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ECONO ENERGY CONSULTANTS, INCORPORATED 
2138 Harmony Lakes Circle 

Lithonia, Georgia 30058 

 

 

May 13, 2005 

 

 

Ms. Pamela Scully 

EPA 

62 Forsyth Street, N.W. 

Atlanta, Georgia 30303 

 

Dear Ms. Scully: 

 

Re:  Technical Review Comments –  

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan/  

Quality Assurance Project Plan 

(Revision 2.0) for the Anniston PCB Site 

 

 

Please find enclosed our review comments on the referenced document under the Consent 

Decree (CD) Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) for the Anniston PCB Site.   

 

For your convenience, the comments are divided into two sections: general and specific.  The 

electronic version of these submissions is also enclosed with this submission.   

 

If you have any questions or comments regarding this submission, please contact Bertrand 

Thomas at (256-237-8748) or at EconoEnergy@wmconnect.com.   

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Bertrand Thomas, PG 

Principal 

 

 

BLT/bt 

 

Enclosures: Hardcopy and CD 

mailto:EconoEnergy@wmconnect.com


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY WORK PLAN 

REVISION 2



 

 

TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS 

 
 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

 

I applaud the thorough development of the proposed Remedial Investigation/Feasibility 

Study (RI/FS) Work Plan document for the Anniston PCB Site.  The document is 

generally very comprehensive in its approach and provides adequate historical detail to 

lend significance to the intended future work.  However, there are a few areas of concern 

that are presented below for your consideration and/or clarification. 

 

Section 6 Page 6.1 

 

A minimum of two sampling rounds will be completed to evaluate the USEPA’s earlier 

findings. Exactly how many rounds will be completed and what are the criteria for 

selecting these rounds. 

 

Section 6.2.3 

 

What parameters are measured as part of the NPDES program? Are all COPCs part of the 

NPDES program? 

 

Section 10.2 page, 

 

There is no information about the process of selecting the proposed labs. Are the 

proposed labs professional and certified? (Q)Where is the information on the contractor 

lab that is to be used for split samples? 

 

Will all the target parameters for the R.I in table 10.2 be analyzed? What procedures are 

followed in the event that a parameter is above the reporting limit? 

 

 

There is no method (statistical test, local health departments records review or individual 

physical testing of volunteers) to establish if there has been exposure (how much 

exposure and for how long) of PCBs to local residents. 

 

PCB concentrations in fish, sediment, and floodplain soils decline with increasing 

distance downstream. (Q)Where is the discussion on the extent of the contamination 

downstream as measured by PCB concentrations in fish? 

 

Drag down during well construction is one possible explanation of PCBs found in wells. 

What methods will be used to avoid this during the well construction? 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

 

 

1. Section 1.2, Problem Statement and RI/FS Objectives, Page 1-1 

 

As outlined in the CD, this RI/FS is being conducted based on the presence of PCBs and 

other chemical constituents (as defined in Table 1 of Appendix F to the CD) that may 

exist in soil, groundwater, sediment, air, or biota within the Site. (C) Other chemicals or 

potential contaminants have been mentioned but there is no explanation as to how these 

chemicals or contaminants will be characterized or remediated. 

 

 

2. Section 2.3.2.1, RCRA, Page 2-17 

 

Sediment samples have also been collected from Snow Creek and other drainage ditches 

and analyzed for the presence of PCBs. The results of these analyses have been reported 

to USEPA and ADEM.  (C) There is no discussion of these results in work plan. 

 

 

3. Section 2.3.2.3, Clean Water Act, Page 2-19 

 

The Facility also has a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

Permit under the CWA that was renewed in January 2002. This permit regulates the 

discharge from 11 stormwater outfalls. Analytical sampling data for these stormwater 

outfalls is presented in Appendix C of the Phase I CSM Report (BBL, 2003).  A single 

non-stormwater-discharge point from the Facility discharges to the City of Anniston’s 

Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW). All process-related water from the Facility 

and all groundwater recovered through the on-Facility groundwater extraction systems 

are discharged through this outfall. (Q) Have there been any permit violations? Where are 

the sampling records? If they are violations why aren’t they discussed in this section? 

 

 

4. Section 2.3.3.1, Landfills, Page 2-20 
 

Interim remedial measures were constructed to prevent transport of impacted soils from 

the South and West End landfills. (Q)How effective were these interim measures? Did 

they meet the specific ARARS? Was further sampling done to assess the effectiveness of 

the measures? 

 

5. Section 2.3.3.4, Off-Facility Areas, Page 2-25 

 

Why are these wells just monitoring PNP. (Q) Why not other contaminants. 
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6. Section 2.4, Summary of the Phase I Conceptual Site Model, Bullet 3, Page 2-28 

 

“Sampling of various media for metals in the Off-Facility areas has confirmed that PCBs 

are the appropriate focus for these areas.” 

 

As PCBs are not metals, an appropriate distinction should be made as to the categories of 

chemicals for which samples were collected and for which analyses were performed.  It is 

possible to misconstrue the message being conveyed using the current wording. 

 

7. Section 2.4, Summary of the Phase I Conceptual Site Model, Bullet 7, Page 2-29 

 

“The size and number of fish in Snow Creek are not sufficient to consider the potential 

consumption of fish from this area a complete exposure pathway.” 

 

The following environmental and human elements constitute a complete exposure 

pathway:  

 

(1) a source of contamination;  

(2) a retention medium (e.g., air, water, soil, sediment, fish) and a mechanism of COPC 

release and transport through that environmental medium; 

(3) a route of human exposure;  

(4) a specific point of potential human contact with the contaminated medium, which is 

referred to as the exposure point; and,  

(5) a receptor population. 

 

While it may be unlikely that commercial fisheries occurred in the past, currently occur, 

or will occur in the future, it can be reasonably argued that all necessary components of a 

complete exposure pathway are satisfied to allow inclusion of the fish ingestion pathway 

for both Snow Creek and Choccolocco Creek.  Potential risks to recreational or 

subsistence fishers should be evaluated given the strong inclination for bioaccumulation 

of PCBs in fatty tissues of fish and long-term persistence of these chemicals. 

 

 

8. Section 2.4, Summary of the Phase I Conceptual Site Model, Bullet 8, Page 2-30 

 

“PCB levels in fish are declining due to natural attenuation.” 

 

It is noted that congener analysis is intended for future sampling and analysis of 

environmental media.  However, it is difficult to tell from the above excerpt whether the 

determination of natural attenuation occurring is based on total PCB concentrations or 

congener analysis.   

 

Concentrations of total PCBs in the environment are affected by weathering of PCBs in 

sediment, primarily.  While it is conceivable that mixing and burial may render some 

PCBs less bioavailable, there should be consideration of the extent to which this may or 
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may not be feasible.  Bottom-dwelling fish species are more likely to be impacted by the 

mixing/burial effect.  However, as the form of PCBs change via biodegradation over 

time, the concentrations are also expected to change possibly due to the more soluble 

congeners partitioning back into the water-column, and hence becoming more 

bioavailable to predator fish.   In instances where the metabolite is more toxic than the 

parent compound, this could result in extensive and severe contamination of the food 

chain. 

 

9. Section 2.5.1.1, Soil Sample Results, Page 2-32 

 

“Different site-specific target levels {SSTL) were developed based on exposure 

potential....” 

 

In all instances where the development of SSTLs is mentioned, please add referring text 

or a reference to source documentation of the method by which the SSTLs were 

developed and the assumptions used. 

 

10. Section 2.5.2, Air Sampling Programs, Page 2-36 

 

Air Sampling Programs. 

 

Since the submission of the Phase I CSM Report, air data have been collected over the 

past year under a USEPA-approved work plan (ENSR, 2002). The results of this study, 

were recently submitted to the USEPA (ENSR, 2004), and confirm results of earlier 

studies conducted by Solutia and USEPA. The results are also consistent with the 

findings presented in a document prepared by the Agency for Toxic Substances and 

Disease Registry (ATSDR) titled Health Consultation: Anniston PCB Air Sampling 

(ATSDR, 2003), that is included as Appendix D of the Phase I CSM Report. A summary 

of the results should be presented in this section. (C)Future plans (air programs etc), 

health risks and affected areas if any should also be discussed.  

 

 

The report discusses climate and meteorological conditions as critical characteristics of 

the ambient air related to project activities.  However, air quality issues remain a data gap 

in the work plan.  The work plan should address background or naturally occurring 

concentrations of analytes upgradient of site and temporal and spatial variability.   

 

Secondarily, how is the air pathway accounted for in the exposure analysis and 

conceptual site model? 

 

11. Section 3.1, Site-Specific Objectives and General Management Approach, Page 3-1 

 

The Primary data needs under the residential properties are to evaluate the nature and 

extents of COPCs specifically PCBs. Concern: Where is the emphasis of the other 

COPCs and what kind of measures will be taken on these. 
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12. Section 3.3, Identification of ARARs and Regulatory Requirements, Page 3-5 

 

What parameters are measured as part of the NPDES program? Are all COPCs part of the 

NPDES program? 

 

Section 3.3 page 3-4 States that the landfills are not a discrete source of PCBs and that no 

additional air monitoring data is required. (Q)What are the other possible sources of 

PCBs? If PCB concentration in soils is proportional to that in the air why are the levels of 

PCBs in OU3 consistent with ambient conditions in other areas of the US?  

 

 

13. Section 3.5.2.3.1, OLBSI, Page 3-14 

 

MW-15, 16, and 20A 
 

During semi-annual sampling, various constituents were detected in monitoring wells 

MW-15, MW-16, and MW-20A. Mercury has been detected in MW-15 and MW-16, and 

chlorobenzene, dichloromethane, 1,2-dichlorobenzene, pentachlorophenol, cobalt, and 

other constituents have been detected in MW-20A. These monitoring wells are located 

upgradient of, or within, the capture zone of the OLBSI recovery system. Consequently, 

the groundwater impacts indicated by these wells are controlled and are not migrating off 

the Facility. These parameters have not been detected in wells downgradient of the 

OLBSI; therefore, no further investigations are planned for these detections. (Q)Could 

these constituents have concentrations above the EPA limits? Why are there no further 

investigations? What are the sources of these constituents? 

 

 

14. Section 3.5.3.3, Biota, Page 3-19 

 

“…additional fish data will be collected from Choccolocco Creek…….to monitor and 

evaluate the rate of change in PCB concentrations in fish tissue over time...” 

 

These data should be merged with existing fish tissue data and evaluated in the human 

health risk assessment. 

 

15. Section 4.5.4.1.1, Selection of COPCs for OU-1/OU-2, Page 4-7 

 

“Therefore, since those chemicals not attributable to the Facility do not define ‘the Site’ 

and the detection of these chemicals in Off-Facility areas are not the responsibility of the 

Parties engages in the Site Assessment, there is no compelling need to include 

compounds other than those listed in the RFI/CS in the analyte list.” 
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The extent to which On-Facility contamination has resulted in Off-Facility contamination 

cannot be reduced to the mere exclusion of ‘responsibility’.  EPA defines the ‘site’, not 

by property boundary, but rather by the extent of contamination. 

 

16. Section 4.5.4.1.1, Selection of COPCs for OU-1/OU-2, Page 4-8 

 

“Background data for metals on a localized basis are available through studies 

conducted for the Fort McClellan Army Depot………the soils discussed in the Fort 

McClellan study are similar to those found [in] the OU-1/OU-2 Area. 

 

 These soils are derived from the Anniston-Allen-Decatur-Cumberland Association 

and are primarily Anniston gravelly clay loam.  

 

 The soils identified in the For McClellan study were derived from the Allen-

Decatur-Cumberland Association, along with the Clarksville-Fullerton 

Association, the Rarden-Montevallo-Lehew Association, and the Stony Rough 

Land Association. 

 

These soil layers appear to constitute sufficient variability as to necessitate onsite 

background sampling.  Where possible, the sampling plan should be modified to include 

the collection of site-specific background samples. 

 

 

17. Section 4.5.6.1, EE/CA for Residential Portion of OU-1/OU-2, Page 4-13 

 

[Alternative 2a includes disposal of excavated soil with PCB concentrations less than 50 

mg/kg at an on-Site, Party-owned property, while Alternative 2b includes disposal of this 

soil at an off-Site landfill(s). (Q) Where will the soil with concentrations greater than 50 

mg/kg be disposed of? 

 

18. Section 4.6.4.1, Human Health Risk Assessment, Page 4-18 

 

Every effort should be made to ensure consistency with EPA Region 4 Human Health 

Risk Assessment Bulletins. 

 

19. Section 4.6.4.1, Human Health Risk Assessment, Page 4-19 

 

Both central tendency and reasonable maximum exposures (RME) evaluations should be 

simultaneously developed. 

 

20. Section 4.6.4.1, Human Health Risk Assessment, Page 4-20 

 

Exposure to workers who have to must traverse the site in fulfillment of their duties as 

well as construction workers should be considered in the evaluations. 
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QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN FOR THE ANNISTON PCB SITE 

REVISION 2
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FIELD SAMPLING PLAN COMMENTS: OU-1&2 

 

  

 Introduction Page 6/ Page 1-2 2nd paragraph. 

 

The lateral bounds of the non-residential properties potentially include both floodplain 

and non-floodplain properties. Given the immediate focus on the residential portions of 

the Site, the lateral extent of non-residential properties of the OU-1/OU-2 Area will be 

established once the sampling of residential areas has been sufficiently implemented. 

(Q)WHY? Have boundary surveys been performed? 

 

 3rd paragraph page 6/1-2 

 

The sediment data also demonstrate that PCBs are present in Snow Creek upstream of the 

hydraulic influence of the On-Facility area. This is indicative of potential upstream PCB 

sources in the Snow Creek watershed. (Q)What could this source be? 

 

Section 2.3 page 2.2  

 

The USEPA samples collected one mile away and further from the Solutia property did 

not show PCB levels higher than the levels found in most other cities in the country. (Q) 

Is there any method used to determine the source of these PCB levels one mile from the 

solutia property or does this imply that the pcb levels in these areas have a totally 

different source?. 

 

Section 3.4.2 last paragraph.  

 

Of the 30 CAs, approximately 427 acres are on non-residential properties and are 

categorized as open and appropriate for surface soil sampling (i.e., not paved parking 

areas or buildings). A total of 640 surface soil samples will be used to characterize the 

non-residential properties of the OU-1/OU-2 Area. This includes 98 samples previously 

collected by the USEPA and 542 surface soil samples proposed in this FSP. A summary 

of total acres, sample area, and percent of each CA included in the sampling program is 

presented on Table 3-1. Are 542 samples sufficient for 427 acres? (Q)Have the USEPA 

sample locations been confirmed to avoid duplication? If 427 acres are non residential. 

How many acres of the remainder not sampled and where is the map showing the areas to 

be sampled? 

 

  Section 3.6.1. page 3-14  
 

As seen in Table 3-1, the CV varied between 0.5 and 2.7 across the 30 CAs, and the 

average CV for all CAs was approximately 1.5. (Q)What is the exact average? Maybe if 

the exact average is used the appropriate number of samples will be possible. 
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  Page 3.16 First paragraph  
 

Subsurface sampling will begin by collecting a soil sample from the six to 12-inch soil 

horizon at a particular location and using field screening techniques to determine if the 

PCB concentration of the sample is greater than or less than 1 mg/kg. (Q)What kind of 

field techniques will be used and how accurate are they? 

 

Section 6 Page 6.1 .  
 

The available air data for the non-residential properties of the OU-1/OU-2 Area were 

collected by the USEPA (ATSDR, 2003) and indicate that ambient PCB concentrations at 

sampling stations located 0.25 to 1.0 mile from the Facility are consistent with 

background concentrations in other urban areas. This statement is slightly different from 

the first statement in Section 2.3 page 2.2. This section states that The USEPA samples 

collected one mile away and further from the Solutia property did not show PCB levels 

higher than the levels found in most other cities in the country 
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FIELD SAMPLING PLAN COMMENTS: OU-4 

 

Section 2.1.4 page 2-3. 

 

Fish will be sampled from a total of three locations within Choccolocco Creek to provide 

a basis for temporal and spatial trend analyses and to support an evaluation of fish 

consumption advisories. This overlap with previous sampling events allows for the 

comparison of these data both temporally and spatially. (Q)Are these three locations 

representative samples of the entire creek? What are the main reasons for selecting these 

locations? The Map does not show the distance of these locations from the Landfill or the 

PCB facility? 

  

At each location, either 10 to 14 largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides) or 10 to 14 

spotted bass (Micropteruspunctulatus), will be harvested (depending on which species is 

more prevalent). Additionally, 10 to 14 striped bass (Morone saxatilis), 10 to 14 channel 

catfish (Ictalurus punctatus), and 10 to 14 black crappie (Pomoxisnigromaculatus) will 

be harvested, where present in sufficient quantity, using a combination of electrofishing 

and netting techniques. (Q) Selecting specific breeds of fish might give biased results. A 

wider variety of fish breed is suggested. 

  

 

 

                                     Conceptual Site Model Comments 

 

 

Section 3.1.2.1. Page 3-4  

 

Since the RFI sampling, parathion concentrations in OW-16A were reported above the 

method detection limit seven times. In only one of these seven detections (second sample 

from 2000) was the concentration above the Permit Concentration Limit. 

 

Section 3.1.2.2. Page 3-5 During these sampling events, PNP was detected above 

the Permit Concentration Limit (1,000 µg/L) in observation well OWR-5D (2,300 µg/L). 

(Q)These COPCs in these wells are above concentration limits. What procedures are 

being taken to address these issues? 

 

  Section 3.1.2.3.  

 

PCBs have been detected at the Solutia facility in groundwater at select locations around 

the Facility. In each instance, surface soil sampling has indicated elevated levels of PCBs 

in the surface soils. Drag down during well construction is one possible explanation of 

PCBs found in these wells. PCBs were also generally not found in filtered groundwater 

samples from these wells. This result means that PCBs are not dissolved in groundwater 
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(literature values support low PCB solubility in groundwater). If the PCBs are not present 

in the dissolved fraction, then they are not mobile in the groundwater system. Literature 

values also support very low PCB mobility in groundwater systems. 

 

(Q) Is it certain beyond doubt that the source of the PCBs in the well is solely from the 

drag down during well construction and not any other means? 

 

    Section 3.1.3 Page 3-11.  

 

DSN 012 is sampled since it drains a significant portion of Solutia’s property and is the 

final outfall for several currently permitted outfalls. (Q)What is DN-12 analyzed for? 

Since they drain significant portions of the site should DN-12 and DN-4  be analyzed for 

other COPCs. 

 

Section 3.1.5 page 3-15 2nd paragraph  
 

States that In general, there exist areas at the Facility with impacted groundwater. These 

areas are typically located within the interior of the Facility (such as landfills or 

production areas). These locations of impacted groundwater are monitored by perimeter 

monitoring wells that generally do not show contaminants moving off of the Facility. 

(Q)This is a general statement. Could the amount and nature of contaminants moving off 

the facility be properly quantified? 

   

  Section 3.2.2 page 3-22. 

 

The results of the metals analysis conducted for the sediment samples from Snow Creek 

indicate that a wide range of metals are present, including at the upstream background 

sampling locations. This is indicative of the wide range of industrial activities within the 

urbanized Snow Creek watershed area. (Q)What is the source of these metals? 

 

  Section 3.3.2 page 3-25.  

 

Indoor dust sampling. A small number of properties were sampled and therefore there is 

not enough information to evaluate the extent of contamination. 

 

  General Comment 

 

What is the extent of contamination by PCBs downstream of Choccolocco creek? At 

what distance downstream are the concentrations low enough to warrant no risk? 

 

Section 3.4.2.2.2. Page 3-39  

 

The results of the metal analysis for the sediment samples from Choccolocco Creek are 

indicative of the industrial areas within the overall watershed. This is supported by the 

presence of metals at the upstream background sampling locations and the wide range of 
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industries along Snow Creek that ultimately feed into Choccolocco Creek. (Q)What is the 

source of these metals and how will their presence above concentration limits be 

addressed. There is no discussion of the concentration limits for all the metals listed. 

 

Section 3.4.7 page 3-54.  

 

The surface water collected during the RFI for the On-Facility areas has sufficiently 

characterized the movement of PCBs during base flow conditions. These data indicate 

that during base flow conditions, contributions from Snow Creek are negligible, that 

approximately 5 to 10 kg of PCBs are transported down Choccolocco Creek, and that 

approximately 10 to 15 kg of PCBs are transported along the Coosa River from areas 

upstream of Lake Logan Martin (BBL, 2000a) (Q) Over what time period are these PCBs 

transported down the creek? 

 

Section 4.2 page 4-10 1st paragraph 

 

This comparison was completed by calculating the one-tailed arithmetic 95% upper 

confidence limit (UCL) based on the Student’s T-distribution and (n-1) degrees of 

freedom about the mean for more than 1000 grab and composite samples. The results of 

this comparison show that for all 11 metals the 95% UCL did not exceed the residential 

PRGs at the site, or are not above background concentrations, which indicate that these 

chemical constituents do not pose a risk to local residents. (Q)Where were the samples 

taken? Where is the method for the statistical hypothesis testing? What justifies that a 

student’s T test is the most appropriate test? Is this test the sole basis for determining that 

the chemicals do not pose a risk to the local residents? 

 

Section 4.4.1 3rd paragraph page 4-17.  
 

Therefore, only On-Facility soil represents an exposure media to Facility workers. This 

statement is 100% valid after the air sampling program is complete therefore air could 

still be an exposure media to facility workers. 

 

Section 4.5.1 2nd paragraph. Page 4-24.  

 

Although some constituents detected in the groundwater beneath the On-Facility area 

exceed risk-based concentrations, further assessment was not required for two primary 

reasons. First, extensive data indicate that these constituents were not leaving the On-

Facility area due to effective recovery systems; (Q) How effective are these recovery 

systems? O they recover 100% of the contamination and what methods are used to ensure 

100% recovery? 

 

 

 

(C) Concern 

(Q) Question  


