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Econo Energy Consultants, Incorporated

2138 Harmony Lakes Circle

Lithonia, Georgia 30058

April 24, 2005

Pam Scully,

Project Manger, Anniston PCB Site
USEPA
1514 W. 10th Street
Anniston, Alabama 36201-5328

Re: 
Technical Review Comments - Non-Time Critical (NTC) Removal Action South Staging and Soil Management Area Operating and Closure Plan (SSSMA O&C Plan) (Revision 1.0) for the Anniston PCB Site (Docket No. CV-02-PT-0749-E)

Dear Ms. Scully:

Please find enclosed our review comments on the above-referenced document under the Consent Decree (CD) Technical Assistance Plan Grant (TAPG) for the Anniston PCB Site.  

For your convenience, the comments are divided into two sections: general and specific.  We ask that these comments become part of the public comment period’s official comments.   
If you have any questions or comments regarding this submission, please contact Bertrand Thomas at (256-237-8748) or at Econo@wmconnect.com.  

Sincerely,

Bertrand Thomas, PG

Principal

BLT/bt

Enclosures: Hardcopy and CD

This page intentionally left blank.

Technical Review Comments

General Comments

· The South Staging and Soil Management Area Operating and Closure Plan (SSSMA O&CP) document for the Anniston PCB Site has been developed around existing site characterization documentation, yet fails to include pertinent details and site background that would give the foundational basis for the subject non-time-critical (NTC) removal action.  To the extent that the current plan emanates from a much larger and more complex environmental investigation, it is only fitting that the planned actions be put into the appropriate context relative to the Anniston PCB Site.

At a minimum, the introductory comments to this plan should amended to: document the situation that warrants the proposed action; define the National Contingency Plan (NCP) criteria that are met for initiating the subject non-time-critical removal action; provide general information pertaining to the  site background; identify threats to public health, welfare, or the environment posed by the site (including expected changes in the site situation if no action is taken or if the action is delayed); offer the finding of an actual or threatened release from the site and, if present, a finding of an imminent and substantial endangerment.

· Given the complex hydrogeology of the area and the implications of burying PCB-containing soils in an area with a high water table, a discussion of the site-specific hydrogeology needs to be included in this plan.

· The site location and layout should be clearly defined and illustrated.

· There are no thorough descriptions of performance or design criteria or applicable statutes, regulations, and guidelines driving the proposed design.  There should be a discussion of what the liner system design is expected to achieve such as certain groundwater compliance standards (i.e., maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). 

A discussion of the technical demonstration that the liner system design meets the performance standard should also be presented. The technical demonstration is often accomplished using computer models approved by the EPA.

Applicable regulations and guidelines should also be presented as to how they influence design criteria and performance standards.

· Overall, the operating and closure plan covered most of the essential technical areas.  However, the extent to which consideration has been given to the transportation of contaminated soil could not be readily determined.  The SSSMA O&C Plan should have a map designating the route that will be used for transporting the soil. The map should designate where the soil will be excavated (source area). 

The plan should indicate that the source area soil will be loaded onto equipment that will travel on community roads. All loads must be covered and extra precautions must be taken to prevent soil from being blown from the back of these trucks.  Additionally, the trucks should not be over-loaded with soil.  The top of the load should be sprayed with water to create a crust over the top soil layer.  These measures will reduce the potential for airborne transport of PCB-contaminated soils as trucks pass through residential areas.

· The rationale for the number of monitoring wells (2) and piezometers (2) and their proposed locations are not presented in this document. It is not apparent from reading this document that the proposed monitoring wells and piezometer setup are sufficient to adequately monitor groundwater at the site. 

· Background values from upgradient wells should be used for statistical comparison with values from the wells downgradient. Historical values from all wells must be kept and used as benchmark for early identification of sampling values potentially indicative of liner failure. 

Also the number of samples taken for groundwater monitoring must be sufficient to allow the agency and operator to determine whether the sample values are statistically higher than background values. 

Specific Comments

Section 1.0, Introduction (p. 1 to 4) – 

· The problem that the proposed design is supposed to solve and how the design will solve it are not clearly presented in Section 1.0.  Page 1 (paragraph 3) states: “The majority of the soil with PCB concentrations less than 10 mg/kg will be placed beneath a clean soil cover at an on-Site soil management area located near the Solutia facility.” And the first bulleted item under “design objectives” (p. 2) states: “…..to provide an on-site area for placement of materials  removed during the Site cleanup program…”

It is not obvious from the statements quoted above that: 1) “the soil with PCB concentrations less than 10 mg/kg” is hazardous; 2) the objective is to isolate it from the environment; 3) the proposed design objective is to accomplish this isolation for a very long time; and 4) the technical challenge faced in trying to accomplish this design objective is significant – including even failure risk and how the design will minimize it.

The points listed above should be clearly stated in the document.

· “The NTC Removal Action established a cleanup level of 1 mg/kg of surficial residential soils...”  

· Please state the soil depth defined as ‘surficial’.

· “The majority of the soil with PCB concentrations less than 10 mg/kg will be placed beneath a clean cover at an on-Site soil management area located near the Solutia facility.”  

· Neighborhood soils are being relocated onsite as the focus for the removal action.  Please specify ‘residential soil’. 

· Also, the numerical depth of the clean cover (which appears near the end of the text) should be specified here with the introduction of this information.

· “To prevent the migration of PCBs to groundwater, the PCBs-containing soil will be placed a minimum of five feet above the groundwater table at the site.”

· Later statements in the SSSMA O&C Plan indicate that the depth to groundwater at the site is fairly small.  Is five feet sufficient? 

· What is the reasonable maximum distance permissible between the PCB-containing soil and the already high groundwater table?

· Will an additional protective barrier (or lining) be placed between the PCB-containing soils and the inner walls of the impoundment into which it will be transferred?

· Is there any evidence  suggest that similarly placed PCB-containing soils from other site-related investigations have not negatively influenced the underlying aquifer?

· “To the extent that there is excess capacity beyond that required as part of the NTC Removal Action, the SSSMA may be used for the management of other non-hazardous soil containing PCBs at concentrations less than 10 mg/kg located within either OU-2, OU-3, or OU-4, as approved by the EPA.”

· The applicability of this SSSMA O&C Plan to each of the operable units specified may vary depending on the nature of the soil and groundwater found in each these areas.  While the practicality of using a similar approach is a valid concern, the variant nature of the needs assessment that would have to be conducted to ensure an adequate fit for the plan cannot be overlooked.  It would be more prudent to state that the existing SSSMA O&C Plan would be revisited and adapted to consider site conditions at OU-2, OU-3, and OU-4.  Formal documentation of each usage should be tendered.

· “Approximately 202,000 cubic yards of PCB-containing soil and cover soil can be accommodated at his location.”

· Clearly state how much of this space will be used for clean fill and how much will consist of PCB-containing soil.

· “The cap will drain toward an existing drainage conveyance that discharges to a ditch adjacent to Highway 202.”

· Where does the drainage ditch convey its discharge?

 Section 2.1, Under-drain System (p. 4) –

· “Calculations were then performed to determine whether both the stone and the drainage pipe would be able to independently convey the amount of water expected.”

· How much water is expected?

· If the under drain system fails, what will be the impact on the liner system? 

· The case for the feasibility of the proposed under drain system in controlling groundwater elevation has not been made and thoroughly discussed. The aquifer characteristics that support the proposed design have not been discussed. 

Hydrogeologically sound rationale for selecting the trench elevations and the groundwater flow principles governing the flow of water beneath the proposed liner toward the trenches have not been presented. Are all the proposed under drain trench base elevations in the saturated zone? Have the hydraulic conductivities along trench elevations been measured or is proposed design based on estimated values?

Section 2.2, Slope Stability Analysis (p. 5) –

· Please specify the period over which the sloe stability analysis was performed.

· The proposed liner system is not presented and discussed in this document. Liner failure undermines slope and containment system stability. The most reliable stability analysis is that in which, as much as possible, actual values of materials for proposed design are used.  Figures of liner system configurations and cross-sections should be presented along with detailed discussions of rationale for liner selection and configurations.  Stability analysis based on the proposed liner configurations are recommended.

In presenting the results of computer modeling of slope stability, the following points should be emphasized:

a. model assumptions and rationale;

b. how conservative is the model as far as generating a factor of safety is concerned?

c. was the model validated and which parameters were used?

d. how do the model estimated values compare with the measured values?

e. what is the level of confidence in model predictions?

f. discussion of the sensitivity analysis performed if any and the reason if not; 

Section 2.3, Surface Water Management (p. 5) –

· Please revisit this section to add necessary language explaining the results obtained in Appendix A-3.  In its current form, this text appears incomplete.

Section 3.0, Site Preparation (p. 6 to 7) – 

· “Two piezometers will be installed…….These piezometers will be used to assess the effectiveness of the underdrain system.  Water levels will be collected quarterly from the piezometers for one year.  After that time, the piezometers will be abandoned according to the procedures outlined in the QAPP.”

· Given the nature of the groundwater table at this site, it may be more appropriate to increase the number of piezometers placed for accurate and effective monitoring.

· Given the nature of the contaminants to be placed onsite and the nature of the groundwater system beneath the intended impoundment, more frequent monitoring (monthly) is recommended for the first year.  Quarterly monitoring is recommended for the remaining years.

· The text suggests that no monitoring is intended after one year yet invariably emphasizes interest in longterm effectiveness of the remedy.  If longterm effectiveness is to be achieved, then monitoring must occur over at least a 5-10 year period. 

· It should be clear that the approved QAPP merely outlines the procedure for abandonment of piezometers and does not state that this equipment should only be used for a year.

· The document states that two piezometer wells will be installed within the staging area adjacent to the underdrain system. These piezometers will be used to assess the effectiveness of the underdrain system for one year, after that time, the piezometer well will be abandoned. Over the past year, this area has experienced an unusual rainfall. It should be explained in the document that even if there is an unusual amount of rainfall, as it was in the past year, the one year time frame and not two or three years will be adequate to assess the effectiveness of the underdrain. 

· “..[A]ctual installation depths will depend on the depth to groundwater measured during installation of the wells.” 

· Will the wells be screened to capture both low and high water tables? The text should indicate that a high water table will be captured by the screen interval of the monitoring wells.

Section 3.0 (p. 6, paragraph 3) and Section 4.3.1 (p. 11, paragraph 1)  

· “..[E]quipment decontamination pad has been constructed to ensure that no contamination leaves the staging and fill areas….”

Since the site is located in a ditch the text should designate where the decontamination area will be located. If the location is within the pit and wind blown dust can be blown back on to a decontaminated truck, it is important to locate the pad so as prevent the transport of contaminant off site. Please address this issue within the text.

Section 4.1, Soil Acceptance Practices and Procedures (p. ) -

· Where the fill material will be excavated from? What will be the permeability of the soil?

Section 4.2.2, Ingress and Egress (p. 9) -

· Will the access point be paved?

Section 4.2.4, Compaction Requirements (p. 10) -

· “Each lift shall be compacted by equipment suitable to the Construction Manager.”

· Equipment suitable for the job should be used.

· “The top surface of each layer will be graded at a minimum 2 percent slope to provide adequate drainage for water at all times during the construction period.”

· One characteristic of clay is its erosion potential on high slopes.  This movement is channeled horizontally rather than vertically.  Hence, the higher the slope, the greater the erosion potential of clayey soils.  What maximum percent slope has been determined? 

Section 4.2.5, Daily Cover Requirements (p. ) -

· To what extent will the cover be maintained after the capping is complete?

Section 4.3.1, Stormwater Control (p. ) -

· “..[T]he proper operation of the collection sump…”

· How often will the sump be pumped? Have allowances been made to prevent overflow in the event of unexpected heavy rain fall while workers are away from site?  

Section 4.3.2, Dust Control (p. 13) -

· Precautions must be taken to ensure that residents west of the intended impoundment area are not adversely affected by the dust from this site.  

· The installation of additional air monitors near this community is strongly recommended.

Section 4.5, Emergency Plan (p. ) –

· The emergency plans do not address site-related incidences that may occur after construction.

Section 4.7, Recordkeeping Requirements and Maintenance of Records (p. ) -

Section 5.2, Survey and Deed Notation (p. 18) –

· “A notation will subsequently by placed and recorded on the deed for the property …..identifying requirements and procedures for longterm maintenance of he final cover.”

· A deed restriction only prevents penetration of a contaminated zone.  One may not confer the onus of longterm maintenance of the final cover to the new owner.

Section 5.3, Inspection and Maintenance Requirements (p. 18) –

· “The final cover (cap) will be inspected for evidence of erosion, loss of cover soil, and loss of vegetation.”

· Please specify the frequency with which the final cover (cap) will be inspected for evidence of erosion.

· “Inspections will be conducted for the duration of the post-closure period (30 years)…”
· Post-closure inspections may be required beyond the 30 years proposed.

· The lifecycle of the proposed property design should be indicated. The length of time (number of years) should be an important factor in the design. The closure and post-closure bond must reflect the operator’s commitment to long-term maintenance (for the duration).   
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