
August 22, 2007 

Ms Deborah Yamamoto 
US EnVIronmental Proteeuon Agency 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Subject:	 Admlnlstrativ, Order on Consent for Removal Action (AOC), Port of 
Portland Tlrminal4. Docket No.10-2004-Q009 

Dear Ms. Yamamoto: 

The Port of Portland (POl'!) 1$ submitting thiS letter to reconfirm our corTVTIItmenlto address 
contaminated sediments at otX Terminal 4 (T4) facility in a proteclrie, Ilmely, and fiscally 
responsible manner. To that end. we are WIiting to request consideration cI a new schedule 
We believe it is pn.Jdent atltus line to realign the T4 Removal Action p10ject schedule With 
the harbor-wide RemedlllllnvesligalionlFeasibility Study (RUFS) befote oomplellng the 
deSIgn. 

The POl'! has demonstrated a strong corrvt1JtmentlO furthemg both the harbor.wlde Rl/fS 
and the T4 Removal Action by investing a significant amount of energy, people, and money 
To date, we have invested approximately $10.9 ITIItlion on the T4 Removal Action Project, 
53.3 million on T4 uplands work. 525.7 million on the harbor-wide project. and 54.8 million on 
other upland fadlities. We do not take project schedule changes lightly. However. as a 
public entity, the Port has a fiduciary duly to ensure that our efforts are protective of the 
environment, cost-effective. and consisten] with the overall cleanup of the Portland Harbor 
Superfund Site, As you know. the harbor-wlde schedule has been extended by two years 
We are concerned that. because the timing of the Terminal 4 Removal Actkln is no klnger 
aligned with the Portland Harbor RI/FS. buikllng a Confined Disposal Facilily (CDF) in 2008 
Will not meet these goals. 

ThIS letter provides our rationale for the schedule change. We weleome your questions and 
wiI WClf1c. coIaboralniely With you to find the best path forward. including oonsideralKln of 
interm steps Ihat may be necessary to reduce risk to the public and the enworvneol 

Introduction 

The Enwonrnental ProtectIon Agency (EPA), in consultabOn with itS federal, state and mbal 
partners. evaluated and selected a removal acIlOfl for the POl'!'s Tem1Wla14lhallnduded a 
combinatIOn of mOOIlared natural recoYel'Y. capping. and dredgIng WIth diSposal in a CDF. 
The Port submitted the 60% Design in January 2007 and. sioce ltlattlm8. the Port and the 
EPA team have been WClf1c.jng through technical questions and issues in e collaborative 
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fastllon Based on ow disaJssiOn$, the Port and EPA determined that it made ser'lSe to forgo 
the 2007 oonstruclion schedule to ~ an opportunity to fuIy and thoroughly address the 
de5lgn questions and concems before ITlOIIIng to the 100% design phase It has been a 
po$IM and produc;live use ~ the pa~' fe$l)Urres, and ¥te beIieYe we have made great 
orogress This additional tII11e has also p«Wided the Port an opportunity to evaluate the T4 
Removal ActIon project as a whole 

Based on this evaluation. we believe that it is prudenl to realign the two schedules so thaI (11 
tIrrWlg ~ c:ompIetion of the CDF can be coordinated With tIfTWlg for other Portland Harbor 
cleanup actIOnS, as originaly intended; (2) we have more refilled infotmation about the types 
and volumes ~ sedmerns to be placed in the CDF and the level of protection necessary for 
its design; and (3) we have eoough certamty to ensure a cost-effective remedy, 

Timing with Other Portland Harbor Cleanup Actions 

The T4 Removal Action is destgnated as norHime critical in the Administrative Order on 
Consent (AOC). EPA guidance provides that non-time critical removal i1ctlOl'lS must be 
considered in the conte)(\ of the harbof·wide cleanup. During the alternatives evaluation, 
EPA and the Port conduded that construction of the CDF would contribute "to the efficient. 
cosl-effective performance of the long-term remedial action of the overall Portland Harbor 
Superfund Site." (Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EEICA), al 0-3.) This makes the 
T4 Removal Action unique because the COF provides a final remedy for the T4 sediments as 
well as a disposal option for other sediments within the harbor. 

The CDF is designed for enough excess capacity to ac:c:ommodate approximately 750,000 to 
850,000 cubic yards of other Portland Harbor sediments, with fhe goal of providing a cost
effective, efflcient disposal option for the Portland Harbor Superfund Site as a whole 
lEE/CA, at 0-13-14; 60% DeSlQn Analysis Report. at 62-64.) When EPA and the Port 
started tlus action, it was assumed that the Portland Harbor RUFS would be further along by 
the lime the CDF was built. The EEJCA estImated that the COF would be built in Year 1, the 
Tel'lTlll'lil14 materials would be placed in the COF in Year 2, and the remaining excess 
c:apaoty would be filled over the next few ooostrue:lion seasons, dosing the COF after a total 
of Six years. AI. that lime, the RIIFS was scheduled to be completed by 2007 and the Record 
of Deosion (ROO) was scheduled for 2008, about the same trne the COF would be ready to 
accept additional materials. Smc:e then,lnc:rementaf changes in the RUfS have resulted in 
the extenslon cI. the harbor--l!llde schedule sucto that the T4 Removal Action anclthe harbor
wJOe schedules are out cI. sync;. 

The RIIFS schedule has I'KIW been extended by at least two years, With completion of the 
RUFS II'l 2009, and EPA managmg IoYiard a ROD in late 2010. ThIs change In sd'Iedule 
IIl'lPOC1S the 14 Removal Acbon and the assump\lOnS made in the EEICA. EPA's c:urreol 
esbmate lIldicates that the T4 CDF may be open for 10 years, with potential long periods of 
inactivity. (EPA Position Paper for T4. at C-a.1 The likelihood that sediments wi. be placed 
,n the COF shortly following the T4 sediments has significantly decreased Since the EElCA, 
and ills unknown at this time if or when additiooal sediments win be placed in the CDF. EPA 
has indicaled that if placement of o\hef Portland Harbor sediments in the CDF doeS not 
occur. EPA might require additional permitting or possibly even removal of the T4 sediments 



Ms. Deborah Yamamoto 
August 22, 2007 
Page 3 

IOf disposal at another location. (Action Memo. 81 21; EPA POSllIOO Paper for T4, at B-2.) 
The urnng d completion d the COF no longer IT18$he$ W1!h the lIrTwIg d the harbor-wide 
cleanup, creating uncertainties and risks thaI are silT1JIy too great for lhe Port to feel 
comfortable investing c:onslc\erable public tuncIs at ltVs bne. 

Additional Information for 100% Design 

The schedule dlanges also impact !he deSign 01 the CDF. We find oursefves in a difficult 
position of trying to design a CDF without koowlng the fuli picture and plan for the broader 
Portland Harbor cleanup, 

First, as EPA has pointed out, "designing a [COF] is complex" •• [Elaeh project must 
evaluate the individual characteristics of the sediment to be dredged, characteristics of tile 
mix of contaminants associated with the sediment. and the characteristics d the disposal site 
and the water body." (EPA Position Paper on T4, at 2-5.) For the T4 COF, approximately 
15% 01 the capacity will be filled with T4 material, and the remaining 85% excess capacity 
will be filled wilh sediments from un<letellTlW"led areas in Portland Harbor TherefOfe. we 
must ensure the COF i$ de5lgIled for Portland Hartlor sediments. but we do not haW! 
representa!iYe hartlor-wide data on which to base the design. EPA technical staff haW! 
expressed sllTlilar c:oocems over the course d rT'O"8 detailed deslgn. As an aftematlVe 
approach. we aversged the bulk d1enwstry data from the mial Areas d Potential Concern 
{IAOPCs}, and Ihen tried to look outside Portland Harbor and use other sites 85 surrogates to 
make assumpbons and esbmate par!Jtlonlrlg coeffiCIents for the excess capacity. However. 
the Port has Ieamecl that desigrnng a COF based on assumptions, rather than representa\iYe 
harbor-wide data, may lead to a deS'lln thaI is rT'O"8 expensive lhan necessary to ensure 
protee:tJVeness_ 

Secood. the Port agrees that design of the CDF should be prolectlW! of human health and 
the environment (including water quality standards), and the monitoring 01 the COF should be 
tied back to this goal, (E·mail from Krista Koehl, Port, to Lori Cora, EPA, March 19, 2007.) 
The difficulty we face Is that the harbor-wide human health and ecological risk assessments 
(RiAs) are not complete. Originally, EPA determined that a detailed risk analysis was not 
necessary for the T4 Removal Actioo area because it would be assessed in the Portland 
Harbor RVFS. (ActiOn Memo, at 9.) At that time, however, the RiAs were scheduled to be 
completed at about lhe same time as lhe design and CQ(\struetion of the COF. Because 01 
the new harbor-wide schedule, the T4 Removal Action is moving forward Wllhoul the benefit 
of the RJAs that could otherwISe be factored II1to the COF des'9n. For example, resoIUbOfl 01 
spallal and terr4'Oial averaglflQ in the RiAs i$ a pending harbor-WI(\e RI i$sue. (EPA POSlbOfl 
Paper on T4. at 2-9,) 

In summary. !he RlIfS wiI provide important Information lor the T4 design. Through the 
EPA-approved RiAs and the FS, the iAOPCs 'oYiIt become better refW1ed and fTlOft! certalfl 
(i e ,iAOPCs will become Areas of Concern). resuItlng in tighter I1lInges lor bulk cherrisuy 
concenuauons for the COF excess capacity. The progranvnalJC FS wi. indude an evaluabon 
of disposal options lor the overaD Portland Harbor Site, as well as mote certain eSbmates of 
the volumes and types of sedIments that may be SUitable for placement in the COF. In 
addition. the EPA-approved RiAs should provide mote certainty on pending issues related to 
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bloaccumulabon. POWltS 01 exposure. and exposure point concel'1tratlOn$ Resolution 0I1hese 
ISSUeS wiI conflfTTl the applopliate design 10 ensure that the public's health is protected and 
ItS resources are invested ¥Mety. 

Cost·Effectlveness 

As discussed above, the tack of key RlJFS informatlOtI affects the de5lQn of the CDF, Which 
In tum can Significantly impact lhe cost. This. combined with the cost increases identified 
dunng design, leads US to the conclusion that it would not be prudent to design and construct 
a CDF in 2008. 

As we have shared with you, the cost estimates to construct the T4 Removal AcUon. 
includlrlQ dredging, capping and the CDF, have Increased by approximately 60% since the 
Ume of the EElCA, The EEICA cost-estimate for the EPA-selected A1temative C, Dredging 
Emphasis with Disposal in a CDF. was $32.4 milliOn Today the current estimate is 551.8 
million for the same items The increase Is due to many factors, inducling increased material 
costs, increased IIm8 for des'9n. and increases due 10 more robusl deSIgn detail. The 5518 
rnIIion eslJmate does not incorporate potential design changes the Por1 and EPA have been 
dlSCUSSInQ SWlCe January 2007. Additional'{, none 01 these eslJmates lOdude past costs, 
Irltemal Port costs, or agency OYeI'SIQht costs (lor partlClpalJOn and oversight by EPA, Its 
partners. and rontractors). 

As a pubic enlJty, we have a responsibility to the public to work toward the most cost
effeclJVe, prolectJve course of action. We believe the most pnxlern COlne is to alow the 
RUFS process to catch up so that it can inform the design of the CDF, thereby redUCIng 
uncertainty and nsk. Then, the Port and EPA wiI be In a much better position to ensure an 
enVIronmentally sound and fiscally responsible aclion. 

Interim Worll. 

As you know. source control actions are incorporated into the Removal Action and included 
In the 60% Design. We believe lhaltheSe source conlrol actions shO\Jld continue to proceed 
as soon as possible. Additionally, we WIll work with you to evaluate what other interim wor\( 

may need to occur 10 reduce risk 10 the public and the environment. We also need to 
determine what additional data will be necessary before completing the project. This will 
need to be closely coordmated WIth the schedule and informalJOn needed for the harbor-wide 
FS 

Conclusion 

We are nvested WI the deanup al T4 and fuIy corrmltted to fulfilling OU" responsibility We 
believe that it is environmentaly sound and liscaIty responsible 10 realign the T4 Removal 
Adion schedule WIth the harbor-wide schedulll before compIetJng the deslgn. The harbor
WIde mormalJofl shook! morm the d8Sllln of the T4 Removal ActIon to ensure that the CDF 
is environmentally ptOtective, cost-effective, and consistent with the overa" deanup plans. 
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We look forward 10 woriuog coIlaborallve/y Wl!h you to find the best path forward Please feel 
free to conlact me at (503) 944-7236 if you have any questIOnS. 

Cheryl R. Koshuta 
Chief Erwironmenlal Officer 

c·	 Dan Opalski, EPA 
Sean Sheldrake, EPA 
Lori Cora, EPA 
Tom !meson. Port 
Anne Sunvnef$, Port 
Krista Koehl, Port 


