Attachment 11

Excerpts from EPA’s Statement of Basis for EPA’s Proposed
Remedial Action for the Housatonic River “Rest of River”
(June 2014) (“Statement of Basis”)
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Statement of Basis for EPA’s Proposed Rcmedlal Action for
the Housatonic River “Rest of River”
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SUMMARY:

After careful study of the impacts of PCBs released 1o the L
Housatonic River from the GE-Pittsfield/Housatonic River site in’
Pittsfield, MA, and in consideration of the contaminant reductlon
accomplished by cleanup activities at other parts of the site, EPA~

proposes the following cleanup actions, known as corrective mea-

sures, or remedial action, for the “Rest of River” component of. -

the GE-Pittsfield/Housatonic River site, EPA's Proposed Remedial
Action was developed after consultation with Massachusetts De-

partments of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) and Fish and”

Game (MassDFG) and the Connecticut Department of Energy: . -
and Environmenital Protection (CT DEEP).This Staternent of "
Basis, in conjunction with the Draft Modification to the Reissued

RCRA Permit, constitute-EPA's “Proposed Plan” or “Propeséd
Cleanup Plan," setting forth EPA's Proposed Remedial Acticn.

for the Rest of River and Operation and Maintenance (O&M) as

prescribed by Paragraph 22.n. of the Consent Decree (termed
the "Proposed Remedial Action” or “Proposed Cleanup Plan® -
throughout this document) te address polychlorinated bipheny!

. .(PCB) cantamination in river sediment, banks and floodplain,

soit, and biota which poses an unacceptable risk to human’ f
health and the environment.

I addition to addressing risks in the areas slated for cleanup, -
the Proposed Remedial Action also includes provisiens to re-
duce downstream transport of PCBs, relax or remove fish con

sumption advisories, and to avoid, minimize and/or mitigate ad-

verse impacts to state-listed species and their habitats regulated
under the Massachusetts Endangered Species Act (MESA), and
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techniques reestablish the prior conditions and functions of the
affected habitats,.

None of the Combinations preclude the,impleménta‘tion of
additional corrective measures # deemed necessary, Additional
corrective actions, stch as cap or bank repairs, if héressary
should provide the same 1mplementatson challenges for all -
active alternatives.

EPA anticipates a robust monitoring program to monitor the ef-.

fectiveness of the remedy. Each of the components of the active
remedy combinations (Combinations 3-9) can be monitored
~ effeciively. However, alternatives that have little or no active re-

mediation are less reliable, therefore, they would require more

extensive monitoring.

No regulatory and/or zoning restrictions are known that

* would affect the implementability of the sediment/floodplain
Combinations. Implementation of alf alternatives (except
alternatives 1 and 2} would require GE fo obtain access from all

_property owners, [ssues associated with obtaining access would”

be similar for alternatives 3-9, exrjept that alternative 9 avoids
_the farge-scale use of sheet pile and large cranes, which may ©
facilitate access negotiations.

-All of the cormbinations would require coordinatlon with EPA
and state agencies to ensure compliance with state ARARs, In
addftion; implementation of Institutional Controls, obtaining
access 1o State and municipally-owned properties, conduct-
ing public/community outreach programs and implementing
biota consumption advisories will require both state and focal
coordination. The alternatives that require a greater extent
. of remediation and a longer implementation time would likely
require more extensive and prolonged coordination activities,
However, implementation of Institutional Controls where less
remediation is performed would require more extensive fstitu-
tional Controls, '

Lastly, regulatory and zoning restrictions; state and local coordi-
nation related to treatment, storage and disposal facilities, and the
avaifability of suitable of such facifities and specialists is discussed
below in the evaluation of Treatment/ Disposition alternatives.

Cost

Estimated total and present worth for all of the Combination
Alternatives are presented in Table 6. In addition, costs asso-
ciated with these Combinations coupled with the Treatment/
Disposal Alternatives can be found in Table 7. The costs are
based primarily on information available at the time of the
estirnate and are based on GF's unit cost estimates provided in
GE's Revised CMS. As shown in Table 6, Combination 1 is the
least costly afternative while Combination & is the most costly.
For purposes of direct comparison of treatment and disposal

DISPOSITION AL?ERNAT!VES —
"This section presents a summary of a comparative evaluation of

costs assoclated with EPA's preferred sediment and floodplain
alternative, total freatment/disposal costs for Combination
Alternative 9 have also been included in Table 7.

QOM?ARAT!VE A&ALYS]% OF TREATM&NTI

the five alternatives for treatment and/or disposal of excavated
contaminated river sediment and floodplain soil using the same -
criteria that were used for the sediment/floodplain combina- ok
tion alternatives. All five alternatives would involve disposition

of the sediment, riverbank soil, and floodplain soil in a disposal

facility, either directly or after treatment. The three alternatives

involving disposal only are TD 1/TD 1 RR (offsite disposal

in permitted landfill(s)), TD 2 (onvsite in a Confined Disposal

Facility (CDF)), and TD 3 (onssite in upland disposal facifity or

facilities), The other two alternatives would involve treatrent,

either by. a chemical extraction process (TD 4) or by thermal
desorption (TD 5), followed by disposition of the byproducts of
the treatment and the treated soil/sediment.

Overall Protection of Human Health
and the Environment

TD 1, 3 and 5 would provide high levels of protection to human
health and the environment because all excavated contaminat-
ed material would either be removed from the site (TD 1),
contained in an upland disposal facility (TD 3), or treated to
levels safe for offsite disposal or potential reuse (TDS). TD 2

* could also provide human health protection as long as monitor:

ing, maintenance and/or Institutional Controls are effective in
the long term, in order to avoid negative impacts to the river

~system. Alternative TD 4 (chemical extraction) may not be able

to effectively treat PCB contamination from the site, calling into
question the protectiveness of this afternative.

Control of Sources of Releases
All the treatment/ disposal afternatives would controf the po-

tential for PCB-contaminated sediment and soil to be released

and transported within the river or onto the floodplain, al-
though some alternatives would provide more effective control
of such releases than others, TD 1 best meets this criterion,

followed by T3 3.~

Under TD 1, placement of the removed PCB-contaminated sed
iment and soil into a licensed offsite landfiil or landfiils would
effectively isolate those materials from being refeased into the
Housatonic River and associated fleodplain, Under TD 2, there
is a potential for releases of sediment into the river during the -

CDF construction process. TD 3 would address future releases o
through the placement of the materials in an upland disposal
facility that will have a double liner-and the implementation of a
long-term monitoring and maintenance program. Placement of
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the PCB-contaminated sediment and soil into an upland dispos-
al facility could effectively isolate the removed materials from
being released into the environment. However, there is the
potential for PCB releases to the Housatonic watershed if the
landfills are not properly operated, moritored and maintained,.
Under TD 4 and TD 5, the potential for the PCB-contaminated’
sediment and soif to be relsased within the river or onto the -
“floodplain during treatment operations would be minimal as
long as these facilities are properly operated and maintained,

Compliance w;th Federal and $tate
ARARSs _

- The ARARs identified for the treatment/disposal alternatives
are discussed in more detail in the Administrative Record. Each
of the TD alternatives would involve moving the sediment,

bank sofl, and floodplain soil from the point of excavation to
the treatment/disposition point, Of alt the disposal alternatives
(TD 1, TD 2, TD 3}, only TD 1 complies with all State ARARs,
TD 4 and TD 5 could potentially reet all ARARs. TD 2 will not
meet, without limitation, wetland and floodplain requirements;
and not all potential locations of TD 2 or TD 3 will meet the re-
quirements of 310 CMR 30.700, 310 CMR 16.40(3)(4), and/or
990 CMR 5.04, which prohibit, without limitation, hazardous
waste and solid waste facilities in an Area of Critical Environ-
mental Concern ("ACEC") or adjacent to or in close proximity
1o an ACEC such that it would fall to protect the outstanding
resources of an ACEC,

Table s

Long-Term Reliability and Effectiveness

TD 1, 4, and 5 resultin the greatest reductions in residual risk.

With TD 1, ali material s removed from the stte and sent to
an offsite disposa! facility; with TD 4 and TD> 5, all material
that was treated but did not reach safe PCB levels would be
removed from the site and sent to an offsite disposal facility.
Contamination remains on-site untreated under TD 2 and
TD 3 and therefore the residual risk is graater under these
alternatives. However, TD 3 would permanently isolate those
materials from direct contact with human and ecological
receptors in a secure location outside the floodplain, Under
TD 4 and TD 5, residual risk is decreased because treatment
reduces the Ievel's_ of contaminants, however the reductions
may not be to levels allowing for unrestricied reuse.

There are considerable differences in the adequacy and
reliability of the five treatment/disposal alternatives, TD 1 is
adequate and reliable because it does not rely on operation,
monitoring, and maintenance requirements (except at the re-
ceiving facility) to adequately and reliably address the contam-
ination, The other alternatives rely on operation, monitoring,
and maintenance requirements to address the contamination

- remaining onsite to be effective in the longterm. Both TD 4

and TD 5 rely on these requirements to ensure that material
is safely treated to acceptable concentrations, TD 2 and TD
3 rely particularly' on monitoring and maintenance in the fong

Cost Sumimary for Combinations of Sediment and Floodplain Alternatives

$307 M

Total Caplial Costs | @ 0

$3B4M | SO0OM | $3BIM | IHM $314 M

Total Opefations R ',
Mpnitoring and 0 $6 M 10M $12M
Maintenance Costs

$13M YN | SiEW $10 M $12 M

Total Cost for
Alternative o )
{excluding ¢ $5M CHITTM | $3em

Fransportation

and Disposal}

$39TM | S9ITM | seam | $eaM | s3%em

Total Present ;
Worth 4] 31.8M $133 M $193 M

| $219M | $300M | $251M | $78M $228 M

Notes
1. All costs are In 2010 dolfars S M = million daollars.

2. Total capitai costs are for engineering, labor, equipinent, and matetials associated with implementation,

3. Total OMM costs inciude cost for mopitoring, post-oonstruction inspeclions and repair activities {if necessary} long-term
monitoring (flsh, sediment, water celumn, visual), ahd for the maintenance of institutional controls and EREs.

4. Total present worth cost is based on using a discount fastor of 7%, cansidering the length of the constriction period arid-an

" OMM period of 100 years s a reach-specific basis.

5. Estimates do not include costs for freatment or dlsposilmn of any soilfsediment removed; those costs are cullined below {see

Table 7).
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term 1o ensure that rmaterial rernains adequately contained, and
T3 may require long-term transport of leachate to the GE
facility in Pittsfield or construction of a separate facifity to treat
leachate.

l.abor and materials are available for operation, monitoring, and
maintenance for ali of these alternatives, While TD 1, 2, 3 have
been used under similar conditions, TD 4 has not been demon-
strated at full scale on sediment and soil representative of those
in the Rest of River. TD 5 has been used to treat PCB-contam-
inated soil but only in limited cases for treatment of sediment,
thereby creating some uncertainty regarding the adequacy and
refiability of this alternative.

None of the alternatives are expected to have long-term
adverse impacts on human health, however TD 2 will have sig-
nificant long-term impacts on wetlands and floodplain areas. TD
3 may have long-term environmental impacts depending upon
where the upland facility is focated.

Attainment of IMPGs

Attainment of IMPGs is directly applicable to the sediment and
floodplain remediation approaches outlined and evaluated for the
various Combination Alternatives discussed earlier in this doc-
ument. IMPG attainment is not directly applicable to the trans-
portation and disposal alternatives, thus EPA did not conduct a
camparative analysis for these alternatives for this criterion.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Yolume
Reduction of Toxicity: TD 1 through TD 3 would not include
any treatment processes that would reduce the toxicity of, or
directly affect, PCB concentrations in the removed sediment
and scil. TD 4 and TD 5 would incorporate treatment process-
es that can, To varying degrees, reduce concentrations of PCBs.
Under TD 4, the chemical treatment process would reduce
the toxicity of the sediment and soil by permanently removing
some PCBs from these materials but likely will not reduce con-
centrations to levels allowing reuse of the material, and as such
would still require landfilling, Under TD 5, the thermal desorp-
tion system would reduce the toxicity of the PCB-contaminated
sediment and soil by permanently removing PCBs from these
materials. The PCBs in the liquid stream would be sentto a
licensed offsite disposal facility for additional treatment. The
degree of expected reduction in toxicity, and the amount of
hazardous materials to be destroyed or treated are dependent
on the sediment/floodplain alternatives selected, with Combi-
nations 3 through 9 praviding varying levels of expected remov-
al of PCBs from the River and floodplain, For TD4 and TD5,
the treatrnent process would be irreversible and the reduction
in toxicity would be permanent.

Reduction of Mobility: All of the alternatives would reduce the
mobility of PCBs in the sediment and soil, In TD 1, TD 2, and TD
3, these materials would be removed and disposed of in offsite
permitted landfili{s) (T 1) or contained within onsite CDF(s)
(T 2) or an onsite upland disposal facility (TD 3). TD 4 and TD 3
5 would reduce the mobility of PCBs present in the sedirment/ =
soil via ex-situ chemical extraction or thermal desorption.

 Reduction of Volume: TD 1, TD 2, and TD 3 would not reduice -

the volume of PCB-contaminated material, although, T 1
would reduce the volume of material that remains at the Site,
For TD 4, treatment of sediment/soil would reduce the volume
of PCBs present in those materials by transferring some of the
PCBs to an aqueous waste stream for subsequent treatment,
PCB-contaminated sludge would be generated from the waste-
water treatmnent systemn and would be sent to a permitied
offsite facility for disposal. For TD 5, treatment of sediment/
soil in the thermal desorption system would recuce the volurmne
of PCBs present in those materials, with the liquid condensate
transported to an offsite facility for destruction. .

Short-Term Effectiveness

Each of the alternatives has the potential for short-term impacts
to the community. Akkernatives that require on-site treatment
(TD 4 and TD 5) require operation of a treatment facility, which
would have air emissions albeit at very low levels, which could be
treated priot to discharge if needed to meet regulatory levels.
Alternatives that require onsite containment (TD 2 and TD 3)
would also have additional short-term impacts to the areas and
community surrcunding the disposal sites, Construction of such -
facilities will temporarily increase cormmunity impacts during the
time work is done in these areas. The alternative with offsite
disposal (TD 1/TD 1 RR) will have shortterm impacts during
transport of the waste material; however, the impacts of truck
traffic may be preatly reduced by reliance on rail transporta-
tion. The shortterm impacts to workers are all relatively the
same under all alternatives, All alternatives have the potential

for accidental releases of various PCB-contaminated materials !
during transportation to offsite or local disposal or treatment
facilities. However, actions will be taken to prevent these poten-
tial releases. Al alternatives would require truck traffic. TD 1
and TD 4 require transportation of the most material, followed
dlosely by TD 5, then TD 3. Depending on the location of the
upland disposal facility under TD 3, TD 3 may have truck traffic
comparable to TD 1. The impacts of truck traffic may be greatly

“reduced by reliance on rail transportation, consistent with EPA's

intention 1o maximize use of rail, =

There are also some differences in impacts to the environment —
under the different alternatives, TD 2 through TD 5 could -
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