compliance with Applicable, or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARS) '

The original analysis with respect to ARARs, as contained in
the 1993 Decision Document, held that the original remedy did
comply with all federal and state ARARs.

Since the modified remedy will not change the sediment
dredging and dewatering components of the original remedy, there
should be no substantive variation from the original analysis for
compliance with ARARs as related to those actions.

The key elements which are changed in the modified remedy will
also comply with federal and state ARARs. The - 50-ppm level
established for the off-site disposal of PCBs is consistent with
federal and NYS laws for regulating PCBs. In compliance with TSCA
regulations (40 CFR Parts 761.60 through 761.8), the dredged river
sediments having PCB levels of 50 ppm and greater will be
transported off-site and disposed of in a TSCA-approved chemical
waste landfill or treatment facility, depending on the level of
contamination. All necessary approvals will be obtained prior to
disposal to ensure the dredged sediments meet the facilities’
permit restrictions. :

The modified remedy will comply with applicable or relevant
and appropriate RCRA requirements and/or the corresponding NYS
hazardous. waste ‘requirements for the identification,
transportation, storage, treatment and disposal of hazardous waste
(40 -CFR Parts 261 through 264 and 268). In the event the selected
off-site disposal facility is located in NYS, the NYS requirements
for hazardous wastes are applicable and, therefore, will be met by
the disposal facility.

The modified remedy is also consistent with the EPA’s PCB
Guidance. In accordance with the PCB Guidance for an industrial
setting, the sediments with PCB levels less than 50 ppm will be
contained on-site using long-term management controls, including a
multilayered cap, leachate collection system, and ground-water
monitoring. Also in accordance with the PCB Guidance, material
contaminated with PCBs above 500 ppm will be treated.

3. Cost-Effectiveness

Cost-effectiveness is a critical component used in the
balancing of the evaluation criteria. With the increase in the
estimated volume of sediment to be dredged from the St. Lawrence
River, the present-worth cost of the original remedy increased from
$35,100,000 (in 1993 dollars) to an estimated $72,400,000 (in 1997

- dollars). The cost savings associated with. off-site disposal,

rather than on-site treatment, was therefore a factor which
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eventually led to the selection of the modifications as opposed to
the original remedy.

The present-worth cost for the selected modifications, also in

1997 dollars and based on the revised sediment volume estimates, is
$63,200,000.

4. Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment
Technologies (or Resource Recovery Technologies) to the
Maximum Extent Practicable

This statutory determination is satisfied by the original
remedy and the selected modification.

The EPA believes that, when the Decision Document was issued
in 1993, the original remedy, represented the maximum extent to
which permanent solutions and treatment technologies could have
been utilized in a cost-effective manner at the Site. We also
believe that the modified remedy utilizes permanent solutions and
alternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent
practicable after consideration of the most recent volumetric and
cost estimates.

5. Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

This statutory determination is satlsfled by the original
remedy and the selected modification.

In the case of the original remedy, the preference for
treatment is satisfied with higher levels of contamination (PCBs
exceeding 25 ppm) being treated on-site through thermal desorption.
For the modified remedy, the preference for treatment is still
satisfied since .the highest concentrations of contaminants, meaning
PCB levels exceeding 500 ppm, will be treated at an off-site
facility. The treatment of PCBs at levels exceeding 500 ppm is
consistent with the EPA’s PCB Guidance for treatlng principal
threats at the Site.

IX. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGE

There are no significant changes from the preferred
alternative, as presented in the Post-Decision Proposed Plan
released to the public on July 30, 1998.
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PCB Concentration

1993 Volume

Current Volume

Range (ppm) ' Egtimate (yds?) Egstimate (yds?)
Between 1 and 25 37,000 38,700
Greater than 25 14,500 38,900%* 38,900
4,700 (25 - <50 ppm)
29,700 (50 - 500 ppm)
4,500 (> 500 ppm)
i
Total 51,500 77,600

It is noted that the 38,900 yds’ is depicted in three separate volumes for PCB levels in the range of between 25 and 50 ppm,
50 to 500 ppm, and greater than 500 ppm. .
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
REYNOLDS METALS COMPANY STUDY AREA
POST-DECISION PROPOSED PLAN

1.0 INTRODUCTION

A responsiveness summary is required by the National 0Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) at 40 CFR
300.430(f) (3) (F). It provides a summary of significant comments
and questions received during the public comment period, and the
United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) responses
to those comments and questions. The responsiveness summary is
appended to and is a part of the Decision Document, the document
that describes the selected remedy for cleaning up a site.
Comments summarized in this Responsiveness Summary have been
considered in EPA’s decision for selecting a modification to the
original remedial action for the Reynolds Metals Company
(Reynolds) Study Area site (hereinafter the “Site”).

This Responsiveness Summary is organized into the following
sections:

2.0 Summary of Community Relations Activities

This section summarizes EPA’s community involvement
activities relative to a Post-Decision Proposed Plan
(hereinafter the “Plan”) issued in July 1998.

3.0 Summary of Comments Received During the Public Comment
Period and EPA’'s Responses

This section summarizes both oral and written
significant comments submitted to EPA by interested
citizens at the public meeting and during the public
comment period and provides EPA’s responses to these
comments.

2.0 SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES

In July 1998, EPA released the Plan which described proposed
changes to the remedy selected by EPA in its September 1993
Decision Document for the Site, located in Massena, New York.

‘The Plan was developed by EPA in consultation with the New York

State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). The
Plan is attached to this Responsiveness Summary as Appendix A.

™
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The Plan, along with other technical supporting documents, was
made available to the public at information repositories
maintained at EPA Region II’'s office in New York City, at the
Massena Public Library, and at the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe Health
Services Building, located in Hogansburg, New York. The Plan
also was mailed to approximately 400 citizens on EPA’s mailing
list for the Site.

EPA held a public comment period from July 30 through August 28,
1998, for interested citizens to comment on the Plan. A public
notice announcing the public comment period, public meeting, and
availability of the Plan was published in the Courier-Observer
daily newspaper on July 30, 1998, and in the Indian Times and
People’s Voice weekly newspapers on July 31, 1998. A copy of the
public notice is attached to this Responsiveness Summary as
Appendix B. Also on July 30, EPA issued a press release to
regional media in the United States and Canada.

EPA held a public meeting on WedneSday, Rugust 12, 1998, at the
Massena Public Library, 41 Glenn Street, in Massena, New York.
Approximately 26 people attended. The sign-in sheets from the
meeting are attached to this Responsiveness Summary as Appendix
C. During the meeting, representatives from EPA, NYSDEC, and the
New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) answered questions
and received comments on the Plan. The proceedings of the
meeting were recorded in a transcript, which has been placed in-:
the information repositories designated for the Site.

In addition, EPA held an informal public availability session on
Thursday, August 13, 1998, at the St. Regis Housing Authority
RAuditorium, Route 37, Hogansburg, New York. Approximately 11
people attended. The sign-in sheets from the public availability
session are attached to this Responsiveness Summary as Appendix
C. During the session, representatives from EPA and NYSDEC held
informal, one-on-one conversations about the Plan with residents
of Akwesasne (St. Regis Mohawk Tribe).

Prior to the public meeting on August 12, representatives from
EPA met with several Legislators from Akwesasne to brief them on
the Plan. EPA invited the Legislators to the public meeting and
public availability session.

In addition to comments received at the public meeting, EPA
received written comments during the public comment period. EPA’s
responses to'these comments are included in this Responsiveness
Summary. Copies of the written comments are attached as Appendix
D.
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3.0 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC MEETING AND
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND EPA’'S RESPONSES

All comments and guestions submitted during the public meeting

. and public comment period are summarized below according to the

following topics:

Post-Decision Proposed Plan

Industrial Landfill

Off-Site Treatment Threshold of 500 ppm for PCBs
Community Involvement and  Information

Sediments and Dredging

Other

WWwwwww
A W

3.1 Post-Decision Proposed Plan

3.1.1 - Comment: Representatives from the St. Regis Mohawk
Tribe support treatment and disposal of polychlorinated biphenyl
(PCB) -contaminated sediments off-site rather than treatment on-
site as originally proposed. However, the Tribe prefers
permanent treatment of the hazardous waste that will remain on-
site. The Tribe has an obligation to look seven generations into
the future during their decision-making process. Therefore,
remedies that permanently solve the hazardous waste problem over

‘the long term are the only acceptable options at the Site.

Containment of any kind in an unlined landfill will serve to pass
on the toxic waste problem to future generations. Containment is
only acceptable as a temporary solution until a permanent
treatment remedy that reduces the volume, mobility, and toxicity
of contaminants is implemented.

EPA Response: The containment of lower levels of contamination
(i.e., PCB levels less than 50 parts per million (ppm)) in the
existing on-site Industrial Landfill using appropriate
engineering controls, including a leachate collection system and
multilayered cap, will provide adequate protection of human
health and the environment (see EPA Response to Comment No.
3.2.2, below). Long-term management controls will be implemented
to assure that the Landfill’s effectiveness and integrity as a
containment system are maintained for as long as the contaminants
remain on-site. In the event that Reynolds discontinues the
operation at its aluminum production facility (hereinafter the
“Facility”) or conveys any interest in its Facility property to
successors-in-title at some time in the future, such
discontinuance or conveyance will not release or otherwise affect
the liability of Reynolds to comply with all the provisions of
the federal unilateral administrative orders and the state
consent orders issued to Reynolds, or which Reynolds has entered
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into, for investigating and remediating hazardous wastes at its
Facility.

3.1.2 Comment: Representatives from the St. Regis Mohawk
Tribe propose that EPA order Reynolds to investigate new remedial
treatment technologies on an annual basis until a treatment
remedy is found to permanently destroy the contamination in the
Industrial Landfill. Such a permanent remedy would minimize
Reynolds’ continuing operation and maintenance obligations,
thereby decreasing the financial cost of the remedy in the long
term.

EPA Response: The remediation of the Reynolds Facility (land-
based cleanup) is being overseen separately by NYSDEC. The long-
term management of the Industrial Landfill as a containment
system is part of that program, and is being addressed by
Reynolds in compliance with NYSDEC’s 1992 Record of Decision

(ROD) and 1893 Consent Order. NYSDEC conducts annual reviews and
inspections of the entire site-wide remediation. Any requirement
for Reynolds to examine new treatment technologies for the
Industrial Landfill on an annual basis would be established by
NYSDEC. '

Under CERCLA, EPA is required to perform a review every five
years whenever the selected remedy will leave contamination on-
site. However, since all sediments above the established cleanup
goals would be removed from the St. Lawrence River and disposed
of either off-site or at the Industrial Landfill (less than 50
ppm of PCBs), which is part of NYSDEC’s remedial program, EPA
would not perform those reviews at this Site.

In the event that NYSDEC does not allow the placement of river
sediments containing PCBs at concentrations up to 50 ppm in the
Industrial Landfill, those contaminated sediments would be
disposed of at another appropriate off-site disposal facility.

3.1.3 Comment: A representative from the Canadian Review
Panel! stated that the Plan generally meets with current Canadian
policies on removal and containment of PCB-contaminated materials
and is consistent with actions and decisions made at the Aluminum
Company of America (Alcoa) and General Motors (GM) sites in
Massena. There are no objections to the Plan in this regard.

EPA Response: No response is necessary.

3} The Canadian Review Panel consists of representatives from Environment
Canada - Ontario and Quebec Regions; the Ontario Ministry of the Environment;
and the Quebec Ministere de l’Environnement et de la Faune. '

4
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. 3.2 Industrial Landfill

3.2.1 - Comment: Representatives from the St. Regis Mohawk
Tribe expressed concern about the total, long-term load of PCBs
on the local environment. The 1993 remedy would have allowed on-
site containment of 37,000 cubic yards (yds®) of sediments in the
Black Mud Pond, none of which exceed 25 ppm of PCBs. 1In
contrast, the current Plan would allow containment of 43,400 yds?
of sediments in the Industrial Landfill, with PCB concentrations
up to 50 ppm. This is in addition to the 135,300 yds® of PCB-
contaminated soils at levels less than 50 ppm which have been
placed in the Industrial Landfill as part of NYSDEC’s land-based
cleanup. Thus, the net load of contamination to be left on-site
is significantly greater than proposed in 1993, and more toxic.

EPA Response: EPA does not consider the changes under this Plan
with regard to deposition of sediments on the Industrial Landfill
to significantly increase the volume or toxicity of the waste
which would be contained on-site under the original remedy and
NYSDEC’s land-based cleanup. The volume of additional sediments
(PCB levels between 25 and 50 ppm) which would be disposed of on
the Landfill under this Plan is currently estimated to be 4,700
yds?®. This represents less than three (3) percent of the total
volume of 178,700 yds® (135,300 yds® of land-based soils and

. 43,400 yds® of river sediments) which have been, or will be,
placed therein.

Furthermore, although the PCB levels to be landfilled on-site
would be increased under this Plan from 25 ppm to less than 50
ppm, EPA believes that the level of protection provided by the
Industrial Landfill, with appropriate engineering controls, is
comparable (see EPA Response to Comment No. 3.2.2, below). The
wastes will be completely encapsulated within the Landfill once
the cover system is installed, thereby eliminating their exposure
to the environment.

The on-site containment of PCBs at concentrations less that 50
ppm is also consistent with EPA’s “Guidance on Remedial Actions
for Superfund Sites with PCB Contamination” (hereinafter the “PCB
Guidance”). According to the PCB Guidance, for an industrial
setting, low concentrations of PCBs (e.g., less than 50 ppm) may
"be effectively contained on-site in a secure, monitored location
with appropriate long-term management controls, including a cover
system and ground-water monitoring.

3.2.2 Comment: Representatives from the St. Regis Mohawk
Tribe also stated that the Tribe never concurred with the state
and federal proposals that the waste in the unlined Industrial
‘ Landfill remain in place permanently. They cited issues with the
Landfill that make it unsuitable for containment, based on the
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-from the Landfill southward toward the Wetlands.

findings made in EPA’s administrative record, including the
following: :

o ground water, and essentially headwaters of the wetland,
intersect the PCB-contaminated waste mass in the Landfill
and then discharges to the wetland;

) there is no record as to the concentrations of hazardous
waste in the Landfill;

. there is no information as to the effectiveness of the

leachate collection system that has been installed at the
Landfill; and,
. the current ecological health of the impacted Wetlands

(identified as Wetlands No. RR-6 by NYSDEC) or the extent to
which they continue to suffer leaks from the Landfill have
not been established.

EPA Response: With the use of appropriate engineering controls,
as discussed in further detail below, the Industrial Landfill
functions as an effective containment system. The operation of
the leachate collection system since 1896 has effectively
collected the shallow ground water (leachate) which is flowing
The collection
of the leachate (approximately 1 million gallons per month)
prevents the migration of PCBs and other contaminants through the
overburden soils and waste materials to the Wetlands.
Preliminary data from the initial round of ground-water sampling
collected downgradient of the leachate collection system did not
show the presence of PCBs. Further discussions of the ground-
water monitoring results are also discussed below.

Surface-water controls installed at the Landfill also prevent
contaminants from migrating to the Wetlands via uncontrolled
surface-water runoff. The effectiveness of the Landfill will be
enhanced further once the cap is installed and the infiltration
of rainwater, which mixes with the wastes to form leachate, is
eliminated. '

'Although there is no liner under

sited directly atop a relatively
present under the entire area of
layer, which varies in thickness
impedes the movement of leachate
the underlying glacial till.

the Industrial Landfill, it is
impermeable clay layer which is
waste materials. The clay

from a few feet to over 20 feet,
downward from the Landfill into

The clay also acts as a confining

layer (hydraulic barrier) between the shallow ground water within
the overburden soils and the ground water in the underlying till.
The shallow ground water (leachate) within the Landfill is

constrained to flowing laterally

southward, toward the adjacent
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Wetlands. Ground water within the glacial till also flows in a

‘ southerly direction, but has an upward vertical component of flow
which recharges the Wetlands and the waste materials within the
Landfill. This upward component of ground-water flow into the
Landfill, while helping to prevent the downward movement of
contaminants, generates additional leachate.

Leachate Collection System: The leachate collection system was
installed along the southern perimeter of the Landfill to
intercept the leachate moving laterally through the overburden
soils and waste materials to the Wetlands. The system consists
of a two-foot wide trench filled with crushed stone. At the
‘bottom of the trench is an eight-inch diameter, perforated
collection pipe. Leachate flows into the more porous and
permeable crushed stone and the collection pipe from the
overburden soils and waste materials. The leachate is
transported through the collection pipe to a pump and forcemain
system which then carries it to the carbon treatment plant
located at the North Yard for treatment. On the downgradient
side (south side) and beneath the trench is the low-permeability
clay, which prevents the leachate from passing beyond the crushed
stone toward the Wetlands. The depth of the trench, which ranges
from approximately five to seven feet, was established to
intercept all of the waste materials and any thin silt or sand

y layers within the overburden soils. It was important that the

‘ leachate collection system intercepted those thin layers of silt
and sand, since they have higher permeabilities than the
underlying clay and could facilitate the migration of leachate
laterally through the overburden soils. '

The leachate collection system has been in operation for a few
years. Since 1996, approximately one million gallons of leachate
have been collected each month (12 million gallons per year).

For the period between January and August of 1998, the leachate
collection system has recovered approximately 8.6 million gallons
of leachate. :

Qther Engineering Controls: Several other engineering controls
have been installed at the Landfill. Surface-water controls and.
vegetative cover have been installed to control surface-water
runoff. Monitoring wells have been installed around the
perimeter of the Landfill for long-term monitoring of ground
water quality. Following placement of the sediments into the
Landfill, a multilayered cap, which will meet relevant and
appropriate requirements of a Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) hazardous waste landfill cap, will be installed to
limit the infiltration of rainwater to the waste so as to
minimize the volume of leachate generated. Once the cap is in
‘ place, the volume of leachate should decrease significantly.
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Monitoring: The long-term management of the Industrial Landfill,
which is being performed by Reynolds under the direct oversight
of NYSDEC, includes the weekly monitoring of storm water levels,
monthly monitoring of ground-water levels, and gquarterly ground-
water sampling and analyses.

Under NYSDEC’s land-based cleanup, Reynolds is required to submit
post-remediation reports for the entire site-wide remedial
program to NYSDEC on a quarterly basis. The post-remediation
reports, along with other related documents, are available for
public review at NYSDEC repositories located at the Massena v
Public Library and NYSDEC Region 6 office, located in Watertown,
New York. Copies of the monitoring reports prepared by Reynolds
for the Industrial Landfill and Wetlands are currently provided
to representatives of the Tribe’s Environment Division.

NYSDEC has received the first set of preliminary data from the
ground-water monitoring program, which began in late 1997/early
1998. PCBs were not detected in the ground-water samples
analyzed. However, concentrations of cyanide and fluoride were
detected. NYSDEC has indicated that it is too early in the
monitoring program to determine the significance of those
chemicals and it will continue to monitor the ground-water

"quality on a quarterly basis. Copies of those monitoring reports

will be provided to EPA for review.

NYSDEC Inspections: Representatives of NYSDEC will conduct annual
reviews and inspections of the Industrial Landfill and Wetlands.
The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe is invited to participate in the
annual inspections conducted by NYSDEC at the Reynolds Facility.
It is EPA’s understanding that NYSDEC and Reynolds have
accommodated representatives of the Tribe’s Environment Division
in the past, when participation at inspections was requested.

The Tribe’s representatives were also permitted to collected
samples for independent analyses during the remedial
investigations performed at the Reynolds Facility.

Wetlands Remediation: In January 1998, NYSDEC approved
Reynolds post-remediation report for the Wetlands entitled,
“Area-Specific Completion Report for Remediation, Restoration,
and Mitigation of Wetlands RR-6 at the Reynolds Metals Company
St. Lawrence Reduction Plant, Massena, New York” (Wetlands
Report). The Wetlands Report documents the remediation of the
Wetlands between 1994 and 1997 and the attainment of the cleanup
goals for PCBs (1 ppm) and other contaminants. It also documents
the Wetlands restoration efforts and post-remediation monitoring
which will be performed to assure that the Wetlands are not
impacted by additional contamination from the site.
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Water level monitoring will be performed at the Wetlands on a
monthly basis. Monitoring will also include the continued
sampling and analyses of surface-water discharges from the
Wetlands via Outfalls 010 and 011, in accordance with applicable
State Pollution Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) program
requirements. Outfalls 010 and 011 flow from the Wetlands
southward under Route 37 to the Raguette River.

3.2.3 Comment: The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe stated that since
Reynolds is saving nearly $10 million by this proposed change, a
portion of the savings should be invested in more complete
containment of the Industrial Landfill and ongoing evaluation of
innovative in-situ treatment technologies for the permanent
neutralization of Landfill wastes.

The Tribe suggested the following conditions for allowing the

‘Landfill to remain in place: an endowment for the long-term

operation, maintenance, and monitoring of the Landfill to assure
its effectiveness forever or until a permanent remedy is
implemented; a directive that Reynolds must regularly evaluate
and report on the cost and effectiveness of in-situ treatment
technologies which may result in a permanent remedy; and air

‘monitoring and treatment of any volatile gases escaping from the

Landfill air vents and through the composite cover.

EPA Response: In accordance with the provisions set forth in

‘Section XII of NYSDEC’s 1993 Consent Order for the land-based

remediation, Reynolds was required to provide financial
assurances of its ability to perform the cleanup, including the
long-term operation, maintenance, and monitoring activities
associated with the Industrial Landfill. Reynolds was ‘also
required to provide cost estimates of the operation and

‘maintenance of the Landfill and other remedial systems installed

as part of that remedial program

With regard to the periodic examination of new treatment
technologies for the permanent destruction of the Landfill waste,

please refer to EPA’s Response to Comment No. 3.1.2, above. At

this time, the engineering controls which are installed or
planned for the Industrial Landfill are considered by EPA and
NYSDEC to be effective in containing the waste within the
Landfill. If it is determined by NYSDEC that additional
engineering controls or other actions are necessary to assure the
effectiveness of the Landfill as a containment system, NYSDEC may
require Reynolds to undertake such action(s). Additional
engineering controls are being considered by NYSDEC to minimize
the large volume of shallow ground water which is believed to be
flowing into the Landfill from the overburden soils to the’ north.
This ground water mixes with the waste materials and creates
leachate which, ultimately, must be collected by the leachate
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collection system and treated. If the volume of leachate
currently being collected — approximately 1.0 million gallons per
month — does not significantly decrease after the cap is in
place, NYSDEC may consider installing an upgradient ground-water
cutoff wall to control the volume of ground water flowing into
the Landfill.

NYSDEC has informed EPA that it agrees with the St. Regis Mohawk
Tribe’s comment about the need for an air monitoring program to
detect any volatile gases which may escape from the Landfill
vents and through the cap, once they are installed. There is no
air monitoring program currently in place at the Landfill, which
is covered with an interim soil layer and grass. NYSDEC plans on
monitoring air emission levels initially to see if they exceed
New York State air quality standards or guidelines. In the event
such standards or guidelines are exceeded, NYSDEC would consider
the treatment of the volatile gases to control emissions and the
implementation of an air monitoring program for continual
monitoring of the air quality at the Landfill.

3.2.4 Comment: The St. Regis Mohawk Tribal Council objects
to the 50 ppm containment level and supports a 0 ppm level. They
stated the area must be returned to the condition it was in when
Reynolds first came to Massena, clean of contaminants.

EPA Response: EPA is charged with administering and enforcing
existing environmental laws and regulations. The 50 ppm PCB
level proposed in this Plan for off-site disposal is consistent
with the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), the federal law
which regulates the treatment, storage, and disposal of PCBs
based on their form and concentration. Under TSCA, dredged
materials with PCBs at concentrations of 50 ppm or greater must
be landfilled in a TSCA-approved chemical waste landfill,
incinerated, or disposed of by another method approved by EPA.
It is also c¢onsistent with NYSDEC’s hazardous waste program,
which identifies PCBs as hazardous wastes at the 50 ppm level.

Further, the 50 ppm level is consistent with EPA’s current
guidance for remediation of PCBs. For an industrial setting,
materials with low concentrations of PCBs (e.g., less than 50
ppm) may be contained on-site with long-term management controls
that include a cover system and ground-water monitoring.

3.2.5 Comment: A Research Scientist from the State
University of New York (SUNY) at Oswego asked what type of
monitoring has been conducted to ensure the integrity of the
Industrial Landfill.

EPA Response: Please refer to EPA’s Response to Comment No.
3.2.2, above. '

10
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3.2.6 = Comment: A Research Scientist from SUNY-Oswego asked
whether there was any contamination in the Wetlands next to the
Industrial Landfill.

EPA Response: The Wetlands sediments were contaminated with
several chemicals, including PCBs at levels as high as 14 ppm,
fluoride (54,000 ppm) and cyanide (91 ppm). Surface water was
also contaminated with PCBs at levels ranging up to 2.6 parts per
billion (ppb), fluoride (96 ppm) and cyanide (1.3 ppm). The
Wetlands were contaminated primarily from shallow ground water
(leachate) flowing from the Industrial Landfill southward and

. discharging directly into the Wetlands. Additionally, small
leachate seeps in the northwest corner of the Landfill
periodically overflowed the containment berm and drained into the
Wetlands via a small stream. During high rainfall events, the
perimeter drainage ditches would overflow allowing surface-water
runoff to flow directly to the Wetlands. The Wetlands also
received contaminated sediments and surface water which drained
from other areas of the Reynolds Facility. '

The Wetlands were remediated between 1994 and 1987 as part of
NYSDEC’s land-based cleanup (see EPA Response to Comment No.
3.2.2, above).

3.2.7 Comment: A Research Scientist from SUNY-Oswego asked
how much leachate from the leachate collection system is belng
produced on an annual basis.

!
EPA Response: Approximately 12 million gallons of leachate have
been collected from the leachate collection system per year (1.0
million gallons per month) since 1996. Most of the water is
believed to be from surface-water runoff. Surface water flows
down the slopes of the Landfill and enters the leachate
collection system by percolating downward from the ground surface
through clay, rocks, and a geotextile fabric, which currently
overlay the crushed stone within the trench. The final cap will
cover the leachate collection system once it is installed.
Infiltration of rainwater and ground-water flow from the
upgradient areas of the Facility may also contribute significant
volumes of leachate. Once the Landfill is capped and the
leachate collection system no longer collects surface water, it
is anticipated that the volume of leachate collected will
decrease SLgnlflcantly (see EPA Response to Comment No. 3.2.3,
above) .

3.2.8 . Comment: A Research Scientist from SUNY—Oswego-askéd

whether there are materials within the Industrial Landfill with
PCB concentrations greater than 50 ppm.
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EPA Response: According to NYSDEC, previous investigations
indicated that the bulk of the waste in the Industrial Landfill
did not have PCB concentrations greater than 50 ppm. A small
volume was found to exhibit PCBs at: concentrations up to 6390 ppm.
During the land-based remediation, a very thorough sampling
program was performed to ensure that materials with PCB
concentrations of 50 ppm and greater were transported off-site
for disposal and only materials with less than 50 ppm of PCBs
were placed in the Landfill.

3.2.9 Comment: A representative from the Canadian Review
Panel expressed concern regarding the lack of deep soil and
ground-water monitoring in the Industrial Landfill. This gap in
information presents some questions on whether the ground-water
recovery and treatment systems will be fully effective.

EPA Response: As discussed in EPA’s Response to Comment No.
3.2.2, above, the hydrogeologic conditions present beneath the
Industrial Landfill impede the downward migration of contaminants
from the Landfill into the underlying glacial till. The low-
permeability clay beneath the waste materials and an upward
hydraulic gradient from the underlying till into the overburden
soils and waste materials prevent the shallow ground water from
transporting contaminants downward through the clay layer. As a
result, the shallow ground water is constrained to flow laterally
southward, toward the leachate collection system, where it is
captured and subsequently sent to the carbon treatment plant at

the North Yard for treatment.

In light of these hydrogeologic conditions, EPA believes that it
is unnecessary for the ground-water monitoring program to include
wells for monitoring the deeper portions of the underlying till
and ground water beneath the Landfill. Rather, the program
consists of shallow ground-water monitoring wells located
upgradient and downgradient of the Landfill. The downgradient
monitoring wells, which are located south of the leachate
collection system, will assess the effectiveness of that system
in collecting all of the leachate flowing from the Landfill
southward toward the Wetlands.

3.3 Off-Site Treatment Threshold of 500 ppm for PCBS

3.3.1 Comment: In an August 26, 1998 letter, Reynolds
objected to EPA’s requirement to treat dredged sediments greater
than 500 ppm. In accordance with 40 CFR 761.61(b) (2), Reynolds
is allowed to dispose of PCB remediation waste in a chemical
waste landfill. As noted in the preamble to the final rule
published in the Federal Register on June 29, 1998 for 40 CFR
Parts 750 and 761, “dredged material falls within the definition
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of PCB remediation waste, and as such, the other disposal options
of 761.61(a), (b), and (c) are available for management and
disposal of dredging material containing PCBs at any
concentration..” In addition, disposal off-site would be equally
protective and less costly, as EPA has affirmed in its

- “Comparison of Original Remedy and Proposed Changes” section of
the Superfund Post-Decision Proposed Plan for the nearby GM
Superfund site, August 1998.

Reynolds stated that treatment of PCB remediation waste is not
required; it’s an option. Reynolds has evaluated this option and
believes that disposal of all sediments with PCB concentrations
greater than 50 ppm at Chemical Waste Management’s Model City
facility is the most cost-effective and environmentally
protective approach. Treatment of approximately 4,500 yds® of
sediment at a cost - of $7.2 million ($5.8 million over landfill
costs) is not a requirement Reynolds is willing to accept.

Reynolds cited past statements by EPA that, based on past
experiences at the GM Superfund site, it is not expected that a
significant quantity of the dredged sediment from the Site will
be greater than 500 ppm. The Reynolds representative noted that
GM’s removal of sediment by hydraulic methods mixed high (greater
than 500 ppm) contaminant level sediments with low contaminant
level sediments resulting in sediments with an average PCB
concentration of 200 ppm (per EPA’s Superfund Post-Decision
Proposed Plan, GM Superfund site, August 1998, page 7). However,
Reynolds’ proposed use of a closed clamshell bucket for dredging
greatly increases the possibility of removing the sediments at:
higher in-situ concentrations. According to Reynolds, to imply .
the volumes will be much less is a $5.6 million assumption that
is difficult to justify.

Reynolds stated that EPA’s preference to treat PCB sediments with
concentrations greater than 500 ppm is not consistent with the
land-based remediation project on the Reynolds Facility. The
land-based remediation project landfilled soils off-site with PCB
concentrations greater than 500 ppm.

Reynolds also stated that the requirement to incinerate the
sediments is punitive and not consistent with other EPA river
projects in the area. The “Alcoa Non-Time Critical Removal
Action” had sediments with PCB concentrations that ranged from
non-detect to 11,000 ppm. EPA allowed that sediment to be placed
in Alcoa’s on-site secure landfill with no restrictions on
sediments with PCB concentrations greater than 500 ppm. Alcoa is
a direct competitor in the aluminum market place and EPA’s
requirement for Reynolds to incinerate, while allowing Alcoa to
landfill, forces Reynolds to spend an additional $5.8 million and
places Reynolds at a competitive disadvantage. Further, the GM
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Post-Decision Proposed Plan, dated August 1998, does not require
treatment of sediments and soils in the Raquette River previously
identified as having PCB concentrations greater than 500 ppm. 1If
Alcoa and GM are allowed to landfill sediments with PCB
concentrations greater than 500 ppm and regulations allow it,
then Reynolds is not prepared to spend an extra $5.8 million to
incinerate similarly contaminated sediments.

Reynolds cited several examples where sediments with PCB waste
greater than 500 ppm have been landfilled (e.g., Facet
Enterprises, Inc., New York; New York Cosden Chemical Coatings
Corporation, New Jersey). A recent EPA publication, Realizing
Remediation: A Summary of Contaminated Sediment Remediation
Activities in the Great Lakes Basin (March 1998), discusses
several sites with sediments or soils with PCB concentrations
greater than 500 ppm that have been landfilled without thermal
treatment at off-site facilities that meet requirements of the
TSCA (e.g., Ottawa River Tributary, Ohio; Manastique River and
Harbor, Michigan; Willow Run Creek, Michigan).

EPA Response: EPA acknowledges that federal TSCA regulatlons do
not distinguish between dredged materials having PCB
concentrations greater than 500 ppm and less than 500 ppm in
specifying disposal requirements. This distinction is made by
EPA, consistent with its Superfund program’s expectation for
using treatment to address the principal threats posed by a site,
wherever practicable. Principal threats are generally
characterized as waste that cannot be reliably controlled in
place, such as liquids, highly mobile materials (e.g., solvents),
and high concentrations of toxic compounds (e.g., several orders
of magnitude above levels that allow unrestricted use and
unlimited exposure). EPA’s PCB guidance regarding the
remediation of PCB contamination as a principle threat under the
Superfund program favors the treatment of materials with PCB
concentrations exceeding 500 ppm in an industrial setting.

Although EPA’s program expectation is to use treatment to address
principle threats, certain technological, economic and
implementation factors may make treatment impracticable for .
certain types of site conditions. Treatment is less likely to be
practicable when sites have large volumes of waste or when the
waste is very difficult to handle and treat (e.g., mixed waste of
widely varying composition). Other site-specific situations
which may limit the use of treatment include: (1) the
extraordinary .size or complexity of a site makes treatment
impracticable; (2) the use of treatment would result in greater
overall risk to human health and the environment due to risks
posed to workers or the surrounding community; and (3) treatment
technologies are not technically feasible or are not available
within a reasonable time frame.
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In considering the Superfund program’s expectation and EPA’s PCB
guidance, EPA has determined that treatment of the sediments with
PCB levels exceeding 500 ppm can be practicably utilized with
respect to the Site. Although the estimated cost for off-site
incineration is high, there is an overall cost savings of $9.2
million associated with this Plan.

EPA recognizes that its proposal is not consistent with the land-
based remedy selected by NYSDEC at the Reynolds Facility, where
excavated soils sent off-site for landfilling contained PCB
levels an order of magnitude higher than the levels found in the
river sediments. However, the preference for treatment is an EPA
policy, ‘not a federal or state regulation. NYSDEC, in selecting
the land-based remedy, was only required to consider whether its
preferred remedy met all federal and state ARARs.

EPA’'s preference for treatment is a statutory provision that '
applies to remedial actions selected by the Agency. However, the
statutory preference for treatment does not apply to cleanups
which occur under the EPA's removal program. Removal actions are
conducted in an expedited manner (when compared to remedial
actions) to mitigate or abate a release or threat of release; the
time and resources associated with treatment may be incompatible
with the expedited nature of a removal action. Of the specific
examples cited by Reynolds, two were performed as removal
actions: The Alcoa site in Massena and the Manistique River and
Harbor site in Michigan. It also should be noted that the non-
time critical removal action conducted at the Alcoa site was an
early action conducted to address highly contaminated sediments
in the vicinity of one of Alcoa's outfalls to the St. Lawrence
River. The EPA has not yet selected a final remedial action for
the Alcoa site.

0Of the other examples cited by Reynolds, the Willow Run Creek
site in Michigan was a state lead site and the Ottawa River
Tributary site in Ohio was remediated through a voluntary
partnership between the responsible party, the Ohio Environmental
Protection Agency, the City of Toledo and the Great Lakes
National Program Office (EPA), and therefore, is out of the realm
of the Superfund program. The Cosden Chemical Coatings
Corporation-site in New Jersey did not have PCB concentrations
exceeding 500 ppm. The remedy selected for the Facet
Enterprises, Inc., site in New York, although not specifically
calling for the treatment of soils with PCB levels exceeding 500
ppm, included the off-site treatment of those soils by
solidification prior to landfilling to address heavy metals in .
the soils which failed Toxic Characteristic Leaching Procedure
(TCLP) testing for characteristics of ‘a hazardous waste.

Regarding the August 1998 Post-Decision Proposed Plan for the GM
Superfund site, EPA does not know whether the sediments and soils
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to be sent off-site for disposal under that plan would exhibit
PCB levels greater than 500 ppm. Post-dredging sampling and
analyses of the St. Lawrence River sediments which are
temporarily stockpiled at the GM plant, showed PCB levels to be
lower than 500 ppm. Since EPA does not anticipate that the
sediments or soils will contain PCB levels above 500 ppm, the
determination whether or not treatment of those sediments and
soils can be practicably utilized in a cost-effective manner will
be made during construction, if the alternative preferred by EPA
in the GM Post-Decision Proposed Plan is selected as the modified
remedy.

3.3.2 Comment: A representative from Alcoa stated that TSCA
mandates that dredged materials with PCB concentrations greater
than 50 ppm must be either disposed of in a TSCA-approved
landfill, incinerated, or disposed by alternative method approved
by EPA. In this instance, the regulations do not identify the

- need for “special treatment” of sediment with PCB concentrations

greater than 500 ppm. Hence, the need to manage and dispose of
these materials in a manner that is different from those with PCB
concentrations greater than 50 ppm and less than 500 ppm appears
unwarranted. It would be equally protective to dispose of the
materials with PCB concentrations greater than 500 ppm in a TSCA-
approved landfill.

EPA Response: Please refer to EPA's Response to Comment 3.3.1.,
above.

3.4 Community Involvement and Information

3.4.1 Comment: Representatives from the St. Regis Mohawk
Tribe stated that EPA’s notice procedure was deficient. EPA
released a 1l5-page, detailed Plan that was received by the Tribe
on August 3, providing less than 10 days notice of a public
meeting in Massena on August 12. This is inadequate notice in

~the Akwesasne Community.

The representatives from the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe referenced
Executive Order No. 13084, issued May 14, 1998, which requires
that agencies implement an effective process to permit Tribal
governments to provide “meaningful and timely” input on matters
that substantially affect Tribal communities. The natural
resources which have been impacted by the Site are relied upon by
the Akwesasne community. The community’s strong interest in the
Site and knowledge base will assist EPA in formulating an
effective remedy. Therefore, a period of at least 45 days notice
of public meetings regarding significant changes in remediation
plans is necessary in order. to provide for “meaningful and
timely” public input from Akwesasne. »
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EPA Response: EPA regrets that the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe feels
it was not given adequate advanced notice of the public meeting
in Massena and the public availability session on Akwesasne.

When EPA became aware of these concerns, it was already committed
to the scheduled dates for the public meeting and availability
session, since they were included in the public notice printed in
the local newspapers and EPA’s press release issued prior to the
start of the public comment period. However, EPA did respond to
the Tribe’s concerns by modifying the project schedule for the
subsequent Post-Decision Proposed Plan involving the GM Superfund
site. That plan was issued on August 21, 1998, and announced a
public meeting on September 17, 1998, providing almost a month’s
notice of the public meeting. In the future, EPA will consider
these concerns when planning public involvement activities for
the Site.

3.4.2 Comment: A representative from the Canadian Review
Panel stated that Canada has an ongoing need to ensure that
Canadian waters downstream are protected from transboundary
movement of contaminants and toxicity. As such, he requested:
regular contact with Site personnel; receipt of monitoring T
information; copies of the detailed work program; and copies of
the dewatering, monitoring, health and safety, and contingency
plans when they are available. He also requested additional
information on the carbon treatment system at the North Yard and
the location of the off-site disposal facility. He stated that
Canadian agencies may conduct a water quality monitoring program
on the St. Lawrence River during dredging.

EPA Response: EPA has, and will continue to have, ongoing
contact with representatives from Environment Canada during
developments at all three sites in Massena. EPA agrees to
provide the requested information when it becomes available, as
it has done in the past. 1In addition, EPA would welcome the
opportunity to review plans and data from any water quality
monitoring programs that Environment Canada or other Canadian -
agencies may conduct on the St. Lawrence River during dredging at
the Site.

Further, once they have been completed, all technical reports,
such as the dredging monitoring plan, will be available to the
public at the information repositories. The information
repositories are located in the Massena Public Library, the
Tribe’s Environment Division office in the Health Services
Building on Akwesasne, and EPA’s office in New York City.

3.4.3 Comment: A representative from Alcoa requested, when
available, information on the monitoring and engineering controls
proposed as part of the Site dredging project.
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EPA Response: EPA agrees to provide the information related to
the monitoring and engineering controls to Alcoa when the
remedial design is finalized. Copies of the final remedial
design report and supporting documentation will also be available
to the public at the information repositories.

3.5 Sediments and Dredging

3.5.1 Comment: Noting there are potential problems with
dredging in this part of the St. Lawrence River, a representative
from Reynolds objected to EPA’s assertion that it would make the
determination for further dredging or capping of the sediments if
the cleanup goals are not met. Reynolds asserts if a cap is
believed to be necessary, it should be addressed prior to
implementation of the Plan. Also, EPA has not addressed the
higher costs involved with the combination of dredging and in-
situ containment.

EPA Response: EPA selected dredging as a component of the
original remedy called for in the 1983 Decision Document. This
Plan does not change that component of the remedy. EPA is only
acknowledging the technical limitations which are associated with
dredging sediment in a riverine environment, as it did in its
1993 Decision Document. EPA has not determined that capping of
sediments on the river bottom is a necessary alternative, and it
will not make such determination until the designed dredging
project, as approved by EPA, is performed to the satisfaction of
EPA in attempting to achieve the cleanup goal of 1 ppm for PCBs
(see EPA Response to Comment No. 3.5.2, below).

3.5.2 Comment: A representative from Alcoa stated that the
Plan indicates that, should the cleanup goals not be attained,
capping of residual sediments may become necessary. Since it is
possible that elevated levels of chemical constituents will
remain following dredging, EPA acknowledges that capping provides
an acceptable level of chemical constituent isolation and risk
reduction.

It would logically follow that capping, in-and-of-itself, would
provide the same remedial benefits without first having to
dredge. 1In essence, Alcoa believes that dredging (for mass
removal) followed by capping, does not meet the cost-
effectiveness “test,” since capping alone can achieve the same
endpoint more cost-effectively (i.e., without the added cost
burden of dredging).

EPA Response: EPA has a statutory preference for technologies,
such as dredging, that permanently remove the long-term risks
from contaminated sediments. EPA has determined that dredging is
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an effective way of reducing the yvolume of contaminated sediments
in the river system based on limited previous experience at other
Superfund sites and federal projects. EPA anticipates that if
the cleanup goals are not met with dredging, then a cap may be
needed. However, that cap would be containing a smaller volume
of contaminated sediment.

In 1993, during preparation of its original Decision Document,
EPA did consider containment instead of dredging. Although
sediment containment with a graded cover would reduce the erosive
force of the flowing river water and would limit movement of
contaminants into the environment, its long-term effectiveness is
dependent on the adequacy and reliability of the sediment cover.
Long-term monitoring and maintenance of contained sediments would
be difficult to achieve because the cover is located underwater.
Because the sediments are submerged, the contained underwater
sediments would require periodic inspections by divers. 1In
addition, several rounds of sampling might be required to detect
underwater containment cell leakage, since leaking contamination
would be diluted. Further, if underwater monitoring revealed
that cap repairs were necessary, such repairs could likely only
be undertaken in late spring or in summer. Little information is
available on the frequency with which maintenance would be needed
or on the probability of cover failure. If the sediment cover
fails, contaminated sediments would reenter the river system and
become available for uptake by the biota and wildlife. Sediment
dredging, on the other hand, would permanently remove the long-
term risks associated with the contaminated sediments that are
removed.

3.5.3 Comment: Representatives from the St. Regis Mohawk
Tribe, noting that the remedy has not yet been designed,
cautioned against handling or storage practices which threaten to
suspend and volatilize PCB contaminants into the air. This is

particularly so since Reynolds impacts Akwesasne’s air resources.

EPA Response: An air monitoring program is being developed as
part of the ongoing remedial design for the protection of Site
workers and the community. Air monitoring will be performed
during construction and include the real-time monitoring of
contaminant levels and particulates in the breathing zone and
work zone. Additionally, it will include monitoring. downwind of
the work zone and at the perimeter of the Site for the protection
of the nearby community. Action levels for the monitored
contaminants and particulates will be established. 1In the event
that an established action level is exceeded, appropriate actions
will be promptly taken to evaluate and mitigate the condition, as
appropriate. Such actions may include the temporary stoppage of
work and use of vapor suppressant controls.
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'3.5.4 Comment: A local reporter asked what steps will be

taken during the dredging process to ensure contaminants do not
move further downriver.

EPA Response: A number of technigues will be used to prevent the
resuspension and transport of contaminants during dredging.
First, the selection of the dredging technique (i.e.,
environmental dredge bucket) was made with the goal of minimizing
sediment resuspension. Unlike buckets used in navigational
dredging, the bucket that will be used was designed specifically
for environmental dredging projects, where turbidity is a
concern.

In addition, the use of engineering controls such as steel sheet.
piling walls has been shown at other dredging projects to
substantially reduce sediment resuspension. Steel sheet pilings
will be driven into the riverbed, forming a wall around the
dredging area to prevent any re-suspended sediments from moving
outside the dredging area. The wall will also reduce the
currents within the enclosure, making dredging easier. To
prevent areas of higher contamination from affecting areas of
lower contamination, silt curtains will be installed within the
sheet piling wall to separate these areas.

EPA’'s selected remedy includes development of a dredging
monitoring plan and sampling activities to measure the
environmental impacts of dredging. This will include monitoring
river water quality outside the sheet piling wall to detect
contaminants moving beyond the wall during dredging. The
selected remedy also includes a contingency plan, which will
describe measures to control or minimize the impacts of dredging
on the environment. '

3.5.5 Comment: A Research Scientist from SUNY-Oswego asked
whether the distribution of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs) and total dibenzofurans (TDBFs) are consistent with the
distribution of PCBs in the sediments.

" EPA Response: Yes, the distribution of PAHs and TDBFs found in

the St. Lawrence River sediments falls within the area containing
PCBs. The higher concentrations of these chemicals were found,
as were PCBs, closer to the shoreline and in proximity to several
outfalls located at the Reynolds facility. ‘

3.5.6 " Comment: A representative from Alcoa agreed with EPA’s
conclusion that, given the technological limitations associated
with today’s dredging equipment, along with the site-specific
conditions of the targeted river bottom, attainment of the
proposed cleanup levels may not be possible. This position is
based upon related experiences at other PCB-dredging sites
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throughout the country. Data obtained from these sites have
shown the inability of various dredging methods to meet low
targeted cleanup levels on a consistent basis.

EPA Response: Please refer to EPA’s Response to Comment No.
3.5.1, above. . '

3.5.7  Comment: Representatives of the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe
stated that Footnote 2 on page 8 of the Plan leaves some
ambiguity by suggesting that PCBs are somehow lost in the
dredging process. This is not the case. Dredging is a very
effective remedy and, when properly done, PCBs are not
resuspended in the water column or air in such a manner that
threatens downstream or downwind resources. Rather, the Tribe
understands that the footnote suggests a certain kind of
averaging or mixing may occur during the dredging process such
that data gathered from the dredged materials tend to have lower
values than hot spots which have already been identified in the
in-situ sediment sampling. '

EPA Response: Please refer to EPA’s Response to Comment No.
3.5.4, above, which describes in further detail the mixing and
resuspension of sediments during dredging operations.

3.5.8 Comment: The owner of a water distribution company who
is a resident of Akwesasne stated that drinking water should be
supplied to all residents of Akwesasne, both the U.S. and
Canadian side, during dredging. The cost of this temporary
distribution of water should be assumed by Reynolds. This
program should be set up fairly through a bid process.

EPA Response: EPA does not believe that the dredging project
will impact either the Canadian or Akwesasne drinking water
supplies. The steel sheet piling wall which will be used during
the dredging project should prevent any resuspended sediment from
being transported downstream by currents. Additionally, the
dredging monitoring plan and sampling activities which will be
performed to monitor environmental impacts during dredging, will
include the monitoring of river water quality on the outside of
the sheet piling wall. The monitoring of water quality on the
outside of the wall will determine the effectiveness of the wall
in containing resuspended sediments.

Further, as a precautionary measure, additional water quality
sampling and analyses will be performed at the St. Regis Mohawk

-Tribe’s potable water treatment facility during dredging to

verify that water treated at this facility is not adversely
impacted during the dredging operation. The frequency of
sampling, which will depend on the status of the dredging
operation, the actions levels and responses will be specified in
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the environmental monitoring plan which is currently being
prepared. Additional water quality monitoring was performed at
the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe’s water treatment facility and a non-
transient, noncommunity water supply facility located at the GM
plant during the dredging operation conducted at the GM Superfund
site.

3.6 Other

3.6.1 Comment: Representatives from the St. Regis Mohawk
Tribe stated that the second column on page 6 of the Plan should
be rewritten to reduce ambiguity and to describe the fate and
treatment of the highly contaminated materials that were
excavated from the North Yard area. Since these materials were
perhaps the most toxic materials on the Reynolds site, it is very
important to explain to the public what happened to them.

EPA Response: The Plan includes a brief summary of the North

Yard area, the contamination found there during past

investigations, and NYSDEC’s selected remedy. The soils at the
North Yard were found to contain the highest levels of PCBs
(89,000 ppm) at the Reynolds Facility. The original remedy
selected by NYSDEC in its 1992 ROD called for the excavation,
treatment, and on-site disposal of all contaminated soil from the
North Yard area with PCB levels exceeding 25 ppm. The remaining
soils were covered with a multilayered asphalt cap.

NYSDEC modified its remedy in a 1995 ROD amendment. The modified
remedy generally called for all excavated soils having PCB levels
of 50 ppm and greater to be sent to an approved off-site facility
for landfilling. The facility selected by Reynolds was the
Chemical Waste Management’s landfill in Model City, New York.

The excavated soils having PCB levels between 25 and 50 ppm were
consolidated in the on-site Industrial Landfill. '

3.6.2 Comment:. A Research Scientist from SUNY-Oswego asked

.whether there was a drainage ditch located just upriver from

Reynold’s outfalls.

EPA Response: Yes, there was a drainage ditch located on
Reynold’s facility, Jjust upriver from the outfalls. Reynolds
remediated the drainage ditch in the early 1990s as part of
NYSDEC’s land-based cleanup. The water that was running through
the drainage ditch to the river has been rerouted back to the on-
site carbon treatment plant where it is treated and then reused
at the Reynolds Facility. Much of the effort in implementing the
land-based cleanup focused on cleaning up surface-water
discharges to the river, such as this one.
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3.6.3 Comment: A resident noted, in the past, PCBs were
added to hydraulic oil as a flame retardant. He asked what
chemical is used today to create flame-retardant hydraulic oil
and what are its toxic properties. He expressed concern that the
chemical that is used today could create another “PCB situation”
in the future. '

EPA Response: Oils containing PCBs were used as cooling oils for
transformers and other industrial purposes because PCBs are
stable and fire-resistant. Due to their toxicity, tendency to
bioaccumulate, and their persistence in the environment, EPA
banned (with certain exceptions) the manufacturing, processing,
and distribution of PCBs as of January 1, 1977. Today, mineral
oils, organosilicate esters, and alkylated aromatics have
replaced PCBs as cooling oils and fluids for transformers and
industrial uses. Mineral oils are not chlorinated, halogenated,
flammable, or classified as hazardous substances. The mineral
0ils used for transformers and other industrial purposes today
are natural products that are not known carcinogens.
Organosilicate esters and alkyated aromatics may also be used as
heat transferring fluids. These compounds alsoc are not
classified as carcinogens and have very low toxicity. The
alkyated aromatics are currently used at the Reynolds Facility.

3.6.4 Comment: A resident expressed concern that waste
material from the Site will be taken to a dump in Buffalo where
it will leak from the dump through rips in the landfill liner,
flow through the shallow limestone, flow to Lake Ontario, and
eventually flow back down the St. Lawrence River.

EPA Response: Under TSCA, dredged materials that contain PCBs at
concentrations greater than or equal to 50 ppm must be landfilled
in a TSCA-approved chemical waste landfill, incinerated, or
disposed of by another method approved by EPA.

To comply with the TSCA regulations for the disposal of PCBs,
Reynolds has proposed transporting the contaminated sediments
off-site to the Chemical Waste Management’s chemical waste

"landfill, located in Model City, New York. The Chemical Waste

Management’s landfill is a TSCA- and RCRA-permitted disposal
facility where hazardous wastes are managed in a secure and
monitored location. The landfill has a liner, engineering
controls and monitoring wells to assure the long-term
effectiveness of the landfill as a containment system. Once the
off~site disposal facility is established, EPA would check the
facility to ensure that it is in compliance with all applicable
TSCA requirements. All necessary approvals would be obtained
prior to disposal to ensure that the sediments meet the
facility’s permit restrictions.
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A chemical waste landfill used for the disposal of PCBs must be
approved by EPA and must meet the requirements specified in TSCA.
The landfill must be located in thick, relatively impermeable
geologic formations or the soil must have a high clay and silt
content which meets specific requirements for parameters such as
permeability, plasticity, and particle size. The bottom of the

landfill must be above the historical high groundwater table and

there must be no hydraulic connection between the landfill and
standing or floating surface water. Monitoring wells and
leachate collection systems are used to ensure that off-site
releases do not occur. Flood protection or stormwater diversion
systems also are required to protect the integrity of the
landfill. 1In addition, PCBs and materials containing PCBs must
be placed in the landfill in a manner that prevents damage to
containers, and incompatible wastes must be segregated. All of
these requirements are in place to prevent movement of leachate
or materials from the landfill.

3.6.5 Comment: A local reporter asked about the schedule for
implementing the Plan.

EPA Response: Dredging contaminated sediments from the St.
Lawrence River is one aspect of the Plan that did not change.
Therefore, although EPA waited until after the public comment

‘period to select the disposal option outlined in the Plan, the

design for the dredging program has been proceeding. Since the
remedial design is nearing completion, EPA anticipates that the
dredging program will commence in the Spring of 1999.

3.6.6 Comment: A representative from Alcoa quoted from the
Plan that the mouth of the Grasse River at the confluence of the
St. Lawrence River was originally identified as part of the Site.
He requested rationale for the removal of this portion of the
Site and its current inclusion as part of the Alcoa Study Area.
He also requested that EPA explain the details surrounding this

decision and to explain what portion of the Site was transferred.

EPA Response: EPA has not redefined the boundary of the Site to
exclude the mouth of the Grasse River, even though it is located
upstream of the Reynolds facility. However, the contaminants

found there are similar to those detected in the lower reaches of

.the Grasse River that were attributable to the Alcoa facility.

In light of those similarities, and because the mouth of the
Grasse River is located downstream of the Alcoa facility, EPA
will continue to examine the area as part of the ongoing '
investigation of the river system surrounding Alcoa.
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Reynolds Metals Company Study Area Site, Massena, New York

.Superfund Post-Decision Proposed Plan

® Reynolds Metals Superfund Site

SEPA

Massena, St. Lawrence County, New York

Region 2.

July 1998

Community Role in
the Selection Process

PA relies on public input to ensure

that the concerns of the community
are considered in selecting an effective
remedy for each site. This Plan is
being distributed to solicit public com-
ments regarding proposed changes to
the remedy selected in EPA’s 1993
Decision Document for the Site.

A public comment period will begin
on July 30 and continue through
August 28. A public meeting will be
" ~1d during the public comment period

che Massena Public Library on Wed-

sday, August 12 at 6:00 pm to dis-
cuss the basis of the proposed changes.

An availability session will be heldon

CONTINUED ON FOLLOWING PAGES

#PURPOSE OF POST-DECISION PROPOSED PLAN

his Post-Decisidn Proposed Plan (hereinafter the “Plan”) describes pro--

posed changes to the remedy s'e]ectgd by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in its September 1993 Decision Document for
the Reynolds Metals Company (Reynolds) Study Area Site (hereinafter
the “Site”). This Plan was developed by EPA in consultation with the New
York State Department of Environ_men’tal Conservation (NYSDEC).

The original remedy selected in 1993 addressed contaminated sediments
in that portion of the St. Lawrence River located in the vicinity of the
Reynolds facility (Facility). The major components of that remedy were:
(1) dredging of river sediments contaminated with polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs) and other chemicals; (2) on-site treatment of sediments with PCB
concentrations greater than 25 parts per million (ppm); and (3) on-site

Hisposal of treatment residuals and sediments having PCB levels less than

or equal to 25 ppm in the Black Mud Pond (a former disposal pit at the
Facility). The remedy did not address contamination present on the land-
based portion of the Facility. The land-based cleanup was performed under
the direct oversight of NYSDEC.

- EPA is proposing changes to the origilnal remedy which are equally

protective of human health and the environment, but are significantly less
expensive. Under this Plan, the more contaminated river sediments (PCB
levels equal to 50 ppm or greater) would be disposed of at an approved off-
site facility; sediments with PCB levels exceeding 500 ppm would be treated
off site, while sediments with PCB levels between 50 and 500 ppm would
be landfilled off site. The lower level contaminated sediments (less than
50 ppm of PCBs) would be disposed of at the Industrial Landfill, another
disposal area located at the Facility. The cost savings are due to a change
in market conditions which has significantly irriproved the cost-effectiveness
of off-site disposal as compared to on-site treatment. Additionally, there
has been an increase in the estimated volume of contaminated sedxrnent'
which would require treatment. :

The proposed changes would also be consistent with NYSDEC’s land-based

cleanup, where approximately 135,300 cubic yards (yd*) of soil with low

levels of PCBs (less than 50 ppm) have been consolidated in the Industrial
Landfill. If the actions described in this Plan are implemented, it is estimated

that an additional 43,400 yd® of sediment would be disposed therein.

Following such disposal, the Industrial Landfill would be capped as part of

NYSDEC's program.&
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qmrsday, Augusf 13 from 5:00 - 7:00 pm at the St. Regis
: ousing Authority Auditorium, Hogansburg, NY.

EPA will make a determination regarding the proposed
changes to the remedy only after the public comment
period has ended and the information submitted during
this time has been reviewed and considered. In addition
to oral comments, which may be submitted at the public
meeting, written comments may be addressed to:

Mark Purcell, Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency -
= . 290 Broadway, 20th Floor
: New York, NY 10007-1866

The proposed changes summarized herein are described
inReynolds’ October 22, 1997 document entitled “Request -

for Modification of Decision Document, St. Lawrence
River Sediments,” which should be consulted for a more
detailed description. This document and others relating
to the Site are available at the following locations:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
. 290 Broadway, 18th Floor, New York, NY 10007-1866
*‘ : By appt.: 212-637-3263 -

Massena Public Library
4] Glenn Street, Massena, NY 13662
. Mon & Fri, 9:30 am - 5:00 pm;
Tues—-Thur, 9:30 am — 9:00 pm; Sat & Sun, closed

St. Regis Mohawk Tribe - Environmental Division
Health Services Building, Hogansburg, NY 13655
By appt.: 518-358-3141

EPA is issuing this Plan as part of its public participation
responsibilities under Section 117(a) of the Comprehen-
'sive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended, and Section
300.430(f) of the National Contingency Plan (NCP).

Background

he Reynolds Facﬂxty is an active alummum produc-
tion plant located on 1,600 acres in the Town of

assena, New York. It is bordered on the north by the

rasse and St. Lawrence Rivers, on the east by the New
York Central Railroad, on the west by Haverstock Road
(South Grasse River Road), and on the south by the
Raquette River. The Facility is located off Route 37 near
the Massena-Comwall International Bridge, and directly
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upriver of the General Motors-Powertrain Division Plant,
a federal Superfund site being remediated under the direct
oversight of EPA. St. Regis Mohawk tribal lands, known -

as Akwesasne, are within one-half mile of the Facility. -
The Aluminum Company of America (Alcoa) manufactur-
ing facility is located eight (8) miles west and upriver of
the Facility. EPA also oversees the cleanup.of the river
system surrounding the Alcoa facxhty (see also Figure 1).

The cleanup of the Reynolds Facility and surrounding
areas is divided into two phases which are being overseen
separately by state and federal regulatory authorities:

‘NYSDEC oversees the land-based portion of the cleanup,

and EPA oversees the cleanup of the river system adjacent
to the Reynolds Facility, designated as the *“Reynolds
Study Area” (the Site). The Site includes those portions
of the St. Lawrence, Grasse, and Raquette Rivers, their
tributaries, and any wetlands which are adjacent to the
Reynolds Facility'. '

Reynolds Facility

he Reynolds Facilify was constructed in 1958 forthe -

production of aluminum. The plant buildings occupy
about seven percent or 112 acres of Reynolds’ property.
The remaining portion of the property consists pnmarlly_
of forested areas and wetlands. :

" The aluminum is produced in individual metalApots which

are lined with potliner, a material composed of a mixture
of carbon compounds, including coal tar pltch and coke.
As a result of plant operations, various types of industrial
waste, including hazardous substances, were generated -
and disposed of at the Facility. Major areas of contamina-
tion include the Black Mud Pond, the Industrial Landfill,

-a Former Potliner Storage Area, a wetland, and the North .
‘Yard. Other areas of contamination include the plant out-

falls (open drainage ditches), which discharge wastewater
and surface-water runoff from the Facility to the St.. .
Lawrence River (see also Figure 2). The Facility has been '
placed on NYSDEC’s Registry of Inactive Hazardous

Waste Sites. '

In general, the topography of the area is charactenzed by

~ low, elongated ridges of glacial till that generally trend

northeast-southwest. Broad, flat valleys between the

ridges contain marshy areas and meandering streams that.
drain to the St. Lawrence, Raquette, and Grasse rivers.

! The Site is part of the St. Lawrence/Grasse River Site (Site Code: 6-45-15)
listed on the New York State Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites.



'neath the Facility is approx»imately 100 feet of over-
urden materials, consisting primarily of glacial till and
clay, overlying fractured carbonate bedrock. Miscellane-

ous fill materials (reworked till) and a sand deposit are

present above the till in several areas of the Facility. The

sand deposit is encountered at a depth of approximately

five to ten feet below the ground surface. Ground water
within the overburden is present primarily in the more
permeable sand deposits and fill materials. To a lesser
degree, water is present in the underlying till. Ground-

water flow at the Facility reflects the local topography,

flowing toward both the St. Lawrence River to the north
and the wetland and Raquette River to the south. Aridge
of glacial till running through the area of Black Mud Pond
forms the ground-water divide between the Raquette and
St. Lawrence Rivers. ) ’
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Black Mud Pond

lack Mud Pond was an unlined disposal pit constructed
k-din 1973 along the western side of the Facility. Its
purpose was to hold settling carbon solids produced as a
by-product of plant operations. The Pond had a surface
area of approximately six acres and a volume of approxi-
mately 20 million gallons prior to its closure by NYSDEC

" in 1996 (see also NYSDEC’s Land-Based Cleanup, below).

It is estimated that the Pond contained 165,000 yd® of black
mud, underlain by approximately 22,000 yd® of contami-
nated soil. The waste materials consisted primarily of
alumina (30-40 percent), carbon (35-45 percent) and
fluoride (2-5 percent). Cyanide and PCBs were also
present at concentrations up to 61 ppm and 8 ppm,
respectively. The ground water beneath the Pond, which
occurs at depths ranging from a few feet.to 15 feet,
contains elevated concentrations of several contaminants,
including cyanide, fluoride, PCBs, phenols, and sulfate.
The low permeabilities of the underlying till have
prevented the ground-water contaminants from migrating
from the Pond area.

Figure |
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'T he Ind_hstrial Landfill is an unlined landfill which cov-
ers an area of approximately 11.5 acres and is located

near the southwest corner of the Reynolds Facility.
Ground water is encountered in the fill materials directly

Industrial Landfill and Former
Potliner Storage Area
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beneath the Landfill at depths between five and eight feet
below the ground surface. The ground water generally
flows. to the south to discharge to the wetland. There is
an upward vertical component of flow in the shallow
ground-water zone. From 1957 to 1990, Reynolds
disposed of solid waste, industrial debris, spent potlining '
waste, and PCB-contaminated sewage sludge at the
Landfill. A

_Figure 2 | » . _
PCB Contamination in the Reynolds Study Area

: . ' Outfall 001 —
¥ Outfall 006

S R AT B Ve g ST A e T A T g : S
T ;,'ﬁi S moSo s v
ST~
7 D

Ovtiall 005

Reynolds
Alvminum
Production
Plan?

industrial
Landfill

— Potliner Storage Area

" New York
" Central RR

Haverstock
Road

Not fo Scale

KEY:

‘ Area of PCB Contamination

S i Wetlands

\\\{> River Flow




1:

Q: Industrial Landfill and the adjacent Former Potliner

orage Area can be characterized as one contaminant
source area, based on their proximity and similarity of
contaminants. Waste materials at the Landfill and the
underlying soil were contaminated with several chemicals,
including cyanide (300 ppm), fluoride (8,500 ppm),
aluminum (87,000 ppm), sulfate (13,000 ppm), polycyclic

" aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) (2,200 ppm), PCBs (690
ppm), and phenols (21 ppm).

Several contaminants were also detected in the shallow
ground water at_elevated concentrations, including
cyanide, fluoride, PCBs, phenols, and sulfate.

Prior to 1984, most surface-water runoff discharged
directly to a portion of the wetland. Leachate seeps which
formed in the northwest corner of the Landfill frequently
overflowed the containment berm and discharged to the
wetland via a nearby small stream. In 1984, Reynolds
installed a partial leachate collection system at the
Industrial Landfill to collect and store leachate for
treatment. Additional measures included the construction
~ of surface-water controls and placement of vegetative
er on portions of the Landfill perimeter. A leachate
.’lection underdrain was also installed to intercept the
flow of contaminated ground water from the Landfill to
the wetland. The leachate and ground water recovered
by the collection systemn were initially sent through the
_ Facility’s existing treatment plant air scrubbers and
subsequently discharged to the St. Lawrence River via a
permitted outfall. After 1991, they were sent to the new
carbon treatment plant located in the North Yard prior to
discharging to the St. Lawrence River.

Wetland

tract of regulated wetlands covering approximately

170 acres (identified as No. RR-6 by NYSDEC)
occurs on the Reynolds property directly south of the
Industrial Landfill. It is one of the three largest wetlands
in the Town of Massena. The wetland is a ground-water
discharge area for the southern portion of the property.
Drainage from the wetland flows southward via two

- streams and discharges into the Raquette River. Prior to

the construction of the partial surface-water runoff controls

Q leachate collection system for the Landfill area, the

achate, ground water, and surface water from the Landfill
area discharged directly to the wetland. The wetland also
received contaminated sediment and surface water which
drained from other areas of the Facility.
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Several contaminants were found in the wetland sediments
at elevated concenfrations, including aluminum, arsenic,
cyanide, fluoride, sulfate and phenols. PCBs were also
detected in the sediments at concentrations ranging up to
19 ppm. Contaminants found in surface-water samples
collected from the wetland included PCBs, chrysene,
fluoride and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate.

North Yard |

“F"he North Yard is an area used to maintain the tem-
B perature and fluidity of the coal tar pitch used in the
aluminum production process. In the past, Reynolds
operated a heat transfer system which actively pumped a
fluid containing PCBs from the Pitch Pump House to
inside the plant. Through leaks and spills over the life of
that system, high levels of PCBs accumulated in the soil
in the North Yard area. The system was retrofitted w1th
non-PCB oils in the early 1980’s.

The North Yard is central to the majority of production
activities. All of the raw materials and finished products
enter and leave the Facility through this area. Other plant
facilities at the North Yard include the unloading shed for
receiving alumina, coke, soda ash and fluoride, the pitch
storage tanks and the truck unloading dock. '

Ground water is present in the fill materials (reworked
till) beneath the North Yard area at depths ranging from 2
to 15 feet and flows northward into the St. Lawrence River.
Man-made structures (i.e., utility trenches and a drain
collection system) in the southern part of the North Yard
area act as preferential pathways for ground-water flow.

Past investigations in the North Yard area revealed the

‘presence of several contaminants in the soil and ground

water. PCBs, polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs),
and polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins (PCDDs) were
detected in the soil. PCB levels were found as high-as

. 89,000 ppm. PCDDs and PCDFs were detected in soils

primarily near the pitch pump house at concentrations of
9.92 parts per billion (ppb) and 9.35 ppb, respectively.
Aluminum, arsenic, cyanide, fluoride, phenols, and PCBs,
among other contaminants, were detected in the ground
water at elevated concentrations.

Due to the limited horizontal extent of the fill materials
in the North Yard area and the very low permeabilities of
the underlying till, the extent of the ground-water contami- -
nation is limited to the southern portion of the North Yard
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area. No cbntaminants were found to have migrated into
the St. Lawrence River from the ground water at the
Facility.

Outfalls

T here are four outfalls permitted under the State Pollu-

tion Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) program

for discharging wastewater and surface-water runoff from
the Facility to the St. Lawrence River.

Outfall 001 discharges wastewater from the carbon
treatment plant located at the North Yard and surface-water
runoff from the majority of the plant, including the North
Yard area. Surface-water runoff and shallow ground water
collected from the North Yard area is sent to the carbon
treatment plant before discharging to the outfall. Surface
water and leachate recovered from the collection system
at the Industrial Landfill is also sent to the carbon treatment
plant before reaching the outfall.

Outfall 002 discharges contact cooling water and storm-
0 water runoff from the Facility. It carries the highest
! volume of water (averaging 2.5 million gallons per day)
of the four outfalls. Prior to 1989, the discharge traveled
down an open ditch at the Facility to enter the St. Lawrence
River at the head of a small embayment. After 1989, this
discharge was combined with that of Outfall 003. The
outfall is currently designated as 005 by NYSDEC's
- Division of Water. :

Outfall 003 diScharges treated effluent from the sanitary
treatment plant through an offshore, submerged pipe.

. Outfall 004 is an open ditch which previously discharged '

intermittent runoff from diked areas in the northern portion

of the Facility. The discharge is now diverted to the North

Yard carbon treatment plant and subsequently used in

production operations. This outfall is currently designated
. as 006 by NYSDEC’s Division of Water.

*NYSDEC’s Land-Based Cleanup

ln 1987, following the completion of several remedial
.' investigations at the Facility, Reynolds entered into a
‘ Consent Order with NYSDEC to develop and implement
a Facility-wide remedial program. Soon thereafter,
Reynolds implemented several interim remedial measures
(IRMs) at the Facility to minimize releases to the environ-
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ment pending NYSDEC’s selection of a final remedy. The
IRMs included the cleanup of PCB-contaminated soil to
levels of 10 ppm or less at Outfalls 002 and 006. A drain

~ collection system was also installed in the southern portion

of the North Yard area to collect contaminated ground
water for treatment at the North Yard carbon plant.

NYSDEC issued a Record of Decision (ROD) in 1992
which outlined its selected remedy for the land-based
portion of the Facility. The areas to be remediated included

 the Black Mud Pond, the Industrial Landfill and Former

Potliner Storage Area, a portion of the wetland, and the
North Yard area. The major components of the remedy
included: (1) the dewatering and capping in-place of the
waste materials and soils at Black Mud Pond with a
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) cap;
(2) the excavation, treatment and on-site disposal of all
contaminated soil from the North Yard area with PCB
levels greater than or equal to 25 ppm; (3) the capping of .
the remaining soil at the North Yard with a multilayered
asphalt cap; (4) the excavation of soil and sediment-with
PCB concentrations greater than 1 ppm from the wetland
and 10 ppm from other areas at the Facility for disposal
in the Industrial Landfill and Former Potliner Waste
Disposal Area; and (5) the installation of a new leachate
collection system at the Industrial Landfill and capping
of the Landfill and Former Potliner Waste Disposal Area
with a RCRA cap. The ROD specified incineration as the
chosen treatment technology but allowed Reynolds to
evaluate other technologies, including solvent extraction
and thermal desorption. In 1993, Reynolds and NYSDEC
signed a Consent Order for Reynolds to implement the
remedy. '

NYSDEC’s remedy did not address the contamination
found in the sediments of the St. Lawrence River. That
area of contamination is part of the Site and is being
remediated throu gh enforcement actions taken by EPA (see
also Reynolds Study Area, below).

In January of 1995, Reynolds requested an amendment
of NYSDEC’s 1992 ROD for off-site disposal rather than
on-site treatment, since a change in market conditions had -

- significantly reduced the cost of off-site landfilling. In

June of 1995, NYSDEC issued an Amendment to the
Record of Decision 10 modify the selected remedy. The
Amendment eliminated the requirement for on-site
treatment and instead required off-site disposal of
contaminated soil with PCB concentrations greater than .
or equal to 50 ppm. Excavated soils with less than 50
ppm of PCBs were to be consolidated in the on-site .

Industrial Landfill prior to capping. -
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date, all land-based remedial work has been compléted,
‘th the exception of the capping of the Industrial Landfill.
Approximately 135,300 yd* of excavated soil with PCB
concentrations of less than 50 ppm have been consolidated
into the Industrial Landfill. Capping will be completed
. following placement into the Landfill of the additional
sediments to be dredged from the St. Lawrence River as
part of EPA’s remedial efforts. ' '

Réynolds Study Area

|n 1988 and 1989, Reynolds performed an initial study
of the sediments in the St. Lawrence River adjacent to
its Facility. A total of 67 sediment samples were collected
at 35 sampling locations along the riverbed. The analytical
results showed PCBs were present in 17 sediment samples
at concentrations ranging from 10 ppm.to greater than
1,000 ppm. The highest concentrations were found in
samples collected from within 250 feet of the Facility
outfalls, primarily Outfall 001.

Based on the findings of Reynolds’ riverbed study, EPA
ued a Unilateral Administrative Order in 1989 requiring
at Reynolds investigate and clean up contamination in

the entire river system surrounding its Facility. The river

system was designated the “Reynolds Study Area” (the

Site) and included that portion of the St. Lawrence, Grasse,
and Raquette Rivers, their tributaries, and any wetlands
which were adjacent to the Facility.

It is noted that some areas of the Site are being addressed
as part of other remedial programs. First, the mouth of
the Grasse River at the confluence of the St. Lawrence
River, which was originally identified as part of the Site,
was found to contain contaminants similar to those
detected in the lower reaches of the Grasse River that were

attributable to the Alcoa facility. The area is being -

examined further as part of EPA’s ongoing investigation
of the river system surrounding Alcoa. Also, the wetland
on the Reynolds property is part of the Site, but has been

- investigated and remediated as part of NYSDEC s land-

based cleanup.

In 1991 and 1992, Reynolds performed an Additional
River Sampling (ARS) program at the Site to characterize
nature and extent of contamination further. The results
that study revealed the presence of several contaminants
_at elevated concentrations in the sediments of the St.
Lawrence River adjacent to the Facility. The primary

" Reynolds Metals Company Study Area Site, Massena, New York

.contaminants were PCBs, at 2 maximum concentration

of 1,300 ppm. Other contaminants included PAHs (3,734
ppm), total dibenzofurans (TDBFs) (440 ppb), fluoride
(1,040 ppm), and cyanide (37 ppm). The higher concen-
trations of these contaminants were found in sediment
samples collected within 500 feet of the Reynolds outfalls, -

‘with the highest being in the immediate vicinity of Outfalls

001 and 006. Contaminant concentrations generally
decreased in sediment samples which were collected fur-

. ther-away from the shoreline.

PCBs were not detected in the water samples taken by
Reynolds from the St. Lawrence River. However,
NYSDEC has detected PCBs in surface water at concen-
trations up to 54 parts per trillion using more sensitive
analytical techniques. PAHs were found in only one water ‘
sample at concentrations up to 11 ppb. Several metals
were also detected in water samples from both the St.
Lawrence and Raquette Rivers at concentrations above
background levels, including aluminum (0.74 ppm).

In light of these findings, it was concluded that the sources
of the contaminants at the Site were the uncontrolled
surface-water runoff and wastewater discharges from the
outfalls at the Reynolds Facility into the St. Lawrence
River. :

Using the data from Reynolds’ ARS, EPA performed
baseline human health and ecological risk assessments to
evaluate the potential risks to human health and the
environment associated with the Site. The results of those
assessments showed that the contaminated sediments at ‘
the Site posed a threat to human health and the
environment. The greatest health risk was associated with

‘the ingestion of PCB-contaminated fish caught in the St.

Lawrence River by residents and fishermen. Other health
threats were associated with the dlrect contact or mgesuon
of contammated sediments. .

Based on the fmdmgs of Reynolds ARS, its subsequent
Analysis of Alternatives, and EPA’s consideration of public

‘comments and community concerns, EPA issued a Deci-

sion Document in Septemiber of 1993 for the cleanup of

-contamination in the St. Lawrence River sediments adja-

cent to the Reynolds Facility. The major components of
the remedy included: (1) the dredging of all sediments
with PCB levels exceeding 1 ppm, PAH levels exceeding
10 ppm, and TDBF levels exceeding 1 ppb; (2) the on-
site treatment of sediments with PCB concentrations
greater than 25 ppm by thermal desorption, with the con-
taminants that are condensed in the treatment process
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being sent off site for incineration; and (3) the consoli-
dation of the treatment residuals, along with the untreated
sediments having PCB levels of 25 ppm or less, in Black
Mud Pond. The Pond would subsequently be capped as
part of NYSDEC’s land-based remedial program. The
water recovered during the dewatering of dredged
sediments would also be treated on site and discharged to
the St. Lawrence River viaa permitted outfall. Prior to

' drnging, additional sediment and surface-water sampling

in the St. Lawrence River would be performed to delineate

_ the extent of the area to be dredged. It was estimated that

the remedy would be completed in 4 years following the
start of construction.

In 1994, Reynolds begén design of the remedy. Sediment

and surface-water sampling were performed in the St.
Lawrence River to delineate the extent and volume of the
sediments to be dredged. The results of the additional
sampling showed the volume of contaminated sediment
to be significantly greater than originally estimated (see
also Table 1). For sediments having PCB levels between
1 and 25 ppm, the current estimate of 38,700 yd® was only
slightly higher than the original estimate of 37,000 yd®*.
However, for sediments having PCB levels exceeding 25
ppm, the current estimate of 38,900 yd® was almost three
times greater than the original estimate of 14,500 yd’.
Table 1 depicts the 38,900 yd® as three separate volume
estimates for PCB levels in the range of between 25 and
50 ppm (4,700 yd?), 50~500 ppm (29,700 yd?), and greater.
than 500 ppm (4,500 yd?).

PCB Concentration - 1993 Yolume Current Volume-
Range (ppm} © - Estimate (yd®) Estimate (yd) |
Between | and 25 - 37,000 38,700
Greater than 25 14,500

Between 25 and 50 4,700° .

50 to 500 . 29,700
Greater than 500 4,500
Total 51,500 77,600 - :
“It is noted that the 4,700 y&® combined with the 38,700 yd® having PCB
levels berween I and 25 ppm ‘results in a total of 43,400 yd’ of sediment
with PCB levels of less than 500 ppm which would be landfilled on site .
under this Plan. )

The results of the additional sampling also supported
Reynolds’ earlier findings that the higher concentrations
of these contaminants are present closer to the shoreline.
The 4,500 yd* of sediment with PCB levels exceeding
500 ppm are located near the 001 and 006 Outfalls.

In 1995, Reynolds requested a modification of the remedy
based on new information regarding the options for
sediment disposal. A change in market conditions since
1993 had significantly reduced the cost of off-site disposal
as compared to on-site treatment. Additionally, the
present-worth cost for on-site treatment had increased to
$72.4 million, more than double the original cost estimate
of $35.1 million (see also Table 2).

In light of these factors, Reynolds proposed to eliminate
the on-site treatment component of the remedy in favor
of off-site disposal. Reynolds also proposed that
sediments with PCB levels of greater than or equal to 50
ppm would be sent off-site for disposal, while sediments
with less than 50 ppm of PCBs would be disposed of at
the Reynolds Facility. The proposed increase in the PCB
level from 25 to 50 ppm for on-site landfilling is consistent
with NYSDEC’s 1995 ROD Amendment for the land-
based cleanup.

Scope and Role of Action

his Plan will modify two key elements of the original
remedy selected by EPA in its 1993 Decision
Document to address contaminated sediment in the St.

~ Lawrence River; onie concerning the use of treatment and

the other concerning the allowable level of PCBs to be
disposed of on site. Specifically, EPA is proposing the
disposal of all dredged sediments with PCB concentrations
greater than or equal to 50 ppm at an approved off-site
landfill or treatment facility, depending on the level of

- PCB contamination, and the consolidation of all dredged
“sediments with PCB concentrations less than 50 ppm in

the Industrial Landfill located at the Reynolds Facility. -
Sediments with PCB levels exceeding 500 ppm would be
treated off site, while sediments with PCB levels between
50 and 500 ppm would be landfilled off site?.

? A small percentage (6%) of the total volume of sediment fo be dredged from
the St. Lawrence River is estimated to contain PCBs at levels exceeding 500
ppm. While PCB levels as high as 1,300 ppm were detected, based on past
experiences with dredging operations in riverine systems (¢.2.. the adjacent’
General Motors plant site), EPA expects that the range of PCB levels in the
sediments after dredging will be significantly lower than currently identified
due to the dredging process.
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$72 million (originally estimated to be

$34.7 million based on 1993 volume
_ estimates) i
0 &M Cost $400,000 for post-remediation monitor- }

ing over a 5-year period (does not
include O&M costs for long-term man-
agement of Black Mud Pond, which
would be conducted under NYSDEC’s
land-based remedial program)

Present-Worth Cost:  $72.4 million (originally estimated to be
$35.1 million based on 1993 volume i

: estimates)
t

Time to Implement Ap.proximatelfy 4 years

The 50-ppm PCB level established for off-site disposal is .

consistent with federal and New York State (NYS) laws
forregulating PCBs. Under the Toxic Substances Control
Act (TSCA), dredged materials with PCB levels of 50
/amaopm or greater must be disposed in a TSCA-approved
hemical waste landfill, incinerated, or disposed of by
another method approved by EPA. Under the NYS

hazardous waste program, the 50-ppm level is that which - |

identifies PCBs as hazardous waste.

This’ Plan is aiso consistent with EPA’s “Guidance for
Remedial Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB Con-

~ tamination”. (also referred to as the “PCB Guidance”).

According to such guidance for an industrial setting,
materials with PCB levels in the 10-25 ppm range may
be contained on site with minimal long-term management
controls, while materials with higher PCB concentrations
- (... 25-50 ppm) may be contained on site with long-
term management controls that include a cap and ground-
water monitoring. The capping and monitoring require-
ments established by NYSDEC in its 1992 ROD for the
on-site Industrial Landfill would meet the relevant and
appropriate requirements of a RCRA hazardous waste
landfill. The cover to be placed atop the Landfill would
be amultilayered RCRA cap. A leachate collection system
isin place and long-term management controls, including
ground-water monitoring, would be performed as part of
. NYSDEC’s land-based program. All monitoring data
ould be reviewed by NYSDEC and EPA to ensure that
the integrity of the landfill cap and leachate collection
system are maintained over time.

Reynolds Metals Company Study Area Site, Massena, New York

Finally, the 50-ppm PCB level is also consistent with

NYSDEC’s 1995 ROD Amendment for the land-based

portion of the cleanup. Under NYSDEC’s program, Rey-

nolds has consolidated approximately 135,300 yd? of soil

with PCB levels less than 50 ppm into the on-site Industrial

Landfill. An additional 43,400 yd? of St. Lawrence River

sediment with PCB levels of less than 50 ppm will also’
be consolidated therein.

EPA is nor proposing to change the cleanup goals estab-

‘lished for the Site. The goal of the remedial action is to

remove sediments from the St. Lawrence River with PCB
concentrations exceeding 1 ppm, total PAH concentrations
exceeding 10 ppm, and TDBF concentrations exceeding
1 ppb. Itis noted, however, that due to the technological
limitations associated with dredging sediments from a
riverine environment, those cleanup goals may be difficult
to achieve.

EPA intends to remove contaminated sediments from the
St. Lawrence River by dredging to predetermined limits
which would be defined during the remedial design. Post-

- dredging sampling would then be performed to determine

if the cleanup goal of 1 ppm of PCBs has been achieved.
If such a goal is not achieved, then EPA would make a
determination at that time whether further dredging and/
or capping of the sediments is necessary.

-

Summary of Original Remedy
and Proposed Changes

ERCLA requires that each selected site remedy be pro-

tective of human health and the environment, be
cost-effective, comply with applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARs) or justify a 'waivef
from those requirements, and utilize permanent solutions
and alternative treatment technologies and resource
recovery alternatives to the maximum extent practicable.
In addition, the statute includes a preference for treatment
as a principal element for.the reduction of toxicity,

- mobility, or volume of the hazardous substances.

* A comparison of the original remedy and the proposed

changes to that remedy is presented below. The costs -
presented for each remedy include capital costs and net
present-worth costs. Costs associated with post-
remediation monitoring of the St. Lawrence River are also
presented as operation and maintenance (O&M) costs.
O&M costs for the Industrial Landfill are considered to
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) part of the long-term management required under

'YSDEC’s land-based program and, therefore, are not
included in this Plan. The time to implement reflects the
total time required for-construction of the remedy. This

time frame does not include the time requ1red to design

the remedy.

Original Remedy Selected in 1993

he major compOnentsA of the ori ginal remedy as speei-
fied in EPA’s 1993 Decision Documeiit include:

» dredging and/or excavation of approximately 51,500 yd®

of sediment with PCB concentrations exceeding 1 ppm,
total PAH concentrations exceeding 10 ppm, and TDBF
concentrations exceeding 1 ppb, from the St. Lawrence
River adjacent to the Reynolds Facility;

* decanting and dewatering all dredged sediments, with the
collected water being treated on site and discharged to the
St. Lawrence River in compliance with the substantive
SPDES requu’emems : :

treatment of approximately 14,500 yd3 of dredged and
dewatered sediments with PCB concentrations exceeding
25 ppm by on- -site thermal desorption, a process for
removing contaminants through volatilization followed by
condensation, and subsequent off-site incineration of the
condensed PCB extract;

* disposal of the treated .sediment residuals and approxi-
mately 37,000 yd® of untreated sediment with low levels
of PCBs (less than or equal to 25 ppm) in Black Mud Pond,
which would be capped with a multilayered RCRA cap as
part of NYSDEC's land-based program; and,

. momtormg of the St. Lawrence River sediments, water,

and biota prior to, dunng, and after dredgmg operations.

The net present-worth of the original remedy, based on
dredging 51,500 yd® of sediment, was estimated to be
approximately $35.1 million. However, the estimated
volume of contaminated sediment to be dredged from the
St. Lawrence River has increased to 77,600 yd?, based on
the results of additional sampling by Reynolds during
performance of the remedial design. Subsequently, the

timated volume of the sediments requiring treatment

.e., exceeding 25 ppm) has also increased from 14,500
yd® to 38,900 yd®. Accounting for these differences, the
net present-worth of the original remedy is now estimated
at $72.4 million (see also Table 2). The present-worth

value includes an estimated cost of $400,000 to perform
post-remediation monitoring, including ecological moni-
toring, in the St. Lawrence River over a five-year period.
Since the long-term management of Black Mud Pond

- would have been performed under NYSDEC’s land-based.

cleanup, there were no O&M costs associated with such
efforts. The time estimated to 1mp1ement the ongmal
remedy following completion of design work was 4 years.

Prdpdsed Changes to the 1993 Remedy
e proposed changes to the 1993 remedy are as fol-

lows:

« eliminate the on-site thermal desorption treatment
component of the remedy;

» landfill all dredged and dewatered sediments with PCB

levels between 50 and 500 ppm (approximately 29,700
yd®) at an approved off-site facility;

* treat all dredged and dewatered sediments with PCB levels

exceedmg 500 ppm (approx1mately 4,500 yd’) at an
approved off-site facility; and,

* consolidate all dr'edged and dewatered sediments with less
than 50 ppm of PCBs (approximately 43,400 yd®) in the °

. on-site Industrial Landfill; which will be capped in
compliance with NYSDEC’s 1992 ROD and 1993 Consent -
Order for the land-based cleanup; Black Mud Pond was
capped in 1996 as part of NYSDEC’s cleanup and,
therefore, is not available for sediment disposal.

The 43,400 yd® of sediment to be landfilled on site consists
of 38,700 yd® with PCB levels less than 25 ppm and 4,700
yd® with PCB levels between 25.and 50 ppm (see also

~-Table 1).

10

The present-worth cost of the remedy W1th the changes

described above is estimated to be $63.2 million (see also

Table 3). This estimate includes a capltal cost of
approximately $5.2 million for on-site landﬁllmg of the
43,400 yd® of sediment with PCB levels less than 50 ppm,
$9.5 million for off-site landfilling of the 29,700 yd® of -
sediment with PCB levels between 50 and 500 ppm, and
$7.2 million for transporting and incinerating the 4,500
yd® of sediment with PCB levels exceeding 500 ppm’.

’ For the reasons stated in the previous footnote, EPA considers that the volume
of 4,500 yd’ of material greater than 500 ppm and associated treatment cost
of $7.2 million are conservative values, and the actual volume and associated

cost may be significantly less. 5 () Oq -l 5



Capital Cost: $62.8 million

*$400,000 for post-remediation monitor
ing over a 5-year period (does not .
include O&M costs for long-term man-
agement of the Industrial Landfill, which

-would be conducted under NYSDEC's
land-based remedial program)

O &MCost

Present-Worth Cost  $63.2 million

Time to Implement:

Approximately 1-2 years

The other capital costs are primarily associated with the
dredging program. The time estimated to implement the
remedy following design completion is 1 to 2 years. Table
4 presents a comparison of the original remedy and the
proposed changes.

D uring the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives,
each alternative is assessed against nine evaluation
criteria, namely, overall protection of human health and
the environment; compliance with ARARs; long-term
effectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity,
mobility, or volume through treatment; short-term
effectiveness; imp]ementability, cost; and state and com-
' munity acceptance. The evaluatlon criteria are descnbed
in Table 3.

Comparison of On‘gihal Remedy
and the Proposed Changes

A'éompdraiive analysis of thé original remedy and the
proposed changes to that remedy, based upon the nine
evaluation criteria, follows.

Overall Protection of Human Health & the Em"'ir‘onment

‘Both remedies (original and modified) are considered to
be protective of human health and the environment. Both
medies would require the removal of contaminated

diments from the St. Lawrence River to cleanup levels

established by EPA in its 1993 Decision Document. The
original remedy would combine on-site treatment of the
higher levels of contamination with on-site landfilling and

-1 Black Mud Pond

- Reynolds Metals Company Study Area Site, Massena, New York

1993 Remedy

Proposed Changes

Dredge the St. Lawrence River No change

- Dispose of dredged sediments
with PCB levels between 50
~and 500 ppm in an off-site
- landfill; treat dredged sedi-
ments with PCB levels > 500
ppm at an off-site facility

Treat dredged sediments with
PCB levels > 25 ppm

. Contain sediment with PCBs
< 50 ppm on site in the
. industrial landfill

Contain sediments with PCB
levels < 25 ppm on site in the -

Biack Mud Pond will be capped Industrial fandfill will be i
as part of NYSDEC's land- capped as part of NYSDEC's
based cleanup land-based cleanup

'Monitor St. Lawrence River

No change
Present-Worth Cost: " Present-Worth Cost:
$72.4 million $63.2 million

(current estimate)

B e ————— v

capping of treatment residuals and lower levels of con-
tamination. The modified remedy would combine off-
site disposal with on-site landfilling and capping. The
off-site disposal would consist of landfilling sediments
having PCB levels between 50 and 500 ppm and treating

- sediments with PCB levels exceeding 500 ppm. The

removal of contaminated sediments from the St. Lawrence
River, along with the alternatives for landfilling and/or

treating the sediments, would minimize exposure to the

PCBs and other contaminants and their avallablhty to
aquatlc life. = :

Compliance with ARARs
ARARs are those federal and state environmental and
publlc health regulations that specifically address a
hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial.
action, location, or other circumstance at a site. There
are three classifications of ARARs: chemical-specific, .
which are health- or risk-based concentration limits of
chemicals which may be found in, or discharged to, the -
ambient environment; -location-specific, which are
restrictions placed on the concentration of hazardous
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4 substances or the conduct of activities solely because of

he specific locations in which they occur; and

action-specific, which are usually technology- or activity-
based requirements or limitations on actions taken with
respect to hazardous wastes.

" The principle action-specific ARARs for the Site include
the requirements of TSCA, the federal law that regulates

the treatment, storage and disposal of PCBs based on their .

form and concentration. Under TSCA, dredged materials
that contain PCBs at concentrations greater than or equal

to 50 ppm must either be incinerated, landfilled ina TSCA-

approved chemical waste landfill, or disposed of by
another method approved by EPA. Both remedies would
comply with all applicable TSCA requirements (40 CFR
Parts 761.60-761.9). Landfilling or treatment of sedi-
ments with PCB concentrations of 50 ppm or greater
would be performed in an off-site TSCA-approved landfill
or treatment facility. All necessary approvals would be
obtained prior to disposal to ensure sediments meet the
facility's permit restrictions.

Both remedies would comply with all applicable or rele-

.= vant and appropriate RCRA requirements and/or the

‘orresponding NYS hazardous waste requirements for the

identification, transportation, storage, treatment and
disposal of hazardous waste (40 CFR Parts 261 through
264 and 268). Since materials with concentrations of
PCBs that are greater than or equal to 50 ppm are regulated
as hazardous wastes by NYS, its requirements for hazard-
ous wastes are applicable and, therefore, would be met
by the off-site disposal facility, if located in NYS.

The Clean Water Act (CWA) requirements for discharging
directly to a surface-water body are also action-specific
ARARs. Water collected from the dewatering of dredged
river sediments or on-site thermal desorption would be
treated and discharged into the St. Lawrence River via an
outfall at the Reynolds Facility, which is permitted under
the SPDES program. Such discharge would meetall NYS
requirements under the SPDES program (6 NYCRR Parts
750 through 757). Additionally, because NYS water
quality criteria or standards are relevant and appropriate
requirements, the treated water would meet such criteria
or standards for the protection of human health through
fish consumption and the protection of wildlife (6NYCRR

) Parts 700 through 706). Other action-specific ARARs

nder the CWA would include the water monitoring and
management requirements of 40 CFR Parts 122 through
136. :

Since dredging operations will be performed in navigable
waters of the United States, the dredging operations would
comply with-Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act
and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regulations (33 USC
Part 403 and 33 CFR Parts 320-330).

For the operation of the thermal desorption unit under the

- original remedy, action-specific federal and NYS require-

ments and guidance for air emissions would be met (40
CFR Part 50; 6NYCRR Parts 200, 201, 211, 212, 219 and
257; NYS Air Guide-1).. '

Location-specific ARARs would include Executive Orders
11988 and 11990 for floodplain management and the
protection of wetlands (40 CFR Part 6.302 and 40 CFR
Part 6, Appendix A) for actions that may occur within a
floodplain or wetland and the Fish and Wildlife Coordina-
tion Act (16 USC Part 661 et seq; 40 CFR Part 6.302) for
actions affecting a river. Other location-specific ARARs
may include the National Historic Preservation Act
requirements for recovering and preserving artifacts and
preserving historic properties (36 CFR Parts 65 and 800),
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act for protection of recrea-
tional rivers (40 CFR Part 6.302(e)) and the NYS Coastal

‘Zone Management Program (1 NYCRR Part 600).

There are no chemical-specific ARARs for sediments.
NYSDEC'’s 1994 Technical Guidance for Screening Con-
taminated Sediments is a “To Be Considered” criterion.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

In general, landfilling remedies provide a lesser degree
of permanence in remediating contamination at a site when
compared with treatment alternatives that destroy

- contaminants. Incineration and thermal desorption would

12

result in the destruction of PCBs and other contaminants.
Landfilling provides for long-term effectiveness by the
permanent management of the contaminants in a secure,
monitored location where adequate and reliable engineer-

.ing controls are provided. The original remedy would

utilize thermal desorption, combined with off-site
incineration of the condensed PCB extract, to destroy the
higher levels of contamination. The modified remedy
would utilize off-site incineration to destroy PCBs at levels
exceeding 500 ppm. A combination of off-site and on-
site landfilling would reliably contain the remaining
contaminants over time. The long-term effectiveness of
the Industrial Landfill as a containment system will be
monitored to ensure the protection of ground water, surface
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» Overall Protection of Human Health and the Envimnment

addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate protection

‘and describes how risks are eliminated, reduced, or controlled
through treatment, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

-1+ Compliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a remedy will
meet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
of other en\nronmentzl soutes and requirements or provide grounds
for invoking a waiver.

* Long-Term Effectiveness refers to the ability of a remedy to main-
tain protection of human health and the environment once cleanup
goals have been met. :

1+ Reduction of Toxrc:ty, Mobility, or Yolume through Treatment
is the anticipated performance of the treatment technologies a rem-

edy may employ. -

Reynolds Metals Company Study Area Site, Massena, New York

¢ Short-Term Effectiveness addresses the period of time needed

to achieve protection and any adverse impacts on human health

- and the environment that may be posed during the construction
and implementation period until cleanup goals are achieved. 4

* Implementability is the technical and administrative feasibility of a
remedy, including the availability of materials and services needed .
to implement a particular option.

+  Cost includes estimated capital and operation and maintenance

costs, and net present- -worth costs.

* State Acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of this
Plan, the state concurs, opposes, or has no comment on the pre-
ferred alternative.

*  Community Acceptance will be assessed in the ROD Amend- |
ment following a review of the public comments received on this
Plan. i

Qvater and wetlands at the Site and eliminate direct contact
‘ exposure. Such monitoring will be performed as part of
NYSDEC'’s land-based remedial program.

Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Yolume through Treatment

Both remedies would reduce the toxicity, mobility, or
volume of contaminants through treatment.  The original
remedy would utilize thermal desorption, combined with
off-site incineration of the condensed PCB extract, to
reduce the toxicity and volume of the higher levels of
contamination by removal and ultimate destruction. The
modified remedy would reduce the toxicity and volume
of the high-level contamination (PCB levels exceeding
500 ppm) through treatment. Landfilling does not appreci-
* ably alter the toxicity or volume of the contaminants, but
reduces their mobility through encapsulation.

Short-Term Eﬁ’ectiveness

Cor either remedy, there will be short-term impacts which
‘ave to be addressed when performing dredging and
dewatering activities and the on-site landfilling of the
lower levels of contamination. However, the potential
short-term impacts of the modified remedy would be

significantly lower than for the original remedy. The time
necessary to complete the off-site disposal alternative (1

" to 2 years) is anticipated to be considerably shorter than

that time estimated for procurement, mobilization, and

. operation of the thermal desorber (4 years). Although

appropriate controls would be applied to minimize
potential exposures to site workers, fewer workers would
be required for the off-site disposal alternative, thereby
reducing the overall exposure by field personnel. Further,
potential risks to on-site workers will be lessened by
reducing the material’s handling requirements needed for
on-site treatment. The potential for airborne particulates
related to storage and handling of contaminated sediments
would also be reduced as on-site stockpiling, screening
and thermal desorption unit feeding activities associated

~ with the treatment alternative would be eliminated. It is

13

noted that, depending on the volume of sediment dredged

-and the number of vehicles available for each day of opera-

tion, temporary stockpiling of the sediments on site may
be necessary. In the event such stockpiling is required,
the sediments would be managed in a manner to protect
site workers and minimize the potential for contaminant
migration. Potential air impacts from the operation of the
thermal desorber are also eliminated. There will be
short-term risks associated with transporting PCB-
contaminated sediments to an off-site landfill or treatment
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acility. However, these risks are estimated to be small
due to the short duration of the off-site disposal activities.
All short-term risks to site workers will be addressed by
compliance with a health and safety plan. An air monitor-
ing plan will also be implemented for protection of work-
ers and the community. '

Implementability

The initial dredging program will be performed in a
manner which will identify site-specific conditions and
‘operating parameters, such as dredging depths, effective-

ness of using silt curtains and sheet pilings, and sediment
suspension and settling characteristics. This information

will be evaluated to improve the effectiveness of the
removal program. Site surveys performed by Reynolds
as part of the initial design work have shown areas of the
riverbed to have irregular topographies, thick vegetation,

and large cobbles and boulders. Such conditions may -

impact dredging operations and, ultimately, make it more
difficult to achieve the cleanup goals.

' The landfilling and treatment components of the two

‘emedies are implementable from an engineering and
technical standpoint. However, off-site landfilling and
treatment would be considerably easier to implement
because the activities associated with procuring, mobiliz-
ing, and operating the on-site treatment unit are avoided.

Also, off-site landfill capacity is readily available. The

dewatered sediments to be landfilled would be transported
off site by trucks. Depending on the volume of sediment
dredged and the number of vehicles available for each
day of operation, temporary stockpiling of the sediments
on site may be necessary.

Cost =

The capital, present-worth, and O&M costs of the two
remedies are summarized in Tables 2 and 3. The net
present-worth of the original 1993 remedy, based on
revised estimates of sediment volumes (77,600 yd?), is
$72.4 million. The net present-worth of the proposed

modified remedy is $63.2 million. This represents a.'

decrease of $9.2 million.

me significant cost savings are attributable to the decrease
costs for off-site landfilling. Excess landfilling capacity,
as well as the overall market conditions in the waste
management industry, have helped reduce such costs since

1993. The costs for thermal desorption, on the other hand,
have not changed appreciably because they are more a
function of technology, rather than treatment capacity.

State Acceptance ~

The State of New York concurs on the proposed remedy
modifications.

Tribal / Community Acceptance -

.Community acceptance for the propdSed remedy will be

. assessed in the amended Decision Document following

the review of public comments received on this Plan.

The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe has expressed a preference

" for the treatment of all material with greater than 50 ppm

of PCBs and off-site disposal or treatment of all material
with PCB concentrations between 25 and 50 ppm.

 Proposed Remedy Modi'ﬁcdtion

B ased upon an evaluation of the remedy selected by the -
EPA in its 1993 Decision Document and the changes

proposed in this Plan, EPA recommends that the original
remedy be modified to incorporate a combination of
off-site and on-site disposal for the contaminated
sediments to be dredged from the St. Lawrence River. As

~ originally specified in the 1993 Decision Document, the

goal of the remedial action is to remove sediments from
the St. Lawrence River with PCB levels exceeding 1 ppm,
PAH levels exceeding 10 ppm, and TDBF levels exceeding
1 ppb. All dredged sediments with PCB concentrations
exceeding 500 ppm would be transported off site for -

_ treatment at a TSCA-approved facility. ‘All dredged

14

sediments with PCB concentrations between 50 and 500
ppm would be transported off site to a TSCA-approved |
landfill. The dredged sediments with less than 50 ppm of
PCBs would be disposed of in the existing Industrial

~Landfill located at the Reynolds Facility and capped in

accordance with NYSDEC’s 1992 ROD and 1993 Consent
Order for the land based cleanup.

As discussed in this Plan, the technological limitations of
dredging may preclude the attainment of the cleanup goals
established for the St. Lawrence River sediments. If, after

the implementation of the dredging program, EPA deter-

500519



Reynolds Metals Company Study Area Site, Massena, New York

‘nes that such goals cannot be achieved by existing

%.dging technologies, then EPA would make a determina-
tion at that time whether capping the remaining contami-
nated sediments in place is necessary. | ’

‘Current EPA policy regarding the remediation of PCB -
contamination under the Superfund program favors
treatment of materials with PCB concentrations above 500
ppm at an industrial site. Therefore, in accordance with
that policy, all sediments.removed from the St. Lawrence
River having PCB concentrations greater than 500 ppm
would be transported off site for treatment by incineration.
As stated previously, EPA believes that the current estimate
of approximately 4,500 yd® (7,200 tons) of sediment with
concentrations greater than 500 ppm is a conservative
value. Following the dredging and dewatering of the
sediments, verification sampling would be performed to
delineate which portion of the dredged materials would
‘be sent off site for landfilling or treatment and which
portion would be landfilled on site.

The Post-Decision preferred alternative provides the best
balance of trade-offs among the alternatives with respect
the evaluating criteria. EPA believes that the preferred
=rnative will be protective of human health and the
environment, comply with ARARs, be cost-effective, and
utilize permanent solutions and altermative treatment
technologies or resource recovery fechnologies to the ,
maximum extent practicable. The preferred alternative : -
also will meet the statutory preference for the use of ‘
treatment as a principal-element.

- . . Next Steps

PA will present the proposed - remedy modification
at the public meeting in Massena, New York on August
12, 1998. Questions and comments received at the public -
- meeting and during the public comment period will be '
addressed in a Responsiveness Summary. The Respon-
siveness Summary will be appended to a Decision
. Document Amendment for the Site, which will reflect
“EPA’s final decision in modifying any components of the
original remedy.&

“- |
500520
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on the Reynolds Study Area Site mailing list, please
fill out this form and mail to:.

, Mark Purcell
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 20th Floor
New York, NY 10007-1866

Name

Address

Telephone
| Affiliation

I}

' - o .
‘usc 1575mm0798 This is printed on recycled paper Rad
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T he U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) invites public comment on its proposed changes to the remedy selected by EPA in its
1993 Decision Document for the Reynolds Metals Company (Reynolds) Superfund Site (hereinafter the “Site”) in Massena, New York.
EPA will accept comments during a public comment period which begins on July 30, 1998 and ends on August 28, 1998. Written com-
ments may be submitted to the following address:

Mark Purcell, Remedial Project Manager, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 20th Floor, New York, NY 10007-1866

EPA’s Current Selected Remedy

I n September 1993, EPA selected a remedy to address contami-
nated sediments located in the portion of the St. Lawrence River
in the vicinity of the Reynolds aluminum production facility
(Facility). The major components of that remedy were: 1) dredg-
ing of river sediments containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs)
at concentrations greater than 1 part per million (ppm) and other
contaminants; 2} on-site treatment, by thermal desorption, of
dredged sediments having PCB concentrations greater than 25 ppm;
and 3) on-site disposal of treatment residuals and sediments hav-
ing PCB concentrations less than or equal to 25 ppm in the Black
Mud Pond (a former disposal pit at the Facility), which would then
be capped as part of the New York State Deparntment of Environ-
mental Conservation’s (NYSDEC's) land-based cleanup. The rem-
“edy did not address contamination present on the land-based por-
tion of the Facility. NYSDEC selected and oversaw a separate
cleanup program for such contamination.

Proposed Changes to the Selected Remedy

PA is proposing to revise the remedy selected in 1993 and would
like the public to consider and comment on the changes pre-
sented below. These changes are equally protective of human
health and the environment, but are significantly less expensive.

EPA is proposing to eliminate on-site thermal desorption treatment
as a component of the remedy. This treatment method would be
replaced as follows: 1) all dredged sediments containing PCB con-
centrations greater than 500 ppm would be treated at an approved
off-site facility; 2) all dredged sediments containing PCBs at con-
centrations between 50 and 500 ppm would be landfilled at an
approved ofi-site facility; and 3) all dredged sediments with PCB
concentrations less than 50 ppm would be consolidated in an
Industrial Landfill located at the Facility. The Industrial Landfill
will be capped as part of NYSDEC's land-based cleanup program.
The Black Mud Pond, originally intended to receive treated and
low-level PCB sediments, was capped in 1996 as part of NYSDEC's
cleanup, and is no longer available for sediment disposal.

EPA is not proposing changes to the cleanup goals established for
the Site. The goals include the removal of sediments from the St.
Lawrence River with PCB levels exceeding 1 ppm.

The results of additional sampling since 1993 have shown that the
volume of sediment requiring dredging is much larger than origi-
nally estimated. With this increase in sediment volume, the cost
of the original remedy has more than doubled. The cost savings
associated with the proposed changes result from a change in
market conditions which has significantly improved the cost-
effectiveness of off-site disposal as compared to on-site treatment.

For More Information

etailed information on the proposed changes to the remedy

for the Site are available in Reynolds Metals’ Request for Modi-
fication of Decision Document, dated October 22, 1997, and EPA’s
Superfund Post-Decision Proposed Plan, dated July 1998. This
and related technical documents can be reviewed at the following
locations:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 18th Floor, New York, NY 10007-1866
By appt.: 212-637-3263
Massena Public Library, 41 Glenn Street, Massena, NY 13662
Mon & Fri, 9:30 am ~ 5:00 pm; Tues—Thur, 9:30 am - 9:00 pm;
Sat & Sun, Closed
. St. Regis Mohawk Tribe - Environmental Division
Health Services Building, Hogansburg, NY 13635
By appt: 518-358-3141




Appendix D
Written Comments Received During the
Public Comment Period

(Organized by the date each letter was prepared)
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APPENDIX D
WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

(Organized by the date each letter was prepared)
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TETONONWAT

DISTRIBUTOR
140 K SAINT REGIS ROAD
HOGANSBURG, NEW YORK 13655
P. 0. BOX 308
SAINT REGIS, QUEBEC HOM 1A0
Phone: 518-358-9844 | | Fax: 518-358-4502

HAND-DELIVERED
August 13, 1998

Mr. Mark Purcell
Project Manager
Environmental Protection Agency

Dear Mr. Purcell

As a resident of the Akwesasne Reserve and as Past Chief, I have been following very closely the
clean up and proposed clean up of the Reynolds site. Because of recent events and activities in
regards to dredging of the PCB site that is due to begin in 1999, I would like to submit the
following proposal on both a personal and business basis.

On the issue of the dredging operation, I feel that drinking water should be supplied to all
residents of the Akwesasne Reserve; both on the Canadian and American side. The cost of this
distribution of water on a temporary basis should be assumed by the Reynolds Metal Company.
As aresident of Akwesasne I intend to pursue this matter to that end. On the business side,
particularly as the owner of a water distributing company, I feel that this could be done fairly
through a bid process.

I would like to offer my services and the services of my company to the Reynolds Metal
Company to have this program initiated well in advance of the dredging operation.

In closing I wish to add that Teiononwathe Distributor is a 100% Mohawk owned company
based on the Akwesasne Reserve. Should you have any further questions or concerns, please do
not hesitate to contact me.

- Sincerely,
Mike Thomas ' -
President

cc: Reynolds Metal Company ' : ‘ 50 05 AQ
Mr. Ed Smoke, CEO, Mohawk Tribal Council

Mr. Mike Mitchell, Grand Chief, Mohawk Council of Akwesasne



St. Regis Mohawk Tribe _ | Chief Executive Officer Tribal Council

Edward D. Smoke Hilda E. Smoke
Vice-Chief Bryan J. Garrow
John Bigtree Jr. Barbara A. Lazore
Rt. 37 Box 3A ;
' » Alma C.
Hogansburg, New York 13655 Teibal Clerk ma C. Ransom

Tel. 518-358-2272 Paul O. Thompson

Fax 518-358-3203 Carol T. Herne

Mark Purcell, Remedial Project Manager
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 20th Floor

New York, New York 10007-1866

RE: mwwmww
Reynolds Metals Company Site, Massena, New York

Dear Mr. Purcell:

The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe has reviewed the Environmental
‘ Protection Agency's Superfund Post-Decision Proposed Plan ("Plan")
for the Reynolds Metal Superfund Site in Massena,  New York dated

July, 1998, and hereby submits the following comments. -

Generally, the Tribe supports the central thrust of the Plan,
which involves treatment and disposal of PCB-contaminated river
sediments offsite rather than treatment onsite as originally
proposed. However, the Tribe has a distinct preference for
permanent treatment of the hazardous wastes present at the Site.
Containment of any kind in an unlined landfill will only serve to
pass-on the toxic waste problem to our future generations. We
cannot, as representatives of the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe support a
containment remedy as a permanent solution. It is the position of
the Tribe that containment is only acceptable as a temporary
solution until a permanent treatment remedy is in place. The Tribe
directs and reminds EPA of its focus on remedies that are
permanent, and that reduce the volume, mobility and toxicity of the
contaminants present at the Reynolds Site.

The Tribe proposes that EPA order Reynolds to investigate new

remedial treatment technologies on an annual basis until a

treatment remedy is found to permanently destroy the contamination

in the industrial dump. The benefit of such a permanent remedy,

whether in situ or offsite, will be to minimize Reynolds continuing

~ operation and maintenance obligations. This will decrease the
. financial cost of the remedy over the long-term.

We have an obligation to our people to look seven generétions
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into the future during our decision-making process. Therefore,
remedies that permanently solve the hazardous waste problem over
the long-term are the only acceptable options at the Reynolds Site.

Although EPA maintains that public input is important in
selecting effective remedies at hazardous waste sites such as
Reynolds, the notice procedure in this case was deficient. EPA
released a 15-page, detailed proposed plan that was received by the
Community no earlier than August 3, providing less than 10 days
notice of a public meeting in Massena on August 12. This is simply
inadequate notice in the Akwesasne Community. '

Executive Order No. 13084, issued May 14, 1998, requires that
agencies implement an effective process to permit Tribal
governments to provide "meaningful and timely" input on matters
that substantially affect Tribal communities. The natural
resources which have been impacted by Reynolds' hazardous waste are
relied upon by the Akwesasne Community. There are many interested
members of the public, and also professionals within the Akwesasne
Community who maintain vital concern regarding the impact of the
Reynolds Metals hazardous waste site on the local environment.
This local interest and knowledge can and will assist EPA in
formulating an effective remedy for the Reynolds site. Therefore,
EPA must be keenly attentive to providing a full and fair
opportunity for input. A period of at least 45 days notice of
public meetings regarding significant changes in remediation plans,
such as the July proposed Plan, is necessary in order to provide
for "meaningful and timely" public input from Akwesasne.

g '! n' ' ]

The Tribe remains concerned about the total, long-term load of
PCBs on the 1local environment. Although the exportation of
hazardous waste as announced in the proposed Plan is favorable, the
net result of the amendment is a greater load of PCBs on the local
environment. That is, the 1993 plan provided for the treatment of
sediments with PCBs concentrations > 25 ppm and the onsite disposal
of treatment residuals and sediments having PCB levels < 25 ppm.
The net result of the 1993 proposed original remedy was to contain
37,000 cubic yards of contaminated soil or sediment in the Black
Mud Pond, none of which exceeded 25 ppm of PCBs. 1In contrast, if
the actions described in the July, 1998 proposed Plan are
implemented, it is estimated that an additional 6,400 cubic yards
of PCB contaminated sediment would be contained in the Industrial
Landfill, for a total of 43,400 cubic yards of contaminated
sediment, with levels of PCBs up to 50 ppm. This is in addition to
the 135,300 cubic yards of PCB contaminated soils at levels <50 ppm
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Mark Purcell, Remedial Project Manager
August 17, 1998
Page 3 ‘

placed in the Industrial Landfill as part of NYSDEC's land-based
cleanup. Thus, the net load of contamination to be left on site is
significantly greater than proposed in 1993, and more toxic.

As discussed below, since Reynolds is . saving nearly $10
million dollars by this proposed change, a material portion of the
savings should be invested in more complete containment  in the
Industrial dump immediately and ongoing evaluation of innovative in.

situ treatment technologies for the permanent neutralization of
dump wastes.

The St. Regis Mohawk Tribal Council must insist that the level
of 50 ppm is ludicrous and we will not tolerate it any longer. We
insist on 0 ppm as the treatment level. The area must be returned
to the condition it was in when Reynolds first came to this area,
clean of contaminants.

The Industrial Waste Dump.

The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe does not concur in the State and
Federal remedial plan of leaving the unlined industrial landfill in
place as a permanent remedy. Reynolds should not now benefit from
its improper use of this unlined industrial dump over a term of
more than 30 years. The Tribe has never provided concurrence to
the State and Federal suggestion that the waste in the industrial
dump remain in place permanently. This is particularly so because
of the findings that have been made in this administrative record
which include:

eThe industrial landfill contains hazardous waste levels
of PCBs; :

eThere is no record as to the circumstances or the extent
of the hazardous waste levels in the industrial landfill;

eThere is no discussion in the administrative record as
to the effectiveness of the leachate collection underdrain system
that has been installed at the industrial landfill;

QThe original "leachate controls" were suggested only as
interim remedial measures to protect the wetland that had been
impacted by the hazardous waste;

eThe groundwater, and essentially the headwaters of the
wetland, intersect the PCB-contaminated waste mass in the landfill;
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Mark Purcell, Remedial Project Manager
August 17, 1998
Page 4

eThe administrative record documents that the groundwater
which intersects the waste mass discharges to the wetland; and

eThere is nothing in the record which establishes the
current ecological health of the impacted wetland or the extent to
which it continues to suffer leakage from the industrial landfill.

For these reasons, the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe does not concur
in the proposed addition of PCB-contaminated waste materials to the
industrial dump. In addition the following conditions must be met
to allow the existing industrial dump to remain in place :

*The endowment for the long term operation, maintenance
and monitoring of the industrial dump be adequate to assure its
effectiveness forever, or until a permanent remedy is implemented;
and

eDuring the monitoring of the industrial dump, Reynolds
is placed under a directive to reqularly evaluate and report on the
cost and the effectiveness of instituting in situ treatment
technologies which may result in a permanent remedy.

. Air monitoring and treatment of any volatile gases
escaping from the dump air vents and through the composite cover.

Design concerns.

Recent studies establish that dredged materials are capable of
volatilizing PCB contaminants into the ambient air during the
remedial and treatment process. Although the Tribe understands
that the remedy for the PCB contaminated river sediments has not
yet been designed, we believe it is not too early to caution
against handling or storage practices which threaten to suspend and
volatilize PCB contaminants into the air. This is particularly so
because the Tribe has already established in other proceedings that
Reynolds impacts Mohawk's air resources.

Other comments,

The second column on Page 6 of the proposed plan should be
rewritten more carefully to relieve ambiguity and to describe the
fate and treatment of the highly contaminated materials that were
excavated from the North Yard area. Since these materials were
perhaps the most toxic materials on the Reynolds site, it is very
important to explain to the public what happened to them.
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Mark Purcell, Remedial Project Manager
August 17, 1998
Page 5

Footnote 2 on Page 8 leaves some ambiguity by suggesting that
PCBs are somehow lost in the dredging process. This is not the
case. Dredging is a very effective remedy and, when properly done,
PCBs are not re-suspended in the water column or the air in such a
manner that threatens downstream or downwind resources. Rather, we
understand the thrust of Footnote 2 to suggest that a certain kind
of averaging or mixing may occur in the dredging process such that
data that is gathered from the dredged materials tends to have
lower values than hot spots which have already been identified in
the in situ sediment sampling.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. We
are available to meet with you if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

f, -
ﬁw"dﬂm M\. Vi /Q(
Edward D. Smoke, 5ﬁbhn Bigtree Ar.

Chief Executive Officer Vice Chief Executive Officer
Barbara A. Lazorey Alma C. Ransom

Legislative Councilor Legislative Councilor

Wﬁw T

‘Hilda E. Smoke, aul O. Thompsop,

.Legislative Councilor Legislative Councilor

@/%@w) |

Bryah Garrow,
Legislative Councilor

cc: Darrell Sweredowski, DEC
Mike O'Toole, DEC
Anne Kelly, EPA
Mel Hauptman, EPA
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REYNOLDS METALS COMPANY

Primary Metals Division
P. O. Box 500 « Massena, New York 13662-0500 « (315)764-6000

Remediation Project Offices (315) 764-1996
*FAX # (315) 764-9394 -

August 26, 1998

Emergency and Remedial Response Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

290 Broadway, 20" Floor :

New York, NY 10007-1866

Attn: Reynolds Metals Site
Remedial Project Manager
Mark Purcell

Re: Administrative Order
Index No. || CERCLA-90230

Dear Mr. Purcell:

Reynolds has reviewed EPA's Post-Decision Proposed Plan describing the proposed
changes to the remedy selected by USEPA in its September 1993 Decision Document for
the RMC Study Area Site under authority of the above referenced Order, and submits this
letter as an initial response.

Reynolds would like to reaffirm its commitment to work with the EPA and to move forward in
satisfaction of the Order. We appreciate EPA's consideration of Reynolds' comments on
the proposed remedial action plan.

However, as you know, Reynolds has concerns and reservations in connection with
USEPA’s requirement, or rather preference, to treat sedimerlts with PCB levels exceeding
500 ppm offsite by incineration. :

Reynolds objects to EPA’s requirement to treat dredged sediments greater than 500
ppm. In accordance with 40 CFR761.61(b)(2), RMC is allowed to dispose of PCB
remediation waste in a chemical waste landfill. As noted in the preamble to the final
rule published in the Federal Register on June 29, 1998 for 40 CFR Parts 750 and 761,
“dredged material falls within the definition of PCB remediation waste, and as such, the
other disposal options of 761.61(a), (b), and © are available for management and
disposal of dredged material containing PCB'’s at any concentration . ..” Treatment of
PCB remediation waste is not required, but is instead, an option for disposal. RMC has
evaluated this option and firmly believes that disposal of all sediments greater than 50
ppm at Chemical Waste Management's Model City facility is the most cost effective «—
and environmentally protective approach. Treatment of approximately 4,500 cubic
yards of sediment at a cost of $7.2 million ($5.8 million over landfill costs) is not a
requirement RMC is willing to accept.
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Reynolds proposes to dispose of these sediments at a TSCA-approved offsite facility.
Disposal offsite would be equally protective and less costly, as EPA has reaffirmed in it's
Comparison of Original Remedy and Proposed Changes section of the Superfund Post-
Decision Proposed Plan for General Motors Superfund Site, August 1998. TSCA and its
regulations require that dredged sediments with concentrations of PCB’s greater than S0
. ppm be either incinerated, landfilled in a TSCA-approved chemical waste landfill, or
disposed of by another method approved by EPA (40 CFR parts 761.60-761.9). The
requirement in the proposed change to thermally destroy the sediments with PCB levels
exceeding 500 ppm appears to only be a preference in this instance.

EPA has indicated that based on past experiences at the General Motors facility, it is
not expected that a significant quantity of the dredged sediment will be greater than
500 ppm. However, RMC's proposed use of a closed clamshell bucket for dredging, -
greatly increases the possibility of removing the sediments at in-situ concentrations.
By comparison, GM'’s removal of sediment by hydraulic methods mixed high
contaminant level sediments with low contaminant level sediments resulting in
sediments with an average PCB concentration of 200 ppm (per EPA’s Superfund Post-
Decision Proposed Plan, Genera!l Motors Superfund Site, August 1998, p.7). To imply
the volumes will be much less is a $5.8 million assumption by EPA that is difficult to
justify and a matter which RMC is not willing to gamble with.

The EPA's preference to treat PCBs sediments with concentrations greater than 500
ppm, unnecessarily increases the project costs by approximately $5.8 million. The
landbased remediation project landfilled soils with PCB concentrations greater than
500 ppm in complete compliance with all laws and regulations. The requirement to
incinerate the river sediments is punitive and not consistent with landbased work or
other EPA river projects in the area. '

The “ALCOA Non-Time Critical Removal Action” had sediments with PCB
concentrations that ranged from non-detect to 11,000 ppm. EPA allowed that sediment
to be placed in ALCOA's on-site secure landfill with no restrictions on greater than 500
ppm sediments (Superfund Program Update for the Alcoa Study Area, August 1995).
Alcoa is a direct competitor in the aluminum market place and EPA’s requirement for
RMC to incinerate, while allowing Alcoa to landfill, forces Reynolds Metals Company to
spend an additional $5.8 million and places RMC at a competitive disadvantage.

The General Motors Post-Decision Proposed Plan, August 1998, that is now in public
comment period, does not require treatment of sediments/soils in the Raquette River
previously identified as greater than 500 ppm PCBs.

We ask that EPA be consistent and follow regulations concerning the disposal of
greater than 500 ppm PCB material. If Alcoa and General Motors are allowed to landfill
greater than 500 ppm PCB material and the regulations allow it, then Reynolds is not
prepared to spend an extra $5.8 million to incinerate like sediments.
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0 A review of the ROD's for EPA Region 2 and 5 has identified several examples where

sediments with PCB waste have been landfilled (e.g., Facet Interprises, Inc., New York;
Cosden Chemical Coatings Corp., New Jersey). A recent EPA publication in March
1998 “Realizing Remediation: A Summary of Contaminated Sediment Remediation
Activities in the Great Lakes Basin”, includes discussions of several sites with
sediments and/or soils contaminated with PCB levels exceeding 500 ppm that have
been landfilled without thermal treatment at TSCA-approved offsite facilities (e.g.,
Ottawa River Tributary, Ohio; Manastique River and Harbor, Michigan; Willow Run
Creek, Michigan).
Also, since there are potential problems with dredging in this area of the St. Lawrence
River, and since EPA would make the determination for further dredging and/or
capping of the sediments (per EPA’s Superfund Post-Decision Proposed Plan, July
1998, p.9), RMC would like to communicate their opposition to the concept of further
dredging vs. capping. If a cap is believed to be necessary, it should be addressed
prior to implementation of the proposed plan. Also, the higher costs involved with the
combination of dredging and in-situ containment have not been addressed.

Reynolds is looking forward to working with the EPA in resolving this and any design issues '
remaining with respect to the remediation. We are confident that by maintaining a good

working relationship we can best ensure that this remediation is conducted in a safe,
efficient, timely and cost-effective manner.

‘ Sincerely,
=88 ¢ ST

Richard C. Esterline
Project Coordinator
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1 copy:

1 copy:

3 copies:

3 copies:

Chief, New York/Caribbean Compliance Branch
Emergency and Remedial Response Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

290 Broadway

New York, NY 10007-1866

Attn: Reynold_s Metals Site Attorney

Anne Kelly

Emergency and Remedial Response Division
Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

290 Broadway, 20" Floor

New York, NY 10007-1866

George Heitzman

Division of Construction Management
New York State Department of '
Environmental Conservation

50 Wolf Road

Albany, NY 12233

St. Regis Mohawk Indian Tribe
Environmental Health Services

St. Regis Mohawk Indian Reservation
Community Building

Hogansburg, NY 13655
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0 bcc: Fred Swafford
Jim Brown
Jim McKinnon
Bob Lenney
Vicky Murphy
Kevin Shaw
Ali Yazdi
Peter Jacobson
Darrell Nicholas
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Aluminum Company of America S S ALCOA

"August 27, 1998

Mr. Mark Purcell
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

.290 Broadway, 20" Floor
"New York, NY 10007-1866

Re: Comments to USEPA’s Superfund Post-Decision Proposed Plan for
Reynolds Metals Superfund Site

Dear Mark:

1. The rationale for requiring Reynolds to incinerate sediment containing >500 ppm PCBs is
unclear. As stated in the Post-Decision Proposed Plan, the Toxic Substances Control Act
(TSCA) mandates that dredged materials with PCB concentrations >50 ppm must be
either disposed in a TSCA-approved landfill, incinerated, or disposed by alternate method
approved by USEPA. In this instance, the regulations do not identify the need for
“special treatment” of sediment containing >500 ppm PCBs. Hence, the need to manage
and dispose of these materials in a manner that is different from those containing >50
ppm and <500 ppm appears unwarranted. It would be equally protective to dispose of the
>500 ppm materials in a TSCA-approved landﬁll

2. The Post-Decision Proposed Plan indicates that “the mouth of the Grasse River at the
. confluence of the St. Lawrence River was originally identified as part of the [Reynolds
Metals] Superfund Site, .. .” Alcoa is requesting rationale/justification for the removal of
this portion of the Site and its current inclusion as part of the Grasse River site. Alcoa -
requests that EPA explain the details surrounding the decision to include this area, which
was originally part of the Reynolds Metals Site, in the Grasse River Site. What portron of
the Reynolds Metals Site was transferred?

3. Alcoa concurs with EPA’s general conclusion that, given the technological limitations

associated with today’s dredging equipment, along with the site- specxfic conditions of the
targeted River bottom, attainment of the proposed cleanup levels may not be possrble
This concurrence is based upon related experiences at other PCB dredgmg sites . .
throughout the country Data obtamed from these sites have shown the mablllty of
vanous dredging methods to meet low targeted cleanup levels ona consrstent basrs
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Mr. Mark Purcell

August 27, 1998

Page 2

The Post-Decision Proposed Plan indicates that, should the specified cleanup goals not be
attained, capping of residual sediments may become necessary. Since it is possible that
elevated levels of chemical constituents will remain following dredging (see Comment 3),
the Agencies acknowledge that capping provides an acceptable level of chemical
constituent isolation and risk reduction. '

It would logically follow that capping, in-and-of-itself, would provide the same remedial
benefits without first having to dredge. In essence, Alcoa believes that dredging (for
mass removal) followed by capping, does not meet the cost effectiveness “test,” since
capping alone can achieve the same endpoint more cost effectively (i.e., without the
added cost burden of dredging).

5. Alcoa requests from EPA, when it becomes available, information on the monitoring and
engineering controls proposed as part of the River dredging project.
Sincerely,

argan

X dor

Location Remediation Manager

Alcoa Massena Operations

KLM/ipc
USEPAS8.27-98.doc
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August 28, 1998

v 3
;S
Ms. Jeanne Fox (S 5
Regional Administrator o
US EPA ¢
Region 2 =
290 Broadway C: w
™

New York, N.Y. 10007-1866

Dear Ms. Fox:

In response to the public comment period on the Post Decision Proposed Plan
for the Reynolds Study Area Site, the following agencies have provided
comments through the Canadian Review Panel for Massena sites: Environment
Canada - Ontario and Quebec Regions, the Ontario Ministry of the Environment
and the Quebec Ministere de 'Environnement et de la Faune. Comments are
based on the July 98 proposed plan as well as previous reviews of site
characterizations, studies and proposals including: “Overview and Update on
Massena Waste Site Cleanups” (Intera Consultants, March 1997).

The proposal generally meets with current Canadian policies on removal and
containment of PCB contaminated material and is consistent with actions and
decisions made at the ALCOA and GM sites in Massena. There are no
objections to the proposed plan in this regard. We do have a concem regarding
the lack of deep soil and groundwater monitoring at the Reynolds site under the
landfill which is proposed to accept the waste less than 50 ppm PCBs. This gap
in information causes some questions on whether the groundwater recovery and
treatment system will be fully effective.

Some recent sediment toxicity information from Canadian research studies near
Reynolds is enclosed . The full reports have previously been made available to
Reynolds and are being provided to Mark Purcell (EPA project manager) in a
separate mailing. As with the 1995 General Motors river remediation project,
Canada has an ongoing need to ensure that Canadian waters downstream are
protected from transboundary movement of contaminants and toxicity. We will
therefore be requesting regular contact with site personnel and receipt of
monitoring information as the p@ec‘i gets underway Based on the dredging,
containment and monitoring program Canadlan agencies may also plan a near-
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. site and time-integrated water quality monitoring program on the St. Lawrence
River. _ A

We appreciate the ongoing contact with EPA project personnel on the
developments at all 3 Massena Superfund sites and request copies of the
detailed work program, dewatering, monitoring, health and safety and
contingency plans when they are available. Additionally, further information on
the water treatment system and location of the off-site disposal facility is
requested.

Sincerely,

Ja 7t

Regional Director General
Ontario Region

0 cc:  Marie Adam

Foreign Affairs and Intemational Trade
Mark Purcell

Remedial Project Manager
US EPA
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L . .. .
Declaration for the Decision Document

Site Name and Location

Reynolds Metals Company Site Study Area
Massena, St._Lawrence County, New York

Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the selected remedial action
for the Reynolds Metals Company Site Study Area, in Massena, New
York, which was chosen in accordance with the requirements of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) and, to the extent practicable,
the National 0il and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
(NCP). This decision document explains the factual and legal basis
for selecting the remedy for this Site.

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) strongly suppports the proposed dredging of contaminated
sediments from the river, agrees with EPA's cleanup levels for the
Site, and agrees with and supports the concept of using the Black
Mud Pond for the disposal of untreated sediments and treatment
residuals. However, while the NYSDEC agrees with the cleanup
numbers for the Site, they do not agree with the process by which
they were obtained. 1In addition, the NYSDEC would encourage the use
of lower treatment levels if it could be demonstrated that doing so
would not add unreasonable costs to the project. Their letter is
attached as Appendix 3. '

The information supporting this remedial action decision is
contained in the administrative record for this Site, the index of
which is also attached to this document as Appendix 4.

Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action selected
in this Decision Document, may present an imminent and substantial
threat to public health, welfare, or the environment.

Description of the Selected Remedy

This action or "operable unit" is the first and only operable
unit planned by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency for the
Reynolds Metals Company Site Study Area and addresses the principal
threat posed by contaminated sediments in this Area by utilizing a
mixed treatment/containment remedy for these contaminated sediments.

The major components of the selected remedy include the
following:

-1- .
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. Dredging and/or excavation of approximately 51,500 cubic
yards of sediments with polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)
concentrations - above 1 part per million (ppm), total
polyaromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) concentrations above 10
ppm, and total dibenzofuran (TDBF) concentrations above 1
part per billion (ppb) from contaminated areas in the St.
Lawrence River and from the associated riverbank;

. Treatment of approximately 14,500 cubic yards of
dredged/excavated material with PCB concentrations above
25 ppm by thermal desorption. Untreated sediments (with
PCB concentrations between 1 ppm and 25 ppm) and treatment
residuals (which are expected to be non-hazardous and to
have PCB concentrations below 10 ppm) will be disposed on-
site, in the Black Mud Pond, and covered. The Black Mud
Pond will be capped in conformance with the requirements
of the January 22, 1992 New York State Record of Decision
for the state lead Reynolds Metals Site, which encompasses
the entire Reynolds facility. Contaminants condensed in
the thermal desorption process will be transported off-
site and burned at a commercial incinerator.

Declaration of Statutory Determinations

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State requirements that are
legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial
action, and is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes permanent
solutions and alternative treatment (or resource recovery)
technologies to the maximum extent practicable, and it satisfies the
statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that reduces
toxicity, mobility, or volume as their principal element.

Because this remedy will result. in hazardous substances
remaining on site above health-based 1levels, a review will be
conducted within five years, and every five years thereafter, after
commencement of remedial action to ensure that the remedy continues
to provide adequate protection of human health and the environment.

141/13

Date
Acting Régional A istrator
1 Protection Agency
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Decision Summary for the Decision Document

I. Site Name, Location, and Description

The Reynolds Metals Company. (RMC) facility is an active aluminum
production plant located on 1600 acres in the town of Massena in St.
Lawrence County, New York. The RMC facility is bordered on the
north by the Grasse and St. Lawrence Rivers, on the east by the New
York Central Railroad, on the west by Haverstock Road (South Grasse
River Road), and on the south by the Raguette River. The plant is
located off Route 37 near the Massena-Cornwall International Bridge,
directly upriver of the General Motors - Powertrain Division Plant
(see Figure 1). '

The Reynolds Metals Company Study Area Site ("the Site") includes
that portion of the St. Lawrence, Grasse, and Raquette Rivers, any
tributaries of those rivers and any wetlands which are between the
International Bridge and the confluence of the Grasse and St.
Lawrence Rivers and that portion of the Raguette River which is
south of the confluence of the Grasse and St. Lawrence Rivers and
south of the International Bridge. The Reynolds Study Area Site is
depicted in Figure 1. In general, the Reynolds Study Area Site
encompasses those surface waters, sediments, and wetlands which are
adjacent to the Reynolds Metals Company facility in Massena, New
York. The Reynolds Study Area is part of the St. Lawrence/Grasse
River Site (site code 6-45-15) which was added to the New York State
Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites on April 14, 1987. This
Site was listed as a result of environmental impacts which occurred
to the river system at and in the vicinity of the Aluminum Company
of America (ALCOA), Reynolds Metals, and General Motors facilities.

Land use in the area surrounding the Site consists of mixed
residential and industrial uses. The St. Regis Mohawk Indian
Reservation, Akwesasne, 1is located within 0.5 miles of the RMC
facility. Approximately 3,500 individuals live on the St. Regis
Indian Reservation. The -downtown area of Massena is 1located
approximately eight miles west and upriver of the RMC facility. The
1980 population estimate for Massena was 14,856. In addition, the
St. Lawrence River forms the border between the U.S. and Canada in
this area.

Due to past contamination of the General Motors facility and in the
surrounding river system, the General Motors-Powertrain Division
plant has been designated as a federal Superfund Site. EPA is
overseeing cleanup of the General Motors facility and surrounding
river system. EPA is also overseeing the cleanup of the river
system surrounding the ALCOA facility, which is approximately eight
miles upriver from the RMC Site.

Major areas of contamination on the RMC facility include an unlined
pit used for the disposal of carbon solids known as the Black Mud
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Pond, a landfill, and the plant's North Yard. The New York State
Department of Env1ronmental Conservation (NYSDEC) is overseeing the
cleanup of contamination on the RMC and ALCOA facilities.

The St. Lawrence River flows are partially controlled by the Moses-
Saunders Power Dam, located approximately four miles upstream of the
Site on the St. Lawrence River. In the vicinity of the Site, the
St. Lawrence River is greater than 0.5 miles in width with depths
exceeding 30 feet in some portions of the River. The section of the-
St. Lawrence River adjacent to the RMC facility is part of the St.
Lawrence Seaway. In general, the Reynolds Study Area is comprised
of a shallow shelf containing slow currents, fine-grained sediments,
and dense beds of submergent aguatic vegetation. The shallow shelf
was created in the late 1950s by dredge spoil from the south
Cornwall Navigation Channel that is located 300 to 800 feet offshore
from the RMC fac111ty No dredge spoil has been dep051ted in this
section of the river since the initial dredging.

Local water bodies are used recreationally for swimming, wading,
fishing, boating, camping, and picnicking. Two general groups, the
Mohawk native population and recreational fisherman, fish in the
vicinity of the Reynolds Study Area. However, direct land access to
the Reynolds Study Area 1is limited by the steep nature of the
shoreline.

A tract of regulated water wetlands (identified as No. RR-6 by
NYSDEC) occur on the Reynolds' property. The wetland |is
approximately 170 acres in size and is a Class 2 wetland. It is one
of the three largest wetlands in the town of Massena. NYSDEC is
also overseeing the cleanup of contamination in these wetlands.

ITI. Site History and Enforcement Activities

The RMC plant was constructed in 1958 for the production of aluminum
from alumina (aluminum oxide). The main components of the plant
include the reduction plant and supporting structures and facilities
encompassing about 20.5 acres, the solid waste 1landfill (11.5
acres), and the Black Mud Pond (approximately 6 acres).

Aluminum is produced in individual pots lined with "potliner," which
is composed of a mixture of carbon compounds and which acts as the
cathode of the electrolytic cell. Potliner is fabricated in the.
carbon plant section of the plant where coal tar pitch, coke and
other materials are blended and shaped to fit the pots. A heat
transfer medium (HTM) system is used to maintain the pitch in a
flowable and pumpable form. The HTM system no longer uses a
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) oil. ’

As a result of production activities and years of continuous
operations and expansion, various types of industrial waste,
including hazardous waste, were generated, disposed of, and spread
throughout the facility. Contaminated areas on the facility
property are being investigated and remediated by RMC under the
authority of Consent Orders with NYSDEC. Several areas on the
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facility serve as potential sources of contamination to the Reynolds
Study Area. These areas are descrlbed briefly below and are
depicted in Figure 2.

Wastes from the plant's potliner recovery system were disposed of in
the Black Mud Pond. The Black Mud Pond contains waste primarily
composed of alumina (30-40%) and carbon (35-45%) with fluoride at 2-
5%, cyanide at 61 parts per million (ppm), and PCBs at 3.4-8.1 ppm.
These contaminants have been detected in groundwater near the pond.

However, groundwater contamination appears to confined to a limited
area downgradient of the pond. Shallow contaminated groundwater may
be discharging to surface water pathways to the south and east of
the pond.

The plant's Solid Waste Landfill and former Potliner Storage Area
can be characterized as one contaminant source area, based on their
proximity and similarity of contaminants and receptor zone of
contaminants migrating from the area. The contamination detected in
the waste, groundwater, leachate and surface water is characterized
by elevated concentrations of cyanides (up to 300 ppm), fluorides
(up to 8500 ppm), sulfates (up to 13,000 ppm), aluminum (up to
87,000 ppm) and polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) (up to 2,200 ppm).
PCBs are also detected in both areas at concentrations as high as
690 ppm. Groundwater from these areas drains to wetlands RR-6,
south of the Landfill area. A leachate collection system on the
Landfill intercepts some, but not all, of the contaminated
groundwater from the Landfill to the wetlands. Remediation of this
wetland is being overseen by NYSDEC.

PCBs, polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs), and polychlorinated
dibenzo-p-dioxins (PCDDs) are distributed in North Yard surficial
soils. PCBs have been found in this area at concentrations as high
as 89,000 ppm. PCDDs and PCDFs have been detected at levels of 9.92
parts per billion (ppb) and 9.35 ppb, respectively. PCBs, PCDFs,
and PCDDs originate from the plant HTM system. North Yard
groundwater contamination is characterized by 1local areas of
elevated concentrations of aluminum, arsenic, cyanide, PCBs, and
fluoride. -

In addition ‘to contamination throughout the facility, RMC also
discharged contaminants to the St. Lawrence River through four
outfalls - known as Outfalls 001, 002, 003, and 004. Three of these
outfalls - Outfalls 001 and a combined Outfall 002 and 003 - are
still in use. These outfalls are depicted in Figure 3 and served as
the primary sources of contamination to the Site.

Discharges from Outfall 001 include water from the facility's waste
water treatment systen. Outfall 002 discharges contact cooling
water and stormwater runoff from the facility. It carries the
highest volume of water (averaging 2.5 million gallons per day) of
all four of the outfalls, Prior to November 1989, the discharge
from Outfzll 002 traveled down an open ditch on the RMC property to
enter the St. Lawrence River. After November 1989, this discharge
was combined with that of Outfall 003. Outfall 003 carries treated
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dlscharge from the facility sanltary treatment plant. Outfall 003
discharges to the St. Lawrence River through a submerged pipe
located approximately 100 feet from the shore. Prior to June 1988,

Outfall 004 carried intermittent runoff from northern areas of the
plant. The runoff formerly dlscharged at outfall 004 is now treated
and used in plant operations.

The RMC facility and upland areas are listed on the NYSDEC Registry
of Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites. In September 1987, RMC and
NYSDEC signed a Consent Order, pursuant to which RMC agreed to
investigate contamination at the RMC facility. However, this Order
did not include an investigation of contamination in the river
system surrounding the facility. In January 1992, NYSDEC issued a
Record of Decision (ROD) which outlined its selected remedy for the
RMC facility, excluding the river system. NYSDEC's selected remedy
included a combination of excavation and treatment of areas highly
contaminated with PCBs and other contaminants and consolidation and
containment of other contaminated areas on the facility. 1In March,
1993, RMC and NYSDEC signed a Consent Order which required RMC to
implement the remedy in the January 1992 ROD.

In January 1989, RMC completed an initial study of sediment
contamination in the St. Lawrence River adjacent to its plant. 1In
September 1989, EPA issued a Unilateral Administrative Order (EPA
Index No. II CERCLA-90230), requiring that RMC investigate and clean
up contamination in the river system surrounding the RMC facility.
The river system has been termed the "Reynolds Study Area." In
August 1991, RMC submitted a revised Additional River Sampling (ARS)

- Report which further characterized the nature and extent of

contamination in the Reynolds Study Area. In March 1992, RMC
submitted a draft Analysis of Alternatives (AA) Report which
evaluated options for remediating contaminated sediments at the
Site. In January 1993, RMC submitted a revised draft AA Report for

~ the Reynolds study Area.

III. Highlights of Community Participation

The ARS and AA Reports and the Proposed Plan for the Reynolds Study
Area Site were released to the public for comment on February 19,
1993. These documents were made available to the public in both the
administrative record and in information repositories maintained at
the EPA Docket Room in Region II, at the St. Regis Mohawk Tribal
Offices, and at the Massena Public Library. The notice of
availability for these two documents was published in the Massena
Courier-Observer on February 19, 1993, in the People's Voice on
February 22, 1993, and in the Indian Times on February 19, 1993. A
public comment period on the documents was held from February 19,
1993 through April 21, 1993. The public comment period was extended
once upon the request of officials from Environment Canada.

EPA held a public meeting regarding the Reynolds Study Area Site on
March 9, 1993 at <the Massena Town Hall. At this meeting,
representatives from EPA answered questions about problems at the
Site and the remedial alternatives under consideration. A response
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to the comments received during this period is included in the
Responsiveness Summary, which is part of this Decision Document.
The Responsiveness Summary and Decision Document, along with the
administrative record < for the Reynolds Study Area Site, are
available at the information repositories referenced above.

IV. Scope and Role of Operable Unit or Response Action Within Site
Strategy :

This Decision Document addresses the first and only planned remedial
action for the Reynolds Study Area Site. This action is intended to
- address the principal threats to human health and the environment
posed by the contaminated sediments in the Reynolds Study Area.
Remediation of the contaminated upland areas on the RMC facility is
being overseen by NYSDEC.

V. Summary of Site Characteristics
Hydrodynamic Conditions

Prior to completion of the ARS, RMC conducted a study of flow
conditions in the St. Lawrence River adjacent to its facility. The
flow study, conducted in November 1989, supplemented previous flow
studies done by RMC and its consultants. The flow study yielded the
following general conclusions about the Reynolds Study Area Site
which are depicted graphically in Figure 3. The main river current
which enters the area adjacent to the RMC facility from Polly's Gut
has velocities of 8 feet per second or greater. This flow is
deflected to the east by training dikes which protect the Seaway
channel. There are a series of clockwise and counterclockwise
eddies as the main current exits the training dikes. These eddies
are characterized by low velocity flow and migrate toward the shore
in both upstream and downstream directions. There is an area in the
vicinity of Outfalls 001 and 004 which exhibits some flow separation
with predominantly upstream flow to the west of the outfalls and
predominantly downstream flow to the east of the outfalls.

The overall result of these flow patterns is that water generally
stagnates along the shoreline in the vicinity of oOutfall 001.
Because of this stagnation, sediments and particulate materials
discharged into the River through the four outfalls generally remain
close to shore. This pattern would be enhanced in summer months by
extensive vegetation growth that would act to further slow currents
in the shallow water near the shore.

Contaminant Characteristics

As part of the ARS, sediment samples were collected from 47
locations in the St. Lawrence River and 17 locations in the Raquette
River adjacent to the RMC facility. A total of 127 sediment samples
were collected, 20 in the Ragquette River and 107 in the St. Lawrence
River. The results of the ARS sampling were generally consistent
with the results from 67 sediment samples taken in 1988 by RMC
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although the levels of contamination detected during the ARS were
higher than those found in the 1988 study.

Based on sampllng and analyses conducted during the ARS, there are
several contaminants in Reynolds Study Area sedlments including
PCBs, PAHs, total dibenzofurans (TDBFs), fluoride, and cyanlde .
PCBs are the primary contaminant found in sediment samples in the
Reynolds Study Area. Contaminants other than PCBs are generally
found in a pattern similar to that of PCBs and will be remediated
along with PCBs.

PCBs were found in 72 of the sediment samples taken from the St.
Lawrence River. However no PCBs were found in background samples or
in sediment samples from the Raquette River. Figures 4 - 6 show an
approximation of the general distribution of PCBs at various depths
in the Reynolds Study Area. Figures 7 - 10 show the distribution of
PAHs, cyanides, fluorides, and TDBFs in the Reynolds Study Area.
EPA estimates that there are approximately 51,500 cubic yards of
sediment with PCB concentrations above 1 ppm, PAH concentrations
above 10 ppm, and TDBF concentrations above 1 ppb.

The highest concentration of PCBs detected in sediments in the
Reynolds Study Area was 1300 parts per million (ppm). All samples
with PCB concentrations above 100 ppm are located within 500 feet of
the RMC outfalls. Concentrations decrease away from the shoreline.
PCBs were detected in some samples at a depth of 24 inches into the
sediments and may extend below that depth at some 1locations.
Sediment depths range from one foot to over 5 feet. PCBs were not
detected in water samples taken by RMC from the St. Lawrence River.
However, NYSDEC, using a more sensitive analytical technique than
the one used by RMC detected PCBs in surface water at levels up to
54 parts per trllllon (ppt) .

PCBs and other contaminants which are present in Reynolds Study Area
sediments may migrate downstream or dissolve slowly into the River.
In addition, PCBs in contaminated sediments can serve as a source of
contamination for agquatic organisms and begin to biocaccumulate
within the food chain. Therefore, one potential pathway of human
exposure is human consumption of PCBs in the fatty tissue of fish
and wildlife, as explained below.

VI. Summary of Site Risks
Human Health Risks
Contaminant Identification and Exposure Assessment

EPA conducted a baseline risk assessment to evaluate the potential
risks to human health and the environment associated with the Site
in its current state. The baseline risk assessment focused on the
chemicals in Reynolds Study Area sediments which are likely to pose
the most significant risks to human health and the environment.
These “contaminants of concern"” for the Reynolds Metals Company
Study Area Site are listed in Table 1.
500573
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EPA's Baseline Risk Assessment identified several potential exposure
pathways by which the public may be exposed to contaminant releases.
The potential exposure routes which were identified in the baseline
risk assessment for St. Lawrence River and Raquette River sediments
include:

dermal contact with contaminated sediments;

ingestion of contaminated sediments;

ingestion of fish caught from the St. Lawrence River;
ingestion of surface water from the St. Lawrence River;
inhalation of contaminants volatilized from surface water;
and.

> dermal contact with surface water during swimming.

(-] o o L °

Of these potential pathways of exposure, ingestion of surface water,
inhalation of volatilized contaminants, and dermal contact with
surface water were not evaluated quantitatively in the baseline risk
assessment because available data indicated that the risks
associated with these exposure pathways would be relatively mninor
compared to the other routes of exposure considered.

The baseline risk assessment evaluated both present and possible
future exposures for recreational users and for subsistence
fishermen. Potentially exposed populations include area residents
and residents of the St. Regis Mohawk Reservation and Canadians who
are downriver of the Site. Risks were calculated for small children
and for adults. Exposure assumptions were based on reasonable
maximum exposure scenarios. Tables 2 ~ 4 present the exposure
assumptions used by EPA in its Baseline Risk Assessment.

Toxicity Assessment

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic (cancer
causing) and noncarcinogenic effects due to exposure to Site
chemicals are considered separately. It was assumed that the toxic
effects of the site-related chemicals would be additive. Thus,
carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks associated with exposures to
individual contaminants were summed separately to indicate the
potential risks associated with mixtures of potential carcinogens
and noncarcinogens, respectively.

Potential carcinogenic risks were evaluated using the cancer slope
factors developed by EPA for the contaminants of concern. Cancer
slope factors (SFs) have been developed by EPA's Carcinogenic Risk
Assessment Verification Endeavor (CRAVE) for estimating excess
lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially
carcinogenic chemicals. SFs, which are expressed in units of
(mg/kg=-day)!, are multiplied by the estimated intake of a potential
carcinogen, in mg/kg-day, to provide an upper-bound estimate of the
excess lifetime cancer risk associated with exposure at that intake

level. The term "upper bound" reflects the conservative estimate of

the risks calculated from the SF. Use of this approach makes
underestimation of the actual cancer risk highly unlikely. Cancer
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slope factors are derived from the results of human epidemiological
studies or chronic animal biocassays to which animal-to-human
extrapolation and uncertainty factors have been applied. SF values
for Reynolds Study Area contaminants of concern are given in Tabl
5. :

Noncarcinogenic risks were assessed using a hazard index (HI)
approach, based on a comparison of expected contaminant intakes and

‘safe levels of intake (Reference Doses). Reference doses (RfDs)

have been developed by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse
health effects from exposure to chemicals exhibiting noncarcinogenic
effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units of milligrams/kilogram-
day (mg/kg~day), are estimates of daily exposure levels for humans
which are thought to be safe over a lifetime (including sensitive
individuals). Estimated intakes of chemicals from environmental
media (e.g., the amount of a chemical ingested from contaminated
drinking water) can be compared to the RfD. RfDs are derived from
human epidemiological studies or animal studies to which uncertainty
factors have been applied (e.g., to account for the use of animal
data to predict effects on humans). These uncertainty factors help
ensure that the RfDs will not underestimate the potential for
adverse noncarcinogenic effects to occur. RfDs for Reynolds Study
Area contaminants of concern are given in Table 5.

Ruman Health Risk Characterization

-Excess lifetime cancer risks for the Reyholds Study Area were

determined by multiplying the intake levels with the SF (see Table
§) for each contaminant of concern. These risks are probabilities
that are expressed in scientific notation (e.g., 1 x 10%. An
excess lifetime cancer risk of 1 x 10° indicates that as a plausible

- upper bound, an individual has an additional one in one million

chance of developing cancer as a result of site-related exposure to
contaminants over a 70-year lifetime under the specific exposure
conditions presented in the Reynolds Study Area. Table 6 presents
a summary of the carcinogenic risks posed by each exposure pathway
developed for the Reynolds Study Area. The greatest carcinogenic
risk values calculated for the Site are associated with the
ingestion of fish caught in the St. Lawrence River. The only
contaminants contributing to this value were PCBs.

For known or suspected carcinogens, EPA considers excess upper bound
individual 1lifetime cancer risks of between 10* to 10° to be
acceptable. This level indicates that an individual has not greater
than a one in ten thousand to one in a million chance of developing
cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a carcinogen over a
70-year period under specific exposure conditions at the Site. As
illustrated in Table 6, the risks associated with all exposure
pathways associated with the St. Lawrence River are outside the
range considered acceptable by EPA. The risks associated with
ingestion of fish from the Raguette River were calculated and were
found to be unacceptable. However, these calculations were based on
fish caught near the mouth of the Raquette River, not in the
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immediate vicinity of the Reynolds facility. These risks are
assumed to be attributable to sources other than the Reynolds Study
Area Site due to the low levels of contaminants detected in Raquette
River sediments (< 1 ppm PCBs) and surface water (< 65 ppt PCBs) in
the vicinity of the Reynolds facility.

The potential risks of noncarcinogenic effects of contaminants in a
single medium are expressed as the hazard index (or the ratio of the
intake level for a given medium to the RfD), given in Table 5, for
each contaminant of concern. Table 7 presents a summary of the HIs
posed by each exposure pathway. Again, the noncarcinogenic effects
associated with ingestion of fish are generally greater than those
associated with other exposure pathways.

A hazard index greater than 1 indicates that potential exists for
noncarcinogenic health effects to occur as a result of site-related
exposures. The HI provides a useful reference point for gauging the
potential significance of multiple contaminant exposures within a

single medium or across media. As illustrated in Table 7, the
noncarcinogenic effects associated with all exposure  pathways
associated with the St. Lawrence River are above 1. The

noncarcinogenic effects associated with Ragquette River pathways were
below 1 due to the low levels of contaminants detected in Raquette
River sediments and surface water.

It can be seen from Table 7 that the HI for noncarcinogenic effects
from ingestion of fish from the St. Lawrence and Raquette Rivers is
70. Therefore, noncarcinogenic effects may occur from the exposure
routes evaluated in the Risk Assessment. The noncarcinogenic risk
was attributable to PCBs.

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation,
as in all such assessments, are subject to a wide variety . of
uncertainties. In general, the main sources of uncertainty include:

environmental chemistry sampling and analysis;
environmental parameter measurement;

fate and transport modeling;

exposure parameter estimation; and
toxicological data.

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the
potentially uneven distribution of chemicals in the media sampled.
Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to the actual
levels present. Environmental chemistry analysis error can stem
from several sources including the errors inherent in the analytical
methods and characteristics of the matrix being sampled. Uncer-
tainty in the exposure assessment is related to the presence of
potentially sensitive populations (fishermen and residents) in very
close proximity to the Site. Additional uncertainties arise from
estimates of how often an individual would actually come in contact
with the chemicals of concern, the period of time over which such
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exposure would occur, and in the models‘ used to estimate the
concentrations of the chemicals of concern at the point of exposure.

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both from
animals to humans and from high to low doses of exposure, as well as
from the difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a mixture of
chemicals. These uncertainties are addressed by making conservative
assumptions concerning risk and exposure parameters throughout the
assessment. As a result, the baseline risk assessment provides
upper bound estimates of the risks to populations near the Site.

Potential site-specific sources of uncertainty for the Reynolds
Study Area Site include the inherent variability associated with
environmental sampling of biota, especially fish. For example, fish
contaminant concentrations may vary depending on species, mobility,
fat content, age, and feeding habits. The significant total number
of samples in the Reynolds Study Area serves to reduce this source
of uncertainty.

Environmental Risks

An ecological risk assessment was performed to determine the actual
and/or potential effects of contaminants of concern on fish and
other primarily aquatic wildlife in the Reynolds Study Area. A
four-step process was utilized for assessing site~-related ecological
risks for a reasonable maximum exposure scenario: Problem
Formulation and Hazard Identification - development of information
characterizing habitats and potentially exposed species found in the
Reynolds Study Area and identification of contaminants of concern
and exposure pathways and receptors; Exposure Assessment - involves
the estimation of actual and potential exposure point concentrations
for selected indicator species; Ecological Effects Assessment -
literature reviews, field studies, and toxicity tests 1linking
contaminant concentrations to effects on indicator species; and Risk
Characterization - measurement or estimation of both current and
future adverse effects from exposure to contaminants in the Reynolds
Study Area. :

EPA identified several contaminants which were of concern from an
ecological risk perspective and their respective animal receptors
including PCBs, PAHs, aluminum, fluoride, and cyanide in aguatic
macroinvertebrates, yellow perch, white sucker, 1least bittern,
belted kingfisher, little brown bat, and mink. PCBs have been shown
to have adverse effects on these receptors including reproductive
"impairment in certain birds and reproductive failure in mink.

Aquatic macroinvertebrates may take up contaminants from water which
has contacted contaminated sediments. Aquatic macroinvertebrates
are then consumed by fish, birds, and small mammals. Because PCBs
remain in the fat cells of these animals, the concentrations of PCBs
in these small animals increase over time. These small animals with
increasingly higher PCB concentrations may then be eaten by larger
animals.
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The results of the ecological risk assessment indicate that the
contaminated sediment and water in the St. Lawrence River in the
Reynolds Study Area pose unacceptable risks to several species.

These risks include reproductive effects to animals which
biocaccumulate PCBs in their tissues. In addition, the
concentrations of several contaminants, including aluminum and PAHs,
are several times higher than federal and State ambient water
quality criteria and federal sediment quality criteria and National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration sediment guidelines which are
based on protection of wildlife.

Risk Summary

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the Site,
if not addressed by the preferred alternative or one of the other
active measures considered, may present an imminent and substant1al
threat to public health, welfare or the environment. '

VII. Descrigtion of Alternatives

Sediment Cleanup Levels

Based on the results of its risk assessment, EPA established cleanup
levels for contaminated sediment in the Reynolds Study Area which
- are protective of human health and 'the environment. The cleanup
levels are: PCBs - 1 ppm; PAHs - 10 ppm; TDBF - 1 ppb. Cleanup
levels are the concentration of contaminants in sediment above which
some remedial action will be taken (i.e., treatment or containment).
These cleanup levels were based on ingestion of fish by 1local
residents and represent sediment contaminant concentrations which
would be associated w1th carcinogenic risks on the order of 10%.

Cleanup to these levels will also remove the threat from other
contaminants such as fluoride and cyanide. The 1 ppm PCB cleanup
level is identical to that selected by EPA for contaminated sediment
associated with the General Motors Site which 1is immediately
downstream of the RMC fac111ty For the G.M. Site, EPA estimated
that a 1 ppm PCB cleanup level in sediments is associated with a 10*
(1 in 10,000) excess cancer risk to humans. For the RMC Study Area
Site, EPA estimates that a 1 ppm PCB cleanup level in sediments is
associated with an excess cancer risk to humans on the order of 10*
(1 in 10,000). There is a variation in estimated residual cancer
risks between the G.M. and RMC Study Area Sites due to uncertainties
associated with estimating the effect of varying sediment PCB
concentrations on area fish.

A rough approximation of the area which must be addressed to meet
Site cleanup levels is given in Figure 11. There are approximately
51,500 cubic yards of sediment over a 27- acre area with PCB
concentrations above 1 ppm, PAHs above 10 ppm, and TDBFs above 1
ppb. EPA considers such sediments to pose a pr1nc1pal threat to
human health and the environment.
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It should be noted that federal and New York State sediment quality -
criteria guidance indicate that PCB cleanup levels well below 1 ppm
are requ1red to achieve protection of the environment since PCBs
pose a significant ecological risk. While EPA would prefer a lower
cleanup level which would be associated with a 10 © cancer risk, EPA
has significant concerns as to the technical practlcablllty of
achieving a PCB cleanup level below 1 ppm in this area of the Sst.
Lawrence River. In selecting the 1 ppm cleanup goal, EPA has
balanced its desire for a very low cleanup level which will minimize
residual risk with the constraints posed by the limitations of
dredging as a means of removing sediment with the further intent of
selecting treatment as a principal element over containment. EPA
believes that a 1 ppm cleanup goal in the St. Lawrence River
provides an acceptable measure of protection of human health.

Description of Alternatives

The AA Report evaluated in detail several alternatives for
addressing the contamination in the St. Lawrence River in the
Reynolds Study Area. These alternatives are described below.
Construction times given include the time necessary to construct and
implement the remedy but do not include the time required for de51gn
or contract award.

The remedial alternatives developed for the Site are consistent with
EPA's 1990 "Guidance for Remedial Actions for Superfund Sites with
PCB Contamination" (also referred to as the "PCB Guidance"). For
instance, according to this guidance, soils with PCB concentrations
in the 10 - 25 ppm range may be disposed on an industrial facility
with minimal long-term management controls. Accordingly, EPA has
evaluated an alternative for the RMC Site which includes disposal of
sediments with PCB concentrations between 10 and 25 ppm in the Black
Mud Pond, rather than in an engineered landfill (see Alternative G
below). The PCB Guidance also recommends that soils with higher
concentrations of PCBs be disposed on an industrial facility in an
engineered containment system which may include a cover and liner
system. Accordingly, EPA has evaluated alternatives which include
disposal of untreated sediments (see Alternative D below) or treated
sediments with PCB concentrations between 50 and 500 ppm in an.
engineered landfill (see Alternative I below). In addition, several
of the other alternatives evaluated below (including Alternatives E,
F, and J) include options for disposal in the Black Mud Pond or in
an engineered 1landfill depending on whether the material is a
hazardous waste. The alternatives are described in detail below.
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lternative A: No Action

Capital Cost: $ O

O&M Cost: $ O/year
Present Worth Cost: $ O
Cconstruction Time: None

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability
Act of 1980 (CERCLA) requires that the "no action" alternative be
considered as a baseline for comparison with other alternatives.
This action consists of allowing the 51,500 cubic yards of
contaminated sediments with concentrations above the cleanup levels
to remain in their present state. No actions would be taken to
remove or contain contaminated sediments which currently pose a
threat to human health and the environment.

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-
site above health-based levels, CERCLA regquires that the Site be
reviewed at least once every five years. If justified by the
review, remedial actions may be implemented to remove or treat the
wastes.

Alternative B: In-Situ.Capping of Sediments

Capital Cost: $ 13.3 million
O&M Cost: $ 190,000/year
Present Worth Cost: $ 16.6 million

-Construction Time: 3 years

This alternative involves 1leaving the 51,500 cubic yards of
contaminated sediments in place and placing a multilayer cap
consisting of fine-grained clean sand and a woven geotextile fabric
over the sediments. The portion of the Site adjacent to the
shoreline would then be armored to minimize erosion (see Figure 12).
This alternative is designed to isolate and limit the transport of
river sediments and is based on methods commonly used to reduce
shoreline erosion.

Prior to construction, the Reynolds Study Area bathymetry would be
refined and remapped. In addition, areas of dense vegetation and
any areas containing boulders or debris would be identified and
mapped. The geotextile fabric would be pieced together from
sections delivered to the shoreline and each geofabric piece
transported on a barge out to each area defined for sediment
capping. Once lowered from the barge, the geotextile would be
anchored with sand bags. The placement of the geotextile would be
carefully controlled to minimize mudwaves and turbidity. Clean sand
would then be spread in an approximate 1.5 foot layer over the
geotextile using a diffuser.

Armoring material would then be placed in the shallow area adjacent
to the shoreline which is exposed to wave action and boat wakes.
The armoring system would be concrete revetment which consists of a
water permeable fabric casing, which has been woven from high-
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strength synthetic fibers and which would be laid by laborers and
then filled with concrete. The total area of the cap would extend
10 to 20 percent beyond the contaminated area to maximize isolation
of the contaminated sediment from the aguatic environment.
Inspections - and monitoring including depth sounding and water
guality monitoring would be conducted during construction. After
construction, a long-term physical, chemical, and- biological
performance monitoring program would be instituted to determine the
cover's effectiveness in containing contaminated sediments. This
alternative also provides for periodic maintenance of the cover and
posting warning signs and restricting access from both on and
offshore.

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-
site above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Site be
reviewed at least once every five years. If justified by the
review, remedial actions may be implemented to remove or treat the
wastes.

Alternative D: Sediment Removal/Landfilling

Capital Cost: $ 33.4 million

O&M Cost: § 28,000/year ’
Present Worth Cost: $ 33.9 million
Construction Time: 4 years

This alternative involves dredging sediment which is above Reynolds
Study Area cleanup levels (approximately 51,500 cubic yards) from
the St. Lawrence River adjacent to the RMC facility. The dredged
sediment would then be pretreated and placed in an engineered
landfill on the RMC facility. :

Prior to dredging, silt curtains would be installed to minimize
transport of contaminated sediment which may be suspended during the
dredging process. Hydraulic dredges would be used to remove
sediments. Oversized materials would be screened from the dredged
sediments as the sediments are offloaded into scows and transported
to the shoreline. Sediments would then be decanted and dewatered
and placed, along with the previously screened oversized debris,
into an on-site engineered 1landfill. Water removed from the
sediments would be treated using methods including flocculation and
chemical precipitation to remove solids, and sand bed filtration and
activated carbon adsorption. All water that is removed from
sediments would be discharged to the St. Lawrence River in
compliance with the substantive reguirements of the New York State
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES) which regulates
surface water discharges in New York State.

Following completion of sediment placement in the landfill, the on-
site landfill would be closed. Leachate from the landfill would be
collected, treated, and discharged to the St. Lawrence River.
Groundwater downgradient of the landfill would be monitored.

500081
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The major ARARs associated with this alternative -include the
applicable federal Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) and the
relevant and appropriate federal and State Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) regulations which govern the construction,
closure, and monitoring of the on-site landfill. 1In addition, all
discharges to the St. Lawrence River would be subject to applicable
substantive SPDES requirements and all operations would be subject
to New York State air quality standards. :

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remalnlng on-
site above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Site be
reviewed at least once every five years. If justified by the five
year review, remedial actions may be implemented to remove or treat
the wastes.

Alternative E: Sedzment.Remova1/Inc1neratlon/0n-s1te Dzsposal in the
Black Mud Pond or Landfilling

Capital Cost: $ 52.8 million (with Black Mud Pond disposal)
$ 55.3 million (with landfill construction)
O&M Cost: $ 28,000/year
Present Worth Cost $ 53.3 million (with Black Mud Pond disposal)
$ 55.8 million (with landfill constructlon)
Construction Time: 4 years

This alternative involves dredging sediments which are above
Reynolds Study Area cleanup levels (approximately 51,500 cubic
yards) from the St. Lawrence River adjacent to the RMC facility.
The dredged sediment would then be pretreated to remove water,
incinerated to destroy organic contaminants, and disposed of on-site
in the Black Mud Pond.

Prior to dredging, silt curtains would be installed to minimize
transport of contaminated sediment which may be resuspended during
the dredging process. Hydraulic dredges would be used to remove
sediments. Oversized materials would be screened from the dredged
sediments as the sediments are offloaded into scows and transported
to the shoreline. Sediments would then be decanted, dewatered, and
incinerated on-site. The incinerator ash would have PCB levels at
or below 2 ppm.

The ash would be tested using the RCRA Toxicity Characteristic
Leaching Procedure (TCLP) test to determine if it is a RCRA
hazardous waste. EPA has tested the sediments and does not expect
that the ash from the incinerator would be a RCRA hazardous waste.
If the ash was not a RCRA hazardous waste, it would be disposed of
on-site in the Black Mud Pond along with the previously screened
debris. If the ash was found to be a RCRA hazardous waste, it would
either be treated to render it non-hazardous or it would be
disposed, along with the previously screened oversized debris, in an

- engineered on-site 1landfill. = Therefore, the costs of this.

alternative may vary, depending on whether construction of an
engineered landfill is necessary.
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Water removed from the sediments would be treated using methods
including flocculation and chemical precipitation to remove solids,
and sand bed filtration and activated carbon adsorption. All water
that is removed from sediments or generated during the treatment
process would be discharged to the St. Lawrence River in compliance
with substantive SPDES requirements.

The major ARARs associated with this alternative include the
applicable federal TSCA and the relevant and appropriate federal and
State RCRA regulatlons which govern the operation and monitoring of
the on-site incinerator and the construction, closure, and
monitoring of the on-site landfill. In addition, air emissions from
the incinerator would be monitored to ensure compliance with federal
Clean Air Act regulations and New York State air quality standards
and air emissions regulations. Discharges to the St. Lawrence River
would be subject to applicable substantive SPDES requirements.

Alternative F: Sediment Removal/Thermal Desorption/On-site Disposal
in the Black Mud Pond or Landfilling

Capital Cost: $ 43.7 million (with Black Mud Pond disposal)
$ 46.2 million (with landfill construction)
O&M Cost: $§ 28,000/year
Present Worth Cost: $ 44.2 million (with Black Mud Pond disposal)
$ 46.7 million (with landfill construction)
Construction Time: 4 years

This alternative involves dredging sediments which are above
Reynolds Study Area cleanup levels (approximately 51,500 cubic
yards) from the St. Lawrence River adjacent to the RMC facility.
The dredged sediment would then be pretreated to remove water,
treated by thermal desorption to remove organic contaminants, and
disposed of on-site.

Prior to dredging, silt curtains would be installed to minimize
transport of contaminated sediment which may be suspended during the
dredging process. Hydraulic dredges would be used to remove
sediments. Oversized materials would be screened from the dredged
- sediments as the sediments are offloaded into scows and transported
to the shoreline. Sediments would then be decanted, dewatered, and
treated on-site. The sediment treatment process would consist of
thermal desorption, an innovative technology which thermally
extracts organic contaminants and subsequently condenses and
recovers the distilled contaminants. The recovered contaminants-
would then be sent to an off-site location for incineration at a
permitted commercial incinerator.

Based on the results of treatability testing, treated sediments
would have PCB concentrations below 10 ppm. The treated sediments
would be tested using the RCRA TCLP test to determine if they are a
" RCRA hazardous waste. EPA has tested the sediments and does not
expect that the treated sediments would be a RCRA hazardous waste.
If the treated sediments were not a RCRA hazardous waste, they would
be disposed of on-site in the Black Mud Pond. along with the
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previously screened debris. If the treated sediments were found to
be a RCRA hazardous waste, they would either be treated to render
them non-hazardous or they would be disposed, along with the
previously screened oversized debris, in an engineered on-site
landfill. Therefore, the costs of this alternative may vary,
depending on whether construction of an engineered landfill is
necessary.

Water removed from the sediments would be treated using methods
including flocculation and chemical precipitation to remove solids,
and sand bed filtration and activated carbon adsorption. All water
that is removed from sediments or generated during the treatment
process would be discharged to the St. Lawrence River in compliance
with substantive SPDES requirements.

The major ARARs associated with this alternative include the
applicable federal TSCA and the relevant and appropriate federal and
State RCRA regulations which govern the construction, closure, and
monitoring of the on-site landfill. In addition, air emissions from
the thermal desorption process would be monitored to ensure
compliance with federal Clean Air Act regulations and New York State
air quality standards and air emissions regulations. Discharges to
the St. Lawrence River would be subject to applicable substantive

SPDES requirements. :

Alternative G:  Sediment Removai/Partial Thermal Desorption/Disposal
in the Black Mud Pond

Alternative G(A) - 25 ppm treatment level
Capital Cost: $ 34.8 million

O&M Cost: $ 28,000/year

Present Worth Cost: $ 35.1 million

" Construction Time: 4 years

Alternative G(B) - 10 ppm treatment level
Capital Cost: $ 36.4 million

O&M Cost: $ 28,000/year

Present Worth Cost: $ 36.7 million
Construction Time: 4 years

This alternative is very similar to Alternative F above. However,
under this alternative, only those more highly contaminated
sediments would be treated by thermal desorption. As in
Alternatives D - F, this alternative involves dredging sediments
which are above Reynolds Study Area cleanup levels (approximately
51,500 cubic yards) from the St. Lawrence River adjacent to the RMC
facility. The dredged sediment would then be pretreated to remove
water. Sediment with PCB concentrations above the treatment level
would be treated by thermal desorption to remove organic
contaminants. Treated sediment and untreated sediment would then be
disposed of on-site in the Black Mud Pond.

Under this alternative, EPA has evaluated two different treatment
levels. Under Alternative G(A), only those sediments with PCB
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concentrations above 25 ppm (approximately 14,500 cubic yards) would
be treated by thermal desorption. The remaining 37,000 cubic yards
of sediment with PCB concentrations at or below 25 ppm would be
disposed of on-site without prior treatment. Under Alternative
G(B), only those sediments with PCB concentrations above 10 ppm
(approximately 19,700 cubic yards) would be treated by thermal
desorption. The remaining 31,800 cubic yards of sediment would be
disposed of on~-site without prior treatment. The 10 ppm and 25 ppm
PCB treatment levels evaluated represent levels which EPA generally
considers acceptable for on-site disposal in an industrial area (see
discussion on page 12). Per the EPA PCB Guidance, material with PCB
concentrations in the 10 - 25 ppm range may generally be disposed of
on an industrial facility with minimal long-term management.

Prior to dredging, silt curtains would be installed to minimize
transport of contaminated sediment which may be suspended during the
dredging process. Hydraulic dredges would be used to remove
sediments. Oversized materials would be screened from the dredged
sediments as the sediments are offloaded into scows and transported
to the shoreline. Sediments would then be decanted, dewatered, and,
for those sediments with PCB concentrations above the treatment
level, treated on-site by thermal desorption. Condensed
contaminants recovered during treatment would then be sent to an
off-site 1location for incineration at a permitted commercial
incinerator. '

Based on the results of treatability testing, treated sediments
would have PCB concentrations below 10 ppm. Treated and untreated
sediments would be tested to ensure that they cannot be classified
as a RCRA hazardous waste using the RCRA TCLP test. Treated
sediments, along with untreated dewatered sediments, would be
disposed of on-site in the Black Mud Pond and capped in conformance
with the requirements o6f the January 22, 1992 New York State Record
of Decision for the state lead Reynolds Metals Site.

Water removed from the sediments would be treated using methods
including flocculation and chemical precipitation to remove solids,
and sand bed filtration and activated carbon adsorption. All water
that is removed from sediments or generated during the treatment
process would be discharged to the St. Lawrence River in compliance
with substantive SPDES requirements.

The major ARARs associated with this alternative include the
applicable federal TSCA and the relevant and appropriate federal and
State RCRA regulations which govern the disposal and monitoring of
the sediments. In addition, air emissions from the thermal
desorption process would be monitored to ensure compliance with
federal Clean Air Act regulations and New York State air quality
standards and air emissions regulations. Discharges to the St.
Lawrence River would be subject to applicable substantive SPDES
regulations.

Because this alternative would result in contaminants femaining on-
site above health-based levels, CERCLA regquires that the Site be
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reviewed at least once every five years. If justified by the five
year review, remedial actions may be implemented to remove or treat
the wastes.

Alternative I: Sediment Removal/Partiall Thermal
Desorption/Landfilling .

Alternative I(A) - 500 ppm treatment level
Capital Cost: $ 35.3 million

O&M Cost: $ 28,000/year

Present Worth Cost: $ 35.8 million
Construction Time: 4 years

Alternative I(B) - 50 ppm treatment level
Capital Cost: $ 37.4 million

O&M Cost: $ 28,000/year

Present Worth Cost: $ 37.9 million
Construction Time: 4 years

This alternative is very similar to Alternative G above. However,
under this alternative, only the most highly contaminated sediments
would be treated by thermal desorption. As in Alternatives F and G,
this alternative involves dredging sediments which are above
Reynolds Study Area cleanup levels (approximately 51,500 cubic
yards) from the St. Lawrence River adjacent to the RMC facility.
- The dredged sediment would then be pretreated to remove water and
sediment with PCB concentrations above the treatment level would be
treated by thermal desorption to remove organic contaminants.
Treated sediment and untreated sediment would then be disposed of
on-site.

Under this alternative, EPA has evaluated two different treatment
levels. Under Alternative I(A), only those sediments with PCB
concentrations above 500 ppm (approximately 2,300 cubic yards) would
be treated by thermal desorption. The remaining 49,200 cubic yards
of sediment with PCB concentrations below 500 ppm would be disposed
of in an on-site 1landfill without prior treatment. Under
Alternative I(B), only those sediments with PCB concentrations above
50 ppm (approximately 11,300 cubic. yards) would be treated by
thermal desorption. The remaining 39,700 cubic yards of sediment
would be disposed of on-site without prior treatment. The 500 ppm
and 50 ppm PCB treatment levels evaluated represent levels which EPA
generally considers acceptable for on-site disposal in an industrial
area (see discussion on page 12). Per the EPA PCB Guidance,
material with PCB concentrations in the 50 - 500 ppm range may
generally be disposed of on an industrial facility in an engineered
containment system. .

Prior to dredging, silt curtains would be installed to minimize
transport of contaminated sediment which may be suspended during the
dredging process. Hydraulic dredges would be used to remove
sediments. Oversized materials would be screened from the dredged
sediments as the sediments are offloaded into scows and transported
to the shoreline. Sediments would then be decanted, dewatered, and,
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for those sediments with PCB concentrations above the treatment
level, treated on-site by thermal desorption. Condensed
contaminants recovered during treatment would then be sent to an
off-site location for incineration at a permitted commercial
incinerator.

Based on the results of treatability testing, treated sediments
would have PCB concentrations below 10 ppm. Treated and untreated
sediments would be placed, along with the previously screened
oversized debris and untreated sediments, into an on-site landfill.

Water removed from the sediments would be treated using methods
including flocculation and chemical precipitation to remove solids,
and sand bed filtration and activated carbon adsorption. All water
that is removed from sediments or generated during the treatment
process would be discharged to the St. Lawrence River in compliance
with substantive SPDES requirements.

The major ARARs associated with this alternative include the
applicable federal TSCA and the relevant and appropriate federal and
State RCRA regulations which govern the construction, closure, and
monitoring of the on-site landfill. In addition, air emissions from
the thermal  desorption process would be monitored to ensure
compliance with federal Clean Air Act regulations and New York State
air quality standards and air emissions regulations. Discharges to

‘the St. Lawrence River would. be subject to applicable substantive

SPDES regulations.

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-
site above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Site be
reviewed at least once every five years. If justified by the five
year review, remedial actions may be implemented to remove or treat
the wastes.

Alternative J: Partial Sediment Removal/Thermal Desorption/On-site
Disposal in the Black Mud Pond or Landfilling/In-Situ Capping

Capital Cost: $ 17.1 million (with Black Mud Pond disposal)
$ 19.6 million (with landfill construction)
O&M Cost: $ 28,000/year
Present Worth Cost: $ 17.6 million (with Black Mud Pond disposal)
$ 23.2 million (with landfill construction)
Construction Time: 3 years

This alternative includes dredging approximately 2,300 cubic yards
of contaminated sediment with PCB concentrations above 500 ppm from
the St. Lawrence River adjacent to the RMC facility. The dredged
sediment would then be pretreated to remove water and treated by
thermal desorption to remove organic contaminants. Treated sediment
would then be disposed of on-site. The remaining 49,200 cubic yards
of contaminated sediment would be left in place and covered in the
river with a multilayer cap.
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Prior to dredging, silt curtains would be installed to minimize
transport of contaminated sediment which may be resuspended during
the dredging process. Hydraulic dredges would be used to remove
sediments. Oversized materials would be screened from the dredged
sediments as the sediments are offloaded into scows and transported
to the shoreline. Sediments would then be decanted, dewatered, and
treated on-site by thermal desorption. Condensed contaminants
recovered during treatment would then be sent to an off-site
location for incineration at a permitted commercial incinerator.
Water removed from the sediments would be treated using methods
including flocculation and chemical precipitation to remove solids,
and sand bed filtration and activated carbon adsorption. All water
that is removed from sediments or generated during the treatment
process would be discharged to the St. Lawrence River in compliance
- with substantive SPDES requirements.

Based on the results of treatability testing, treated sediments
would have PCB concentrations below 10 ppm. The treated sediments
would be tested using the RCRA TCLP test to determine if they are a
RCRA hazardous waste. EPA has tested the sediments and does not
expect that the treated sediments will be a RCRA hazardous waste.
If the treated sediments are not a RCRA hazardous waste, they will
be disposed of on-site in the Black Mud Pond along with the
previously screened debris. If the treated sediments are found to
be a RCRA hazardous waste, they will either be treated to render
them non-hazardous or they will be disposed, along with the
previously screened oversized debris, in an engineered on-site
landfill. Therefore, the costs of this alternative may vary,
depending on whether construction of an engineered landfill is
necessary.

As in Alternative B, the remaining 49,200 cubic yards of sediment
would be left in place and a multilayer cap consisting of fine-
grained clean sand and a woven geotextile fabric would be placed
over the sediments. 'The capping system design, construction, and
monitoring would be identical to that described in Alternative B.
This alternative also provides for periodic maintenance of the cover
and posting warning signs and restricting access from both on and
offshore.

The major ARARs associated with this alternative include the
applicable federal TSCA and the relevant and appropriate federal and
State RCRA regulations which govern the construction, closure, and
monitoring of the on-site landfill. 1In addition, air emissions from
the thermal desorption process would be monitored to ensure
compliance with federal Clean Air Act regqulations and New York State
air quality standards and air emissions regulations. Discharges to
the St. Lawrence River would be subject to applicable substantive
SPDES regulations. ‘ »

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-

site above health-based levels, CERCLA requires that the Site be
reviewed at least once every five years. If justified by the five -
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year review, remedial actions may be implemented to remove or treat
the wastes.

- VIITI. Summary of Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

In accordance with the National Contingency Plan (NCP), a detailed
analysis of each alternative was performed. The purpose of the
detailed analysis was to objectively assess the alternatives with
respect to nine evaluation criteria that encompass statutory
requirements and include other gauges of the overall feasibility and
acceptability of remedial alternatives. The analysis was comprised
of an -individual assessment of the alternatives against each
criterion and a comparative analysis designed to determine the
relative performance of the alternatives and identify major trade-
offs, that is, relative advantages and disadvantages, among them.

The nine evaluation criteria against which the alternatives were
evaluated are as follows:

Threshold Criteria - The first two criteria must be satisfied in
order for an alternative to be eligible for selection.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
addresses whether a remedy provides adequate protection
and describes how risks posed through each pathway are
eliminated, reduced, or controlled through treatment,
engineering controls, or institutional controls.

2. Compliance with Applicable, or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARS) is used to determine whether each
alternative will meet all of its federal and state ARARs.
When an ARAR is not met, the detailed analysis should
discuss whether one of the six statutory waivers is
appropriate.

Primary Balancing Criteria = The next five "primary balancing
criteria® are to be used to weigh major trade-offs among the
different hazardous waste management strategies.

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence focuses on any
residual risk remaining at the Site after the completion
of the . remedial action. This analysis includes
consideration of the degree of threat posed by the
hazardous substances remaining at the Site and the
adequacy of any controls (for example, engineering and
institutional) used to manage the hazardous substances
remaining at the Site.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through

Treatment is the anticipated performance of the treatment
technologies a particular remedy may employ.
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5. Short-term Effectiveness addresses the effects of the
alternative during the construction and implementation
phase until the remedial response objectives are met.

6. Implementability addresses the technical and
administrative feasibility of 1mp1ement1ng an alternative
and the availability of various services and materials
required during its implementation.

7. Cost includes estimated capital, and operation and
maintenance costs, both translated to a present worth
basis. The detailed analysis evaluates and compares the
cost of the respective alternatives, but draws no
conclusions as to the cost effectiveness of the
alternatives. Cost effectiveness is determined in the
remedy selection phase, when cost is considered along with
the other balancing criteria.

Modifving Criteria - The final two criteria are regarded as
"modifying criteria," and are to be taken into account after the
above criteria have been evaluated. They are generally to be

focused upon after public comment is received.

8. State Acceptance reflects the statutory requirement to
provide for substantial and meaningful State and Tribal
involvenent.

9. Community Acceptance refers to the St. Regis Mohawk
Tribe's and the community's comments on the remedial
alternatives under consideration, along with the Proposed

Plan. Comments received during the public comment period,
and the EPA's responses to those comments, are summarized
in the Responsiveness Summary which is attached to this
ROD.

The following is a summary of the comparison of each alternative's
strengths and weaknesses with respect to the nine evaluation
crlterla.

0vgra11 Protection of Human Health and the Env1ronment

With- the exception of Alternatlve A, no action, each of the
alternatives, if properly implemented, operated, and maintained,
protects human health and the environment. Although the
alternatives differ in the degree of protection they afford, all
reduce excess carcinogenic health risks to humans to levels w1th1n
the acceptable EPA range of 10% to 10%. Each of the alternatives
also differs in how they provide protection, either through
treatment of contaminated sediments, containment of sediments, or a
~combination of both.

Since Alternative A, the no action alternative, is not protective,
it will not be considered in the remainder of this analysis.
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Compliance with ARARs

All action alternatives comply with ARARs. As noted in the section
above, the major federal and State ARARs include portions of TSCA
and RCRA and State solid and hazardous waste disposal regulatlons
In addition, State SPDES provisions and federal Clean Air Act
regulations are also ARARs for several of the alternatives. There
are no chemical-specific ARARs for sediments.

Any thermal desorber will involve the release of an air stream from
which PCBs have been removed. Such an air stream must represent an
acceptable risk for PCBs and products of incomplete combustion, if
any combustion occurs in the thermal desorption process. Evaluation
of risk and of the TScA requlrements for a 99.9999% mass emissions
factor will be included in determlnlng the operation of the thermal
desorber. In addition, emissions from the desorber must meet
federal and State ARARs.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanehce

In general, the containment and capping alternatives (Alternatives
B and D) provide a lesser degree of permanence in remediating
contamination than treatment alternatives (Alternatives E, F, G, I,

and J) which destroy contamination. Alternative B whlch allows
contamination to remain in the river system is less permanent than
Alternative D. Alternatives E and F, which include treatment of all
contaminated sediment, best meet this criterion. The mixed
treatment/containment alternatives (Alternatives G, I, and J)
provide a higher degree of permanence than the containment
alternatives (Alternatlves B and D) through permanent destruction of
contaminants in highly contaminated sediments.

of the alternatives which include treatment of contaminated
sediments (Alternatives E, F, G, I, and J), long-term effectiveness
varies depending on the extent to which contaminants are permanently
destroyed. Accordingly, Alternatives E and F which include
treatment and destruction of contaminants in all dredged sediments
are more effective than Alternatives G, I, and J which include
partial treatment of contaminants in dredged sediments. Similarly,
Alternative G which includes treatment of sediments with PCB
concentrations above 25 ppm (Alternative G(A)) or 10 ppm
(Alternative G(B)) is more effective than Alternatives I and J which
include treatment of sediments with PCB concentrations above 500 ppm
(Alternative I(A) and Alternative J) or 50 ppm (Alternative I(B)).

The proper implementation of all alternatlves would result in
acceptable residual cancer risks and noncarcinogenic effects, i.e.,
cancer risks between 10* and 10% and hazard indices below 1.
However, the effectiveness of certaln alternatives is dependent on
specific technical constraints. For example, the 1long-term
effectiveness of Alternative B (in-situ- capping) depends on the
success of efforts to accurately place the sediment cap and to
repair or replace the cap if monitoring indicates that it is failing
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to adequately isolate the sediments. Similarly, the effectiveness
of Alternatives D, E, F, G, and I will depend on whether it is
technically possible to dredge contaminated sediments completely
such that all sediment cleanup levels are met.

Alternatives B and J, which include in-situ capping, would require
the greatest degree of 1long-term monitoring and operation and
maintenance. This is because, contrary to the other alternatives
where contaminated sediments are removed from the river system, the
contaminated ‘sediments would be left in-place in the river system
under Alternatives B and J. Monitoring and maintenance of contained
underwater sediments is technically more difficult than monitoring
treated or untreated sediments which are placed in an upland
landfill. Because the sediments are submerged, the contained
underwater sediments would require periodic inspections by divers.
In addition, several rounds of sampling might be required to detect
underwater containment cell leakage, since any leaking contamination
would be diluted. Further, if underwater monitoring revealed that
cap repairs were necessary, such repairs could 1likely only be
undertaken in late spring or in summer.

In addition, the operation and maintenance requirements for
Alternatives B and J pose the greatest uncertainties and technical
difficulties. For example, the risk to human health and the
environment is dgreatest if Alternatives B and J fail since
contaminated sediments would reenter the river system and be
available to contaminate fish and wildlife. Sediments contained in
a landfill are more secure since a leak in the landfill cap or liner
does not automatically result in sediments reentering the river
system and contaminating fish and wildlife.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume thrpugh Treatment

In general, all of the alternatives which include dredging and
treatment best meet this criterion. Alternatives E and F, which
include treatment of all 51,500 cubic yards of -contaminated
sediments with PCB concentrations above 1 ppm, would result in the
greatest reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume of all the
alternatives. Alternative G which includes treatment of sediments
with PCB concentrations above 25 ppm (Alternative G(A)) or 10 ppm
(Alternative G(B)) is more effective in reducing contaminant
toxicity, mobility, and volume than Alternatives I and J which
includes treatment of sediments with PCB concentrations above 500
ppm (Alternative I(A) and Alternative J) or 50 ppm (Alternative
I(B)). .

Although capping and containment alternatives (Alternatives B and D)
would reduce the mobility of contaminated material in sediment, no
treatment would be performed. Incineration or thermal desorption of
sediments (as in Alternatives E, F, G, I, and J) would reduce the
mobility, toxicity, and volume of the contaminated material.
Incineration produces an ash which must be disposed. Thermal
desorption would produce a toxic extract which would be shipped off-
site for incineration. Both thermal desorption and incineration

=285=
500592



would result in the production of treated sediment residuals or ash
which EPA does not anticipate will be hazardous.

Short-Term Effectiveness

In general, effective alternatives which can be implemented quickly
with little risk to human health and the environment are favored
under this criterion. Of the action alternatives evaluateqd,

Alternative B (in-situ capping) would have the fewest short- term
effects because sediment suspension would be minimized. Sediment
suspension is a concern because any suspended contaminated sediment
could redeposit in downstream areas. Alternatives which involve
sediment dredging (Alternatives D, E, F, G, I, and J) include the
use of extensive controls such as 511t curtalns to mlnlmlze sediment
suspension and deposition in the River.

Sediment treatment alternatives (Alternatives E, F, G, I, and J)
would reduce the potential for direct contact with contaminated
sediment by permanently removing the source of contamination.
Community and worker exposure would be minimized by the use of
construction methods that minimize air emissions from treatment
processes; also, protective equipment that minimizes workers'
contact with the contaminated materials would be utilized. Air
gquality would be monitored during remediation.

Completion of remedial design for any selected remedy would take up
to two years. The time required to implement each alternative is:
3 years for Alternative B; 4 years for Alternatives D, E, F, G, and
I; and 3 years for Alternative J.

Implementability

- All of the alternatives are implementable from an engineering
standpoint. However, there are some inherent difficulties which
make some alternatives more difficult to implement than others.

While the technology associated with Alternatives B and J (in-situ
capping) has been generally used in lakes and harbors, the technical
feasibility of ensuring the integrity of the cap, given the currents
in the area adjacent to the RMC facility, remains gquestionable. If
the integrity of the cap cannot be maintained in the future,
additional cleanup activities, such as sediment dredging, would be
required. In addition, because sediments would remain underwater,
it may be technically difficult to monitor the effectiveness of -the
cap. If a cap failure went undetected, fish and wildlife would
again be exposed to PCBs and other contaminants.

The greatest potential technical difficulty associated with the
sediment removal alternatives (Alternatives D, E, F, G, I, and J) is
the technical feasibility of dredging sedlments sufflc;ently to.
-achieve the cleanup goals for the Site. With the exception of the -
G.M. Site, to date, no environmental dredging program has had as its
goal the removal of sediments to levels of 1 ppm PCBs. If dredging
cannot achieve the 1 ppm PCB level, additional.cleanup activities,
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which could include sediment containment, would be required. For
example, Alternative J includes a combination of dredging to remove
some ‘highly contaminated sediment and containment of the remaining
sediment which is not dredged. -

Incineration, a component of Alternative E, is the most proven and
widely available technology for treating many contaminants.
However, test burns would be required prior to implementation of
incineration. - Thermal desorption processes, included in
Alternatives F, G, I, and J, while not as widely applied as
incineration, have been used in full-scale sediment remediation.
Landfilling is also a widely used, easily implementable, relatively
easily monitored technology. Coordination with several agencies,
including the St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation and the
U.S. Corps of Engineers would be required prior to implementation of
any alternative.

Cost

The costs associated with each alternative are presented in the
descriptions of the alternatives given above. These costs are
estimates and may change as a result of modifications made during
design and/or construction.

The least expensive action alternative is Alternative B with a
present worth cost of $ 16.6 million. Alternative J is the next
least expensive with present worth costs ranging from $ 17.6 million
to $ 23.2 million. Alternatives D, G and I have present worth costs
which range from $ 33.9 million to $ 37.9 million. Alternative F
has present worth costs which range from $ 44.2 million to $ 46.7
million. Alternative E is the most expensive alternative with
present worth costs ranging from $ 53.3 million to $ 55.8 million.

State Acceptance

The NYSDEC strongly suppports the proposed dredging of contaminated -
sediments from the river, agrees with EPA's cleanup levels for the
Site, and agrees with and supports the concept of using the Black
Mud Pond for the disposal of untreated sediments and treatment
"residuals. However, while the NYSDEC agrees with the cleanup
numbers for the Site, they do not agree with the process by. which
they were obtained. In addition, the NYSDEC would encourage the use
of lower treatment levels if it could be demonstrated that doing so
would not add unreasonable costs to the project.

Community Acceptance

Comments from the community submitted during the public comment
period indicate that the community has varying opinions regarding
remediation of the Reynolds Study Area. The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe
expressed a desire for a cleanup plan which takes the contaminants
out of the river system and permanently disposes of them. They
prefer a 0.1 ppm PCB cleanup level for contaminated sediments and
called for additional sampling in the Ragquette River.
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Comments received from the general public indicated that a majority
supported Alternative G(B) with one modification: that sediments and
treated residuals be disposed in an engineered landfill, rather than
disposed of on-site with a soil cover. Comments from the Canadian
government indicated that they believed a pilot-scale dredging study
was essential prior to full-scale remedy implementation and
requested that EPA consider additional containment measures other
than a soil cover for sediments. However, comments received from
area industries, including Reynolds, General Motors, and ALCOA, and
from the Massena Industrial Development Corporation supported the
increased use of in-place containment of sediments as part of EPA's
selected remedy and guestioned whether a 1 ppm PCB cleanup level is
technically achievable. Comments are responded to in detail in the
Responsiveness Summary which is an appendix to this document.

IX. Selected Remedy

Based upon an evaluation of the various alternatives and comments
received from the public, EPA has selected Alternative G(4),
Sediment Removal/Partial Thermal Desorption/Disposal in the Black
Mud Pond for remediation of the Reynolds Study Area Site. The major

‘components of the selected remedy include:

. Dredging/Excavation of Contaminated Sediments

Sediments in the St. Lawrence River with PCB levels above 1 ppm, PAH
levels above 10 ppm, and TDBF levels above 1 ppb will be dredged
and/or excavated. The approximate area to be dredged is shown in
Figure 11. EPA estimates that approximately 51,500 cubic yards of
sediment will be removed from the Reynolds Study Area though the
actual volume of sediment which exceeds the above criteria may prove
to exceed or be less than that amount. All contaminated sediments
in the area to be dredged will be removed given the technological
limitations associated with dredging. In selecting the 1 ppm
cleanup goal, EPA has balanced its desire for a very low cleanup
level which will minimize residual risk with the constraints posed
by dredging as a means of removing sediment from a riverine
environment.

Prior to dredging, additional sediment and surface water sampling
will be conducted to better delineate the extent of the area to be
dredged and to serve as baseline monitoring data. The area to be
sampled will include the upriver portion of the Reynolds Study Area
and the area near the mouth of the Grasse River. Bathymetry in the
Reynolds Study Area will be refined and remapped. In addition,
areas of dense vegetation and any areas containing boulders or
debris will be identified and mapped. The initial dredging program
will be conducted in a manner which will identify site-specific
information and operating parameters such as dredging rates and
depths, sediment removal efficiencies, silt curtains and sheet
piling effectiveness, sediment dewatering methods, and sediment
suspension and settling characteristics. This information will be
evaluated and used as appropriate in modifying operating procedures
to improve the effectiveness of the removal program.
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Silt curtains and, if deemed necessary during design, sheet piling
will be installed on the river side of the areas to be dredged to
provide a stilling basin for dredging operations and to minimize
transport of contaminated sediment which may be resuspended during
the dredging process. Sediments will generally be removed using
hydraulic dredges but mechanical dredges may also be used when
appropriate. Sediments near the shoreline may also be excavated
using conventional excavation equipment. During dredging, sediments
and surface water will be monitored to ensure that downstream
transport of contaminated sediment is minimized. A contingency plan
will be developed which describes measures to control and/or
minimize the impacts of dredging. Measures to control the impacts
of dredglng could include, if approved by EPA, modification and/or
suspension of dredging activities° Oversized materials will be
screened from the dredged sediments as the sediments are transported
to the shoreline. Dredged/excavated areas will be restored to their
original grade either through the use of fill or, if determined to
be appropriate by EPA during design, through natural sedlment
deposition.:

. Partial Thermal Desorption of Sediments .

Removed sediments will then be decanted and dewatered. Those
sediments with PCB concentrations above 25 ppm (approximately 14,500
cubic yards) will then be treated on-site by thermal desorption.
Based on the results of treatability testing, treated sediments will
have . PCB concentrations below 10 ppm. Condensed contaminants
recovered during thermal desorption will be sent to an off-site
location for incineration at a permitted commercial incinerator.
Water removed from the sediments will be treated using methods
including flocculation and chemical precipitation to remove solids,
and sand bed filtration and activated carbon adsorption. All water
that is removed from sediments or generated during the treatment
process will be discharged to the St. Lawrence River in compliance
with substantive SPDES requirements.

Emissions from the thermal desorption system will be controlled
using venturi scrubbers and scrubber towers. Emissions will be
monitored to ensure compliance with federal and State air quality
and emissions requlrements. :

. Sediment On-site Disposal in the Black Mud Pond

Sediments will be tested using the RCRA TCLP to ensure that they
cannot be classified as RCRA hazardous waste. If they are RCRA
hazardous waste, additional treatment, such as solidification, may
be required to render them non-hazardous. Treated sediments, along
with approximately 37,000 cubic yards of untreated dewatered
sediments with PCB concentrations between 1 and 25 ppm, and rinsed
oversized material will be disposed of on-site in the Black Mud
Pond. The Black Mud Pond will be capped, in compliance with the
requirements of the New York State-Reynolds Consent Order, with a
multilayer cap and monitored and maintained to ensure the integrity
of the cap.
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Prior to remediation, a floodplains assessment will be performed and
a determination w111 be made as to the consistency of the remedial
action with the New York State Coastal Zone Management Program.
Some changes may be made to the remedy as a result of the remedial
design and construction processes. If the changes are 51gn1ficant

for purposes of Section 300.435(c)(2) of the National Contlngency
Plan, then EPA will follow the appropriate procedures set forth in
that regulatory provision. Monitoring of the St. Lawrence River
sediments, water, and biota will be performed prior to, during, and
after dredging operations.

The capital cost of the selected remedy is $ 34.8 million. Annual
operation and maintenance costs are $ 28,000/year. The total
present worth cost of the selected remedy is $ 35.1 million. A more
detailed breakdown of estimated costs associated with the selected
remedy is presented in Table 8.

X. Statutory Determinations

Protection of Human Health and the EnVironment

The selected remedy protects human health and the environment
through the removal of contaminated sediments from the river system
and the subsequent permanent treatment of highly contaminated
sediments. Treated sediments and untreated sediments with low level
contamination will be disposed of on-site. Cleaned oversized items
which cannot be treated will also be disposed of on-site. Following
implementation of the selected remedy, the excess cancer risk to
adults will be on the order of 10*, within the range considered
acceptable by EPA. In addition, following implementation, hazard
indices for non-carcinogens will be less than one.

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements

A list of ARARs for the selected remedy is presented in Table 9.
The selected remedy complies with these ARARSs.

TSCA is the primary federal law which regulates the disposal of
PCBs. A special allowance is made under 40 CFR §761.60(a) (5) (iii)
of the TSCA regulations for dredged material disposal. For the
reasons described in this document (see the discussions in Part VIII
entitled "Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence", "Reduction of
Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment®, and "Cost" and the
discussion in the following section), EPA believes that the remedy
selected herein is consistent with the TSCA requirements at 40 CFR
§761.60(a) (5) (iii).

Cost-Effectiveness

The selected remedy is cost-effective because it has been
demonstrated to provide overall effectiveness proportional to its
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costs. The present worth cost of the selected alternative,
Alternative G(A), which includes a 25 ppm treatment threshold, is

$ 35.1 million. The present worth cost of Alternative G(B), which
includes a 10 ppm treatment threshold, is $ 36.7 million. The
present worth cost of Alternative I(A), which incorporates a 500 ppm
treatment threshold, is $ 35.8 million. The present worth cost of
Alternative I(B), which incorporates a 50 ppm treatment threshold,
is $ 37.9 million. Thus, EPA has selected the least expensive
alternative which provides for permanent removal and treatment of
the majority of the principal threat posed by contaminated
sediments. 1In addition, a comparison of the costs of Alternatives
G(A), I(A), and I(B) demonstrates that it is more expensive to
construct a 1landfill for disposal of sediments with PCB
concentrations between 25 and 500 ppm than it is to treat such
sediments. Therefore, Alternative G(A) is more cost-effective than
Alternative I.

The use of thermal desorption, rather than incineration, minimizes
the cost of treatment. The 25 ppm treatment threshold results in
permanent treatment of the majority of the PCB mass within the
contaminated sediments and is consistent with EPA guidance and the
State's cleanup plans for the upland portion of the Reynolds
facility, while at the same time being less expensive than
Alternative G(B), which includes a treatment level of 10 ppm. EPA's
preference for use of the Black Mud Pond for disposal is also cost-
effective since it will minimize the amount of fill needed in this
area and it will consolidate material in one management area.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment
(or resource recovery) Technologies to the Maximum Extent
Practicable (MEP) A ’

The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. The selected remedy
represents the best balance of tradeoffs in terms of long-term
effectiveness and permanence, reduction in toxicity, mobility, or
volume through treatment, short-term effectiveness,
implementability, and cost while also considering the statutory
preference for treatment as a principal element and considering
State, Tribe, and community acceptance.

The selected remedy offers a higher degree of -permanence than in-
situ containment alternatives.. Because PCBs, PAHs, and TDBFs are
highly persistent in the environment, removal and treatment provide
. the most effective way of assuring long-term protection. In
addition, the treatment of the most highly contaminated sediments
combined with on-site containment of untreated sediments and
treatment residuals significantly reduces the total concentration of
PCBs in the material which must be managed over the long-term. The
use of thermal desorption combined with incineration of the
condensed extract from the thermal desorption process will reduce
the toxicity and mobility of contaminants. Although there are
short-term impacts associated with the selected remedy, these will
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be mitigated through the use of controls such as silt curtains and,
if necessary, sheet piles.

EPA realizes that the implementability of the selected remedy has
not been fully established. Therefore, the initial dredging program
will be conducted in a manner which will identify site-specific
information and operating parameters such as dredging rates and
depths, sediment removal efficiencies, silt curtains and sheet
piling effectiveness, sediment dewatering methods, and sediment
suspension and settling characteristics. This information will be
evaluated and used as appropriate in modifying operating procedures
to improve the effectiveness of the removal program. Among the
alternatives considered for the Site, the major tradeoffs that
provided the basis for EPA's remedy selection were the fact that the
selected remedy provides long-term effectiveness and permanence and
reduces the toxicity of the principal threat material at the lowest
cost while being consistent with the State's selected remedy for the
upland portion of the Reynolds facility.

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

By removing and treating the contaminated sediments with PCB
concentrations above 25 ppm, the selected remedy satisfies the
statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a
principal element. The selected remedy is consistent with Superfund
program expectations that indicate that highly toxic, persistent
wastes are a priority for treatment.

XI. Documentation of Significant Changes

After reviewing comments received from the New York State Department
of Environmental Conservation, EPA has determined that the Black Mud
Pond would be a suitable location for disposal of treatment
residuals and untreated sediment. Utilization of the Black Mud Pond
as a disposal area would consolidate contaminants in one management
unit while realizing cost savings due to eliminating construction,
maintenance, and monitoring of a new disposal cell and substantially
reducing the volume of £ill needed for the Black Mud Pond before

capping.

Originally, EPA, in its Proposed Plan, preferred Alternative G(B),
sediment removal/partial thermal desorption/disposal with soil cover
which incorporated a 10 ppm PCB treatment level. However, EPA has
determined that a 25 ppm PCB treatment level is consistent with New
York State's plans for remediating on-site contamination and that
this change will lower remedial costs. However, although the
treatment level is consistent, the process by which the number was
obtained is not consistent with the State's process by which they
obtained their cleanup and treatment numbers for the on-site
contamination. This treatment level is consistent with EPA guidance
which recommends a 10 - 25 ppm soil cleanup level for industrial
sites as generally protective of human health and the environment.
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In addition, material with PCB concentrations below 25 ppm could be
placed in the Black Mud Pond since it would not contain
concentrations significantly above material currently found in the
Black Mud Pond. Accordingly, EPA has selected Alternative G(a),
which incorporates a 25 ppm PCB treatment level and disposal in the
Black Mud Pond, for remediation of the Reynolds Study Area
sediments.
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TABLE * 1. REYNOLDS METAL STUD

Contaminants

Y AREA: CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN

St Lawrence

Sediments

Raquette

St Lawrence

. Fish

Raquette

SEMIVOLATILES

Acepaphthene

Acenaphthylene

Asthracene

Benzo(a)anthraceze

Benzofa)pyrene

Benzo(b)fluoranthene

Benzo(h)fluorantheoe

Benzo(g.h.ilperylene

Chrysene

Dibenzolahianthracene

Dibenzofurans

Fluoranthene

Fluorene

Phepanthrene

Pyrene

CDD</CDFs

I R R R R LA L R LR L R L R L R L L R LA A

METALS

Aluminum

Fluoride

Lead

Cyagide

Mercury

e B B R

o X | % | |x

b

PESTICIDES/PCBs®

Aroclor 1016

Arocior 1221

Aroclor 1248

Aroclor 254

Aroclor 1260

LTl BBl Balll Kol Ko

Dieldrin

DDE

I R B R

*Risk Assessment evaluates total PCBs.
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I TABLE 2 "EXPOSURE PATHWAY: INGESTION OF FISH BY MOHAWK NATION RESIDENTS FOR
PRESENT AND FUTURE SCENARIOS

—

© e -

Variable Range Midpoint Reference
]
.‘ Recepror Population Mobawk Nation
i Residents
: Bodv Weight (kg)
. Resident - - Per EPA guidance EPA, 1989d
EPA, 1989a
Duration of Exposure (Years) :
Resident 1-70 35 Based on known Jock, 1991
residence time of
Mobawk Nation
members
Exposure Frequency (Davs/Year) 1-365 183 © Value used is specified EPA, 199]a
in suppiemental EPA
guidance
Ingestion Rate (g/Day) : ’
Resident - - Per EPA guidance EPA, 1989a
) Averaging Time (Days) : Range, midpoint and EPA, 1989a
. noncarcinogenic 365 - 25550 12775 " value used are based on
carcinogenic exposure duration for

noncarcinogens and
lifetime for carcinogens

_- e

EPA, 19892 Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume I, EPA 540/1-89/002. Office of Emergency and Remedial
Response. December 1989,

EPA, 1989d. Exposure Factors Handbook, EPA 600/8/-89/043. Exposure Assessment Group, Office of Health and
Environmental Assessment. 1989,

EPA, 19912 Human Health Evaluation Manual, Supplemental Guidance: "Standard Default Exposure Factors™. OSWER
Directive 9285.6-03. March 25, 1991.. ,

Jock, 1991. St. Regis Mobawk Tribe Environmental Program, Personal communication witb Naida Gavrelis, TRC
Environmental Corporation. '
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TABLE .3

EXPOSURE PATHWAY: DERMAL CONTACT WITH RIVER SEDIMENTS BY LOCAL

RESIDENTS AND FISHERMEN FOR PRESENT AND FUTURE SCENARIOS

Variable Range Midpoint

Rationale . Reference

Receptor Population

Local Residents

Body Weight (Kg)

As specified in supplemental EPA, 1991a

guidance

Based on known residence time Jock, 1991

Small Child (Age 1-6) - .
Adult _ - -
Duration of Exposure (Years)

Small Child ' 1-6 3
AdultFisherman 1-70 35
Exposure Freguency (Days/Year)

Small Child ‘ 1-365 183
Adult 1-365 183
Fisherman 1- 365 183

of Mohawk Nation members

Assume child spends 5 d/wk
outdoors during summer and 3
d/wk during spring and fal! (39
weeks total) :

Assume adult spends 2 d/wk
outdoors during spring,
summer, and fall (39 weeks

total)
Assumes fishing occurs daily  Jock, 1992
year round. EPA, 1991a

Skin Surface Area Coruacred

(sg.cm)

Small Child

Arms - -
Hands . - -
Legs - -
Feet _ - -
Total Area of These Limbs - -

AdultFisherman

Arms - -
Hands - -
Total Area of These Limbs - -

50th percentile values; assume  EPA, 19892
ave, is represented by values EPA, 1989d
for ages 34

EPA, 19892
EPA, 1989d

Values used are presented in
RAGS, except for feet (EFH)

Soil Skin Adherence Factor
(mg/sq. cm) 02-10 0.6

Value used is midpoint of EPA, 1992b

range
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TABLE 3 EXPOSURE PATHWAY: DERMAL CONTACT WITH RIVER SEDIMENTS BY LOCAL
RESIDENTS AND FISHERMEN FOR PRESENT AND FUTURE SCENARIOS (continued)

Variable Range Midpoint Rationale Reference

Absorption Factor (Percem)> o
PCBs (Aroclor 1254) 0.006 - 0.06 0.03

Value used is midpoint of EPA, 1992b
CDDI/CDFs 0.001 - 0.03 0.02 range given by EPA
Averaging Time (Days) ‘
Small Child
noncarcinogenic 365 - 2190 1095 Range, midpoint, and value  EPA, 198%a
carcinogenic used are based on exposure

duration for noncarcinogens
and lifetime for carcinogens

AdulvFisherman
noncarcinogens 365 - 25550 12775
carcinogens :

—_— — T ——
— — — e —— ——————— e ——

EPA, 198%9a Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume I, EPA 540/1-89/002. Office of Emergency and Remedial
Response. December 1989.

EPA, 1989d. Exposure Factors Handbook, EPA 600/8-89/043. Exposure Assessment Group, Office of Health and
Environmental Assessment. 1989, ,

EPA, 1991a. Human Health Evaluation Manual, Supplemental Guidance: "Standard Default Exposure Factors”. OSWER

Directive 9285.6-03. March 25, 1991.

EPA, 1992b. Dermal Exposure Assessment: Principles and Applications. Interim Report, EPA/600/8-91/011B. Office of

Research and Development. January 1992.
Jock, 1991 and 1992. St. Regis Mohawk Tribe Envmnmcnta] Programs. Personal communication with Naida Gavrelis and

Scott Heim, TRC Environmental Corporation.
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TABLE 4

EXPOSURE PATHWAY: INGESTION OF SEDIMENTS FROM THE RIVER BANKS BY

LOCAL RESIDENTS AND FISHERMEN FOR PRESENT AND FUTURE SCENARIOS

Variable Range Midpoint Reference
-Receplor Population
Body Weight (kg) :
Small Child (Age 1-6) .. - As specified in supplemental EPA, 1991a
Adult ) . - guidance
Duration of Exposure '
(Years) '
Small Child 1-6 3 Total duration equals 70 year EPA, 1991a
AdultvFisherman 1-70 35 residence time
Exposure Frequency
(Davs/Year) .
Small Child 1-365 183 Assumes 5 d/wk outdoors during
: summer and 3 d/wk during
spring and fall (39 weeks total)
Adult 1-365 183 Assume 2 d/wk outdoors during
spring, summer, and fall (39
weeks total)
Fisherman I-365 183 Assumes fishing occurs daily Jock, 1992
year round EPA, 19]a
Ingestion Rate (mg/Day)
Child - - Value used is specified in RAGS EPA, 1989a
Adult - -
Fraction Ingested from
Coruaminated Source
(Unitless) - - Assume that all soil contacted is  EPA, 1989a
contaminated
Averaging Time (Days)
Child ) _
noncarcinogens 365 - 2190 1095 Range, midpoint, and value used EPA, 1989a
carcinogens are based on exposure duration
for noncarcinogens and lifetime
AdultFisherman ' for carcinogens
noncarcinogens 365 - 25550 12775 1 23360
carcinogens
v

EPA, 1989a. Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume I, EPA 540/1-89/002. Office of Emergency and Remedial

Response. December 1989.

EPA, 19912 Human Health Evaluation Manual, Supplemema.! Guidance: "Standard Default Exposure Factors*. OSWER

Directive 9285.6-03. March 25, 1991.

Jock, 1992. St. Regis Mobawk Tribe Environmental Programs. Personal Communication with Scott Heim, TRC Enviroumenta!

Corporation.
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TABLE 5

TOXICITY VALUES FOR THE REYNOLDS SITE CONTAMINANTS

CARCINOGENIC CHRONIC
Weight Oral Slope Chronic
of Evidence Factor Oral RfD
Chemical Classification | (mg/kg/day)-1 (mg/kg/day)
Acenaphtbene .- a 6.00E02 | a
Acenaphtbylene D a
Anthracene D a 3.00E-01 | a
Benzo(a)anthracene B2 a 730E01 | d
Benzo(a)pyrene B2 a 7.30E+00 | a
Benzo(b)fluoranthene B2 a 7.30E-01 | d
Benzo(g.h.i)perylene D a
Benzo(k)luoranthene B2 a 7.30E-01 | d
Chrysene B2 a 7.30E02 | d
Dibenzofuran D . a 4.00E03 | ¢
Dibenz(a.b)anthracene B2 a 7.30E+00 | d
Fluoranthene D a 400E-02 | a
Fluorene D a 400E-02 | a
2.3,7.8-Heptachlorodibenzodioxin B2 b " 1L60E+03 { e |
2.3,7,8-Heptachlorodibenzofuran B2 b 1.60E+03 | e
2.3,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzodioxin B2 b 1.60E+04 | e
2,3,7,8-Hexachlorodibenzofuran B2 b 1.60E+04 | e
Octochlorodibenzodioxin B2 b 1.60E+Q2 | e
Octochlorodibenzofuran B2 b 1.60E+02 | e
2,3,7.8-Pentachlorodibenzodioxin B2 b 800E+04 | e
1.2,3,7,8-Pentachlorodibenzofuran B2 b 800E+03 | e
2,3,4,7.8-Pentachblorodibenzofuran B2 b 8.00E+04 | e
Phenanthrene - D a
Pyrene D a 3.00E-02 {a
2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzodioxin B2 |b 1.60E+05 | b
2.3,7.8-Tetrachlarodibenzofur: ~ ) B2 ) »..b... 1.60E+04 [ e
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TABLE .5 (CONTINUED)

CARCINOGENIC CHRONIC
Weight Oral Slope Chronic
of Evidence Factor . Oral RfD
Chemical Classification | (mg/kg/day)-1 (mg/kg/day)
Aroclor - 1260 B2 a 7.70E+00 | a
Aroclor - 1016 : . ’ 7JO00E-051% ¢
.Aluminum D d 1.00E+00 | ¢
Cyvanide D a 200E-02 | a
Fluoride - a 600E-02 | a
Lead B2 a
Mercury D a 300E04 | b
a. U.S. EPA, Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), September 1, 1992.
b. U.S. EPA, Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST), FY 1992.
c. Interim value from ECAOQ (see text for specific references).
d. Oral slope factor for B(a)P used for PAHs classified as B2 carcinogens with the following TEFs applied:
Benzo(a)anthracene 0.1
Benzo(a)fluoranthene 0.1
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.1
Chrysene 0.0l
Dibenz(a.h)anthracene 1.0
e. Oral slope factor for 2.3,7,8-TCDD was used for other chlorinated dioxins/dibenzofurans with the
following TEFs (EPA, 1989¢) applied:
2.3,7,8-PeCDDs 0.5
2.3,7,8-HxCDDs 0.1
2.3,7,8-HpCDDs 0.0l
OCDDs 0.001
2,3,7,8-TCDFs 0.1
2.3,7,8-PeCDFs 05
1,2.3,7,8-PeCDFs 0.05
2.3,7,8-HxCDFs 0.1
2.3,7.8-HpCDFs 0.01

OCDFs 0.001]
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TABLE . 6.. SUMMARY OF CARCINOGENIC RISK ESTIMATED FOR THE
0 - REYNOLDS SITE

Scenario v Receptor Present/Future Total Risk

FISH INGESTION

St. Lawrence River at RMC Resident P/F 4x107%*
St. Lawrence River - RMC Vicinity Resident ~ P/F | 6x102*
Raquette River Resident P/F 4x102*
SEDIMENT
Ingestion - St. Lawrence River Fisherman  P/F 6x10*
Dermal Contact - St. Lawrence River Fisherman P/F 3x107'*
Ingestion - Raquette River Fisherman P/F . N/A
.’ Ingestion - St. Lawrence River Re.sident P/F 3x107'*
Dermal Contact - St. Lawrence River Resident P/F 1x107*
Ingestion - Raquette River Resident P/F N/A

*Exceeds 107 risk’
N/A - Not applicable, no carcinogens de:ected
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TABLE . 7 SUMMARY OF NONCARCINOGENIC HAZARD INDICES (HI)
ESTIMATED FOR THE REYNOLDS SITE

Scenario Receptor Present/Future Total Risk
FISH INGESTION

St. Lawrence Ri\;cr at RMC Resident P/F 7x10*'*
St. Lawrence River - RMC Vicinity Resident P/F 1x10***
Ragquette River Resident P/F 7x10*1*
SEDIM'ENT

Ingestion - St. Lawrence River Fisherman P/F' 5x10%
Dermal Contact - St. Lawrence River Fisherman PF - 3x10%
Ingestion - Raquette River Fisherman P/F 2x10°?
Ingestion - St. Lawrence River ~ Resident P/F 2x10*!*
Dermal Contact - St. Lawrence River Resident P/F 9x10%*
Ingestion - Raquette River Resident -P/F 9x10*

*H] exceeds one (1)
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TABLE 8

SUMMARY OF COSTS OF SELECTED REMEDY

mponent d Rem

Sampling
Mobillzation/Demobnlzaﬂon
Site Preparation
Dredging/Dewatering/On-shore Loading
ATP Treatment
. DIRECT COSTS
INDIRECT COSTS (30% of direct costs)
SUBTOTAL |
CONTINGENCY (20% of subtotal)
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS OF REMEDY
O&M COSTS*
O&M 30 YEAR PRESENT WORTH**

TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COSTS OF REMEDY

* O&M begins after completion of construction.

b Based on an assumed discount rate of 5%.

-39~

Cost

| $ 200,000
$ 1,200,000
$ 2,100,000
$ 15,900,000 |
$ 2,900,000 -
$ 22,300,000
$ 6,700,000
$ 29,000,000
$ 5,800,000
$ 34.8 million
$ 28,000/year
-$ 250,000

$ 35.1 million
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TABLE 9

MAJOR APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS,
AMONG OTHERS, ASSOCIATED WITH THE SELECTED REMEDY

Chemical-Specific ARARs

Clean Air Act

- National Primary and Secondary Ambient Alr Quality Standards at 40 CFR Part 50
New York State Requirements

- Alr quality standards at 6 NYCRR Part 257

- Air emission regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 211

- Water quality regulations for surface waters and groundwaters at 6 NYCRB Parts 700 - 705

Action-Specific ARARSs

Toxic Substances Control Act

- PCB disposal requirements for disposal of dredged material generally found at 40 CFR
761.60(a)(5)

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

- Capping and monitoring requirements generally found at 40 CFR 264.303 and 264.310
- Groundwater monitoring requlremenfs at 40 CFR 264 Subpart F

- Generator requirements at 40 CFR 262

- Transporter requirements at 40 CFR 263

Clean Water Act

- Best avallable technology and monitoring requirements at 40 CFR 122.44

- Best management practices program at 40 CFR 125.100, 40 CFR 125.104, 40 CFR 136.1-
136.4

‘River and Harbors Act

- Dredging requirements at 33 CFR 320-330 -
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0 TABLE 9 (cont)

MAJOR APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS,
AMONG OTHERS, ASSOCIATED WITH THE SELECTED REMEDY

. New York State Requirements
- Solid waste management facility regulations at 6 NYCRR Part 360

- Final status standards for hazardous waste faclities at 6 NYCRR Part 373, including standards
for Incinerators at 373-3.15 and standards for thermal treatment at 373-3.16

- Implementation of National Permit Discharge Elimination System at 6 NYCRR 750-757
- Précess exhaust and/or ventilation system requirements at 6 NYCRR Part 212
Location-Specitic ARARs
o Executive Orders 11988 and 11990

- Floodplains rﬁanagement and protection of wetlands at 40 CFR 6.302 and 40 CFR 6,
Appendix A '

0 . Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
- Protection of endangered species and wildlife at 33 CFR Parts 320-330 and 40 CFR 6.302
. National Wildlife Historical Preservation-Act
- Preservation of historic properties at 36 CFR 65 and 36 CFR 800
o Endangered Species Act
- Protection of endangered species at 50 CFR 200, 50 CFR 402
e Clean Water Act

- Section 404 requirements for dredge spoll discharge at 40 CFR 230 and 33 CFR Parts 320-
330 '

L] Wild and Scenic Act
- Protection of recreational river at 40 CFR 6.302(e)

. Coastal Zone Manégerpent Act

. =4l
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¢ | TABLE 9 (cont.)

MAJOR APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS,
AMONG OTHERS, ASSOCIATED WITH THE SELECTED REMEDY

* New York State Requirements
- Endangered species requirements at 6 NYCRR 182
- Coastal zone ménagemem policies at 1 NYCRR Part 600
"To Be Considered® Requirements
. St. Regis Mohawk Tribe Requirements
- 0.1 ppm PCB sediment level
- 5 ng/m® PCB air level
. Clean Water Act interim sediment quality criterla
. New York State sediment quality crrterla

: 0 . Acceptable ambient levels of volatile organics in emissions from all sources in NYS Air Guide |
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APPENDIX 3

STATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE
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Now York State Department of Eavironmental @@ﬁsewa%d@n.
$0 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233

<7010 . P —

Thomas C, Jorling

SEP £ 7 1993 Commissioner

Ms. Kathleen €. Callahan

Acting Deputy Regional Administrater
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 11

26 Federal Plaza

New York, New York 10278

Dear Ms. Callahan:

The New York State Department of Envirenmental Conservation
has reviewed the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) Draft Record of Decision (ROD) f£or the Reynolds Study
Area for which Reynolds Metals is responsible for investigating

and remediating, pursuant te the September 1989 USEPA Unilateral
Administrative Order.,

We strongly support the proposed dredging of contaminated
sediments from the river and ean agree with USEPA’s cleanup
levels for this site. We also agree with and support the concept
of using the Black Mud Pond for the disposal of untreated
sediments and treatment residuvals

Regarding the document’s reference to the on-gite PCB
treatment levels required by the New ¥York State ROD, we believe
that it is inappropriate to state that the 25 parts per million
(ppm) level being considered by USEPA is consistent with that
level required by New York State. While the numbers are the
same, the processes follewed ¢o arrive at those values are not.
The 25 ppm PCB soil treatment level selected by New York State
was based on a cost analysis which compared projected remedial
costs to the mass of PCBs which would be treated through the use
of different treatment levels. USEPA does not appear to have
conducted an analysis similar ¢e the above. Therefore, the ROD
language should be duly medified. As ¢the Department has
previously indicated, we do not accept USEPA’s PCB Guidance
Document since it is inconsistent with eour approach to PCB
remediation and, as indicated in the document, the guidance is
optional for USEPA to follew. In aceordance with the State’s
approach, we recommend that USEPA xequire Reynolds Metals to
evaluate remedial design sampling results to determine the
feasibility of treating sediments with PCB econcentrations below
25 ppm. Based on the results of the evaluation, we would
encourage the use of lower treatment levels if it could be
demonstrated that doing seo would not add unreasonable costs to
the project.
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Ms. Kathleen C. Callahan Page 2

While the Department can agree with USEPA’s cleanup levels

for this site, we strongly encourage Reynolds Metals to eliminate

as nuch of the contamination as possible, while it is in the
process of remediating the environs of this site and to pursue

the lowest possible cleanup level that is feasible under existing
conditions. ,

The USEPA should ensure that pilot testing of the thermal
desorption unit is performed during remedial design to verify
that the emissions from the treatment unit are acceptable.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document.
. Sincerely,
Hill DeBarbleri

Deputy Commissioner :
Office of Environmental Remediation.
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APPENDIX 4

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
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02/18/93 Index Chronological Order ’ Page: 1
REYNOLDS METAL CO. Documents ’

Document Number: REY-001-0001 To 0084 . “ Dates / /

. Title: (Letter containing the Reynolds Metals site monthly reports for November 1989, - September
1990, November 1990, - May 1991, and July 1991, - June 1992)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 2.0.0.0.0 Removal Response
Author: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company
Lenney, Robert J.: Reynolds Alumimm/Reynolds Metal Company
Recipient: Cerson, Liss P.: US EPA
Vignic, Christine: US EPA

wcececmeceracacenane L L L L LT T S R e L eeecsesaccssrsrcsnnsssnmsencscontcnsnorans

Document Number: REY-001-0519 To 0526 . Parent: REY-001-0517 Date: / /
Title: Additional River Sampling Report Response to Comments

Type: OTHER
Category: 3.1.0.0.0 Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP)
Author: none: Woodward-Clyde Consul tants
Recipient: none: Reynolds Alumirum/Reynolds Metal Campany

- eemsece tecscvevernsrrosevesemsvemcncrosvessRsPTEssso e cvooncccsmssesssnsce sscssrssssscccnscrorranane seescsccscscsssccssanccsa

Socument Number: REY-001-0897 To 0971 . Parent: REY-001-08%96 Date: / /

le: APPENDIX C, Reynolds River Program Sediment Samples, APPENDIX D, Reynolds River Program Water
Samples, APPENDIX E, Reynolds River Program Elutriate Samples (collected on various days during
Septenber 1990) '

Type: DATA
Category: 3.2.0.0.0 Sempling and Analysis Dats/Chain of Custody Forms
Author: none: none
Recipient: none: none

Document Wumber: REY-001-0975 To 1005 Parent: REY-001-0972 Date: / /

Title: St. Lawrence River Ecological Dats Collection Plan - Reynolds Metals Co. Massena, New York
Type: PLAN

Category: 3.2.0.0.0 Sanpling and Analys{s Data/Chain of Custody Forms

Author: none: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Recipient: nore: Reynolds Aluninum/Reynolds Netsl Company
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0/93 Index Chronolegical Order Page: 2
' REYNOLDS METAL CO. Documents .

Pocument Number: REY-002-0431 To _0440 : Porent: REY-002-0429 Dete: / /
Title: Enclosure #1 Sarpling, Anslysis end Monitoring Plah C(SAMP) GBeneral Comments

Type: PLAN
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondenc
Author: none: US EPA .
Recipient: none: none

Document Nurber: REY-002-0557 To 0615 Date: / / Confidential
Title: (Field Work Notebook for Reynolds Metals Compery)

Type: FINANCIAL/TECHNICAL
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Dunn, Meris C.: Allisnce Technologies Corporation
Recipient: none: none '

................................................. P Y R L L T T Y TR R P L R T L R Ly )

Document Number: REY-002-0643 Yo 0846 parent: REY-002-0642 pate: [/ /

tle: WYSDEC Review Comments on Draft Additional River Sempling Report, St. Lowrence River System
L, dated Janusry 24, 1991, Prepered for Reynolds Metals Company, Prepared by toodward-Clyde Consultants

Type: PLAN
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remadial Investigation Correspondence
Author: none: NY Dept of Environmental Conservetion
Recipient: none: none

Document Number: REY-002-0647 To 0651 Parent: REY-002-0642 Date: / _I

Title: NYSDEC Review Comments on Technical Memorandum Preliminary Anslysis of Alternatives St. Leuwrence
River System dated January 24, 1991, Prepared for Reynolds Metals Company, Prepered by toodward-Clyde
Consultants - .

Type: PLAN
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 {Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: none: NY Dept of Envirormental Conservation
Recipient: none: none
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0 REYNOLDS METAL CO. Documents ‘
Document Number: REY-002-0654 To 0744 . Parent: REY-002-0652 Date: / [/

Title: Attachment A (Sunmery data peckages for seventeen split samples collected in the St. Lawrence
snd Raquette Rivers)

Type: FINANCIAL/TECHNICAL

Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspohdence
Author: none: Versar
Recipient: none: none

Document Number: REY-002-0745 To 0758 Parent: REY-002-0452 Date: / /

Title: Comparison of NYSDEC Sample Splits - Sampling, Analysis & Monitoring Plsn, St. Lawrence -
Grasse River Site, Site Code 6-45-015 Reynolds Metals 106 Order

Type: OTHER

Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: none: mnone

Recipient: none: mpone

Document Number: REY-002-0789 To 0796 Parent: REY-002-0784 Date: / /
'Htte: Enclosure #1 Draft Additional River Sampling Report (ARS Report) General Comments

Type: PLAN i
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
‘Condition: DRAFT
Author: none: US EPA
Recipient: none: none

Document Number: REY-002-0797 To 0806 Parent: REY-002-0784% Date: / /

Title: Enclosure #2, Technical Memorandum, Preliminery Analysis of Alternatives - General Comments

Type: PLAN .
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: none: US EPA

Recipient: none: mnone
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‘ REYNOLDS METAL CO. Documents
Document Number: REY-002-0824 To 0830 Parent: REY-002-0822 Date: [/ /

Title: Enclosure Draft Ecological Dats collecgim Plan - General Comments

 Type: OTHER
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: none: US EPA
Recipient: none: none
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Document Kumber: REY-002-0881 To 088% Dste: [/ [/
Title: St. Regis Mohswk Tribe PCB ARARS (Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements)
Type: OTHER
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: none: none .

Recipient: none: none
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Document Kumber: REY-002-1009 To 1032 Parent: REY-002-1007 Date: / /
Title: Draft Trestability Study Work Plan, General Comments
Type: PLAN ) '
tegory: 4.5.0.0.0 Feasibility Study Correspondence
: Author: none: US EPA
Recipient: none: none
Document Number: REY-001-1139 To 1144 . parent: REY-001-1137 Date: / /
Title: Summary of Responses to Comments, Analysis of Alternatives Work Plan
Type: PLAN
Category: 3.3.0.0.0 Work Plen

Author: none: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Recipient: none: none
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R REYNOLDS METAL CO. Documents .

Document Number: REY-002-0416 To 0416 Parent: REY-002-0411 Date: 03/17/89

Title: (Letter requesting » map delineating Reynolds Metals property lines and » drainage pattern
msp for the eastern side of the Reynolds Metals plent)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Jock, Ken: St. Regis Mohawk Tribe
Recipient: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminua/Reynclds Metal Compeny
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Document Number: REY-002-0441 To 0477 Psrent: REY-002-0429 Date: 04/06/89
Title: Enclosure #4, SOP No. HW-6, Revision #6, CLP Organics Data Review and Preliminary Review

Type: PLAN
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Bevilacqua, Louis: none
Recipient: none: none

Document Number: REY-002-0478 To 0493 parent: REY-002-0429 Date: 07/10/89
Otle: Enclosure #5, CLP ¢ 2,3,7,8 TCOD ) Data Review, Revision &

Type: PLAN .
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Gerazounis, Stelios: none
Recipient: none: mnone
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Document Number: REY-002-1039 To 1068 - Date: 09/28/89
Title: Administrative Order In the Matter of Reynolds Metals Company - Respondent

Type: LEGAL DOCUMENT
Category: 7.3.0.0.0 Administrative Orders
Author: Muszynski, William J.: US EPA
Recipient: none: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Comparny
Attached: REY-002-1069
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0 REYNOLDS HETAL €O. Documents .
Document Number: REY-002-1089 To 1089 Porent: REY-002-1087 Date: 70/26/89

Title: (Attendance sheet of the October 25, 1989, Technieol mtine).

Type: OTHER
Category: 10.5.0.0.0 Documentation of Other Publie Meectings
Author: various: variocus
Recipient: none: mnone
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Document Number: REV-002-1069 To 1079 Porent: REY-002-1039 Date: 10/31/89

Title: (Letter expressing concern sbout the bresd scepe ond clerity of the Administrative Order {ssued
to Reynolds Wetals Company) .

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 7.3.0.0.0 -Administrative Orders
Author: McKinnon, dJemes E.: Reynolds Alumimum/Reynolds Hetal Cempany
Recipient: Corman, Bernice I.: US EPA
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Document Humber: REY-002-1087 To 1088 Pote: 11/01/89
‘itle: (Letter mmmarizing en October 28, 1989, ceeting, ond forvording the enclosed ottendance sheet)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 10.5.0.0.0 _Documentation of Other Pudblie ticetings
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA /
Recipient: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Compeny
Atteched: REY-002-1089
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Document Mumber: REY-001-1122 To 1124 Date: 11702789

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed tork Plen for eolicction of cdditicnal hydredynemic dota in
the St. Lawrence end Requette Rivers) )

Type: CORRESPONDENCE ‘
Category: 3.3.0.0.0 Work Plan
Author: Jecobson, Poter R.: Uoodwerd-Clyde Censultonts
Owens, Eduard H.: WMoodward-Clyde Consultonts
Recipient: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminua/Reynolds fetol Cempany
Attached: REY-001-1125 i
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REYNOLDS METAL CO. Documents :

Document Mumber: REY-001-1125 To 1136 Parent: REY-001-1122 Date: 11/02/89
Title: Work Plan, River Hydrodynamic Data Collection, St. Lawrence River System

Type: PLAN
Category: 3.3.0.0.0 Work Plan
Author: none: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Recipient: none: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Cospeny

Document Mumber: REY-002-0402 To 0403 . Dete: 11/02/89

Title: (Letter responding to a November 1989, letter and serving to clarify sgreements mede in a
joint meeting on October 26, 1989) :

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence .
Author: DeLisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Alumirum/Reynolds Metal Company
Recipient: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Document Wumber: REY-002-0404 To 0406 : ' Date: 11/0%/89

i le: (Letter commenting on the River Hydrodynamic Dats Collection Work Plan and listing what is
to be sddressed during the implementation of the Work Plan) '

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA
Recipient: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Alumirum/Reynolds Metal Company

Document Number: REY-002-0407 To 0408 Date: 11/09/89

Title: (Letter cosmenting on the River Mydrodynamic Data Collection Work Plan, $t. Lawrence River
System)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Mrthor: Daigle, William: NY Dept of Envirormental Conservation
Recipient: Visnic, Christine: US EPA

500638
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T REYNOLDS METAL CO. Documents

Document Number: REY-002-0409 To 0410 ’ Date: 11/21/89

Title: (Letter responding to 8 November 2 1989 letter regarding the proposed flow study for the
Reynolds study area)

Type: CORRESPOMDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation cOrrespondence
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA
Recipient: DelLisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company

Document Number: REY-002-0418 To 0428 Parent: REY-002-0417 Date: 12/01/89

Title: NYSDEC Review Comments on the Sampling, Analysis & Monitoring Plan, Additional River Sampling
- St. Laurence River System for Reynolds Metals Company - Massena, NY, dated December 1989

- Type: OTHER
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: none: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation
Recipient: none: none

Document Number: REY-002-0411 To 0415 . , Date: 01/04/90

{ “tle: (Letter commenting on "Reynolds Metals Company’s Sempling, Analysis and Monitoring Plan for
Additional River Studies, St. Lawrence River System, December, 1989")

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial !nvestmation Correspondence
Author: Jock, Ken: St. Regis Mohawk Tribe
Recipient: Visnic, Christine: US EPA
Attached: REY-D02-0416

Document Number: REY-002-0417 To 0417 Date: 01/17/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed comments on the Sampling, Anslysis and Monitoring Plen for
Additional River Sampling at the St. Lawrence River System for Reynolds Metals Company - Massens,
New York)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 QRemedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Daigle, Witlfam: WY Dept of Envirormental Conservation
Recipient: Visnic, Christines US EPA
Attached: REY-002-0418

500639
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0 REYNOLDS METAL CO. Documents .
Document Number: REY-002-04%94 To 0529 Parent: REY-002-0429 Date: 02/16/90
Title: Enclosure #5, SOP No. HW-2, Evaluation of Metals Dats for the Contract Laboratory Program
(CLp)
Type: PLAN

Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Sheikh, Hanif: none
Recipient: none: none

Document Number: REY-001-1277 To 1431 Parent: REY-001-1275 Date: 03/01/90
Title: Volume I, Final Remedial Investigation Report, St. Lawrence Reduction Plant

Type: REPORT
Category: 3.4.0.0.0 RI Reports
Author: none: Woodward-Clyde Consultants .
Recipient: none: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company

Document Kumber: REY-002-0884 To 1006 Parent: REY-002-0882 Date: 03/01/90
‘tle: Preliminary Feasibility Study Report - St. Lawrence Reduction Plant

Type: REPORT
Category: 4.2.0.0.0 FS Reports
Author: none: Woodward-Clyde Consul tants
Recipient: none: Reymolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company

Document Number: REY-001-1275 To 1276 ' Date: 03/30/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed "Final Remedial Investigation Report,™ of tasks conducted
at the St. Laurence Reduction Plant)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.4.0.0.0 R] Reports
Author: Crouse, George W.: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Jacobson, Peter R.: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Kremer, Mark M.: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Recipient: Sweredoski, Derrell: NY Dept of Environmentsl Conservation
Attached: REY-001-1277

500640
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REYNOLDS METAL CO. Documents : '

Document Number: REY-001-1432 To 1549 Date: 03/30/90
Title: Volume 11, Final Remedial Investigation ieport,- St. Lawrence Reduction Plant, Appendices A
throwgh E
Type: REPORT

Category: 3.4.0.0.0 R! Reports
Author: none: Wooduard-Clyde Consultants
fecipient: none: Reynolds Aluminu/Reynolds Metal Compeny

Document Nuzber: REY-001-1550 To 1933 Date: 03/30/90

Title: Volume 111, Final Remedistion Investigation Report, St. Lawrence Reduction Plant,
Appendix F :
Type: REPORT

Category: 3.4.0.0.0 RI Reports
Author: none: Woodward-Clyde Consultants - )
Recipient: none: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company .

Document Number: REY-002-0882 To 0833 . Date: 03/30/90

.{tle: (Letter forusrding the enclosed ®Preliminary Feasibility Study Report - St. Lawrence Reduction
Plant®)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Cotegory: 4.2.0.0.0 FS Reports
Author: Crouse, George W.: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Jacobson, Peter R.: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Recipfent: Sweredoski, Darrell: Reyrmolds Alumirum/Reynolds Metal Company
Attached: REY-002-0884

Document Number: REY-002-0429 To 0430 . Date: 04/20/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed comments on the "Sampling, Analysis end Monitoring Plan for
Additional River Sampling at the Reynolds Metals Compeny Sitet)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE .
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Paviou, George: US EPA

Recipient: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Compeny
Attached: REY-002-0431 REY-002-044t1 REY-002-0478  REY-002-0494

¢
500641
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REYNOLDS METAL CO. Documents .

Document Number: REY-001-0085 Yo 0498 _ Date: 05/01/90

Title: Sampling, Analysis, end Monitoring Plan for Additional River Studies, St. Lawrence River System

Type: PLAN
Category: 3.1.0.0.0 Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP)
Author: none: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
fecipient: none: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company

Document Number: REY-002-0530 To 0530 : Date: 06/06/90

Title: (Letter authorizing the Reynolds Metals Company to proceed with an snalysis of alternatives
for the site and stating that a detailed work plan for conduct of an anslysis of remedial alternatives
will be submitted) )

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Paviou, George: US EPA
Recipient: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company

~ Document Number: REY-002-0531 To 0534 Date: 06/15/90

Qle: (Letter commenting on the "Sampling, Analysis and Monitoring Plan for Additional River Studies
- St. Lawrence River System!)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Daigle, William: NY Dept of Envirormental Conservation
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA

Document Number: REY-002-0543 To 0544 Parent: REY-002-0540 Date: 06/18/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed insurance certificate covering Woodward-Clyde Consultants
for any site work et Reynolds’ Massens facility)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedis! Investigation Correspondence
Author: Jacobson, Peter R.: Woodwerd-Clyde Consultants
fecipient: DelLisle, Date A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company

500847
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REYNOLDS METAL CD. Documents ’

Document Number: REY-001-0502 To 0516 Parent: REY-001-0499 Date: 07/01/90
Title: Sumary of On-Site Envirorment Conditions, St. Lawrence Reduction Plant

Type: PLAN
Category: 3.1,0.0.0 Sampling and Analysis Plen (SAP)
Author: none: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Recipient: none: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Companry
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Document Number: REY-002-0535 To 0538 Date: 07/26/90

Title: (Letter forwsrding the enclosed additional cosments on Reynolds Metals Company’s proposed
Sapling, Analysis and Monitoring Plan) .

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Paviou, George: US EPA
Recipient: Delisle, Dale A.: Reymolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company
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Document Number: REY-001-0499 To 0501 o o Date: 07/27/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed ®"Summary of On-Site Envirormental Conditions at the St. Lawrence
Reduction Plant,® which {s a supplement to the May 23, 1990, revision)

¢

Type: CORRESPOMDENCE
Category: 3.1.0.0.0 -Sampling end Analysis Plan (SAP)
Author: DeLisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA
Attached: REY-001-0502

Gccvssscscnvravracconncen sececscesacscanssccen escceccccccccsosnsesncnsn evoecsccenssncocssn socesenssvecsrscsconnnseccsasenne

Document Number: REY-002-0545 To 0548 Parent: REY-002-0540 Date: 08/02/90

Title: (Letter stating that Frank S. Waller, P.E., will be supervising and directing Woodward-Clyde
Consultants on Reynolds’ behalf for the St. Lawrence River Progrem and forwarding Mr. Waller’s
resume)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Jacobson, Peter R.: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Recipient: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Compeny
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REYNOLDS METAL €0. Decuments
Document Number: REY-002-0549 To 0554 Parent: REY-002-0540 Date: 08/02/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed laborstory deta to supplexent the organic data for the distilled
weter used at Reynolds Metals Company’s loboratory)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE ' :
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspendence
Author: Jacobson, Peter R.: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Kramer, Mark M.: Woodward-Clyde Consultents
Recipient: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Alumirum/Reynolds Metal Cespsny

Document Kumber: REY-002-0539 To 0539 bDete: 08/10/90

Title: (Letter commenting on Reynolds Metals Company’s supplement to their revised Sempling, Analysis
and Monitoring Plan dated July 27, 1990)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE -
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigstion Correspondence
Author: Jock, Ken: St. Regis Mohawk Tribe
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA

wament Number: REY-002-0540 To 0542 Date: 08/17/90

Title: (Letter acknomledging the receipt of approval of PReynolds Hetols Company’s Sempling, Anslysis
and Monitoring Plan,® notification of the enticipated stert of field work, end aleo forwarding
three letters)

Type:. CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedis! Investigation Correspondence
Author: DelLisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metol Eempany
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA .
Attached: REY-002-0543 REY-002-0545 REY-002-0549

Document Number: REY-002-0555 To 0556 Dote: 08/17/90

Title: (Letter conditionally approving the revised Sempling, Analysis end Monitoring Plen - Additional
River Sampling® and the supplement dated ._wly 1990, end listing provisions)

" Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Paviou, George: US EPA
Recipient: DelLisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Alumirum/Reynolds Metal Cespeny
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Q REYNOLDS METAL CO. Documents

Doctment Number: REY-002-0616 To 0616 Date: 09/07/90

Title: (Letter requesting additional informetion on the snalytical methods presented in the revised
sSampling, Anelysis and Monitoring Plan - Additional River Sampling,™ dated May 1990)

Type: CORRESPORDENCE ~
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondenc
Author: Carson, Lise P.: US EPA
Recipient: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Cospany

Document Number: REY-002-0617 To 0419 _ Date: 09/07/90

Title: (Letter e_enitinq on the July 1990, ™ork Plan for Analysis of Remedial Alternatives - St.
Lawrence River System")

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Daigle, William: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA
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Document Number: REY-002-0621 To 0623 Parent: REY-002-0620 Date: 09/10/90

: tle: (Letter forwarding the enclosed data from the MOL study performed for PCB analyses by EPA
0 Method 608)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE
- Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Flymn, Denmnis W.:. ENSECOD .
Recipient: Buetikofer, Clifford A.: Woodward-Clyde Consultants

Document Number: REY-002-0620 To 0620 Date: 09/11/90
Title: (lLetter forwmarding the enclosed .sumary of the ENSECO MDL study of Method 608)
Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company

Recipient: Carsan, Lisa P.: US EPA :
Attached: REY-002-0621
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0 REYNOLDS METAL CO. Documents
_Document Nunber: REY-002-0624 To 0424 ‘ Date: 09/26/90

Title: (Letter commenting on the 'Reynol'ds Metals Compeny Analysis of Alternatives Work Plan%)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigetion Correspondence
Author: Jock, Ken: S$t. Regis Mohawk Tribe
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA

Docunent Number: REY-001-1934 To 2057 : Date: 10/25/90

Title: Field Oversight Summary Report, Part I, Additional River Sampling, Reynolds Metals Company,
Massena, New York ) i

Type: REPORT
Category: 3.4.0.0.0 Rl Reports )
Author: Sullivan, Douglas: Allisnce Technologies Corporation
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA :

Document Number: REY-001-1145 To 1205 " parent: REY-001-1137 Date: 11/01/90

{tle: Work Plan for Analysis of Remedial Alternatives, St. Lawrence River System

.1‘
‘ Type: PLAN

Category: 3.3.0.0.0 Work Plan
Author: none: Uoo&ard-tly_de Consul tants
Recipient: none: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company

Document Number: REY-002-0625 To 0626 Date: 11/07/90

Title: (Letter confirming & discussion regarding the deadline for Reynolds Metals Company’s submission
of the *Draft Additional River Sampling Report™ and the ®Technical Memorandum on Alternatives
Screening™)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE :
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Paviou, George: US EPA ,
Recipfent: Detisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company

500646
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REYNOLDS METAL CO. Documents

Document Number: REY-002-0627 To 0434 ' Date: 11/16/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed comments on the ™Work Plan for Analysis of Remedial Alternatives
+ St. Lawrence River System for the Reynolds Metals Compsny Site*) '

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence

Author: Peviou, George: US EPA .
Recipient: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company

Document Number: REY-001-1137 To 1138 : Date: 12/03/90

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed "Work Plan for Analysis of Remedial Alternatives, St. Lawrence
River Systes=)

Type: CORRESPOMDENCE
Category: 3.3.0.0.0 tork Plan '
Author: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Alumirum/Reynolds Metal Company
Recipient: Carson, Liss P.: US EPA
Attached: REY-001-1139 REY-001-1145
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Document Number: REY-002-0435 To 04638 Date: 12/18/%0
x itle: (Letter commenting on the November 1990, ™Jork Plan for Analysis of Remedial Alternatives
= St. Lewrence River Systen)

Type: CORRESPORDENCE :
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Daigle, William: NY Dept of Envirormental Conservation
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA

Document Number: REY-001-0896 To 0896 ’ Date: 12/21/90

Title: (Letter formarding the enclosed validated data from the river program for the Reynolds Metals
Conmpany) .

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.2.0.0.0 Sampling and Analysis Data/Chain of Custody Forms
Author: Buetikofer, Clifford A.: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Recipient: DelLisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company .
Attached: REY-001-0897 ’

5006477
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REYNOLDS METAL CO. Documents

Document Mumber: REY-002-0639 To 0641 Date: 03/11/91

Title: (Letter discussing the ecological data collection activities required by EPA regarding the
Reynolds Metals Compeny site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Irvestigation Correspondence
Author: Paviou, George: US EPA
Recipient: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company
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Document Mumber: REY-002-0642 To 0642 - Date: 03/12/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed comments on the "Draft Additional River Sampling Report and
the Technical Memoranckm - St. Lawrence River System')

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Daigle, William: NY Dept of Envirormental Conservation
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA
Attached: REY-002-0643  REY-002-0647

Document Number: REY-002-0759 To 0760 Date: 03/28/91

i
Ole: (Letter discussing 8 March 11, 1991, letter requesting that s work plan for the collection
of data, which will support an ecolgical risk assessment, be developed)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: DeLisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company
Recipient: Carson, Liss P.: US EPA

Document Mumber: REY-002-0652 To 0653 Date: 04/02/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed summary data peckages for seventeen split samples obtained
snd analyzed as part of the "Sampling, Analysis and Monitoring Plan Field Investigation Program
fn the St. Lawrence and Raquette Rivers")

Type: CORRESPONDENCE .
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedisl Investigstion Correspondence
Author: Momberger, George: NY Dept of Envirormental Conservation
Recipient: Carson, Liss P.: US EPA
Reagan, Jim: US EPA
Attached: REY-002-0654 REY-002-0745
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Document Number: REY-002-0751 To 0742 Date: 04/23/91
Title: (Letter forwerding the enclosed "Fish Data Analysis Interim Report")

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Feinberp, Charles: Alliance Technologies Corporation
Recipient: Moyik, Cathy: US EPA
Attached: REY-002-0763
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Pocument Number: REY-002-0763 To 0776 Parent: REY-002-0761 Date: 04/23/91

Title: Fish Date Analysis Interim Report, Reynolds Metel Compeny, Massena, New York, Risk Assessment

Type: REPORT _
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial lnvestigation Correspordence
Author: Gavrelis, Naida: Alliance Technologies Corporation
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA
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Pocument Number: REY-002-0777 To 0778 © Date: 06/03/91

Title: (Letter commenting on the ®Ecological Dats Collection Plan - St. Lawrence River - Reynolds
Metals Plant - Massena, New York® snd stating that it is inadequate for the purpose of collection
of data for a human health Risk Assessment) R

. Type: CORRESPONDENCE

Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Leccetti, Geoff: NY Dept of Health

Recipient: Daigle, William: NY Dept of Envirormental Conservation

Pocument Number: REY-002-0779 To 0783 _Date: 06/04/91

Title: (Letter commenting on the "Ecological Dats Collection Plan - St, Lawrence River - Reynolds
Metals Plant - Hassena, New York™)

Type: CORRESPOMDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Daigle, William: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA
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Document Number: REY-002-0784 To 0785 Date: 04/07/91

Title: (Letter conditionally spproving the revised ®tork Plan for Analysis of Remedial Alternatives,®
dated November 1990)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Pavlou, George: US EPA .
Recipient: DelLisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Alumimm/Reynolds Metal Cezpany
Attached: REY-002-0786 REY-002-0789 REY-002-0797

Document Number: REY-002-0786 To 0788 Parent: REY-002-078% Date: 06/07/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed comments on the “Draft Additional River Sampling Report™ and
the “Technical Memorandum, Preliminary Analysis of Alternatives™)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company
Recipient: Pavlou, George: US EPA

Document Number: REY-002-0807 To 0810 Date: 06/25/91.

Oitle: (Letter commenting on the "Ecological Data Collectien Plan for the St. Lawrence River,® dated
April 1991)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Csulak, Frank G.: US Dept of Commerce
- Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA
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Document Nutber: REY-002-0812 To 0815 Parent: REY-002-081% Date: 06/27/91
Title: (Letter discussing the sampling and analysis of fish in the St. Leurence River)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence

Author: Stone, Ward B.: NY Dept of Envirormental Conservation
fecipient: Jock, Ken: $t. Regis Mohawk Tribe ’
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Document Mumber: REY-002-0811 To 0811 Date: 07/03/91

Title: (Cover sheet forwarding a letter which underscores the need for sampling/snalyses of fish
in the Reynolds’ 106 order study area near the shore along the St. Lawrence River)

Type: CORRESPOMDENCE

Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial lmestigaticn Correspondence
Author: Daigle, William: NY Dept of Envirommental Conservation

Recipient: varfous: none

Attached: REY-0U2-0812
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Document Kumber: REY-002-0816 Yo 0817 i Date: 07/09/91

Title: (Letter commenting on the ®Ecological Data Collection Plan - St. Lawrence River - Reynolds
Metals Plant - Massena, NY, April 26, 1991%)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE .
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedisl lmestigatlon Correspondence
Author: Kadlec, lichael- St. Regis Mohawk Tribe
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA

Nunber: REY-002-0818 To 0819 ' Date: 07/18/91

oitle: (Letter identifying preliminary polychlorinated biﬁienyl (PCB) sediment cleanup and treatment
goals for the Reynolds Metals Company site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remediel Investigation Correspondence
Author: McCabe, William: US EPA
fecipient: Detisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynotds Metal Company
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Document Number: REY-002-0820 To 0821 Date: 07/25/91

Title: (Letter acknowledging receipt of a June 18, 1991, letter eontafning prel{minary sediment ctean-up
goals end an agreement to the schedule of submittals)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE _
"Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Corrupondence
condition: MISSING ATTACHMENT
Author: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Alumirum/Reynolds Metal Comperry
Recipient: Carson, Liss P.: US EPA
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Pocument Number: REY-002-0822 To 0823 Date: 08/02/91 -

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed comments on the April 26, 1991, *Draft Ecological Data Collection
Plan, St. Lawrence River, Reynolds Metals Plant, Massena, New York"™)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: McCabe, William: US EPA .
Recipient: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company
Attached: REY-002-0824
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Document . Nuszber: !EY~001-0527 To 0895 Parent: REY-001-0517 Date: 08/13/91
Title: Revised Additional River Sampling Report, St. Lawrence Reduction Plant

Type: REPORT
Category: 3.1.0.0.0 Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP)
Author: mone: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Recipient: none: Reynolds Alumimum/Reynolds Metal Company

Document Number: REY-001-0517 To 0518 . Date: 08/14/91

tle: (Letter forwarding the enclosed "Revised Additionsl River Sempling Report, St. Lawrence Reduction
0 Plant* and the "Additional River Sampling Report Response to Comments®) .
Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.1.0.0.0 Sampling end Anslysis Plan (SAP)
Author: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminun/Reynclds Metal Comparny
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA
Attached: REY-001-0519 REY-001-0527
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Document Number: REY-002-0831 To 0832 e Date: 08/16/91

Title: (Letter responding to an August 2, 1991, letter commenting en the ®Ecological Data Collection
Plan, St. Lewrence River, Reynolds Metals Plant, Massena, Hew Yprk')

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Netal Cospany
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA
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Document Number: REY-002-0833 To 0834 ' Date: 08/20/91
Title: (Nemo commenting on the "RMC 106 Order - Trestebility Study Workplen for PCBs fn River Sediments®)

Type: CORRESPOKDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Kolsk, Mick: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation
Recipient: Dalfgle, William: NY Dept of Envirormental Conservation

Document Mumber: REY-002-0835 To 0836 . ‘Date: 08/20/91

Title: (Memo discussing en August 20, 1991, telephone conversation with Mr. Delisle of Reynolds Metals
Company regarding en August 16, 1991, letter, which discussed the "Draft Ecological Data Collection
Plan%)

Type: CORRESPORDENCE .
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Eorrespondence
Author: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA
Recipient: file: US EPA
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Document Number: REY-002-0837 To 0839 Date: 08/27/N

tle: (Letter commenting on the August 7, 1991, ®=dorkplan - Treatebility Study - S$t. Laurence River
Sediments®) '

Type: CORRESPONDENCE ) .

Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Daigle, William: NY Dept of Envirormentsl Conserveticn
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA ' '
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Document Number: REY-002-0840 To 0841 ’ Date: 08/27/91

Title: (Letter commenting on Reynolds Metals’ August 16, 1991, response.to an EPA letter regarding
the April 26, 1991, "Draft Ecological Data Collection Plan®)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Dalgle, Willfam: HY Dept of Envirormental Eonservatien
Recipient: Carson, Liso P.: US EPA
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Becument Huxber: REV-002-0842 To 0842 ' Bate: 09703791

Title: (Memo discussing o September 3, 1991, tolephone esnwersotion with Reynolds Hetals Cempany
eoncerning the ®Ecological bota Colicetion Plom cond ts revisien)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Irwvestigation Correspondence
Author: Carsen, Lisa P.: US EPA
Recipient: file: US EPA
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Pocument Humber: REV-002-0843 To 0843 pote: 09/04/91

Title: (Letter foruording the cnclesed Slnterim Report U2° rogording the prelimimery PCB eloonup
levels in sediment for the Reynolds ietals site) '

Type: CORRESPGNDENCE
€otegory: 3.5.0.0.0 Remediol Inmvestipatfon Corresperdence
Author: Feinberg, Charles: Allicnce Technologies Corporaticn
Recipient: Moyik, Cathy: US EPA :
Attached: REY-002-0844
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document Yumber: REY-002-0844 Yo 0861 Porent: REY-002-0843 . pote: 09/04/91
‘e: Interim Cleonup Levels, Interic Report (2 Risk Assesement Reynolds Hetol Cempony .

Type: REPORY ] .
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 QRemzdial investigation Correspondence
Author:; Gavrelis, Haids: Allisnce Technolegies Corporatien
Becipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA
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Pocument Mumber: REY-002-7082 To 7082 Paorent: REY-002-1080 Pate: 10/01/91

Title: Summary of Biological Tissue Collections, St. Lowrenca ond Reguette Rivers, Reynolds Hetals
Company, Octeber 1991 :

Type: PINANCIAL/TECHNICAL
Category: 7.8.0.0.0 Enforcement €orrospondance
Author: mone: Wooduard-Clyde €ensultants
Beeiplent: mone: US EPA
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Document Mumber: REY-002-0862 To 0863 . Date: 10/02/91

Title: (Letter commenting on the “St. Lawrence River Ecological Data Collection Plan - Reynolds Metal
Co., Massena, NY")

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspordence
Author: Jock, Ken: St. Regis Mohawk Tribe
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA

Document Number: REY-002-0864 To 0845 Date: 10/10/91

Title: (Letter commenting on the ®St. Lawrence River Ecological Data Collection Plan - Reynolds Metals
Company - Massena, New York,® dated September 1991)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE ‘
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigetion Correspondence
Author: Daigle, William: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA .

Document Number: REY-002-0866 To 0868 Date: 10/10/91

y ftle: (Letter conditionally spproving the revised ®St. Lawrence River Ecological Data Collection
Plan,” dated September 1991, and listing modifications which are to be mede to the Plan)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE ‘
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: McCabe, William: US EPA
Recipient: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company

Document Number: REY-001-0972 To 0974 Date: 10/11/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed revised "Ecological Dats Collection Plan for the St. Lewrence
ond Raquette Rivers™)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.2.0.0.0 Sampling and Analysis Data/Chain of Custody Forms
Author: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluninum/Reynolds Metal Company
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.2 US EPA
Attached: REY-001-0975
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Document Number: REY-002-1007 To 1008 Date: 10/11/91

Title: C(Letter forwsrding the enclosed comments on the mwst 7. 1991, ®Draft Trestability Study,
$t. Lawrence River Sediments")

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 4.5.0.0.0 Feasibility Study Correspondence
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA
Recipient: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company
Attached: REY-002-1009 ’

Document Number: REY-001-1206 To 1207 Date: 10/17/91

Title: Cletter fun:irdine the enclosed revised "Treatability Study Work Plan for $t. Lsurence River
Sediments®)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.3.0.0.0 work Plan
Author: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA
Attached: REY-001-1208
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‘\mt Nutber: REY-001-1208 To 1274 Parent: REY-001-1206 Date: 10/18/91
’tle: Final Work Plen, Treatabflity Study, St. Lewrence River Sediment

Type: PLAN
Category: 3.3.0.0.0 work Plan
Author: none: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Recipient: none: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company

sessecovancesenranvaccaace csccecenacese B T T Py cesccsmcccsacanssces ccecesncces csecsmcsancenccsscncvena

Document Number: REY-002-1083 To 1084 Date: 10/21/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed revised Teble 1 from the ¥St. Lawrence River Ecological Data .
Collection Plan for Reynolds Metals Company*) :

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 7.8.0.0.0 Enforcement Correspondence
Author: Jacobson, Peter R.: Woodward-Clyde Consul tants
Mancini, Ceil: Woodward-Clyde Consul tants
decipient: Carson, Lisa P.s US EPA
Attached: REY-002-1085
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Document Number: REY-002-1085 To 1086 Parent: REY-002-1083 Date: 10/21/91
- Title: Table 1 Field Sampling Plan, Ecological Dats Coll'ection Plin, Reynolds Metals Company, Massena,
New York
Type: PLAN

Category: 7.8.0.0.0 Enforcement Correspondence
_Author: none: Woodsard-Clyde Consultants
Recipient: none: mnone

Document Number: REY-002-1080 To 1081 Date: 11/01/91

Title: (Letter forwarding the enclosed summary table of the results of biological tissue collections
performed in the St. Lawrence and Raquette Rivers from October 21, to November 1, 1991)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 7.8.0.0.0 Enforcement Correspondence
Author: Jacobson, Peter R.: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Mancini, Ceil: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
-Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA
Attached: REY-002-1082

cument Number: REY-002-1033 To 1037 _ Date: 11/12/91

Title: (Letter commenting on the October 18, 1991, ®Final Work Plan - Treatability Study - St. Lawrence
River Sediment™)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 4.5.0.0.0 Feasibility Study Correspondence
Author: Daigle, Willfam: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA . :

Document Number: REY-002-1038 To 1038 Date: 11/12/91

Title: (Letter approving the revised "Final Work Plan, Treatability Study, St. Lawrence River Sediments,®
cated October 18, 1991, and stating that it must be submitted to EPA by Jenusry 31, 1952)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE :
Category: 4.5.0.0.0 Feasibility Study Correspondence
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA .
Recipient: Delisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Compery
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Document Number: REY-001-1006 To 1007 > . Date: 02/07/92

Title: (Letter foruarding the enclosed ®St. Lewrence and Raquette River Technical Data Summary Report™)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.2.0.0.0 Sampling sand Analysis Data/Chain of Custody Forms
Author: DelLisle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metsl Company
Recipient: Carson, Liss P.: US EPA
Attached: REY-001-1008

Document Number: REY-001-1008 To 112% Parent: REY-001-1006 Date: 02/07/92

Title: St. Lawrence River and Raquette River Technical Dats Summary Report, Reynolds Metals Company,
Massena, New York

Type: REPORT
Category: 3.2.0.0.0 Sampling and Analysis Den/Chein of Custody Forms
Author: none: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Recipient: none: US EPA
none:  Reynolds Alumirum/Reynolds Metal Compeny
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Document Number: REY-002-0849 To 0869 Date: 02/07/92

tle: (Letter stating that effective March 1, 1992, the new Project Coordinator wuill be Robert J.
Lemney)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0. 0 Remedisl Investigation Correspondence
Author: Deusle, Dale A.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA
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Bocument Number: REY-002-0871 To 0875 Parent: REY-002-0870 Date: 84/02/92

Title: (Letter discussing contamfneted soils in the vicinity of the proposed 006 outfall ditch between
Haverstock Road and the St. Lawrence River and forwarding the attached sanmple results)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Bence, David F.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Mets! Company
Recipient: Waite, Philip G.: NY Dept of Envirormental Conservation

-
- By s
- .

®
500658

e e —— - -
Coems eme s s e e e e ¢ e E———— S S e— b o —— o P S — T



12/18/93 Index Chronological Order
* . REYNOLDS METAL CO. Documents

Page: 28

Document Number: REY-002-0870 To 0870 ) ‘ Date: 05/711/92

Title: (Letter foruarding the enclosed April 2, 1992, letter which indicates that soils in the vicinity
of the Reynolds Metals site are contaminated with PC8s)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedisl Investigetion Correspondence
Author: Daigle, William: NY Dept of Envirorméntal Conservation
Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA
Atteched: REY-D02-0871

Document Mumber: REY-002-0877 To 0880 Parent: REY-002-0876 Date: 05719792

Title: Telecopier Informstion (Cover sheet forwarding ssmple results from the 006 outfall construction
sres in the vicinity of the Reynolds Metals Company’s shoreline)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedial Investigation Correspondence
Author: Rence, Dave: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company
Recipient: Waite, Philip G.: WY Dept of Envirormental Conservation

Document Number: m-ooz-oan To 0876 Date: 05/26/92

Qitle: (Transmittal slip forwarding the additional sample data from the Reynolds Metals Company’s
shorel ine area) : .

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.5.0.0.0 Remedisl Investigation Correspondence
Author: Daigle, William: NY Dept of Envirormental Conservation
"Recipient: Carson, Lisa P.: US EPA
Attached: REY-002-0877

Document Number: REY-002-0001 To 0001 Date: 01/18/93

Title: (Letter foruarding the enclosed revised report on the Analysis of Alternstives for the St.
Lawrence Plant River Sediments regarding the Reynolds Metals site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.4.0.0.0 2] Reports -
Author: Lemney, Robert J.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company
Recipient: Carson, Liss P.: US EPA
Attached: REY-002-0002 REY-002-0003
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Document Number: REY-002-0003 To 0401 Parent: REY-002-0001 Date: 01/22/93

Title: Final Report - Analysis of Alternatives, $t. Lndnce River System

Type: REPORT
Category: 3.4.0.0.0 Rl Reports
Author: none: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Recipient: none: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company

Document Mumber: REY-002-0002 To 0002 Parent: REY-002-0001 Date: 01/22/93

Title: (Letter forwsrding the enclosed revised report on the Analysis of Alternatives for the St.
Laurence River sediments regarding the Reynolds Metals site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Category: 3.4.0.0.0 RI Reports
Author: Coed, Richard M.: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Jacobson, Peter R.: Woodward-Clyde Consultants
Recipient: Lenney, Robert J.: Reynolds Aluminum/Reynolds Metal Company
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7, 0 ARCS Il EPA CONTRACT NO. 68-W8-0124
EPA WORK ASSIGNMENT NO. 023-2P4D
ICF TECHNOLOGY INCORPORATED

FINAL

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
REYNOLDS METALS COMPANY SITE STUDY AREA

[ MASSENA, ST. LAWRENCE COUNTY, NEW YORK

{

\

SEPTEMBER 1993

- NOTICE
0 The preparation of this document has been funded by the United States Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA) under the Alternative Remedial Contracting Strategy (ARCS) Il
( Contract Number 68-W8-0124 to ICF Technology incorporated (ICF).
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

As part of its public participation responsibilities, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) held a public comment period from February 19 through April 21, 1993 for interested

- citizens to comment on EPA's Proposed Plan for the Reynolds Metals Company Site Study

Area (also referenced in this document as the Site) in Massena, St. Lawrence County, New
York. Although originally scheduled to end on iMarch 22, EPA extended the public comment
period an additional 30 days to April 21 at the request of several citizens.

The Reynolds Study Area and EPA’s Proposed Plan focus on contamination in the river
system surrounding the Reynolds Metals Company (RMC) facility. The Proposed Plan did not
address the cleanup plan for the RMC facility and upland areas, which is being administered
by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). The Proposed
Plan identified EPA's preferred alternative for remediating contaminated sediments in the river
system surrounding the RMC facility.

EPA held a public meeting on March 9, 1993, at the Massena Town Hall in Massena, New
York. During the meeting, representatives from EPA answered questions and received verbal
and written comments on EPA’s Proposed Plan and the other remedial alternatives under
consideration.

In addition to comments received at the public meeting, EPA received written comments

- throughout the public comment period regarding its Proposed Plan. EPA's responses to

significant comments received during the public comment period are included in this
Responsiveness Summary which is appended to, and a part of, the decision document for the
Site. All comments summarized in this document were factored into EPA’s final determination
of a remedial alternative for cleaning up the Site. EPA's selected remedy for the Site is
described in the summary of the decision document.

This Responsiveness Summary is organized into the following sections.

2.0 RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY OVERVIEW. This section briefly describes the
RMC Site and activities conducted to date by EPA and RMC relative to the Superfund
process, and outlines EPA’s selected remedial alternative.

3.0 BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS. This
section provides a brief history of community interest and concerns regarding the Site.

4.0 SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM THE
LOCAL COMMUNITY AND EPA’s RESPONSES TO THESE COMMENTS. This
section summarizes both verbal and written comments submitted to EPA by the local
community during the public comment period and provides EPA’s responses to these
comments. "Local community” means those individuals who have identified
themselves as living in the immediate vicinity of the Site and are potentially threatened
from a health or environmental standpoint.
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5.0 COMPREHENSIVE SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT LEGAL AND TECHNICAL
COMMENTS AND EPA’'s RESPONSES TO THESE COMMENTS. This section
summarizes other verbal and written comments submitted to EPA during the public
comment period and provides EPA's responses to these comments. It is comprised ot
specific legal and technical questions and, where necessary, elaborates with technical
detail on answers covered in Section 4.0.

. APPENDICES
There are four appendices attached to this document. They are as follows:
'APPENDIX A: Proposed Plan
APPENDIX B: Public Notices that were printed in the Courier-Observer, Indian Times,

and People's Voice newspapers to announce the public meeting and
extension of the public comment period.

APPENDIX C: Sign-in sheets of participants at the March 8, 1893 public meeting.

APPENDIX D: Written comments received by EPA during the public comment period
and summarized in Sections 4.0 and 5.0 of this Responsiveness
Summary. EPA's responses to the written comments are also included
in Sections 4.0 and 5.0 of this Responsiveness Summary.
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2.0 RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY OVERVIEW

21  Site Déscription

The RMC facility is an active aluminum production plant located on 1600 acres in Massena,
St. Lawrence County, New York. The facility is located off Route 37, near the Massena-
Cornwall international Bridge, directly upriver of the General Motors (G.M.)-Powertrain Division
plant. The St. Regis Mohawk Indian Reservation, Akwesasne, is located about two miles
downstream of the RMC facility. (Piease refer to the Proposed Plan, Page 3, Figure 1, which
is attached as Appendix A).

The RMC plant was constructed in 1958 for the production of aluminum from alumina. As a

" result of production activities and years of continuous operations and expansion, various

types of industrial wastes including hazardous waste were generated, disposed, and spread
throughout the facility. Major areas of contamination on the facility include an unlined pit
known as the Black Mud Pond which was used for the disposal of carbon solids, a landfil,
and the plant's North Yard. The RMC facility and upland areas are on the NYSDEC Registry
of Class 2 Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites. ' In January 1892, NYSDEC issued a Record of
Decision which outlined its cleanup plans for the RMC facility. NYSDEC's selected remedy
included a combination of excavat|on and treatment of areas highly contaminated with
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and consolidation and containment of other
contaminated areas on the facility. NYSDEC is overseeing the cleanup of contamination on
the RMC facility, including contamination associated with the aluminum production facility.
EPA's Proposed Plan and subsequent decision document do not focus on the cleanup plan
for the RMC facility and upland areas.

In addition to contamination throughout the facility, RMC also discharged contaminants to the
St. Lawrence River through four permitted outfalls. The outfalls discharged treated
wastewater, contact cooling water, and stormwater runoff. As a result of these outfalls,
contamination is also found in the river system surrounding the RMC facility. EPA is the lead
agency for overseeing the cleanup of contamination in the river system surrounding the RMC
facility.

The river system surrounding the RMC facility has been termed the "Reynolds Study Area" -
and includes that portion of the St. Lawrence, Grasse and Raquette Rivers, any tributaries of
those rivers, and any wetlands which are between the International Bridge and the confluence
of the Grasse and St. Lawrence Rivers. 1t also includes the portion of the Raquette River
which is south of the confluence of the Grasse and St. Lawrence Rivers and south of the
International Bridge. .

'PCBs are a group of toxic chemicals used for a variety of purposes including electrical
applications, adhesives, hydraulic fluids and caulking compounds. PCBs are persistent in the
environment because they are very stable, non-reactive and highly heat resistant. Chronic exposure
to PCBs is believed to cause liver damage. It is also known to bioaccumulate in fatty tissues. PCB
use and sale was banned in 1976 with the passage of the Toxic Substances Control Act.
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PCBs were the primary contaminant found in sediment samples in the Reynolds Study Area.
PCB oils were used by RMC as a heat transfer medium; RMC no longer uses PCB oils in its
heat transfer medium system. Other contaminants detected in the St. Lawrence River
sediments adjacent to the RMC facility include: polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHSs), total
dibenzofurans (TDBFs), aluminum, cyanide, and fluoride. EPA estimates that there are
roughly 51,500 cubic yards of sediment with PCB concentrations above 1 part per million
(ppm), PAH concentrations above 10 ppm, and TDBFs above 1 part per billion (ppb).

2.2 Summary of Remedial Alternatives Presented in the Proposed Plan |

Based on the results of its risk assessment, EPA established cleanup levels for contaminated

sediment in the Reynolds Study Area which are protective of human health and the

environment. The cleanup levels are: PCBs - 1 ppm; PAHs - 10 ppm; and TDBF - 1 ppb.

Cleanup to these levels will also remove the threat from other contaminants such as

aluminum, cyanide and fluoride. It is EPA’s intention that all three cleanup levels be met
unless they are shown to be technically impracticable to achieve.

The following is a list of the remedial alternatives evaluated within the AA report and Proposed
Plan. The alternative which was identified as EPA's preferred alternative in the February 1993
Proposed Plan is highlighted. Additional information on these alternatives can be found in
the Proposed Plan, attached as Appendix A.

Alternative A:
Alternative B:-
Alternative D:
Alternative E:

Alternative F:

No Action
In-situ capping of sediments
Sediment removal and disposal in an on-site landfill

Sediment removal, on-site incineration, and disposal in an on-site landfill

Sediment removal, thermal desorption treatment, and disposal in an on-
site landfill

Alternative I

Thermal desorption treatment of material above 25 ppm

Sediment removal, thermal desorption treatment of the most :
contaminated sediments, and on-site landfilling of the less contaminated
sediments and treated material

Option A: Thermal desorption treatment of material above 500 ppm
Option B: Thermal desorption treatment of material above 50 ppm
4

5006687



Alternative J: Partial removal of the most contarriinated sediments, thermal desorption
. - treatment, on-site landfilling of treated material, and in-situ cappmg of
‘ remaining sediment -

2.3 Summary of EPA’s Selected Remedial Alternative
The major components of EPA's selected remedy include:

. Dredging and/or excavation of approximately 51,500 cubic yards of sediments
and sediments near the shoreline with PCB concentrations above 1 ppm, total-
PAH concentrations above 10 ppm, and total TDBF concentrations above 1
ppb from contaminated areas in the St. Lawrence River and from the
associated riverbank;

. Treatment of approximately 14,500 cubic yards of dredged/excavated material
with PCB concentrations above 25 ppm by thermal desorption. Untreated
sediments (with PCB concentrations between 1 ppm and 25 ppm) and
treatment residuals (which are expected to be non-hazardous and to have PCB
concentrations below 10 ppm) will be disposed on-site, in the Black Mud Pond,
and covered. The Black Mud Pond will be capped in conformance with the
requirements of the January 22, 1992 New York State Record of Decision for
the state lead Reynolds Metals Site, which encompasses the entire RMC
facility. Contaminants condensed in the thermal desorption process will be
transported off-site and burned at a commercial incinerator.

‘.’ For more information regarding the EPA’s selected remedy or the thermal desorption
technology, please see EPA's decision document for the Reynolds Metals Study Area.
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3.0 BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS

Historically, there has been a high level of community interest in all three Massena area sites—
ALCOA, G.M., and RMC—and in contamination of the St. Lawrence River. The public first
became aware of contamination in the St. Lawrence River in the early 1970s, when tests
conducted by the Canadian government revealed measurable levels of PCBs in fish taken
from the river. A number of supplemental studies have been conducted by various United
States and Canadian regulatory agencies to determine the nature and extent of contamination
and their points of origin.

In addition to ALCOA, G.M., RMC, and the state and local governments, at least four major
interest groups have been involved in the Superfund cleanup process for these sites. These
organizations include the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe, located directly downriver from the plants;
regional environmentalists; groups in the Massena area concerned with maintaining a viable
local economy; and Canadian agencies and citizens. The community most directly affected
by contamination on and around the plants and in the St. Lawrence River is the St. Regis
Mohawk Tribe Reservation, Akwesasne. The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe Reservation is adjacent
to the G.M. Site and downriver from the ALCOA and RMC facilities. Reservation lands are
located on both the United States and Canadian sides of the St. Lawrence River. There are
approximately 3,500 residents on the United States side of the Reservation, and
approximately 4,000 residents on the Canadian side of the Reservation. Concern for the
health of their environment is very keen among the Mohawk people, whose lifestyle relies
heavily on farming, fishing, hunting and trapping.

Because of the high level of interest in these sites, EPA has been conducting an ongoing
community relations program in the Massena, New York area during investigation of the sites,
and will continue the community relations program during cleanup of the sites. The program
includes both formal and informal meetings with local officials, members of the St. Regis
Mohawk Tribe, New York State representatives, Canadian officials and citizens, community
and environmental groups, and other interested citizens. EPA has also provided a Technical
Assistance.Grant (TAG) to the Akwesasne Task Force on the Environment (members of the
St. Regis Mohawk Tribe) to assist them in their efforts to fully participate in the Superfund
decision-making process.

As part of its community relations program, in November 1888, EPA conducted a workshop in
the Massena area on the various technologies available to remediate PCB-contaminated soils,
sludges, and groundwater. EPA also prepared and distributed 11 fact sheets to describe the
various alternatives that could be considered to remediate PCB-contaminated media at the
sites.

Recently, EPA conducted site-specific community relations activities for the Reynolds Study
Area. Following completion of the ARS and AA Reports, EPA, in February 1993, released its
Proposed Plan for cleaning up contamination of the river system surrounding the RMC facility.
This document, along with the ARS and AA Reports, were made available to the public
through the information repositories maintained at EPA Region II's office in New York City, at
the Massena Public Library, and at the St Regis Mohawk Tribe Health Services Building. The
Proposed Plan was also mailed to approximately 250 citizens on the Massena Area Mailing
List. : :
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The notice of availability of these documents was published in the Courier- Observer and
Indian Times newspapers on February 19, 1993, and in the People's Voice* newspaper on
February 22, 1993. A public comment period was held from February 19 through April 21,
1993. Although originally scheduled to end on March 22, EPA extended the public comment
period an additional 30 days to April 21 at the request of several interested citizens. A
second public notice announcing extension of the public comment period was published in
the Courier-Observer and |ndian Times newspapers on March 5, 1993, and in the People’s
Voice newspaper on March 8, 1993. Copies of the public notices are attached as

Appendix B.

A public meeting was held on March 9, 1993. During the meeting, representatives from EPA
answered questions and received comments on EPA's Proposed Plan and the other remedial
alternatives under consideration. A transcript of the public meeting is available in the
information repositories referenced above. The sign-in sheets from the public meeting are
attached as Appendix C.

Copies of the written comment received during the public comment period are attached as

. Appendix D. Responses to comments received during the public comment period are

included in this Responsiveness Summary, which is part of EPA’s decision document. The
Responsiveness Summary and decision document, along with the Administrative Record for
the Site, are available at the information repositories referenced above.

2 Indian Times and People's Voice are weekly newspapers affiliated with the St. Regis Mohawk
Tribe.
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4.0 SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS‘ AND COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM THE
LOCAL COMMUNH’Y AND EPA's RESPONSES TO THESE COMMENTS

The public comment period on the Proposed Plan for the RMC Site was held from February
19 to April 21, 1993. Questions and comments received during this time are summarized
below. Section 4.0 summarizes both verbal and written comments submitted to EPA by the
local community during the public comment period and provides EPA's responses to these
comments. Section 5.0 is comprised of specific legal and technical questions submitted to
EPA during the public comment period and, where necessary, elaborates with technical detail
on answers covered in Section 4.0. All written comments received during the public comment
period and summarized in Section 4.0 and 5.0 of this Responsiveness Summary are attached
as Appendix D.

Comments in Section 4.0 are organized into the following relevant topics:
4.1 Remedial Alternative Preferences

42 Risk Assessment
43  Cleanup Levels

4.4 Cost
45 Decision Process
4.6 Other !

4.1 Remedial Alternative Preferences

4.1.1 Comment: A representative from St. Lawrence County asked if thermal desorption
would volatilize contaminants other than PCBs, such as aluminum, cyanide and fluoride.

Response: Thermal desorption will remove organic compounds, such as PCBs, PAHs and
TDBFs, from the sediments, but will not remove the inorganic compounds, such as aluminum,
cyanide and fiuoride. However, the levels of inorganic contaminants detected in sediments
are not high enough to require separate treatment. EPA's baseline risk assessment
determined that the levels of aluminum, cyanide and fluoride did not pose a significant threat
to human health when compared to the risks posed by PCBs, PAHs, and TDBFs. Treated
sediment and the remaining untreated material will be disposed on-site in the Black Mud
Pond. ~

4.1.2 Comment: Representatives from the Akwesasne Task Force on the Environment, St.
Regis Mohawk Tribe, several interested citizens, and Dr. Ward Stone, NYSDEC Wildlife
Pathologist, support EPA’s proposal to dredge contaminated sediments from the St.
Lawrence River and treat them using thermal desorption.

Response: No response necessary.
4.1.3 Comment: Representatives from the Akwesasne Task Force on the Environment, the
St. Regis Mohawk Tribe, Dr. Stone and an interested citizen recommend that EPA select

8
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Alternative F, which involves sediment removal, thermal desorption treatment of contaminated-
material, and disposal in an on-site landfill. Thermal desorption will not treat the inorganic
materials such as cyanide and fluoride; therefore, the material stored on the RMC facility
would only be partially treated. Since the partially treated material would still contain
potentially hazardous inorganic compounds, they recommend that it be stored in a lined
landfill on the RMC facility. They referenced the need for a long-term, more permanent
remedy.

Response: In response to a suggestion by NYSDEC, EPA is now requiring that untreated
sediments (with PCB concentrations between 1 ppm and 25 ppm) and treatment residuals
(which are expected to be non-hazardous and to have PCB concentrations below 10 ppm)
will be disposed on-site, in the Black Mud Pond, and covered. NYSDEC's Record of Decision

- for the RMC facility calls for capping and groundwater monitoring of the Black Mud Pond.

The inorganic contaminants found in the St. Lawrence River sediments are similar to those in
the Black Mud Pond. Utilizing the Black Mud Pond will consolidate similar contaminants into
one area while realizing cost savings related to eliminating construction, maintenance and
monitoring of a new disposal area, and substantially reducing the volume of fill material
needed for the Black Mud Pond.

The treated sediments will be tested using the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) Toxicity Characteristic Leachate Procedure (TCLP) test to determine if they are a
RCRA hazardous waste. EPA has tested the sediments and does not expect that the treated
sediments will be a RCRA hazardous waste. If the treated sediments are not a RCRA
hazardous waste, they will be disposed on-site in the Black Mud Pond along with the
previously screened debris. lf the treated sediments are found to be a RCRA hazardous
waste, they will either be treated to render them non-hazardous or they will be disposed,
along with the previously screened oversized debris, in an engineered on-site landfill.

4.1.4 Comment: Representatives from RMC and Dr. Stone recommend that EPA's
comprehensive plan to clean up contamination in the St. Lawrence River system attributable
to the three major industrial facilities located in Massena, New York, begin at the most
upstream facility and proceed downstream. This will prevent any potential for upstream
contaminants to recontaminate cleaned areas.

Response: EPA agrees in principle and notes that the cleanup of the ALCOA facility is
currently proceeding under the authority of a federal Unilateral Administrative Order and a
State Consent Order, while the cleanup of the G.M. facility is proceeding under the authority
of two federal Unilateral Administrative Orders. Currently, investigation of the river system and
adjacent wetlands surrounding the ALCOA facility is being conducted to determine the
appropriate remediation plans for that facility. Remedial alternatives have been selected for
the G.M. Site, which is currently in the remedial design phase of cleanup. EPA's objective is .
to coordinate the cleanup efforts at the RMC Site with the cleanup of the other Massena area
facilities to the extent possible. To that end, EPA will utilize a phased approach that will begin
with dredging PCB hotspots, or areas with the highest PCB contamination, at each facility. At
present, EPA plans that first phase dredging activities will commence at all three facilities in

- summer 1994.
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4.1.5 Comment: An interested citizen commented that incineration should not be used to
treat the contaminated sediments. Rather, the contaminated sediments should be stored in a
cement “mausoleum® on the RMC property and monitored regularly.

Response: EPA believes that high level contamination in the St. Lawrence River should be
treated to reduce PCB concentrations, rather than contained on the RMC facility without prior
treatment because this material represents the principal threat at the Site. However, EPA
recognizes that there may be impacts associated with on-site incineration and that the public
is very concerned about the use of on-site incineration. EPA has chosen thermal desorption
treatment, not on-site incineration, to treat all sediments with PCB concentrations above 25
ppm (approximately 14,500 cubic yards). Untreated sediments (with PCB concentrations
between 1 ppm and 25 ppm) and treatment residuals (which are expected to be non-
hazardous and to have PCB concentrations below 10 ppm) will be disposed on-site, in the
Black Mud Pond, and covered. The selected remedy will result in permanent removal of
contaminated sediment from the St. Lawrence River system and provide for treatment of the
majority of the PCB mass in the contaminated sediments.

4.1.6 Comment: An interested citizen asked how EPA will control the river flow during
dredging, and whether or not EPA will monitor the river after dredgmg to see if any of the
contaminated sediments migrated downriver.

Response: EPA will not control the flow of the river during dredging. Rather, EPA will use

available technologies to control the sediments in the vicinity of the dredging and to prevent
migration of sediments during dredging. EPA's selected remedy includes deveiopment of a
dredging monitoring plan that will include sampling activities to measure the environmental
impacts of dredging: it will also include a contingency plan which will describe measures to
control and/or minimize the impacts of dredging on the environment.

During dredging, EPA will monitor the river using techniques as turbidity analysis to determine
if there is any increase of sediment suspension during dredging. i monitoring shows a
significant increase in sediment suspension, then EPA will discontinue dredging and
reevaluate that option. In addition, in the event that monitoring indicates that there are any
downstream depositional areas which collect resuspended sediment, those areas can be
dredged to remove the resuspended sediments. The iterative process of sampling,
excavating, and re-sampling is contemplated as an integral part of the remedial action.

4.1.7 Comment: An interested citizen asked whether, it RMC builds the thermal desorption
plant, G.M. and ALCOA would also be able to use it for their cleanup programs.

Response: The three industries have been and will continue to work together on cleaning up
the contamination problems to the greatest extent possible. However, cleanup of
contamination wili depend on the specific characteristics of each site. For example, RMC has
already conducted small scale pilot tests on the thermal desorption technology ATP and has
had positive results. G.M. will be pilot testing technologies other than ATP at its site. The
investigation of the ALCOA site has not reached the stage where a remedial technology has
been selected. EPA will not require that the companies use identical technologies.
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4.1.8 Comment: Mr. Stone stated that some areas of contamination outlined by EPA in its
Proposed Plan may not be accurate. He stated that the area in the vicinity of Discharge 002
may have much higher PCB levels than reported by EPA, requmng much more sediment to

_be removed than proposed by EPA.

Response: EPA's Proposed Plan provided a rough approximation of the area which must be
addressed to meet Site cleanup levels. Prior to dredging, additional sediment and surface
water sampling will be conducted to better delineate the extent of the area to be dredged and
to serve as baseline monitoring data. Sediments with PCB concentrations above 1 ppm, total
PAH concentrations above 10 ppm, and total TDBF concentrations above 1 ppb will be
dredged unless it proves technically impracticable to do so.

4.1.9 Comment: An interested citizen asked if EPA used a safety factor to determine the
cleanup areas for PCBs PAHs and TDBFs.

Response: EPA did not use a safety factor. Rather, EPA mapped the areas where PCBs,
PAHs and TBDFs were found in order to determine the area of contamination to be removed.

4.1.10 Comment: Representatives from RMC stated that site-specific issues need to be
considered in evaluating the appropriate remedial alternative for the Reynolds Study Area.
The technologies that are appropriate for the Reynolds Study Area may be different than for
other areas along the river due to the characteristics of the river bottom and the
hydrodynamics of the St. Lawrence River in the vicinity of the RMC facility.

Response: After careful consideration of RMC's site-specific characteristics, EPA evaluated
and balanced each remedial alternative according to the nine criteria set forth in the National
Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) (300.430 {e}{S}{iii}). In
addition, EPA also evaluated its selected remedy for consistency with EPA's 1990 "Guidance
for Remedial Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB Contamination" (also referred to as the
"PCB Guidance"). EPA recognizes that every Superfund site is different (ditferent physical -
characteristics, contaminants, pathways of exposure, media); thus, EPA evaluates and selects
an appropriate remedial alternative for each site on a site-by-site basis in light of available
guidance and regulations.

4.1.11 Comment: A representative from RMC expressed concern with EPA's selection of a
remedy that has a low possibility of success, is extremely expensive, and has the highest
short-term risks associated with any of the alternatives.

Response: EPA does not agree that its selected remedy has a low possibility of success.
Treatability studies indicate that thermal desorption will effectively treat contaminated
sediments from the Reynolds Study Area. EPA'’s selected remedy is implementable from an
englneenng standpoint. _

EPA acknowledges that the greatest potential difficulty associated with its selected remedy is
the technical feasibility of dredging sediments sufficiently to achieve the cleanup goals for the

11
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Site. However, dredging has been used effectively at another Superfund site in New Bedford
Harbog, Massachusetts, to remove PCB-contaminated sediments from an estuary.

There are several factors which EPA believes will contribute to the effectiveness of dredging
as a means of removing sediment from the St. Lawrence River. First, the area to be dredged
is fairly shallow and is located adjacent to the shore of the St. Lawrence River. Second, the-
use of engineering controls such as sheet pile walls has been shown to substantially reduce
sediment suspension. Third, the selection of the dredging technique (e.q., a hydraulic
dredge), can be made with the goal of minimizing sediment suspension. Fourth, the public
health and environmental impacts resulting from sediment dredging (which are of relatively
short duration) are lower than the current long-term risks posed by the contaminated
sediment. Finally, in the event that monitoring indicates that there are any downstream
depositional areas which collect resuspended sediments, they can be dredged to remove
those resuspended sediments. The iterative process of sampling, excavating and re-sampling
is contemplated as an integral part of the remedial action.

The selected remedy is cost-effective because it has been demonstrated to provide overall
effectiveness proportional to its costs. The present worth cost of the selected alternative,
Alternative G(A), which includes a 25 ppm treatment threshold, is $ 35.1 million. The present
worth cost of Alternative G(B), which includes a 10 ppm treatment threshold, is $ 36.7 million.
The present worth cost of Alternative I(A), which incorporates a 500 ppm treatment threshold,
is $ 35.8 million. The present worth cost of Alternative 1(B), which incorporates a 50 ppm
treatment threshold, is $ 37.9 million. Thus, EPA has selected the least expensive alternative
which provides for permanent removal and treatment of the majority of the principal threat
posed by contaminated sediments. In addition, a comparison of the costs of Alternatives
G(A), I(A), and {(B) demonstrates that it is more expensive to construct a landfill for disposal
of sediments with PCB concentrations between 25 and 500 ppm than it is to treat such
sediments. Therefore, Alternative G(A) is more cost-effective than Alternative |.

The use of therma! desorption, rather than incineration, minimizes the cost of treatment. The
25 ppm treatment threshold results in permanent treatment of the majority of the PCB mass
within the contaminated sediments and is consistent with EPA guidance and New York
State’s cleanup plans for the upland portion of the RMC facility, while at the same time being
less expensive than Alternative G(B), which includes a treatment level of 10 ppm. EPA's
preference for use of the Black Mud Pond for disposal is also cost-effective since it will
minimize the amount of fill needed in this area and it will consolidate material in one
management area.

Finally, EPA believes that none of the remedial alternatives considered in the Analysis of
Alternatives (AA) report, including EPA's selected remedial alternative, pose unacceptable
short-term risks to human health. All remedial alternatives, with the exception of the No
Action alternative, involve some short-term suspension of contaminated sediments. The
selected remedy includes the use of extensive controls such as silt curtains to minimize
sediment suspension and migration. The selected remedy involves sediment treatment to
reduce the potential for direct contact with contaminated sediment by permanently removing
the source of contamination. Community and worker exposure will be minimized by the use
of construction methods that minimize workers' contact with the contaminated materials, Air
quality will be monitored during remediation.
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4.1.12 Comment: A representative from RMC stated that EPA has underestimated the
positive attributes of armoring (in-situ containment or cap) and RMC's ability to monitor the
cap for its long term performance.

Response: In-situ containment was considered by EPA. However, after carefully balancing
the specific characteristics of the Site against the nine criteria as outlined in the NCP, EPA
has determined that the long-term effectiveness and permanence afforded by the selected
alternative offset any short-term risks posed by the selected alternative and the higher costs
of the selected alternative. Although containment of contamination is less difficult than
excavation or dredging and treatment of contamination, EPA prefers technologies in which
treatment that permanently and significantly reduces the volume, toxicity or mobility of the
PCBs is a principal element.

EPA has determined that dredging is an effective way of removing the volume of
contaminated sediments in the river system based on limited previous experience at other
Superfund sites and federal projects. In addition, although sediment containment with a
graded cover would reduce the erosive force of the flowing river water and would limit
movement of contaminants into the environment, its long-term effectiveness is dependent
upon the adequacy and reliability of the sediment cover. Long-term monitoring and
maintenance of contained sediments would be difficult to achieve because the cover is
located underwater. Because the sediments are submerged, the contained underwater
sediments would require periodic inspections by divers. In addition, several rounds of
sampling might be required to detect underwater containment cell leakage, since any leaking
contamination would be diluted. Further, if underwater monitoring revealed that cap repairs
were necessary, such repairs could likely only be undertaken in late spring or in summer.
Little information is available on the frequency with which maintenance would be needed or
on the probability of cover failure. if the sediment cover fails, cancer risks on the order of
102 would be present immediately since contaminated sediments would reenter the river
system, and be available to contaminate fish and wildiife. Sediment dredging, on the other
hand, would permanently remove the long-term risks from contaminated sediments.

4.2 Risk Assessment

4.21 Comment: An interested citizen asked if EPA had developed a risk assessment for
the combination of PCBs, PAHs, TDBFs, aluminum, and cyanide.

Response: EPA’s risk assessment provides both chemical-specific and combined risks
associated with these chemicals.

4.22 Comment: Representatives from RMC stated that site-specific issues need to be
considered in evaluating appropriate cleanup levels for the Reynolds Study Area. Since the
cleanup levels are to be risk-driven, the risk assessment should be specific to the RMC Site
and not based on regional data. :

Response: Where possible, site-specific assumptions were used in the evaluation of cleanup
levels. Sediment concentrations evaluated were those in the Reynolds Study Area.
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4.2.3 Comment: A representative from RMC stated that it is premature for EPA to propose
a remedy before the risk assessment has been completed. In its draft form, the risk
assessment has serious flaws in the assumptions used, the methods employed, and the
conclusions reached.

Response: Generally, EPA issues all risk assessments, Additional River Study (ARS) reports,
AA reports, and other investigative reports in draft form during the public comment period to
allow for public comment on those documents as well as on the Proposed Plan. Although in
draft form, the risk assessment was complete, and EPA did not anticipate any major
changes. After reviewing comments made by RMC and the public which are summarized in
this responsnveness summary, EPA has revised and finalized the dratft risk assessment The
revisions to the risk assessment were minor.

4.3 Cleanup Levels

4.3.1 Comment: Representatives from the Akwesasne Task Force on the Environment, St.
Regis Mohawk Tribe, Dr. Stone, and an interested citizen stated that EPA’s cleanup level
should be 0.1 ppm. They expressed the need to protect the food chain, particularly for the
Mohawk community whose culture relies heavily on fishing and hunting. They also cited
recent research that has revealed new information on the negative, non-carcinogenic health
effects of PCBs; and the potential, cumulative health effects of exposure to muitiple
contaminants via multiple pathways of contamination.

Response: Based on the results of its risk assessment, EPA established cleanup levels for
contaminated sediment in the Reynolds Study Area which are protective of human health and
the environment. The cleanup levels are: PCBs - 1 ppm; PAHs - 10 ppm; and TDBF - 1 ppb.
Cleanup levels are the concentration of contaminants in sediment above which some
remedial action will be taken (i.e., treatment or containment). These cleanup levels were
based on ingestion of fish by local residents and represent sediment contaminant
concentrations which would be associated with carcinogenic risks on the order of 10*.

Cleanup to these levels will also remove the threat from other contaminants such as fluoride
and cyanide. The 1 ppm PCB cleanup level is identical to that selected by EPA for
contaminated sediment associated with the G.M. Site which is immediately downstream of
the RMC facility. For the G.M. Site, EPA estimated that a 1 ppm PCB cleanup level in
sediments is associated with a 10* (1 in 10,000) excess cancer risk to humans. For the RMC
Study Area Site, EPA estimates that a 1 ppm PCB cleanup level in sediments is associated
with an excess cancer risk to humans on the order of 10* (1 in 10,000). There is a variation
in estimated residual cancer risks between the G.M. and RMC Study Area Sites due to
uncertainties associated with estimating the effect of varying sediment PCB concentratnons on
area fish.

A rough approximation of the area which must be addressed to meet Site cleanup levels is
given in Figure 11 of the decision document. There are approximately 51,500 cubic yards of
sediment over a 27- acre area with PCB concentrations above 1 ppm, PAHs above 10 ppm,
and TDBFs above 1 ppb. EPA considers such sediments to pose a principal threat to human
health and the environment.
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It should be noted that federal and New York State sediment quality criteria guidance indicate
that PCB cleanup levels well below 1 ppm are required to achieve protection of the
environment since PCBs pose a significant ecologlcal risk. While EPA would prefer a lower
cleanup level which would be associated with a 10 cancer risk, EPA has significant
concerns as to the technical practicability of achieving a PCB cleanup leve! below 1 ppm in
this area of the St. Lawrence River. In selecting the 1 ppm cleanup goal, EPA has balanced
its desire for a very low cleanup level which will minimize residual risk with the constraints
posed by the limitations of dredging as a means of removing sediment with the further intent
of selecting treatment as a principal element over containment. EPA believes that a 1 ppm

cleanup goal in the St. Lawrence River provides an acceptable measure of protection of
human healith.

44 Cost

4.41 Comment: Representatives from RMC stated that EPA has not adequately balanced
risk with cost as required by the NCP. Specifically, EPA has essentially doubled the cleanup
cost by using a cleanup level that is based on a more stringent risk level than required by the
NCP. In addition, EPA's recommended alternative is $ 13.5 million more expensive than the
RMC option with little added benefit. Representatives from RMC cited EPA’s Proposed Pian,
which they believe indicates that EPA’'s proposed approach may require in-situ containment
of the entire area after dredging, thereby duplicating remediation and increasing costs.

- Response: Please see EPA's response to comment 4.1.11.

EPA is sensitive to RMC's concerns regarding duplication of remediation and increasing
costs. Therefore, an initial dredging program will be conducted in a manner which will identify
site-specific information and operating parameters such as dredging rates and depths,
sediment removal efficiencies, silt curtains and sheet piling effectiveness, sediment dewatering
methods, and sediment suspension and settling characteristics. This information will be
evaluated and used as appropriate in modifying operating procedures to improve the
effectiveness of the removal program.

45 Decision Process

4.5.1 Comment: An interested citizen commented that the cleanup decision should be
made by the people most affected by the contamination.

Response: After consideration of all public comments received during the public comment
period, EPA, in consuitation with NYSDEC and the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe, made the final

~ decision regarding the remedial alternative to be implemented at the Site. All public

comments received during the public comment period were factored into EPA’s final
determination of the selected remedial alternative. EPA intends to continue its ongoing public
involvemnent activities to solicit suggestions and comments throughout the remedial design
and implementation.
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4.5.2 Comment: An interested citizen stated that there should be methods for adjusting the
selected remedy in the future if it proves faulty or if there are unforeseen risks to human
health and the environment years from now.

Response: Because EPA’s selected remedial alternative would result in contaminants
remaining on-site above health-based levels, the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as amended, requires that the Site be
reviewed at least once every five years. If justified by the review, additional response actions
may be implemented to remove or treat the wastes, if necessary, to protect human health and
the environment.

4.5.3 Comment: An interested citizen asked if EPA and NYSDEC will coordinate and agree
upon cleanup standards and procedures before ordering RMC to do the' cleanup work.

Response: EPA has coordinated with NYSDEC on the cleanup goals for the RMC facility,
upland areas, and adjacent river sediments. EPA’'s 1989 Order to RMC includes performance
of the cleanup alternative selected by EPA.

4.6 Other

4.6.1 Comment: A representative from the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe and several interested
citizens stated that RMC, along with the other industries in the area, have contributed to the
destruction of the Mohawk lifestyle and negative impacts on the Mohawk economy and
health. The Mohawk community has gone from a diet of fish, wildlife and game to a
supermarket-type diet, which has resulted in an increase in diabetes in their community. The
Mohawk economy has changed from physical occupations such as fishing and agriculture, to
inactive occupations such as retail and gambling. The decrease in activity may be
contributing to the rising diabetes level in the community as well. The negative impacts on
the Mohawk community and increasing diabetes levels need to be evaluated.

Response: EPA notes the concerns about recent changes in the diet and economy of the
Mohawk people. At present, due to contamination, there are fishing advisories in effect for
the St. Lawrence River in the Massena area. While the Superfund law does not directly
- address these issues, it does so indirectly by requiring remediation of contaminated areas.
The goal of EPA's remedial efforts in the Massena area is to restore contaminated sediment
hotspots and, thus, to ultimately restore the river environment to allow unrestricted fishing in
the St. Lawrence River.

4.6.2 Comment: An interested citizen asked whether tests were conducted for dloxm given
the presence of TDBFs at the Site.

Response: Tests were conducted for dioxin in sediments in the Reynolds Study Area.
Investigations conducted at the Site included analyses of eight sediment samples from the St.
Lawrence River. Dioxin was not detected in any of the samples.
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4.6.3 Comment: A representative from Save Our River stated that if the Bombay-Brasher-
Helena area is allowed to be strip-mined of clay for the Superfund site landfilis and the St.
Lawrence County landfills, it will destroy the groundwater table for the St. Regis and St.
Lawrence Rivers. :

Response: EPA is not requiring that a clay-lined landf Il be constructed as part of its remedy
for the Reynolds Study Area.

4.6.4 Comment: Mr. Stone stated that if the Mohawks are truly a sovereign nation, then
they should have control over their waters and the St. Lawrence River, and their Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) should be followed.

.Response: The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe has identified cleanup standards which are
applicable to remedial actions which will be conducted on the St. Regis Mohawk Reservation
as part of the G.M. Site remediation. Since contaminants found within the RMC Site do not
fall within the boundaries of the St. Regis Mohawk Reservation, the Tribal cleanup standards
do not apply. At the RMC Site, the Tribal cleanup standards are "To Be Considered"
Requirements (see Table 9 of the decision document). However, the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe
was consufted during development of EPA's Proposed Pian and selected remedy, and will
continue to play a meaningful role during all phases of the decision-making process at the
RMC Site. '

4.6.5 Comment: Several interested citizens commented on the negative health and
environmental impacts of PCBs.
Response: EPA's awareness of the negative heafth and environmental impacts of PCBs has

led it to select an aggressive remedial approach and cleanup goal that will be protective of
human heaith and the environment.
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50 COMPREHENSIVE SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT LEGAL AND TECHNICAL
COMMENTS AND EPA’s RESPONSES TO THESE COMMENTS

As mentioned earlier, Section 5.0 is comprised of specific legal and technical questions
‘submitted to EPA during the public comment period and, where necessary, elaborates with
technical detail on answers covered. in Section 4.0. All written comments received during the
public comment period and summarized here are attached as Appendix D.

Comments from the following citizens and/organizations are summarized below:

5.1 Public Petition

5.2 Reynolds Metals Company -

53 St Regis Mohawk Tribe .
54  New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
55 Canadian Review Panel :

5.6 Cornwall Environmental Resource Center

57 Massena industrial Development Corporation

58  Aluminum Company of America

5.9 General Motors Corporation

5.1 Petition

One hundred and thirty five (135) citizens mailed EPA the following petition: “As a resident of
the St. Lawrence River Valley, | endorse the EPA’s proposed plan for the remediation of the
Reynolds Metals Study Area. | urge the implementation of Alternative G(B): the removal of all
sediments with PCB contamination over 1 ppm; the use of thermal extraction rather than
incineration; and the treatment level of 10 ppm rather than 25, 50 or 500 ppm. The only
change | would support would be the use of a lined, rather than unlined, landfill to prevent
any contamination of surrounding surface or ground waters from untreated sediments or
treated residuals.”

Response: Please see EPA's response to comment 4.1.3.
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5.2 Reynolds Metals Company (RMC)

The comments summarized in this section were recelved from RMC.

5.2.1 Comment: RMC states that EPA has not chosen a defined remedial alternative in its
Proposed Plan. It appears that EPA is proposing to dredge to the extent feasible and then
implement some other remedial alternative. The criteria for EPA’s preferred alternative have
not been defined, and EPA'’s preferred alternative may actually be comprised of two separate
remediations (Alternative G(B) plus in-situ containment). Not only is this questionable
engineering judgement, but it also represents a risk management decision that is contrary to
EPA’s mandate to reduce environmental and human health risks.

Moreover, only when pilot scale dredging is performed can EPA determine how much, if any,
dredging is consistent with the requirements of CERCLA. The technology would need to be
demonstrated as feasible prior to initiating any plans for full scale implementation.

Therefore, RMC recommends Alternative J: Partial Sediment Removal/Thermal
Desorption/Landfilling/In-Situ Capping, an approach that requires the methods to be
demonstrated as feasible prior to initiating the remediation.

Response: EPA has selected a carefully defined remedial alternative for the Site. EPA's
selected alternative involves dredgingand treatment of dredged/excavated material with PCB
concentrations above 25 ppm by thermal desorption. Untreated sediments (with PCB
concentrations between 1 ppm and 25 ppm) and treatment residuals (which are expected to
be non-hazardous and to have PCB concentrations below 10 ppm) will be disposed on-site,
in the Black Mud Pond, and covered.

There are several factors which EPA believes will contribute to the effectiveness of dredging
as a means of removing sediment from the St. Lawrence River. First, the area to be dredged
is fairly shallow and is located adjacent to the shore of the St. Lawrence River. Second, the
use of engineering controls such as sheet pile walls has been shown to substantially reduce
sediment suspension. Third, the selection of the dredging technique (e.q., a hydraulic
dredge), can be made with the goal of minimizing sediment suspension. Fourth, the public
health and environmental impacts resulting from sediment dredging (which are of relatively
short duration) are lower than the current iong-term risks posed by the contaminated
sediment. Finally, in the event that monitoring indicates that there are any downstream
depositional areas which collect resuspended sediments, they can be dredged to remove
those resuspended sediments. The iterative process of sampling, excavatlng and re-sampling
is contemplated as an integral part of the remedial action.

ADredgung has been used effectively at another Superfund site in New Bedford Harbor, .

Massachusetts, to remove PCB-contaminated sediments from an estuary. EPA is sensitive to
RMC's concerns regarding duplication of remediation and increasing costs. Therefore, an
initial dredging program will be conducted in a manner which will identify site-specific
information and operating parameters such as dredging rates and depths, sediment removal
efficiencies, silt curtains and sheet piling effectiveness, sediment dewatering methods, and
sediment suspension and settling characteristics. This information will be 2valuated and used
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as appropriate in modifying operating procedures to improve the effectiveness of the removal
program.

5.22 Comment: RMC believes that EPA has issued its Proposed Plan prematurely, without
the benefit of a finalized Risk Assessment. The draft risk assessment is inconsistent with the
risk assessment prepared for the adjacent G.M. Site.

Response: Please see EPA's response to comment 4.2.3.

EPA has compared the approach used to prepare the draft risk assessments for the G.M. and
RMC Sites. In general, the approaches ‘are comparable. However, both rely on site-specific
information.

5.2.3 Comment: RMC's primary concern with the Human Health Assessment (HHA) portion
of the draft risk assessment is the reasonableness of assumptions and information used in
estimating exposures. First, the report states that NYSDEC fish sampling data was used in
the risk assessment even though the data were not validated. Second, many of the highly
conservative assumptions used in the HHA are attributed to a personal communication-K.
Jock (1991). There is no way to verify the context, understanding, accuracy or .
appropriateness of the communicated information because this information is not contained in
publicly-available documents. ‘

Third, the toxicity assessment portion of the HHA was essentially nonexistent which is
inconsistent with EPA Guidance. Furthermore, EPA improperly characterized risks and
selected inappropriate cleanup ievels by using highly conservative toxicity values based on
outdated EPA Guidance. The HHA uses the Aroclor 1260 carcinogenic slope factor for all
PCB mixtures, when there is considerable evidence that the lower chlorinated mixtures exhibit
much lower carcinogenic potential, if they are carcinogenic at all.

Fourth, the exposure assessment overstates the risks. The HHA suggests with no justification
that “sediments may become more exposed" in the future. Office os Solid Waste and
Emergency Response (OSWER,) directives for risk assessment indicate that future uses or
risks should only be evaluated if there is a reasonable likelihood they will occur. The
assumptions used for sediment exposure in children, adults, and fishermen are very extreme
and unjustified. -

Response: The two most common results of the data validation process are the rejection of
certain non-detects and the changing of blank contaminants to non-detects. If non-detects
are dropped out, the mean concentration may increase slightly. If blank contaminants are
eliminated, mean concentrations of a given contaminant would decrease. The risk
assessment recognizes these uncertainties related to defining the true extent of biota
contamination. :

Many of the exposure assumptions used in the risk assessment were based on
communications with Mr. Jock. The risk assessment report explicitly refers to interviews
conducted with Mr. Jock and summarizes the pertinent information provided by Mr. Jock in a
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pubilicly available document (the risk assessment report itself). Risk assessors are
encouraged to obtain site-specific inputs whenever possible. Professional judgement
pertaining to the reliability and credibility of the interviewee is used and a comparison to
similar sites is made before final exposures parameters are selected. This type of research
and consensus was performed for the Reynolds Risk Assessment.

- The toxicity section of the HHA is fully cohsistent with EPA guidance. Toxicity values are

presented in Table 4-7 of the HHA. Per EPA risk assessment guidance, EPA's Integrated Risk
Information System (IRIS) was the preferred source of toxicity values; otherwise, EPA’s Health

~ Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST) or EPA's Environmental Criteria and

Assessment Office (ECAQ) were consutlted for toxicity information. Section 4.3 of the HHA
also includes two tables outlining potential carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic effects
associated with contaminants of concern. In addition, Appendix D of the risk assessment
includes toxicity profiles for all RMC contaminants of concern. The toxicity profiles include
information on the chemicals’ use; chemical and physical properties; fate and transport,
pharmacokinetics; carcinogenic effects; noncarcinogenic effects (e.q., systemic effects,
teratogenic and other developmental effects, and mutagenic effects), ecotoxicity; and
applicable standards, criteria and guidelines.

The uncertainties associated with the use of the currently available slope factor for PCBs are
recognized in the Reynolds Risk Assessment. EPA also recognizes that PCB congeners may
vary as to their potency in producing biological effects and that there is some evidence that
mixtures containing more hnghly chlorinated biphenyls are more potent inducers of

~hepatoceliular carcinoma in rats than mixtures containing less chlorine by weight (IRIS,

1993/Kimbrough, 1987 and Schaeffer et al., 1984). However, EPA has not currently adopted

~ guidance which evaluates the toxic equivalents for various PCB congeners. In addition, EPA

is currently reviewing but has not adopted the cross species scaling factor for carcinogenic
risk assessment (daily amount administered per unit of body mass raised to the 3/4 power,
ie., mg/kg (day) (EPA, 1892)). The risk assessment was prepared in accordance with the
most current EPA Superfund guidance and IRIS which assumes Aroclor 1260 is representative
of all PCB mixtures. IRIS toxicity values are based on the consensus of various EPA Work
Groups. These Work Groups are continually reviewing toxicity information as it becomes
available and updating toxicity values to minimize uncertainties associated with the estimation
of risks to human health.

The assumptiohs used for sediment exposure are considered conservative but realistic. If
current land use changes children and adults may have access to the contaminated
sediments in the vicinity of the RMC Site.

5.24 Comment: RMC states that the use of National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) values as criteria for the evaluation of contaminant concentrations in
sediments is inappropriate. RMC points out that these values are derived from field samples
containing mixtures of contaminants, and that they are explicitly not intended as regulatory
guidelines. RMC believes that these guidelines result in an overstatement of risk, and that
they are not truly applicable since they are primarily based on marine and estuarine studies.
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Response: The Ecologica! Risk Assessment (ERA) evaluation of sediments has been revised
to include a comparison of organic non-ionic contaminants with sediment criteria derived
through the equilibrium partitioning approach. NOAA sediment guidelines were still used to
assess inorganic contaminants. For organic contaminants lacking adequate effects data,
sediment effects leve! reported by Tetra Tech (1986) were used. These effect levels appear to
be roughly comparable to sediment criteria derived through the equilibrium partitioning
approach (i.e., sediment samples that exceeded Tetra Tech effect concentrations also
exceeded criteria derived from the equilibrium partitioning approach).

5.2.5 Comment: RMC objects to the use of data on background levels of metals in soils in
the eastern United States as sediment ecological risk criteria. RMC states that the chemical
ditferences between terrestrial soils and sediments and the biological differences between
terrestrial and aquatic biota make a direct comparison inappropriate.

Response: The ERA has used typical surficial soil concentrations for several inorganic
contaminants lacking sediment guidelines (e.g., aluminum, fluoride, selenium, vanadium) to |
initially screen potential sediment contaminants of concern. These levels were used since
background sediment concentrations and effect levels were not available for inorganics. The
table and discussion regarding sediment concentrations and potential risk clearly indicate that
aithough a variety of contaminants are driving risk, total PCBs, PAHs, and TDBF are the
primary contaminants of concern. It is also evident that concentrations of aluminum, fluoride,
selenium, and vanadium are not anticipated to result in significant risk to ecological receptors.

5.2.6 Comment: RMC is concerned that the Proposed Plan does not adequately address
ecological impacts associated with dredging.

Response: The baseline risk assessment does not address risks associated with various
remedial alternatives; therefore, ecological impacts associated with dredging have not been
formally evaluated. However, long-term impacts associated with leaving sediment
contaminants (particularly PCBs) in place are expected to be greater than temporary impacts
associated with dredging.

§.2.7 Comment: RMC believes that the ERA is not entirely consistent with EPA guidance.
Specifically, the problem formulation step of the study does not include a conceptual site
model (CSM), which describes how a source (or stressor) might affect potential receptors.

Response: The guidance listed, "Framework for Ecological Risk Assessment" (EPA, 1892)
although containing useful information, is not a mandatory document for conducting
ecological risk assessments. The ERA is consistent with previous ecological risk
assessments conducted by EPA Region il. Presenting a conceptual site model will not alter
the results of the ERA.
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5.2.8 Comment: RMC states that some of the conclusions in the ecological risk
assessment may be inappropriate because they are based on an index intended to evaluate
organic pollution rather than inorganic contamination.

Response: Although the Hilsenhoff Biotic Index (HBI) has currently only been evaluated for
organic poliutants, it may also be applicable for additional pollutants. In any event,
conclusions of the ERA regarding impacts to the benthic community would not change if the
HBI were_pot used in the risk assessment. Evidence of benthic community impairment also
included hyperdominance by pollution tolerant taxa, imbalance in composition of functional
feeding groups, and reductions in benthic invertebrate diversity and taxa richness. ltis
important to note that the primary contamnnant of concern at the Site is an organic
contaminant, PCBs.

'5.29 Comment: RMC notes that references for many assumptions were not well

documented. Specific examples include the basis for assuming a three percent lipid content
in the white sucker fish and the bioconcentration factor cmerlon for contaminants of concern
(COCs) of 300.

Response: The percent lipid content of the white sucker was not measured; therefore, an
assumed three percent lipid content was selected based on professional judgement. COCs
were selected based on frequency of detection, comparison with background concentrations,
and relative toxicity. The selection of COCs based on bioconcentration potential was not
included as a criteria in the draft final ERA.

5.2.10 Comment: RMC disagrees with some of the ERA methodology. In particular, RMC
states that adding individual surface water risk indices which did not exceed criteria.led to
misleading total risk indices, and that geometric means rather than arithmetic means should
have been used to calculate exposure concentrations.

Response: Due to the uncertainty associated with chemical interactions and effects on
aquatic receptors, it was conservatively assumed that risk from various contaminants may be
cumulative for aquatic receptor species. Although individual contaminants may not pose a
risk by themseives, interaction with other related contaminants may result in adverse impacts.
Geometric means were used in evaluating exposure concentrations.

5.2.11 Comment: RMC commented that the characterization of risk to fish is poor. In
addition, little mention is made of the fact that fish are mobile. RMC points out that birds and
fish are not likely to feed in the vicinity of the most contaminated area 100 percent of time.
RMC states that an unrealistic conversion factor was used to evaluate body concentration of

- PCBs in fish.

Response: Information regarding contaminant body burden concentrations within fish and

.associated adverse effects are sparse in the scientific literature. However, the ERA indicated

that the potential for risk to fisheries has been clearly identified.
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In addition, atthough fish may move in and out of contaminated portion of the Reynolds Study
Area, the fact that risk was evaluated based on detected fish tissue concentrations confirms
that fish are exposed to PCB contamination within the study area.

Data regarding home ranges of the selected indicator species within the Reynolds Study Area
were unavailable. Therefore, it was assumed that the indicator species foraged entirely within
the Reynolds Study Area. Due to the large size of the Reynolds Study Area, it is conceivable
that this area could provide all foraging requirements for the selected indicator species.

EPA believes that the conversion factor is realistic. In addition, using the conversion factor
suggested by Sloan (NYSDEC) also results in a fish whole body concentration much greater
than recommended for the protection of piscivorous wildlife. The conclusion is the same:
existing PCB concentrations in fish present a significant risk to piscivorous ecological
receptors. :

5.2.12 Comment: RMC is concerned that high background contaminant concentrations in
environmental media and prey items were not considered in the ERA.

Response: PCB concentrations were modeled within prey items that inhabit the Reynolds
Study Area. Risk from elevated "background" concentrations was not the objective of the
ERA and is therefore not quantified in the ERA.

5.2.13 Comment: RMC expressed concern that toxicity data for the Little Brown Bat is
extrapolated from other species.

Response: An objective of an ERA is to evaluate risks to a variety of different feeding guilds
and trophic levels, not just to those species where toxicity data may be available.
Unfortunately, toxicity data for most wildlife species is currently unavailable. Therefore,
extrapolation from other species (usually laboratory species) becomes necessary.

5.2.14 Comment: RMC expressed concern that limited data on environmental media were
used. '

Response: All available information was used to characterize risk within the ERA. Due to a
variety of factors (including time and cost), risk assessments are often based on limited
sample data. '

5.2.15 Comment: RMC claims that fish whole body rather than fillet data should have been
used in the ecological assessment. RMC suggests that a more rigorous study be conducted
to formulate more specific conclusions regarding fish contamination.

Response: Fish whole body concentrations of PCBs from spot tail shiners were used to

assess risk to piscivorous avian species (king fisher and bittern). Fillet data was converted to

whole body concentrations to assess risk to the mink since whole body data regarding PCB
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concentrations were unavailable. Using an alternative conversion factor suggested by Sloan
(NYSDEC) also results in elevated whole body PCB concentrations that present a risk to
piscivorous mammals. It is unlikely that additional studies would affect the conclusions of the
ERA that existing fish PCB concentrations present a risk to piscivorous wildlife.

5.2.16 Comment: RMC states that the limitations and uncertainties associated with the
exposure and risk assessments are not expressed except in the Limitations Section. These
limitations include the limited amount of data, the conservative estimates of exposure to birds
and fish, and the extrapolations from other species.

\ : .
Response: The ERA is consistent with previous risk assessments conducted by EPA.
Uncertainties associated with the risk assessment are discussed in the Risk Characterization
portion of the ERA.

-5.2.17 Comment: EPA's cleanup levels are inconsistent with actual risk levels at the Site.
RMC's risk assessment demonstrates that a more realistic risk-based cleanup level should be
in the range of up to three orders of magnitude greater than EPA's.

In addition, the Proposed Plan indicates that proper implementation of all alternatives would
result in acceptable risks. Therefore, EPA’s selected remedy amounts to a higher cost for no
extra safety. EPA has not properly examined cost versus benefit in choosing the remedial
altemative. If EPA’s 10™ risk level is accurate, it would correspond to a 10 ppm cleanup
level. The estimated volume of sediments above 10 ppm would be significantly less than the
volume above EPA’s proposed cleanup cntena of 1 ppm, which equates to a significant
reductlon in remediation costs.

Response: The 1 x 10°® cancer risk discussed on page 8, paragraph 1 of the Proposed Plan,
was calculated based on assumed ingestion of contaminated sediments by fishermen. In
response to this comment, EPA has re-evaluated the site cleanup levels based on the most
likely scenario for contaminant exposure, which is based on ingestion of contaminated fish by
local residents. Under this scenario and based on reasonable worst-case assumptions, a 1
ppm PCB level in sediments would equate to a cancer risk on the order of 10™.

The 1 ppm PCB cleanup level is identical to that selected by EPA for contaminated sediment
associated with the G.M. Site which is immediately downstream of the RMC facility. For the
G.M. Site, EPA estimated that a 1 ppm PCB cleanup level in sediments is associated with a
10* (1 in 10,000) excess cancer risk to humans. For the RMC Study Area Site, EPA
estimates that a 1 ppm PCB cleanup level in sediments is associated with an excess cancer
risk to humans on the order of 10 (i In 10,000). There is a variation In estimated residual

- cancer risks between the G.M. and RMC Study Area Sites due to uncertainties associated
with estimating the effect of varying sediment PCB concentrations on area fish.

it should be noted that federal and New York State sediment quality criteria guidance indicate
that PCB cleanup levels well below 1 ppm are required to achieve protection of the
environment since PCBs pose a significant ecological risk.. While EPA would prefer a lower
cleanup level which would be associated with a 10°® cancer risk, EPA has significant
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concems as to the technical practicability of achieving a PCB cleanup level below 1 ppm in
this area of the St. Lawrence River. In selecting the 1 ppm cleanup goal, EPA has balanced

‘ its desire for a very low cleanup level which will minimize residual risk with the constraints
posed by the limitations of dredging as a means of removing sediment with the further intent
of selecting treatment as a principal element over containment. EPA believes that a 1 ppm
cleanup goal in the St. Lawrence River provides an acceptable measure of protection of
human health.

5.2.18 Comment: RMC opposes the 10 ppm PCB treatment leve! for dredged contaminated
sediments. Since dredged materials would be managed on-site, EPA's 10 ppm PCB
treatment level is inconsistent and excessive when compared to the on-site waste
management approach outlined in NYSDEC's Record of Decision, which requires a 25 ppm
PCB treatment leve! for North Yard soils.

In addition, EPA’'s 10 ppm PCB treatment level is overly conservative with respect to the Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA) ARAR, which requires that PCB-contaminated sediments
greater than 50 ppm be either incinerated, disposed of in a chemical waste landfill, or
disposed of by another EPA approved method. Sediments with greater than 500 ppm PCBs
may have to be treated, but disposal in a landfill may be approved by the EPA Regional
Administrator. :

Treatment of sediments with greater than 500 ppm PCBs is consistent with the approach
presented for Alternative J. Treatment of sediments with less than 500 ppm is not cost
0 effective and would not result in real risk reductions.

Response: EPA has determined that a 25 ppm PCB treatment level is consistent with the
State's on-site waste management approach. Accordingly, EPA's selected remedy for the

" Reynolds Study Area includes a 25 ppm PCB treatment level, rather than the 10 ppm level in
its Proposed Plan.

However, EPA does not agree that a 500 ppm PCB treatment level is appropriate for dredged
contaminated sediments. Contaminated sediments represent the principal threat in the
Reynolds Study Area. iIn accordance with CERCLA and the NCP, generally EPA's goal is to
permanently treat principal threats whenever possible. EPA generally uses containment for
less contaminated material: Accordingly, EPA has determined that a 25 ppm PCB treatment
threshold results in treatment of the most highly contaminated sediments. In addition, EPA
has determined that sediments with PCB concentrations below 25 ppm may be disposed of
with a minimum of long-term maintenance.

The selected remedy is cost-effective because it has been demonstrated to provide overall
effectiveness proportional to its costs. The present worth cost of the selected alternative,
Alternative G(A), which includes a 25 ppm treatment threshold, is $ 35.1 million. The present
worth cost of Alternative G{(B), which includes a 10 ppm treatment threshold, is $ 36.7 million.
The present worth cost of Alternative I(A), which incorporates a 500 ppm treatment threshold,
is $ 35.8 million. The present worth cost of Alternative I(B), which incorporates a 50 ppm
treatment threshold, is $ 37.9 million. Thus, EPA has selected the least expensive alternative
which provides for permanent removal and treatment of the majority of the principal threat

@ . 2

5006R¢



posed by contaminated sediments. In addition, a comparison of the costs of Alternatives
G(A), I(A), and |(B) demonstrates that it is more expensive to construct a landfill for disposal
- of sediments with PCB concentrations between 25 and 500 ppm than it is to treat such
sediments. Therefore, Alternative G(A) is more cost-effective than Alternative .

5.2.19 Comment: The Proposed Plan does not adequately characterize the problems
associated with dredging with regard to the NCP-specified criteria of short-term effectiveness
and implementability. Dredging poses significant short-term risks due to suspension and
migration of contaminated sediments. Silt curtains are not effective in preventing redeposition
at the point of dredging, and their ability to control suspension and migration of sediments is
questionable. EPA’s proposed remedy would resutt in the greatest short-term impacts,
whereas alternatives requiring less dredging (Alternative J) would have less short-term
impacts. In addition, the current in the Reynolds Study Area may carry the resuspended
sediment towards the center of the river, where higher currents would carry and redeposit the
contaminants downstream.

Furthermore, EPA’s recommended cleanup level of 1 ppm is not likely to be achievable using
available dredging technology, even with multiple passes. Irregularities of the river bed (e.g.,
variable slopes, thick vegetation, and boulders) will severely impact the ability of dredging
equipment to meet the remedial goals. For this reason, Alternative J, which incorporates a
combination of dredging to 500 ppm and containment of the other areas, is more
implementable.

Response: Please see EPA's response to comment 4.4.1.

After carefully balancing the specific characteristics of the Site against the nine criteria as
outlined in the NCP, EPA has determined that the long-term effectiveness and permanence
afforded by the selected alternative off-set any short-term risks posed by the selected
alternative and the higher costs of the selected remedy. EPA recognizes that there may be
some difficulties associated with the suspension of contaminants during dredging. However,
~ dredging has been used effectively at another Superfund site in New Bedford Harbor,
Massachusetts, to remove PCB-contaminated sediments from an estuary.

There are several factors which EPA believes will contribute to the effectiveness of dredging
as a means of removing sediment with PCB concentrations above 1 ppm from this area of the
St. Lawrence River. First, the area to be dredged is fairly shallow and is located adjacent to
the shore of the St. Lawrence River. Second, the use of engineering controls such as sheet
pile walls has been shown to substantially reduce sediment suspension. Third, the selection
of the dredging technique (e.g., a hydraulic dredge), can be made with the goal of minimizing
sediment suspension. Fourth, the public health and environmental impacts resulting from
sediment dredging (which are of relatively short duration) are lower than the current long-term
risks posed by the contaminated sediment. Finally, in the event that monitoring indicates that
there are any downstream depositional areas which collect resuspended sediments, they can
be dredged to remove those resuspended sediments. The iterative process of sampling,
excavating and re-sampling is contemplated as an integral part of the remedial action.
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5.2.20 Comment: RMC opposes EPA’s method of evaluation in the Proposed Plan. To
ensure an appropriate balance of costs and risk reductions, EPA should have given greater
consideration to other alternatives (beyond Alternative J) involving combinations of dredging
and in-situ containment. In addition, the Proposed Plan does not indicate the uncertainties of
the sediment volume estimates, which were obtained from the AA report. Also, EPA has
biased the costs for its preferred alternative to the low side by issuing its preferred alternative
without inclusion of a landfill, despite the fact that all other alternatives with some treatment
include a landfill. Finally, since ATP is a proprietary process, the Proposed Plan should refer
to the generic process name "thermal desorption” instead.

Response: EPA's selected alternative does not involve a combination of dredging and
containment. EPA's selected alternative involves dredging and treatment of
dredged/excavated material with PCB concentrations above 25 ppm by thermal desorption.
Untreated sediments (with PCB concentrations between 1 ppm and 25 ppm) and treatment
residuals (which are expected to be non-hazardous and to have PCB concentrations below
10 ppm) will be disposed on-site, in the Black Mud Pond, and covered. EPA's selected
remedy provides for permanent removal and treatment of contaminated sediments. However,
in its Proposed Plan, EPA recognized the potential difficulties of dredging to 1 ppm, and
allowed for contingency cleanup activities, such as in-situ containment, in the event that the
cleanup levels cannot be achieved. Although containment of contamination is less difficult
than excavation or dredging and treatment of contamination, EPA prefers technologies in
which treatment that permanently and significantly reduces the volume, toxicity or mobility of
the PCBs is a principal element. Further, there are questions as to the Iong-term reliability of
in-situ containment at this site.

Regarding the volume estimates in its Proposed Plan, EPA presented a rough approximation
of the area which must be addressed to meet these cleanup goals. Prior to dredging, -
additional sediment and surface water sampling will be conducted to better delineate the
extent of the area to be dredged and to serve as baseline monitoring data.

EPA did not bias the costs for its selected alternative. All of the alternatives involving thermal
desorption treatment to 25 ppm PCBs, including EPA’s selected aiternative, allowed for
disposal of treated materials with a soil cover, unless tested and found hazardous, in which
case EPA included costs for an engineered landfill. The remedial alternatives developed for
the Site are consistent with EPA's PCB Guidance. For instance, according to this guidance,
soils with PCB concentrations in the 10 to 25 ppm range may be disposed on an industrial
facility with minimal long-term management controls. Accordingly, EPA has evaluated an

- alternative for the RMC Site which includes disposal of sediments with PCB concentrations
between 10 and 25 ppm in the Black Mud Pond, rather than in an engineered landfill
(Alternative G). The PCB Guidance also recommends that soils with higher concentrations of
PCBs be disposed at an industrial facility in an engineered containment system which may
include a cover and liner system. Accordingly, EPA has evaluated alternatives which include
. disposal of untreated sediments (Alternative D) or treated sediments with PCB concentrations
between 50 and 500 ppm in an engineered landfill (Alternative I). In addition, several of the

- other alternatives evaluated (including Alternatives E, F, and J) include options for disposal in
the Black Mud Pond or in an engineered landfill depending on whether the material is a
hazardous waste.
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Finally, EPA acknowledges that ATP is a proprietary process whose generic process name is
thermal desorption. ‘However, EPA took its information directly from the AA report, which was
prepared by RMC. EPA notes the comment and acknowledges that the thermal desorption
system to be used at the Site may not be limited to ATP.

5.2.21 Comment: In-situ containment presents a lower overall short-term risk to humans and
the environment compared to dredging, and provides equivalent long-term protection. RMC
cites prior in-situ containment successes for PCBs around the country; the U.S. Army Corp of
Engineers’ extensive work evaluating in-situ containment; and the conservative containment
design proposed by RMC. Mass transfer models show that the time for the contaminants to

- migrate to the surface of the containment material would take hundreds and perhaps

thousands of years, during which time the containment material would facilitate natural
biodegradation of PCBs. State of the art geotechnical materials and techniques, such as
concrete revetment and geotextile material and webbing, would ensure the isolation of the
contaminated sediments from the river environment.

Implementation of in-situ containment would include an extensive, long-term monitoring _
program to ensure the integrity of the containment material. RMC notes EPA’s concern in the
Proposed Plan that monitoring of in-situ containment would be more difficult than monitoring
in upland areas. The Proposed Plan disregards the fact that sophisticated subaqueous
monitoring capabilities are available.

Response: Please see EPA’s response to comment 4.1.12.

5.2.22 Comment: Alternative J fulfills the requirements of the NCP better than EPA’s
proposed alternative, which may be technically infeasible, have greater adverse short-term
impacts, take longer to implement, and cost more without being proportionally more effective.
As stated in the Proposed Plan, Alternative J would be protective of human health and the
environment; comply with ARARSs; provide a higher degree of permanence than the strictly
containment alternatives; reduce toxicity, mobility and volume of the contaminated sediments;
have less short-term impacts; and is more implementable than EPA’s proposed alternative.

Response: EPA recognizes that several of the remedial alternatives evaluated pose fewer
short-term risks than the remedial alternative selected by EPA. After carefully balancing the
specific characteristics of the Site against the nine criteria as outlined in the NCP, EPA has
determined that the long-term effectiveness, permanence, and protectiveness of public health
and the environment afforded by the selected alternative offset any short-term risks posed by
the selected alternative. -

5.2.23 Comment: Based on the hydrodynamic data collected to date, the contamination
detected in the mouth of the Grasse River is not attributable to the RMC plant. Similarly, it is
likely that sediment contamination detected between the Grasse River and the RMC outfall
area is not attributable to RMC. The Proposed Plan calls for additional sampling in these
upriver areas to determine if dredging is necessary. While these areas were included in the
Reynolds Study Area, they should not be included in the proposed area of RMC remediation.
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Response: EPA's remedial strategy in the Massena area was developed with the goal of -
achieving a comprehensive remediation of areas of the St. Lawrence, Grasse, and Raquette
Rivers which were affected by contamination from the ALCOA, G.M. and RMC facilities. To
this end, EPA, in its Unilateral Administrative Orders, defined areas, known as the ALCOA and
Reynolds Study Areas, which were to be investigated and, if necessary, remediated by each
industry.

EPA does not agree that the hydrodynamic data collected to date demonstrates conclusively
that any contamination in the mouth of the Grasse River and between the Grasse River and
the RMC outfall is not attributable to RMC. Therefore, prior to dredging, additional sediment
and surface water sampling will be conducted to better delineate the extent of the area to be
dredged and to serve as baseline monitoring data.

5.2.24 Comment: RMC claims that the EPA slope factor for PCBs used by TRC
Environmental Corporation (contractor to EPA for the risk assessment) to estimate
carcinogenic risk significantly overestimates the upper-bound risks associated with exposure
to PCBs. RMC states that EPA's calculation of this slope factor does not incorporate current
toxicological information regarding the tumorigenic potency of different PCB mixtures
(Aroclors). In addition, RMC states that the mode! and scaling factor used to extrapolate
between animal studies and potential human effects are inappropriately applied for PCBs.
RMC suggests the use of alternative slope factors, including an alternative slope factor for the
predominant Aroclor in river sediments, Aroclor 1242, of 0.2 kg-day/mg, more than 38 times
lower than the slope factor used in the draft risk assessment.

Response: The uncertainties associated with the use of the currently available siope factor
for PCBs are recognized in the risk assessment. EPA also recognizes that PCB congeners
may vary as to their potency in producing biological effects and that there is some evidence
that mixtures containing more highly chlorinated biphenyls are more potent inducers of-
hepatoceliular carcinoma in rats than mixtures containing less chlorine by weight (IRIS,
1993/Kimbrough, 1987 and Schaeffer et al., 1984). However, EPA has not currently adopted
guidance which evaluates the toxic equivalents for various PCB congeners. In addition, EPA
_is currently reviewing but has not adopted the cross species scaling factor for carcinogenic
risk assessment (daily amount administered per unit of body mass raised to the 3/4 power,
ie., mg/kg (day) (EPA, 1992)). The risk assessment was prepared in accordance with the
most current EPA Superfund guidance and [RIS which assumes Aroclor 1260 is representative
of all PCB mixtures. IRIS toxicity values are based on the consensus of various EPA Work
Groups. These Work Groups are continually reviewing toxicity information as it becomes
available and updating toxicity values to minimize uncertainties associated with the estimation
of risks to human health.

If carcinogenic risks were recalculated using the proposed slo _fe factors, risks associated with
sediment exposures would still be greater than 10% (4.1 X 107) for PCBs. While the
difference between the TRC risk estimates and this recalculated value is nearly one order of
magnitude, risks associated with PCB contaminated fish show a lesser degree of difference
when applying the RMC proposed slope factors. The predominant Aroclors in fish (Yellow
Perch) collected by RMC in the study area are 1254 and 1260. Therefore, carcinogenic risk
estimates would only be reduced by approximately two to four times with the application of
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the proposed slope factors.

5.2.25 Comment: RMC claims that the exposure assumptions in the draft human risk
assessment are unreasonably conservative and result in an overestimation of risk. These
assumptions include a lifetime (70-year) exposure duration and an exposure frequency of 39
- weeks per year for residents and 50 weeks per year for fishermen. RMC states that most
householders in the United States do not reside at the same location for an entire lifetime,
and that due to the cold climate in the study area, most people would not be exposed to
sediment contamination for as long as 39 weeks per year. In addition, RMC commented that
the rates of ingestion of contaminated sediment and fish tissue were greatly overestimated.
RMC recommends a sediment ingestion rate of 59 mg/day and 43 mg/day for children and
adults, respectively, as compared to the values of 200 mg/day and 100 mg/day used in the
risk assessment. Lastly, RMC claims that dermal contact exposure assumptions related to
sediment exposures are also overestimated.

Response: In determining exposure parameters utilized in a risk assessment, EPA strives to
‘obtain site-specific data instead of relying on standard default values. Representatives of the
St. Regis Mohawk Tribe were interviewed to learn about fishing habits on the St. Lawrence
and Raquette Rivers in the vicinity of RMC. These interviews revealed that some families
continue the traditional consumption of iocally caught fish as their primary diet and that
Mohawk fishermen fish year round.

No site-specific data were available pertaining to fish ingestion rates; therefore, the EPA
default value for subsistence exposures was used (i.e., 132 grams/day) (EPA, 1989a). This
value assumes that fish consumption would be approximately equivalent to the average
consumption of red meat; fish consumption might be expected to be even higher if one
assumes fish is consumed at levels equal to the combined average of red meat, poultry, and
fish/shellfish (i.e., 180 grams/day) (EPA, 1989b). In addition, since the development of the
RMC risk assessment, the results of a 1992 New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH)
survey of fish consumption by Mohawk women have been released. The NYSDOH study
indicates a fish ingestion rate of 200 grams/day (NYSDOH, 1992).

The assumption that the local population resides in the same location for 70 years also is a
site-specific value obtained through interviews with the Mohawk Tribe; it is not unlikely for
members of the Mohawk Tribe to remain on the reservation for a lifetime according to Mr.
Jock, St. Regis Mohawk Tribe Environmental Program.

Sediment exposure rates are conservative but considered realistic. EPA recognized that
fishermen arms and hands may not be exposed during the colder months of the year, due to
the use of protective clothing. However, exposure may increase during warmer months since -
greater areas of bare skin may be exposed (e.g., torso and legs). Therefore, assuming
sediment exposure to arms and hands year round is not considered an overestimate of risk.
The seasonal differences in exposures are assumed to balance using this assumption.

 The values used are upper bound values for soil and dust ingestion. However, in the
absence of currently EPA-approved values for sediment ingestion, the standard default values
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of 200 mg/kg (child) and 100 mg/kg (adult) were used. Note that risk values would decrease
by less than an order of magnitude using the RMC's suggested ingestion rate.

5.2.26 Comment: Since individual sample data were not provided in the baseline risk
assessment report, RMC questions whether appropriate statistical methods were used to
calculate media concentrations of contaminants. Specifically, RMC questions the assumption
that the data were distributed log normally. :

Response: Normality tests were performed by TRC to determine the distribution of the data. -
Data evaluated were selected based on sample size and detection frequency within a sample
group. TRC analyzed sediment data in the study area (Aroclor 1242, chrysene, and benzo(6)
fluoranthene) and preferred fish species in the Reynolds Study Area (PCBs). The normality
tests reveal that the data are distributed log normaily.

5.2.27 Comment: RMC states that the baseline risk assessment does not include an
adequate quantitative analysis of uncertainty. RMC suggests the use of a quantitative method
such as the Monte Carlo simulation to provide more meaningful information regarding
potential risk. RMC reports that for sediment ingestion by fishermen, such a simulation

results in lifetime cancer risk values considerably lower than those calculated from the
reasonable maximum exposure (RME) in the baseline risk assessment.

Response: EPA currently requires the incorporation of a central tendency analysis in the
uncertainty analysis of a risk assessment. Risk assessors are requested to calculate risks for
the pathway generating the greatest risk using average (50th percentile) parameters (e.q.,
ingestion rates, exposure duration). This exercise was performed as part of the Reynolds risk
assessment. Nearly an order of magnitude ditference in carcinogenic risks and a three-fold
difference in total noncarcinogenic Hazard Indices were observed. The Monte Carlo
simulation proposed and presented by RMC provides a risk probability distribution which
presents additional information. However, unless site-specific conditions warrant such an
approach, generally EPA has not adopted the Monte Carlo approach for Superfund risk
assessments.

5.2.28 Comment: RMC reports a number of inconsistencies among reported data and
ambiguously presented material in the baseline risk assessment. Concerns include minor
discrepancies between text and appendix tables and confusion pertaining to the fish samples
utilized in the quantitative risk assessment.

Response: Necessary changes were incorporated 'into_ the Final Risk Assessment to address
RMC'’s concerns.
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5.3 St Regis Mohawk Tribe

The comments summarized in this section were received from the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe
Environment Division.

5.3.1 Comment: The PCB cleanup level of 1 ppm will not adequately protect human health
or the environment due to risks from residual contamination. A

Responsef Please see EPA's response to comment 4.3.1.

5.3.2 Comment: EPA's investigation collected only 13 samples from an approximately 2000
x 400 foot stretch of the Raquette River. This number of samples is inadequate to provide the
basis of a remedial decision. The samples were taken in or near the main current area, rather
than from bends or banks that accumulate PCB-contaminated sediments. In addition, the
detection of PCBs well above detection limits in surface water sample W5-1 should be viewed
as evidence of potential contamination rather than a “faise positive" or “anomaly." Therefore,
the Tribe recommends additional sampling of the Raquette River system, including samples
from: the river; any areas of obvious sediment accumulation; sediments at the mouths of
both tributaries; and supplemental fish sampling.

Response: Of the 17 sediment samples and three water samples taken in the Raquette
River, only one, water sample W5-1, showed PCB contamination (2.3 ppb). Location W5-1 is
a background station located upstream of the two tributaries that enter the Raquette River
from the RMC Site. Therefore, this reported concentration is believed to be a laboratory false
positive. However, in responding to this comment, RMC is currently collecting additional
biota data from the Raquette River. '

Samples taken in the Raquette River were from areas agreed upon by the Tribe during the
work planning process. Sediment sampling in the Raquette River included samples taken
adjacent to both banks of the river and in depositional areas.

5.3.3 Comment: Noting that thermal desorption may be ineffective on cyanide and heavy

metal removal, the Tribe states that EPA’s plans for disposa! of treated sediments and the

- necessity for a landfill will depend on the residual sediment contamination levels following
treatment. '

Response: Please see EPA’s response to comment 4.1.3.

5.3.4 Comment: Contamination upstream of the Site should be studied further. Upstream
detections may have originated from RMC, due to a substantial westward current along the
south shore from RMC towards the Snell Lock. PCB levels were detected in water samples at
the most western drainage ditch to the St. Lawrence River. Further investigation should
extend to the cove at outfalls 002/003, given the disparity between the sediment contaminant
levels reported by RMC and the higher levels found by the NYSDEC Wildlife Pathology
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Laboratory.

Response: EPA's selected remedy provides for additional sampling to better delineate the
extent of the area to be dredged. Such sampling will include the upriver portion of the
Reynolds Study Area, especially in reach 3A in the vicinity ot sample AS and near the mouth
of the Grasse River, to determine whether dredging is warranted in these areas. '

5.3.5 Comment: The contamination extending northeast to the channel off Survey Marker
#9 (Figure 8, WCC 1991) may indicate a reason to sample bottom sediments in the channel
itself downstream of this area.

Response: Previous hydrodynamic studies indicate that the amount of sediment in the
channel is extremely limited. Further, data indicate that PCB concentrations decrease rapidly
away from the RMC outfalis. :

5.3.6 Comment: It is unclear how EPA derived the volume of sediments above 1 ppm
PCBs in the Reynolds Study Area. There appears to be a discrepancy between the ARS
report, which estimates a volume of 74,000 cubic yards, and the Proposed Plan, which
estimates a volume of 51,000 cubic yards. EPA may be scaling down the amount of
contaminated sediments to be dredged without looking at the risks to the environment.

Response: The sediment volume estimates were modified in the AA report. EPA believes
that the volume of contaminated sediments was inflated, resulting in an overly conservative
and expensive estimate of remediation costs. In modifying the sediment volume estimates,
EPA instructed RMC to exclude sediment from the area adjacent to sampling point AS,
pending the results of additional sampling. EPA’s selected remedy provides for additional
sampling in the upriver portion of the Reynolds Study Area, especially in reach 3A in the
vicinity of sample AS and near the mouth of the Grasse River, to determine whether dredging
is warranted in these areas.
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5.4 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC)

The comments summarized below were received from NYSDEC.

5.41 Comment: While NYSDEC accepts EPA's proposed cleanup level of 1 ppm PCBs,
NYSDEC encourages RMC to eliminate as much residual contamination as possible by
pursuing the lowest cleanup level that is feasible under existing conditions. This is in RMC's
best interest since the State will pursue monetary damages against RMC and others for
natural resources damages resulting from residual risks after remediation.

Response: No response necessary.

5.4.2 Comment: EPA's disposal alternative-for treatment residuals and untreated sediments
is inadequate given the significant concentrations of metals, at levels which exceed NYSDEC
soil cleanup standards, that would remain following treatment. The disposal area would need
additional containment controls, such as a liner and enhanced cap.

NYSDEC suggests that EPA utilize the Black Mud Pond on the RMC facility for disposal of
treated residuals and untreated sediments. NYSDEC's Record of Decision called for capping
and groundwater monitoring of the Black Mud Pond. There may be adequate volume
available to accommodate the treated residuals and untreated sediments for use as fill in

~ order to bring the Black Mud Pond up to proper grade for effective capping. The Black Mud

Pond inorganic contaminants are similar to those found in the St. Lawrence River sediments.
Utilizing Black Mud Pond would consolidate similar contaminants into one area while realizing
cost savings related to eliminating construction, maintenance and monitoring of a new
disposal area, and substantially reducing the volume of fill materia! needed for the Black Mud
Pond.

Response: EPA égrees. Please see EPA's response to comment 4.1.3.

5.4.3 Comment: EPA's decision for sediment treatment is based on the level of PCBs,
PAHs and TDBFs. However, the sediments may contain other Site contaminants which would

- quality the material as hazardous. NYSDEC suggests that untreated sediments be tested for

hazardous waste characteristics and evaluated as to whether they constitute listed hazardous
wastes. ' |

Response: Untreated sediments (i.e., sediments in their current state) were tested during the
ARS and were determined to be non-hazardous. These materials will be tested again prior to
disposal. However, based on the results of ARS testlng, EPA does not anticipate that they
will be hazardous.

5.4.4 Comment: NYSDEC recommends that sheet piling be installed around the dredgir:ug
area to improve the effectiveness of the silt curtains in minimizing sedlment suspension during
dredging. EPA requires such controls at the nearby G.M. Site.
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Response: During remedial design, EPA will consider the installation of sheet piling as well
as other techniques to control migration of resuspended sediments during dredging.

5.4.5 Comment: The Proposed Pian should state that all water removed from sediments or
generated during the treatment process will be discharged to the St. Lawrence River in
compliance with the terms of RMC's State Pollution Discharge Elimination System (SPDES)
“permit and any other binding requirements between Reynolds and New York State.

Response: As stated in the decision document, all water that is removed from sediments or
generated during the treatment process would be discharged to the St. Lawrence River in
compliance with substantive SPDES requirements. :
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5.5 Canadian Review Panel
(Comprised of Environment Canada, Health and Welfare Canada and the Ontario
Ministry of Environment and Energy) :

~ The comments summarized below were received from the Canadian Review Panel.

5.5.1 Comment: The ARS underestimated the extent and degree of contamination in the St.
Lawrence River. Specifically, the high analytical detection limits and the lack of information on
both biological uptake and distribution of other contaminants (PAHs, TDBF, aluminum,
cyanide, and fluoride) were noted. The assumption that the distribution patterns for all
contaminants are the same is not adequately supported in the background documents. In
addition, contaminants other than PCBs may not be removed adequately using EPA's
proposed alternative. There is a risk of water column contamination with cyanide, aluminum
and fluoride during remediation. - More elutriate testing is needed to evaluate the threat of
aluminum and cyanide, which exceeded guidelines.

Finally, the evaluation of sediment quality in the Raquette River may be inaccurate because
the sampling was conducted in zones prone to erosion rather than depositional zones.

Response: EPA mapped the areas where PCBs, PAHs and TDBFs were found in order to
determine the area of contamination to be removed. EPA's decision for remediation of the
Reynolds Study Area is based on sampling data taken during the ARS, and on knowledge of
RMC's past disposal practices in that area. EPA believes that it has sufficient information
upon which to base its remedial decision for the Reynolds Study Area. EPA agrees that more
elutriate testing is needed to evaluate the threat of aluminum and cyanide.

With regard to the Raquette River, please see EPA'’s response to comment 5.3.2.

5§.5.2 Comment: The review panel supportsv EPA's proposed cleanup level of 1 ppm PCBs.
The dredging zones should be well delineated before initiation of dredging because the

~ dredging operation will mix contaminated and non-contaminated sediment, thereby reducing

the concentrations. Cleanup strategies should include removal of other contaminants (e.q.,
PAHs, metals) to below guideline levels. :

Response: Prior to dredging, additional sediment and surface water sampling will be
conducted to better delineate the extent of the area to be dredged and to serve as baseline
monitoring data. In regard to EPA’s cleanup strategy, based on the results of its risk
assessment, EPA has established cleanup levels for contaminated sediment in the Reynolds
Study Area which are protective of human health and the environment. The cleanup levels for
PCBs, PAHSs, and TDBFs will also remove the threat from other contaminants such as cyanide
and fluoride since these contaminants are found within the area that is planned for
remediation. '
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5.5.3 Comment: The review panel expressed concern about the potential for suspension
and downstream transport of contaminated sediment during dredging, and questioned the
reliability of silt curtains to prevent transport of water-borne contaminants, dissolved metals,
and fine particles. The review panel recommends that a pilot scale dredging project be
implemented, and a contingency plan put in place, prior to full-scale dredging. Canadian
input to the contingency plan is requested. The review pane! also recommends that other
technologies (e.q., modified bucket dredge) be investigated as they may prove to cause less
sediment suspension than the mudcat and cutter head dredges proposed in the AA report.

The AA report proposal that the remaining sediments (PCB sediments less than 500 ppm) will
be left in place and capped with a sand layer (18 inches thick) may provide inadequate
chemical isolation, and should be thicker.

Response: After carefully balancing the specific characteristics of the Site against the nine
criteria as outlined in the NCP, EPA has determined that the long-term effectiveness and
permanence afforded by the selected altemative off-set any short-term risks posed by the
selected alternative and the higher costs of the selected remedy. EPA recognizes that there
may be some difficulties associated with the suspension of contaminants during dredging.
However, dredging has been used effectively at another Superfund site in New Bedford
Harbor, Massachusetts, to remove PCB-contaminated sediments from an estuary.

EPA is sensitive to concerns regarding the implementation of dredging. Therefore, an initial
dredging program will be conducted in a manner which will identify site-specific information
and operating parameters such as dredging rates and depths, sediment removal efficiencies,
silt curtains and sheet piling effectiveness, sediment dewatering methods, and sediment
suspension and settling characteristics. This information will be evaluated and used as
appropriate in modifying operating procedures to improve the effectiveness of the removal
program.

There are several factors which EPA believes will contribute to the effectiveness of dredging
as a means of removing sediment from the St. Lawrence River. First, the area to be dredged
is fairly shallow and is located adjacent to the shore of the St. Lawrence River. Second, the
use of engineering controls such as sheet pile walls has been shown to substantially reduce
sediment suspension. Third, the selection of the dredging technique (e.q., a hydraulic
dredge), can be made with the goal of minimizing sediment suspension. Fourth, the public
health and environmental impacts resuiting from sediment dredging (which are of relatively
short duration) are likely to be lower than the current risks posed by the contaminated
sediment. Finally, in the event that monitoring indicates that there are any downstream
depositional areas which collect resuspended sediments, they can be dredged to remove
those resuspended sediments. The iterative process of sampling, excavating and re-sampling
is contemplated as an integral part of the remedial action.

In regards to the thickness of the in-situ containment material: the proposal in the AA report
was developed by RMC'’s consultant and represents RMC's proposal, not EPA's. EPA's
selected alternative does not include in-situ containment. In-situ containment would only be
considered if technical constraints make it impracticable to dredge the sediments sufficiently
to achieve the Site'’s cleanup levels.
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Canadian in'put will be sought during design of the dredging monitoring program.

5.5.4 Comment: Since thermal desorption treatment will not remove inorganics and has not
been evaluated for TDBFs, the review panel recommends that soil washing or some form of
volume reduction be considered as a preliminary treatment step. The review panel also
requests more information on the commercial incinerator that will be used.

Response: Thermal desorption will remove organic compounds, such as PCBs, PAHs and
TDBFs, from the sediments, but will not remove the inorganic compounds, such as aluminum,
cyanide and fluoride. Treated sediment and the remaining untreated sediments will be
disposed in the Black Mud Pond on the RMC facility. EPA does not anticipate that the
treated sediments will be hazardous waste.

In addition, contaminants condensed in the thermial desorption process would be transported
oft-site and burned at a commercial incinerator. ‘Information regarding the location and type
of commercial incinerator will be developed during remedial design.

5.5.5 Comment: The review panel recommends additional measures for the disposal of
treatment residuals and untreated sediments, such as a ieachate coliection system and
regular monitoring program. Treated sediments should be tested for residual contaminants.

Response: Please see EPA'’s response to comment 4.1.3.

5.5.6 Comment: The review panel recommends implementation of a monitoring plan that
allows for continuous monitoring during dredging, stringent controls, minimization of dredge
material losses and suspension at the dredge site. Implementation of health and safety plans
that would decrease the short-term risks to downstream users of the river are also
recommended.

Environment Canada would require monitoring of emissions from the thermal desorption
system for organics, conventionals (e.q., metals), and proper operation (e.g., temperature,
oxygen). The review panel prefers that ambient air monitoring be conducted at the perimeter
of the excavation/treatment site for the same parameters. The review panel also requests the
opportunity to review and comment on the thermal desorption permit application to ensure
that there are adequate monitoring programs and emissions controls in place.

The review panel recommends continuous monrtormg (at least every three months) and
regular maintenance of the disposal area.

Response: EPA employs stringent environmental controls when implementing remediation at
Superfund sites. EPA's selected remedy includes development of a dredging monitoring plan
to provide for sampling during dredging in order to measure any environmental impacts. It
will also include a contingency plan which will describe measures to contro! and/or minimize
the impacts of dredging on the environment. During dredging, EPA will monitor the river,
using such techniques as turbidity analysis, to determine if there is any increase of sediment
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suspension. If monitoring shows an increase in sediment suspension, then EPA will
discontinue dredging and reevaluate that option. In addition, in the event that monitoring
“indicates that there are any downstream depositional areas which collect resuspended
sediment, those areas can be dredged to remove the resuspended sediment. The iterative
process of sampling, excavation, and resampling is contemplated as an integral part of the
remedial action.

Emissions from the thermal desorption system will comply with all federal and State air
emissions requirements. in addition, groundwater downgradient of the disposal area (Black’
Mud Pond) will be monitored and the cover will be maintained. Because this alternative
would result in contaminants remaining on-site above health-based levels, CERCLA requires
that the Site be reviewed at least once every five years. If justified by the review, remedial
actions may be implemented to remove or treat the wastes.

The Canadian government is not afforded the same rights as States in the Superfund
process. However, EPA has sought Canadian government input in the Superfund process for
this Site in the past and is committed to seeking Canadian input on monitoring of remedial
actions in the future.
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5.6 Cornwall.Environmental Resource Center (CERC)

t
The comments summarized in this section were received from CERC. -

5.6.1 Comment: CERC finds the EPA excess cancer risk to Canadians of 1 in 100,000 to
be totally unacceptable. U.S. health risk calculations and standards indicate that more than
25 Canadians will continue to face excess carcinogenic risk resulting from inadequate EPA
cleanup levels.

Response: The NCP mandates EPA to establish cleanup goals that are consistent with risk
estimates between 10 and 10, -

5.6.2 Comment: CERC expressed concern about the concentrations of PCBs, PAHSs, and
-aluminum in both the surface water and sediments near the RMC facility. The contamination
in the Reynolds Study Area provides justification for a thorough examination of contamination
in Canadian aquatic areas.

Response: EPA's intention in developing its remedial plans in the Massena area is to
address hotspots of contamination in the St. Lawrence River adjacent to the outtalls of the
major Massena industries. EPA does not intend to perform a detailed investigation of
Canadian waters in part because contaminants may be entering the system from sources
other than the Massena industries.

5.6.3 Comment: CERC recommends that all cleanup levels be consistent and uniform
rather than contaminant-specific.

Response: Based on its risk assessment, EPA has established cleanup levels for

. contaminated sediment in the Reynolds Study Area which are protective of human health and
the environment. The cleanup levels (e.q., 1 ppm for PCBs, 10 ppm for PAHSs, and 1 ppb for
TDBFs) are based on the toxicity of each contaminant. -

5.6.4 Comment: Canadian ARARs were not sought prior to development of EPA’s
Proposed Plan. CERC requests that all further actions related to EPA's Proposed Plan be
discontinued until such time as Canadian ARARs have been taken into consideration.

Response: EPA recognizes the potential impacts of the Site on Canadian citizens and has,
within the constraints of the Superfund regulations, endeavored to involve all interested
Canadian citizens and local officials, as well as their U.S. counterparts and members of the
Mohawk nation, in its decision-making process. However, the Canadian government is not
afforded the same rights as States in the Superfund process. However, EPA has sought
Canadian government input in the Superfund process for this Site in the past and is
committed to seeking Canadian input on monitoring of remedial actions in the future.
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5.6.5 Comment: EPA's preferred alternative is unacceptable since it does not provide for
the full protection of the Canadian people or the Canadian environment. EPA's preferred
alternative only provides for partial treatment. The preferred alternative fails to provide
adequate storage for the remaining contaminated residues since it only aliows for a vegetated
.soil cover. When combined with the stored contaminants from the Black Mud Pond and
North Yard, these would constitute a major ongoing environmental threat to the Canadian
people and environment. '

CERC prefers a modified version of Alternative F, which includes treatment of sediments
containing levels higher than 1 ppm and storage of materials below 1 ppm in earthquake
proof vaults.

Response: Please see EPA’s response to comment 4.1.3.

EPA notes that the Black Mud Pond will be capped in conformance with the requirements of
the January 22, 1992 New York State Record of Decision.

5.6.6 Comment: No consideration has been given to the potential for seismic disturbances
in this geographic location. In the past year (1992), there were two such disturbances having
epicenters in the St. Lawrence River directly in front of the RMC facility. Any remaining
sediments should be vaulted in a manner similar to that of the adjacent ALCOA facility.

Response: Under the Uniform Building Codes, the area around the St. Lawrence Seaway is
classified as being in a Level lll earthquake zone. Earthquakes in a Level lll zone are
described as causing potential major structural damage. As a result, any structure, including
the Black Mud Pond cap, will be designed for earthquake loading. For example, design of
any containment structure may include soil compaction to lessen the potential impacts of an
earthquake. .

In the event of an earthquake or other such catastrophe, EPA or NYSDEC will evaluate the
containment system at the Site to determine whether it has been affected. If the containment
system has been affected, RMC will repair it. It should be noted that surface structures, such
as caps or covers, can be visually monitored following an earthquake and easily repaired.

5.6.7 Comment: CERC expressed concerns with potential suspension and migration of
contaminants into the Canadian aquatic environment during dredging, and suggested
building a coffer dam around the impaired area prior to commencing work.

Response: Please see EPA’s responses to comments 4.1.6 and 5.4.4.
5.6.8 Comment: EPA, in its second from last paragraph in the Proposed Plan, has set the

scene for possible avoidance of its responsibilities to complete the sediment cleanup in
accordance with its prescribed plan.
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Response: EPA’s intention in the Proposed Plan was to acknowledge that there are potential

~ problems associated with dredging this area of the St. Lawrence River. Therefore, an initial

dredging program will be conducted in a manner which will identify site-specific information
and operating parameters such as dredging rates and depths, sediment removal efficiencies,
silt curtains and sheet piling effectiveness, sediment dewatering methods, and sediment
suspension and settling characteristics. This information will be evaluated and used as
appropriate in modifying operating procedures to improve the effectiveness of the removal
program.

5.6.9 Comment: Itis CERC's belief that EPA has avoided selecting a remedy of full clean-
up due to the higher cost. CERC's position is that dollar costs must be secondary to the
needs of the human health and environmental stability.

Response: The NCP requires that EPA balance all of the remedial alternatives evaluated.in
the AA according to the nine criteria defined in the NCP, including balancing overall
effectiveness to cost to ensure that the remedy is cost effective.

The selected remedy is cost-effective because it has been demonstrated to provide overall
effectiveness proportional to its costs. The present worth cost of the selected alternative,
Alternative G(A), which includes a 25 ppm treatment threshoid, is $ 35.1 million. The present
worth cost of Alternative G(B), which includes a 10 ppm treatment threshold, is $ 36.7 million.
The present worth cost of Alternative I(A), which incorporates a 500 ppm treatment threshold,
is $ 35.8 million. The present worth cost of Alternative 1(B), which incorporates a 50 ppm
treatment threshold, is $ 37.9 million. Thus, EPA has selected the least expensive alternative
which provides for permanent removal and treatment of the majority of the principal threat
posed by contaminated sediments. In addition, a comparison of the costs of Alternatives
G(A), I(A), and I(B) demonstrates that it is more expensive to construct a landfill for disposal

* of sediments with PCB concentrations between 25 and 500 ppm than it is to treat such

sediments. Therefore, Alternative G(A) is more cost-effective than Alternative .
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5.7 Massena IndustriaI’Development Corporation (MIDC)

The comments summarized below were received from the MIDC.

5.7.1 Comment: EPA's Proposed Plan should be put on hold until the public has had a
chance to review the draft risk assessment.

Response: Please see EPA's response to comment 4.2.3.

5.7.2 Comment: MIDC requested answers to the following specific questions about the
draft risk assessment, and/or a copy of the draft risk assessment:

aoop

e.
Response:

a.

Does it take into account recent and current PCB toxicity research?

What exposure durations and frequencies are used?

Does it suggest children and aduits will ingest sediments? If so, how much?
Does it suggest that all fish consumed come only from the site in question, or
from the general area?

Is the assessment site-specific or based on regional data?

The risk assessment, in accordance with current EPA risk guidance, applies
toxicological data provided in [RIS.

A fisherman is assumed to be exposed to sediments 350 days per year over
the course of a lifetime. A local resident’s exposure to sediments is assumed
to be 143 and 78 days per year respectively for a child and an adult.
Residents are assumed to live in the study area vicinity for 70 years. Mohawk
Nation residents are assumed to ingest fish daily over a lifetime.

The risk assessment assumes the incidental ingestion of sediments during
recreational activities along the river bank. EPA's default values for incidental
soil ingestion of 200 mg/kg and 100 mg/kg for children and adults,
respectively, are used as estimates of sedimeént ingestion.

The risk assessment evaluated two scenarios: less mobile fish that would bé
expected to be limited to the study area and more mobile fish who might be
caught throughout the area along the St. Lawrence and Raquette Rivers.

Site-specific parameters were considered where possible. As mentioned
above, fish species not expected to migrate from the Reynolds Study Area
were sampled and evaluated in the risk assessment. The sediment evaluation
was based solely on Reynold's Study Area data. NYSDEC fish data from
several locations in the St. Lawrence, Raquette, and Grasse Rivers were used
to provide a broader estimate of fish ingestion risks associated with PCB
contamination in the St. Lawrence River basin.
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5.7.3 Comment: MIDC opposes dredging of the St. Lawrence River based on: the high
short-term risks of dredging; the natural, in-situ biodegradation characteristics of PCBs; and
the higher costs involved with the combination of dredging and in-situ containment in the
event that dredging alone does not remove sediments to the 1 ppm PCB level. MIDC
supports RMC's suggested approach of dredging and treating sediments above 500 ppm
PCBs and in-situ containment of the lower residuals. MIDC believes that RMC can monitor
the in-situ containment material over the long term, and that the RMC plan would have the
fewest short-term effects.

Response: Please see EPA’s responses to comments 4.4.1 and 5.2.19.

5.7.4 Comment: MIDC comments that if the sediments can be contained while protecting
human health and the environment (if indeed human health and the environment are truly at
risk), then RMC should not be required to experiment with a new and unproven costly
alternative. Although EPA states that its preferred alternative is one of the least expensive
alternatives which results in permanent removal, it could become the most expensive if
dredging does not attain the cleanup levels and in-situ containment is required.

Response: Please see EPA's response to comment 4.1.12.

5.7.5 Comment: EPA’'s proposed remedy is far more expensive than RMC's suggested
approach, which achieves the same risk reduction as EPA’'s. MIDC questions how EPA can
balance risk and cost when the risk assessment is not in final form. EPA has doubled the
cleanup costs by requiring cleanup levels that are significantly lower than at other similar

. CERCLA sites.

Flesponse: Please see EPA's responses to comments 4.2.3 and 4.4.1.

5.7.6 Comment: MIDC recommends that cleanup begin at the most upstream facility, and
proceed downstream. This will prevent any potential for upstream contaminants to
recontaminate cleaned areas.

Résponse: Please see EPA's response to comment 4.1.4.

5.7.7 Comment: It appears that EPA's proposed remedy, given its high cost and stringent
standards, does not consider the local economy, and particularly the economic benefits that
Reynolds Metals Company brings to the Massena area.

Response: Please see EPA's response to comment 4.4.1.

5.7.8 Comment: MIDC encourages EPA to reevaluate its disposal and.remediation
regulations for PCBs. PCBs may have fewer health effects than originally thought. MIDC

cites recent criticism over the validity of using the results of animal studies to classify PCBs,
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and the limitations in applying the results of animal studies to humans. Clinical research on
past worker exposure to PCBs, which showed only minor dermatological effects, was noted.
If no adverse effects have been found in groups of workers who have been in direct contact
with concentrated PCBs, then it is unclear how EPA justifies the expense of remediating a
chemical in such minute quantities. Furthermore, EPA has lumped all PCBs in the same risk
class as 1260 PCBs (a probable carcinogen), even though there is no scientific evidence that
PCB molecules with less chlorine content than the 1260s pose risk to human health or the
environment. EPA may be regulating remediation of PCB deposits and sources that pose no
harm to human health and the environment, at an enormous cost to U.S. corporations and
the public. -

Response: Please see EPA's responses to comments 5.2.3.and 5.2.24.
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5.8 Aluminum Company of America (ALCOA)

The comments summarized below were received from ALCOA.

5.8.1 Comment: A PCB cleanup goal of 1 ppm is not likely to be technically achievable
with dredging. Problems associated with sediment suspension, physical limitations of
dredging, and irregularities of the river bed (e.q., boulders), are noted. Dredging activities at
other sites (e.q., New Bedford Harbor, Sheboygan River, Shiawasse River, Willametter River,
and Dwamish Waterway) have resulted in highly variable final residual PCB concentrations
that generally averaged between 10 to 50 ppm PCBs. If EPA believes armoring after dredging
may be required, it should have been included in the AA report. ALCOA recommends
implementation of a field scale remedial program to determine the technical limitations of
dredging-at the Reynolds Study Area prior to a final remedial decision.

Response: Please see EPA's responses to comments 4.1 .11, 5.21,5.219 and 5.5.3.

5.8.2 Comment: A PCB cleanup goal of 1 ppm is unjustifiably stringent given that the risks
associated with the Site appear to be significantly overstated.

Response: Please see EPA's response to comment §.2.17.

5.8.3 Comment: The Eastern U.S. soil background survey data that were used in the draft
risk assessment are not appropriate for extrapolation to sediments.

Response: Please see EPA's response to comment 5.2.5.

5.8.4 Comment: ALCOA questions whether EPA followed the NCP in producing the draft
risk assessment. It is unclear whether the draft risk assessment was done in a timely manner,
consistent with EPA guidance documents.

Response: Please see EPA's response to comment 4.2.3.

5.8.5 Comment: It is unclear whether EPA has appropriately balanced the potential risks of
dredging with the potential benefits. Since silt containment systems are not 100% effective,
especially in areas with currents greater than 2 feet/second, there is the problem of sediment
suspension. In addition, extensive dredging would destroy the existing sediment habitat and
eliminate benthic organisms which are an essential component of the ecosystem.

Response: EPA recognizes that several of the remedial alternatives evaluated pose fewer
short-term risks than the remedial alternative selected by EPA. After carefully balancing the
specific characteristics of the Site according the nine criteria as outlined in the NCP, EPA has
determined that the long-term effectiveness, permanence, and protectiveness of public health
and the environment afforded by the selected alternatives offset any short-term risks posed
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by the selected alternative.

Because the areas to be dredged are primarily depositional in nature, EPA believes that
sediment habitat and benthic organisms placement will occur naturally following the
completion of dredging. The dredged area will be monitored following the completion of
dredging. K habitat restoration and/or benthic repopulation are necessary, they may be

- required based on the results of monitoring data.

5.8.6 Comment: Armoring could provide an effective alternative which meets CERCLA
evaluation criteria at a significantly lower cost than removal alternatives. In its Proposed Plan,
EPA indicates that armoring may be required regardless of the alternative selected, which is
likely given the cleanup goals. However, the costs for such armoring should bé included in
the AA report for the alternatives which consider removal because this cost consideration -
would affect the current analysis. ALCOA notes that in-situ containment and anaerobic
biodegradation of PCBs in sediment, as observed in the Upper Hudson River (New York),
Silver Lake (Pittsfield, Massachusetts), Waukegan Harbor (lllinois), Sheboygan River
(Wisconsin) and the Acushnet River (New Bedford, MA) could provide for a permanent
solution at the Site.

Response: Please see EPA's response to comment 4.1.12.

5.8.7 Comment: [f sedimentis removed, treatment should not be required. Treatment of
PCB-contaminated sediments is not required to meet ARARs or current regulatory
requirements, including TSCA.

it EPA requires treatment at the Site, the treatment goals are unnecessarily stringent. The
treatment residuals should not have to be less than concentrations similar to other material
being disposed at the RMC facility (i.e., less than 10 ppm). In addition, it would not be cost
effective, or result in significant risk reduction, to treat material slightly greater than 10 ppm to
under 10 ppm (e.g., 13 ppm treated to 8 ppm). Although thermal desorption shows promise,
EPA should allow RMC to select a treatment technology through evaluation and competitive
bidding.

Finally, EPA should reevaluate Alternative D because it is significantly more cost effective and
could be equally protective as any alternative using thermal desorption.

Response: The treatment levels specified in the decision document were selected by EPA to
ensure protection of human health and the environment. The remedial alternatives developed
for the Site are consistent with EPA's PCB Guidance. For instance, according to this
guidance, soils with PCB concentrations in the 10 to 25 ppm range may be disposed on an
industrial facility with minimal long-term management controls. Accordingly, EPA has
evaluated an alternative for the RMC Site which includes disposal of sediments with PCB
concentrations between 10 and 25 ppm in the Black Mud Pond, rather than in an engineered
fandfill (Alternative G). The PCB Guidance also recommends that soils with higher
concentrations of PCBs be disposed on an industrial facility in an engineered containment
system which may include a cover and liner system. Accordingly, EPA has evaluated
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alternatives which include disposal of untreated sediments (Alternative D) or treated
sediments with PCB concentrations between 50 and 500 ppm in an engineered landfill
(Alternative 1). In addition, several of the other alternatives evaluated (including Alternatives E,
F, and J) include options for disposal in the Black Mud Pond or in an engineered landfill
depending on whether the material is a hazardous waste.

In its Proposed Plan, EPA discussed the proprietary process “ATP" whose generic name is
thermal desorption. However, EPA took its information directly from the AA report, which was
prepared by RMC. The thermal desorption system to be used at the Site may not be limited
to ATP.

5.8.8 Comment: EPA should have considered additional combination alternatives that
include removing and disposing material at an achievable PCB cleanup level (i.e., 25, 50 or
500 ppm) and armoring of other select sediment areas. This and Alternative J could provide
an optimum balance among the nine criteria.

Response: Please see EPA's responses to comments 5.2.19 and 5.2.20.

5.8.9 Comment: It is unnecessary to link the ALCOA, G.M. and RMC sediment areas of
concern in a coordinated cleanup effort because there are unique ecosystems associated
with each of the areas. Linking the areas will also make it difficult from a community
acceptance perspective to develop cleanup plans for the Grasse and Raquette Rivers
differently than for the St. Lawrence River.

Response: EPA's selected alternatives and cleanup objectives are site-specific to
accommodate varying site conditions. However, EPA's objective is to coordinate the
dredging activities at the RMC Site with the dredging activities of the other Massena area
facilities to the greatest extent possible. To that end, EPA will utilize a phased approach that
will begin with dredging PCB hotspots, or areas with the highest PCB contamination at the
most upstream facility and proceed downstream.

5.8.10 Comment: Many of the highly conservative assumptions used in the HHA are
attributed to a personal communication-K. Jock (1991). Further information must be
provided to justify the appropriateness of the information and assumptions utilized.

Response: Please see EPA’s response to comment 5.2.3.
5.8.11 Comment: ALCOA questions the relatively small cost ditference ($0.9 million) between
Alternative |, removing sediment above 10 ppm PCBs with treatment of materials greater than

500 ppm, and Alternative G, removing and treating materials greater than 10 ppm, when there
is such a significant difference in volume.
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Response: Alternative | includes costs for construction of an engineered hazardous waste

landfill cell while Alternative G includes costs for on-site disposal in an unlined area with a soil
cover. The difference in the degree of long-term management required under each aiternative
is based on the PCB concentration in the material to be contained (10 ppm versus 500 ppm).

5.8.12 Comment: If the volume of sediment (both depth and areal extent) to be removed
should expand significantly on the basis of additional sampling, then it would increase costs
and, in turn, change the AA. In-situ containment costs, on the other hand, would not be
affected by sediment depth, only areal extent.

Response: Costs in the Proposed Pian and decision document may vary based on
information gathered during remedial design and remedial action. EPA'’s estimates are
considered to be + 50% and - 30% of actual final remediation costs.

5.8.13 Comment: ALCOA questions the inconsistency with materials management for EPA's
proposed alternative—-Alternative G-which is the only remedial option that does not include
the construction of an engineered containment facility which meets hazardous waste
requirements.

Response: The remedial alternatives developed for the Site are consistent with EPA's PCB
Guidance. For instance, according to this guidance, soils with PCB concentrations in the 10 -
to 25 ppm range may be disposed on an industrial facility with minimal long-term
management controls. Accordingly, EPA has evaluated an alternative for the RMC Site which
includes disposal of sediments with PCB concentrations between 10 and 25 ppm in the Black
Mud Pond, rather than in an engineered fandfill (Alternative G). The PCB Guidance also
recommends that soils with higher concentrations of PCBs be disposed on an industrial
tacility in an engineered containment system which may include a cover and liner system.
Accordingly, EPA has evaluated alternatives which include disposal of untreated sediments
(Atternative D) or treated sediments with PCB concentrations between 50 and 500 ppm in an
engineered landfill (Alternative ). In addition, several of the other alternatives evaluated
(including Alternatives E, F, and J) include options for disposal in the Black Mud Pond or in
an engineered landfill depending on whether the material is a hazardous waste.

5.8.14 Comment: EPA’s concerns about the feasibility of ensuring the integrity of in-situ
containment material due to the river currents in the area adjacent to the RMC facility are
unwarranted. The ARS showed slow-current characteristics in this area, which could be
similar to those found in a harbor or lake.

Response: EPA has determined that dredging is an effective way of removing the volume of
contaminated sediments in the river system based on limited previous experience at other
Superfund sites and federal projects. In addition, dredging of sediments is a permanent
remedy, which allows treatment to reduce toxicity, mobility, and volume of PCBs.

In addition, although sediment containment with a graded cover would reduce the erosive
force of the flowing riyer water and would limit movement of contaminants into the
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environment, its long-term effectiveness is dependent upon the adequacy and reliability of the
sediment cover. Long-term monitoring and maintenance of contained sediments would be
difficult to achieve because the cover is located underwater. Because the sediments are
submerged, the contained underwater sediments would require periodic inspections by
divers. In addition, several rounds of sampling might be required to detect underwater
containment cell leakage, since any leaking contamination would be diluted. Further, if
underwater monitoring revealed that cap repairs were necessary, such repairs could likely
only be undertaken in late spring or in summer. Little information is available on the
frequency with which maintenance would be needed or on the probability of cover failure. If -
the sediment cover fails, risks on the order of 10" would be present immediately since
contaminated sediments would reenter the river system and be available to contaminate fish
and wildlife. Sediment dredging, on the other hand, would permanently remove the long-term
risks from contaminated sediments.

Although containment of contamination is less difficuft than excavation or dredging and
treatment of contamination, EPA prefers technologies in which treatment that permanently and
significantly reduces the volume, toxicity or mobility of the PCBs is a principal element.

5.8.15 Comment: ALCOA questions whether the $190,000/year operation and maintenance .
cost of Alternative B includes operation and maintenance costs beyond the five year review.

Response: In addition to costs for the five year review, the estumate includes operation and
maintenance costs for 30 years.

5.8.16 Comment: There appears to be an inconsistency between ARternative E, where
incinerator ash would be required to have PCB levels at or below 2 ppm, and the other
alternatives, which would require treatment to 10 ppm only.

Response: TSCA guidance generally requires that incinerators treat solids to levels below 2
ppm PCBs.

5.8.17 Comment: The additional sampling proposed for the upriver portion of the Reynolds
Study Area is not necessary since existing data indicate that PCB concentrations in this area
are 1 ppm.

- Response: EPA’s selected remedy provides for additional sampling in the upriver portion of
the Reynolds Study Area, especially in reach 3A in the vicinity of sample A9 and near the
mouth of the Grasse River, to determine whether dredging is warranted in these areas.
Additional sampling is warranted in these areas since PCBs were detected in |solated
samples from these areas at concentrations as high as 6.2 ppm.

5.8.18 Comment: EPA should clarify that the data obtained by NYSDEC that exhibits low
levels of PCBs in three water samples was obtained by an unapproved analytical method,
rendering the data melevant
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Response: The method used by NYSDEC in analyzing its water samples is identical to that
required for SPDES analyses by NYSDEC. While this is not the method routinely used by
EPA in its PCB water analyses, the data obtained through such analyses are by no means
irrelevant.

5.8.19 Comment: ALCOA claims that the exposure assumptions in the draft human risk
assessment are unreasonably conservative and result in an overestimation of risk. These
assumptions include a lifetime (70-year) exposure duration and an exposure frequency of 39
weeks per year for residents and 50 weeks per year for fishermen. ALCOA also claims that
dermal contact exposure assumptions related to sediment exposures are also overestimated.

Response: Please see EPA’s response to comment 5.2.25.
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5.9 General Motors (G.M.)

The comments summarized below were received from G.M..

5.9.1 Comment: EPA's selection of a 1.0 PCB cleanup criterion for sediments of the St.
Lawrence River is unnecessarily stringent. Cleanup levels need to reflect site-specific data, as
analyzed through appropriate risk assessment techniques. G.M. believes that inappropriate
and ultraconservative exposure scenarios, and inappropriate PCB toxicity factors were used.
The costs of attempting to meet EPA's proposed cleanup levels will be extremely
disproportionate to the benefits achieved. _

Response: Please see EPA's response to comment 5.2.17.

5.9.2 Comment: There is no evidence available to indicate that removal of sediments to a
1.0 ppm PCB cleanup level is technically feasible. EPA should either define the basis of
evidence, or should adopt a cleanup level which is believed to be achievable based on
experience at similar sites. EPA should explain how it will determine whether the selected 1
ppm cleanup leve! for sediment remediation is achievable or is technically impracticable.

G.M. recommends implementation of a pilot dredging program to determine a technically
teasible cieanup level. _

Response: Please see EPA'’s responses to comments 4.1.11 and 5.5.3.

5.9.3 Comment: Since EPA considers in-place armoring (containment) of sediments an
acceptable post-removal approach (following dredging), its use should be considered for
broader application in lieu of dredging. A containment approach alone should be selected
since it can provide short and long-term protection to human health and the environment and
reduces the short-term risks associated with sediment suspension and migration. In addition,
armoring will enhance natural degradation of PCBs, résulting in reduced potential toxicity.
Proper design of the containment and monitoring systems would eliminate or greatly reduce
EPA’s concern with the operation and maintenance issues and provide a cost-effective
remedial program.

Response: Please see EPA's response to comment 4.1.12.

5.9.4 Comment: Since physical site conditions vary from site to site, remedial approaches
and cleanup objectives should be based on site-specific considerations. The programs
developed from these site-specific analyses should be coordinated to provide technical
control and resource coordination.

Response: After careful consideration of RMC's site-specific characteristics, EPA evaluated
and balanced each remedial alternative according to the nine criteria set forth in the NCP. In
addition, EPA also evaluated its selected remedy for consistency with the PCB Guidance.
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EPA recognizes that every Superfund site is different (ditferent physical characteristics,
contaminants, pathways of exposure, media); thus, EPA evaluates and selects an appropriate
remedial alternative for each site on a site-by-site basis in light of available guidance and
regulations. ' :

EPA’s objective is to coordinate the cleanup efforts at the RMC Site with the cleanup of the
other Massena area facilities to the greatest extent possible. To that end, EPA will utilize a
phased approach that will begin with dredging PCB hotspots, or areas with the highest PCB
contamination, at the most upstream facility and proceed downstream.

5.9.5 Comment: If sediment removal is required, then only the higher concentrations of
PCBs (e.g., 500 ppm or higher) should be treated, consistent with the EPA’s PCB Guidance.
Lower levels of PCBs do not warrant aggressive and costly treatment and can be

. appropriately contained at the RMC facility. G.M. notes the effective containment of similar
materials at other sites. The more treatment activities that EPA requires, the more chance for
accidents and breakdowns in.the treatment system. Furthermore, total remedial costs will be
extremely sensitive to changes in the identified volume of sediments over 10 ppm, rendering
the entire remedy cost-ineffective under the NCP.

Response: Please see EPA’s response to comment 5.2.18.
59.6 Comment: EPA's Proposed Plan should be based on a complete and final risk
assessment. The Proposed Plan should be withdrawn until the risk assessment is finalized.

Response: Please see EPA's response to comment 423,
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