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1 Introduction
1.1 Overview

In April, 2004, EPA issued performance standards for dredging PCB contaminated sediment from the
Hudson River. These standards were published in a document entitled, Hudson River PCBs Superfund
Ste, Engineering Performance Standards, Statement of the Engineering Performance Standards for
Dredging. The document was printed in five volumes, as follows:

e Volume 1 — Satement of the Engineering Performance Standards for Dredging
e Volume 2 — Technical Basis and |mplementation of the Resuspension Sandard
e Volume 3 — Technical Basis and Implementation of the Residuals Standard

e Volume 4 — Technical Basis and |mplementation of the Productivity Standard

e Volume 5 — Appendix — Case Studies of Environmental Dredging Projects

In accordance with the Record of Decision (ROD) the project is being implemented in two phases. Phase
1 dredging, which was completed during 2009, consisted of dredging initially at a reduced production rate
to test the effectiveness of the Performance Standards and of the Phase 1 design, implementation of
sediment dredging, sediment processing and disposal. Phase 2 is to be completed at full production rates
and is expected to begin in the spring of 2011.

Upon completion of Phase 1 dredging in the fall of 2009, an evaluation was made to identify what, if any,
changes should be made to the Performance Standards for Phase 2 of the project. Separate Phase 1
Evaluation Reports were prepared by EPA and GE which proposed changes to the Standards, and a peer
review panel was convened to assist EPA in deciding which of the proposed changes should be made.
The report by the Peer Review Panel was published on September 10, 2010, and contained
recommendations for a number of changes to the performance standards for the Phase 2 work. Copies of
the Panel’s report are available online at EPA’s web site for the Hudson River PCBs Site
(www.epa.gov/Hudson) or by calling the EPA’s Hudson River Field Office at 518-747-4789 or toll free
at 866-615-6490.

Following receipt of the Peer Review Panel’s report, EPA adopted a number of revisions, as described
herein, to the original Engineering Performance Standards published in 2004, which are to be
implemented during Phase 2 of the Project.

1.2 Document Organization

This addendum to the Engineering Performance Standards presents the revised standards and gives
explanations for changes from the original standards. The structure of this document is similar to that of
the original 2004 documents. To assure that the original text can be compared directly with the revised
standards, volume, section, and page numbers are provided where references are made back to the 2004
document.

This document is divided into the following sections:

1
Draft — For Discussion Purposes Only — Subject To Further Government Review



The Louis Berger Group, Inc. Revised Phase 2 EPS Hudson River PCBs Site
November 2010

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Statement of the Revised Performance Standards for Phase 2
3.0 Residuals Performance Standard for Phase 2

4.0 Resuspension Performance Standard for Phase 2

5.0 Productivity Performance Standard for Phase 2

6.0 Water Quality Requirements for In-River Releases of Constituents Not Subject to Performance
Standards

7.0 Estimation of PCB Mass in Phase 2 Remediation Areas
8.0 References

Appendices

1.3 Summary of Rationale for Changesto the Standards

The first phase of the dredging program was undertaken between May and December 2009. During this
time, measurements, analyses, and observations were made and recorded regarding the ability of the
dredging program to adhere to the Engineering Performance Standards. Other influences on the program
were noted that were not necessarily anticipated during the design of dredging or the development of the
standards. This record of lessons learned during Phase 1 helps lay the basis for the changes to the
Engineering Performance Standards, following an adaptive management approach_for operations to assure
that the Engineering Performance Standards are met. The standards have been modified based on the
findings of the EPA and GE as reported in their respective Phase 1 evaluation reports, and the
recommendations and observations of the Peer Review Panel. Further, the standards have been simplified
and streamlined to more directly reflect the conditions that were observed during the day-to-day
operations of the dredging project.

As recommended by the Peer Reviewers, an adaptive management approach to operations is being
implemented as-wel-to assure that the Engineering Performance Standards have-the-ability-to-conformto-
the-conditions-being-observedin-theriverwill be met as the project progresses. As such, additional

studies are planned that will continue to inform the adaptive management process. These studies will
allow modifications to the standardsoperations from year to year based on the experience of the previous
year and knowledge of the upcoming year’s geographic scope and production targets. The EPS and the
approaches identified herein are predicated on the development of accurate Depth of Contamination
(DoC) lines. If the DoC is not accurately identified, the EPSapproach to achieving DoC may need to be
modified as per the Adaptive Management Plan (AMP) to be developed. Adjustments in accordance with

a grg-ggg roved list of Best Mgngggmgng Practi ggg (BMPs) may be called for either-at the end of a season

131 Observationsfrom Phase 1 Dredging

Phase 1 was intended as an initial working period where production goals would be relaxed so that
unanticipated conditions could be evaluated and lessons learned, providing guidance to the future and
more accelerated dredging during Phase 2. The pause in production between Phase 1 and Phase 2 was

2
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planned as a time to adjust the performance standards to be aligned with the lessons learned during the
Phase 1 dredging program. The following describe some of EPA’s more salient observations from Phase
1 that have direct bearing on the Engineering Performance Standards.

Observations Concer ning Residuals Based on Phase 1 Dredging Experience

e Some of the elements of the original Residuals Standard were not used and proved not to be
needed.
o A streamlined process was recommended by the Peer Review Panel that is based on a
better characterization of DoC and a single dredging pass.! The recommended single-
pass dredging process replaces the original complex decision process with a simple

metric to determine if backfilling or capping is appropriate after dredging achieves the
designed elevation. This process will be testedused during Phase 2 to-see-i+tresultsand
will be structured to result in the removal of the planned inventory with minimal
inventory being capped. H-itis-sueeessfulthenEPA-expeets-this-method-will-eontinue-
thfeﬂghe&t—thed&mﬁe&eﬂlhase—Z—The AMP w111 be structured to allow modification to

iments and controllin he extent practical, the amount of inventor
e For many post-dredging cores, only the top 6-inch segments were analyzed, consistent with the

Phase 1 Residuals Standard, but missing an opportunity to re-characterize the DoC where
multiple dredging passes had already indicated that the DoC was not well-known. In cases where
post-dredging cores indicate non-compliant levels of PCB contamination with respect to the
standard, the use of the data to re-characterize DoC, in addition to characterizing the surface
concentration after the dredging pass to meet the design cut line, is essential, as borne out by the
Phase 1 experience with 1ncomp1ete post dredglng cores.

o For Phase 2, =

by—th%Peer—ReV}ew—P&nel—post dredglng cores w111 be collected to represent a minimum
4-foot sediment column (or to the depth of uncontaminated materials defined below, if

shallower) and should be analyzed as individual 6-inch segments to verify that detected

! For the purposes of this document, all references to a “single pass” mean a dredging pass which achieves the
required elevation of contamination (EoC) in at least 95% of a given subunit, and that if this elevation is not
achieved, the additional dredging that must be done to bring at least 95% of the area at or below the EoC is still
part of the same “pass.”

3
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PCBs are associated only with a true residuals layer and not underlying inventory.? Fhis-

e The majority of the dredging passes after the initial pass conducted during Phase 1 were targeting
inventory that was not adequately characterized prior to design, rather than addressing a true,
post-dredging layer of residual sediments. The Phase 1 design cut lines were set too shallow in
generalmany locations; many times even post-dredging cores did not fully penetrate the depth of
the contaminant inventory. The application of the Residuals Standard served to detect inventory
rather than to sample and manage comparatively thin layers of dredging residuals. The number of
dredging passes eetldmay have been reduced had the depth of contamination been robustly re-
characterized following the initial dredging pass.

o The DoC for Phase 2 areas must be better defined and uncertainty in the DoC estimate
must be accounted for in setting the Phase 2 design elevations. The Peer Review Panel

recommended that locations of incomplete cores and missing cores from the SSAP
program be fully characterized and that 20 percent of the complete cores be re-sampled.
The new and existing data should be combined to design new dredging prisms based on
elevation. EPA and GE are engaged in the effort to better define the DoC as of the time
of preparation of this document.
o Teo-manySeveral passes were required to dredge to the DoC in most CUs and the number of
passes eettdmay have been reduced had the depth of contamination been robustly re-

characterized following the initial dredging pass. Despite-the-underestimated DoC-and-inaceurate-
dredgingeutlines;three_Three dredging passes were-adeguate-to-getgot most CUs close to

compliance.

o Based on the Peer Review Panel’s recommendation, a single-pass approach-wil-be-tested-
inPhase 2-and-f sueeesstul; will be implemented for the remainder of the project-(as-
subjeet-to-the AMP). The success of a single-pass approach relies on accurately defining
the DoC—athsbichdomee oleonlidones,

e The inaccurate estimate of the depth of contaminated sediment was due, in part, to the presence of
wood debris. Improvement needs to be made in the collection of cores, especially after dredging,
including actions to re-confirm the depth of contamination. PCB-contaminated wood debris is

2 For the purposes of the EPS, residual contamination in a post-dredging core is defined as a measured
concentration at or above 1 mg/kg TPCBs in the top 6-inch segment of a confirmatory core, and a concentration

less than 1 mg/kg TPCBs in all lower layers. Inventory-inapest-dredgingcorerefersto-a TPCB-coneentrationat
orabeve-0-mefkeinanylower6-inchsegment—FinallyaA post-dredging core with an unacceptable residual

concentration is a post-dredging core where contamination is limited to the 0-6 inch interval but the Tri+ PCB
concentration causes the mean value of all re51dual contalnmg cores 1n the CU or sub- umt to exceed 4—4—91.42
mg/kg Tri+ PCB. Sinee-th § h reen i metke
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present throughout the river and was observed in essentially all Phase 1 CUs. CUs at the northern
end of the Thompson Island Pool had more debris than those in the southern end of the Pool, but
it is anticipated that wood debris will be found throughout the Pool in the Phase 2 areas.

o Deposits of wood debris should be removed entirely, where encountered, as a component
of the dredging project management_unless data exist to show that some or all of the
debris laver does not contain PCBs above 1 ppm. Complete removal of wood debris to
depth is necessary because the Phase 1 experience showed that wood debris was
contaminated with PCBs to its complete depth and sediment beneath the wood debris was
also contaminated.

Observations Concer ning Resuspension Based on Phase 1 Dredging Experience

Based on the Resuspension Standard, monitoring data collected were used to temporarily halt
dredging operations when the 500 ng/L water column Total PCB (TPCB) criterion was exceeded

on three occasions. When all dredging-related activities ended, water column concentrations

returned to baseline levels at all far-field stations. [Note to EPA: The report should acknowledge

ill rf rd to help ensure that the dredging process does not cause

excessive resuspensmn Exceedances, if any. of the 750 and 2,000 ng/[. TPCB level will

M and the 500 ng/I:l TPCB threshold w111 sﬂ-l—l—b%sed—te—hel—p

W&MMM@& EPA will Supply the

towns of Waterford and Halfmoon with an alternate water source during the dredging
period, eliminating direct withdrawals by municipal water systems in the Upper Hudson
River for consumption during dredging. GE must inventory the direct use of river water
by private and agricultural users from Fort Edward to Waterford and provide alternate

water supphes or treated water for their use. As—a—resu&t—th%smet—requﬂement—ef—

GE and EPA.

PCBs in the vicinity of the dredge operations were dominated by the dissolved phase, and ren-
agqueous-phase liquids-(NAPE)_sheens were observed during dredging at many locations.
Although PCB daily loads decreased down river significantly, a concurrent decrease was not
observed in solids transport. This discrepancy suggests that PCB transport was not controlled by
solids transport, especially given the significance of non-particulate PCB in the near-field. Other

5
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mechanisms that were not measured, including volatilization and dilution, likely significantly
affect the transport of PCB downriver.

o Special studies will be undertaken to assess the contributions and effects of NAPL and
dissolved phase PCBs and to assess the mechanisms controlling PCB transport.

e Turbidity was not a reliable surrogate for suspended solids concentrations observed in daily
transect samples and suspended solids concentrations were not a good predictor for TPCB
transport downstream of the dredging operations.

o Turbidity will not be used as a surrogate for suspended solids and will not be a required
measurement during Phase 2. Near-field monitoring requirements for suspended solids
may also be reduced as Phase 2 progresses if monitoring continues to show that
suspended solids do not yield useful information. Suspended solids measurements at a
reduced scope can still be used as a guide to potential adverse impacts attributable to
dredging but alternative means for determining sampling locations should be evaluated.

e There was no significant increase in the transport of solids during dredging beyond the immediate
vicinity of the dredging operation as indicated by suspended solids data, and average suspended
solids concentrations in the near field were well below the suspended solids evaluation criteria for
Phase 1.

o The suspended solids criteria should-centinne-to-be-evalnated during Phase 2-and-
adjusted-inaceordanee-with-the- AMP- be discontinued following Year | of Phase 2.

e At Thompson Island, Lock 5, and Waterford stations, the 7-day running average net loadings for
the Resuspension Standard performance targets for cumulative load for both TPCBs and Tri+
PCBs were exceeded. However, EPA’s goal of a maximum 1 percent loss rate to the Lower
Hudson River was achieved at Waterford. EPA’s estimated rate of loss at the TI station was
slightly more than 2 percent.

o Asrecommended by the Peer Review Panel, the load standards should be 2 percent and 1
percent (as measured at the Thompson Island Dam and Waterford monitoring stations,
respectively) of the Tri+ PCB mass removed. As Phase 2 progresses, these load
standards will be adjusted, as appropriate, in accordance with-the AMP,-as-informed-by-
data-and—+favatlable; an acceptable, peer-reviewed model. Prior EPA modeling analysis
as well as initial recent model results submitted by GE suggest these levels will have no
long term impacts to the recovery of PCB levels in fish.

o The total project net cumulative load is the maximum load to the Lower Hudson River
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e Several processes contributed to the PCB transport to the far-field at Thompson Island including,
but not limited to: PCB mass and volume removal, velocity, vessel traffic, and disturbance of
exposed contaminated surface sediments.

e [t is not apparent from the available data that the dredging led to significant redistribution of
contaminated sediments to non-dredged areas. Baseline water concentrations in the Upper
Hudson have returned to normal, 2010 fish tissue data show no appreciable difference from
baseline, and samples of sediments collected on the floodplain from 2010 spring floods
immediately downstream of the areas dredged during Phasel were found not to contain PCBs,

lending further support to this finding. EPA: GE disagr ith EPA’s vi n

o The Peer Review Panel recommended that a special study of redeposition be undertaken
to assure that PCBs released during dredging are not causing significant increases in the
surface sediment concentrations outside of the dredge prisms.

e The monitoring data on PCB concentrations in the river water show no dredging impacts to water
quality in the Lower Hudson River.

o Anticipated dredging impacts to water quality are temporally and spatially limited.

¢ Fish tissue impact was limited to the vicinity of dredging. Dredging had no significant effect on
PCB levels in fish more than 2-3 miles downstream of the Thompson Island Pool. Furthermore,
2010 fish tissue data, collected less than a year after dredging in both the Upper and Lower
Hudson, show no appreciable difference from baseline.

o The overall improvement to the aquatic ecosystem health attainable by the proposed PCB
mass removal outweighs temporary increases in fish PCB levels. Any increases appear to
be localized and transient.

e The estimate of PCB inventory and the rate of PCB release are both larger than originally
estimated in the ROD and EPS calculations, although the increased rate of PCB release showed
little downstream impact to fish tissue concentrations.

o The cumulative PCB load criterion will be eliminated due to insufficient information to
estimate the total mass to be removed. The standard will instead be based on daily and
annual net loads. Using the 1% and 2% load standards referred to above, the net load
criteria (grams/day and Kg/year) for any given year will be established once EPA has an

7
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estimate of the mass of PCBs to be removed in that year. Fhesestandards-will-be-

Observations Concer ning Productivity Based on Phase 1 Dredging Experience

During Phase 1, approximately 1.8 times more sediment was removed from the CUs dredged than
shown on the design drawings. The poor definition of the actual depth of contamination in those
CUs calls into question the associated estimate of the total volume of sediment to be dredged
during Phase 2 of the project. As a result, in spite of the extensive sampling and analysis
program conducted prior to Phase 1, the actual volume of sediment cannot be estimated with any
great degree of certainty and it is not currently possible to accurately define the yearly production
rate needed to complete the project over any specified time period.

o The current estimates of the Total volume to be dredged during both phases of the project
range from about 2.3 to 3 million CY. The uncertainty in defining DoC precludes
making a rigorous engineering estimate of the amount of contamination remaining to be
dredged. The Peer Review Panel recommended that the target for each year be about
350,000 CY, based on Panel members’ understanding of the process’ capacity. EPA
agrees that dredging of 350,000 CY/year is achievable, but maintains that this should be
the minimum volume expeetedtargeted and that changes to the process should result in

greater capacity. It is EPA’s goal to complete Phase 2 as quickly as is practicable.

The original Engineering Performance Standards did not establish a hierarchy for compliance
with the Resuspension, Residuals, and Productivity Standards, but gave equal weight to each
Standard. Thus, the dredging contractor was required to achieve a given rate of productivity
while, at the same time, attempting to meet the Residuals Standard and-minimize resuspension-of

PCBs-asrequired-by-the Resuspension Standard. The operational imbalance-resultingprimarily-

frompeorly-defined-DoC, coupled with a lack of an institutional adaptive management
framework, proved difficult to manage during Phase 1. The application of best management

practices aimed at reducing resuspension caused-seme reduction in productivity, and the
difficulties experienced in meeting the Residuals Standard reduced dredging productivity
significantly.

o During Phase 2, the Productivity Standard should be subordinated to the Resuspension
and Residuals Standards, as the Peer Review Panel recommended. The annual “required”
dredging volumes in the original Productivity Standard should be eliminated and only

target volumes should be specified. tn-addition,an-adaptive- management-approachis-

5
IIIA ava o

The system intended to unload scows at the dewatering site failed to meet the EPA approved
design capacity of approximately 56004.300 CY per day. Scow unloading could not keep up
with dredge production and significant losses of productivity were experienced due to a lack of
empty scows at the dredge platforms. Of a total available Phase 1 dredging time of 18,100 hours,
approximately 4,800 hours, or 26 percent, were lost as dredges waited for empty scows to return
from the dewatering site.

8
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o Improvements to the sediment unloading system will be required if the unloading facility
fails to have sufficient operational redundaneycapacity and to be operated in a manner
that can process a minimum of 336:600350,000 cy/year and ship out a minimum of
3860,000350,000 cy/year of sediment.

e The failure to accurately predict DoC resulted in more dredge passes than anticipated and

mbin ith del in ision making resulted in significant delays—in—dredging while

additional rounds of residuals sampling were conducted, additional bathymetric maps were
prepared, and new dredge cut lines were developed.

o Dredging productivity will increase if DoC is better defined and the Residuals Standard is
simplified in Phase 2.

e GE’s specifications for the Phase 1 project required the dredging contractor to dredge to the
design cut line with a precision tolerance of plus-erminus 3 inches, measured as the average cut
over a 10 foot by 10 foot square area, and to remove the-tetal volume of sediment called for in the
design such that th lume rem 1 h ign lin reater than th
removed above the design cut line as measured over any—t-aere—areaa CU. The subsequent
bathymetric survey—frequently indicated that some 10-foot by 10-foot squares had not been
dredged to a sufficient depth, and the dredging contractor was required to return to those spots
and remove additional sediment to meet the 3-inch precision tolerance. Residuallnitially, residual
samples were not collected until it was confirmed that the design cut lines had been met within
the 3-inch tolerance only to find from the subsequent sampling that the design cut lines had been

drawn above the actual DoC. Shortly after the initiation of dredging, this process was revised to_
ke the resi 1 sampl ncurren ith th

o The Peer Review Panel recommended a shift to a “single-pass” dredging approach which requires

the contractor to reach the elevatlon of contarmnatlon (EoC)3 in 95% of the certification unit (CU) area
during the first pass, dropping outliers rej

d

] O
percent of grade that is compliant, and further recommended that the Re51duals Standard should spec1fy
setting “ the Design Dredge Elevation initially to 4 inches below the modeled DoC Elevation [i.e., EoC] to

account for the vert| cal accuracy of the dredge referred to as dredge toI erance”). —E—PA—a«g—Fees—th—&t—\vV}th—a—

3 For the purposes of Phase 2, the depth of contamination (DoC) is depth within a core corresponding to the
bettemtop of the first segment (typically six inches thick) whose TPCB concentration is less than 1.0 mg/kg. The
term DoC is also used in a generic sense to refer to the thickness of contaminated sediment at a given location.
The elevation of contamination (EoC) is the absolute elevation corresponding to the bettemtop of the first
segment less than 1 mg/kg TPCB. For an individual core, the EoC is determined by measuring the absolute
elevation of the sediment-water interface and then subtracting from it the DoC of the core. The EoC between
cores is estimated by interpolating both the DoC and bathymetric survey data to create a continuous estimate of
the EoC. The Peer Review Panel [s]et the Design Dredge Elevation initially to [be] 4 inches below the modeled
DoC Elevation [i.e., the EoC] to account for the vertical accuracy of the dredge, referred to as dredge tolerance.
(Peer Review Panel Report, 2010, page vii) The design dredge elevation surface will be provided to dredge
operator as the target elevation for dredging.

9
Draft — For Discussion Purposes Only — Subject To Further Government Review



The Louis Berger Group, Inc. Revised Phase 2 EPS Hudson River PCBs Site
November 2010

either four inches (reflecting the Phase 1 Peer Reviewers’ recommendation) or the 60" percentile of the

e Small barges, referred to as “mini-hopper scows,” were used when dredging in shallow areas of
the riverwest channel of the river due to bedrock and boulder fields. Once filled, the scows were
moved to a transfer station where the sediment was unloaded and placed in a large barge for
transport to the dewatering site. HAlthough seven (7) mini-scows were ultimately used, if an
empty mini-scow was not immediately available, the dredge operator was unable to work until
the filled scow was unloaded and returned to the dredge. The mini-hopper scows had 2 foot high
walls, but one foot of freeboard was required te—prevent—water—from—overflowingthe—walsfor
stability when the scow was moved. This reduced the capacity of these scows considerably. In
an effort to increase the volume of sediment that could be placed in a mini-scow_and to ensure the
stability of the scows, the dredge operators were allowed to drain free water from a closed or
partially closed bucket before emptying it into the scow. Draining the water from the bucket
typically took from one to two minutes and increased the bucket cycle time significantly. This-

o During Phase 2, use of ‘mini-hopper scows” should be minimized-erelminated—H their

and-floating pipeline-to-remove-excess—water. Alternate methods and shallow draft scow_
equipment should be considered to dredge efficiently in shallow areas.
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e The performance standards and design specifications for Phase 1 limited inventory dredging to a
maximum of two contiguous CUs. During Phase 1 operations, GE requested a revision to this
requirement to permit opening a third CU when inventory targeted by the design had been
completed in the upstream CU, and only clean-up dredging remained. This request was approved
by EPA with the stipulation that closure occur sequentially from upstream to downstream.

o Permitting dredging in more than two contiguous CUs simultaneously may be necessary
during Phase 2 to meet productivity targets. This consideration will be important when
all dredging is occurring in the main stem of the River.

the next nearest certification unit.

e During Phase 1, backfilling and cap

CH-eould-be-elosed. Backfilling and capping operations produced a visible plume of turbidity as
fine-grained soil ineorperatedrequired in the backfill and capping materials washed downstream
during installation.

o As the Peer Review Panel recommended, a 3-6 inch cover should be immediately placed
once the EoC has been achieved in 95% or more of a 1-acre CU sub-unit and residual
cores are collected. Backfilling or capping in a CU needs to be accomplished as soon as
possible after dredging is completed in that CU_to _minimize potential contribution to
resuspension and so that the CU is closed out quickly. Furthermore, productivity will be
increased if backfilling or capping in an upstream CU can occur while dredging continues
in the downstream CUs. However, since the turbidity plume created when installing
backfill or caps may interfere with monitoring resuspension at the dredging operations, it
may be necessary either to change the method of installing the backfill or cap material to
reduce the turbidity plume or delay the backfilling and capping until the dredges working
in downstream CUs are far enough away so that the turbidity plume does not affect the
necessary monitoring. The Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) must contain plans or
procedures to address this issue. Changes to the operation will follow the AMP.

1.3.2 Critical Questionsto be Addressed for Phase 2

Observations made and obstacles encountered during Phase 1 raise some questions that need to be
addressed during Phase 2, including the following major concerns:

e The depth of contamination encountered during Phase 1 was underestimated by the pre-dredging
investigations and hence the design of the dredging program. This underestimation resulted in
several additional dredging passes to remove inventory at many locations dredged. DoC for the
Phase 2 area was characterized by the SSAP coring program, which is the same investigation that
characterized the DoC for Phase 1. The same coring methods were used for the Phase 2 areas,
yielding similarly large areas that are characterized by incomplete cores. Because of this, the
uncertainty of the DoC must be addressed in the Phase 2 design so that the Residuals Performance
Standard can be achieved in an efficient manner.
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o A coring program, as recommended by the Peer Review Panel, began in the fall of 2010 to
address the uncertainty in the DoC. This program will re-collect cores at the SSAP locations
where incomplete cores were originally collected and at 20 percent of the SSAP locations where
complete cores were collected. Additionally, the program will collect cores from sparsely
sampled areas to match the sampling density in most areas identified for dredging. The 2010
effort will collect cores from the areas slated for remediation in Year 1 of Phase 2. Similar
sampling surveys will be conducted prior to the start of each subsequent year of dredging.
Statistical analyses of the DoC found in these cores will be tied to elevation and used to evaluate
the inherent uncertainty in measuring and interpolating the elevation of contamination (EoC),
which in turn will be used to develop the Phase 2 design dredge elevations coupled with the
dredge tolerance.

1 The success of a single-pass dredging approach recommended by the Peer Review Panel

e The water quality threshold of TPCB 500 ng/L was exceeded on three occasions during Phase 1 and
estimates of the amount of PCB mass lost during dredging indicate that the original long term load
standard could be exceeded during the life of the project. However, there were unanticipated
conditions in the river, such as the presence of oil sheens-INAPEL), which may affect these estimates.
Further, the Peer Review Panel noted, “An analysis based solely on cumulative loads to compare
MNR and dredging is incomplete. A more relevant analysis would measure and predict changes in
surface sediment chemical concentrations due to dredging and long-term changes in fish recovery
rates to compare the time required for long-term recovery after dredging with the time required for
long-term recovery under MNR.” During Phase 2, the critical question in this regard is the estimate of
the load above baseline that can be tolerated without causing recovery to be longer than what would
occur naturally.

o GE and EPA have begun working together on development of a model that can be used to
inform a response to the concerns raised by question, the Peer Review Panel. The initial
results of the model as supplied by GE show that the load standard presented here sets a level
that can be tolerated by the system (2 percent at Thompson Island Dam and 1 percent at
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Waterford) w1th no long term 1mpacts to recovery.

1.4 Interaction amongst Performance Standardsfor Phase 2

The Phase 1 Engineering Performance Standards were designed to balance each other, with each standard
setting the requirements that potentially impacted those required by the other two standards. However,
the difficulties that were encountered showed that it would be necessary to make achievement of the
Productivity Standard subordinate to the other two standards, as discussed below.

1. The Residuals Performance Standard — meeting this standard is critical to achieving the long-

term remedial goals of the dredging program. FheProduetivityPerformanceStandards-
hould-not] hioved-atd i lazd:

2. The Resuspension Performance Standard — meeting this standard will prevent short-term
releases from affecting the long-term remedial goals of the dredging program. Fhe-

3. The Productivity Performance Standard — meeting this standard is desirable to reduce costs
and short term 1mpacts to the river and communlty Heopesseadhorenesshonld noeome i

A shorter project will
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2 Statement of the Revised Perfor mance Standards for Phase 2
2.1 Development of the Phase 2 Engineering Performance Standar ds

The fundamental principles that have guided the development of the Phase 2 EPS are described below.
The Phase 2 principles have been developed to create a flexible set of revisions to the existing Phase 1
standards to guide the Phase 2 remediation and to ensure that the cleanup meets the human health and
promote the achievement of the goals of the ROD.

The principles include the following:

e The standards have been developed to protect human health and the environment, while offering as
much flexibility as practicable in the Phase 2 final design and implementation.

e The standards have been developed to be performance-oriented rather than prescriptive in regard to
means and methods.

e The standards have been developed to include goals to be achieved in Phase 2 and incorporate new
management practices based on the lessons learned from Phase 1.

e The standards have been designed to work both together and individually to achieve the overall goals

of the project.

The standards h. feasible and practicabl

Based on the foregoing principles, each standard incorporated the standard-specific guidelines discussed
in the following subsections.

211 Fundamental Principlesfor Development of the Phase 2 Residuals Standard

Principles for development of the Phase 2 Residuals Standard were developed to reflect the Peer Review
Panel’s recommendations as well as EPA’s responses to the Panel. They are as follows:

e Sediment sampling following dredging, but prior to placement of backfill, is necessary to verify the
effectiveness of the remediation. The inclusion of an approximately 1 mg/kg Tri+ PCBs concentration
for sediment residuals in the ROD contains an implicit directive to conduct verification sampling.

e The post-dredging sampling should allow investigation of both dredging-related residuals (e.g.,
sediments that escaped the dredge during removal and resettled or re-deposited) and potential “missed
inventory” (i.e., the original “inventory” of contaminated sediment targeted for removal by the ROD).

e Based on the Phase 1 Evaluations conducted by EPA and GE as well as the Peer Review Panel’s
recommendations, a modified single-pass dredging program will be applied in Phase 2. This program
includes a set of procedures that specify backfilling or capping as the completion method based on
post-dredging sediment sample analyses. These procedures will facilitate the comparison of residual
sediment concentrations to the ROD’s objective of approximately 1 mg/kg Tri+ PCBs. Afterseveral

CUs-are-completed-duringAt the end of the 2011 dredging season, the effectiveness of the modified
dredging program and the associated procedures will be evaluated relative—to-the—objeetives—ofthe-
RODas against the established capping limit. As needed, the program and procedures will be subject
to modification at that time_according to pre-approved BMPs to be implemented at GE’s discretion,
consistent with the AMP, to better achieve those objectives. In addition, based on data obtained
during 2011 (the first year of Phase 2) and after each subsequent dredging season, the modified
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dredging program and the procedures should be re-evaluated and adjusted-fertheremaining-dredging
seasons-as-needed;-consistent-with-the AMP_as discussed above.

e The primary measure of compliance with the ROD’s objective will be the arithmetic mean at 1 mg/kg
Tri+ PCB concentration from the top six inches of post-dredging cores in a dredged area within a 1-
acre sub-unit or a 5-acre CU with no underlying inventory.

o It is anticipated that the success of the single-pass approach will be—primariy-
dependentdepend on whether the design dredge elevation is—sufficiently—robust—te-
eapturecaptures the true EoC. While the ROD selected a remedy focused on removal of
PCBs, consistent with provisions in the 2004 EPS, capping of a small fraction of the bottom
is expected. For Phase 2, an extent of capping specified as a percentage of the area dredged
(described below) will be allewableallowed. If these percentages are exceeded during Phase
2, EPA—will-requireGE will implement chan he dredging program. Th
could include changes to the design dredge elevation in remaining CUs_or to the approach to
dredging. The initial review of the success of the design and single-pass approach will be

conducted afterseveral CUs-are-completed-duringat the end of the 2011 dredging season, and

annually thereafter.
o Dependlng on the success of the—desrgn—De@and—th&%ent—ef—&neefmﬂ%y—tha{—may—le&

mgm may—n#maa{el-y conclude that a two-pass approach is needed to—pfepeﬂry—eap%ufe
the- DeCasper-the ROD-and keep capping to below the percentages specified below,

e The portion of each 5-acre CU or 1 -acre sub-unit to be capped W111 be based on the results of the post-

dredge sampling nodes.

dep%h)N_o_d_es Wlll be ranked by Tri+ PCB concentration. Those nodes that bring the simple average
for sediment 0-6 inches above 43 mg/kg Tri+ PCB for the unit will be capped-alse. In each sub-unit
or CU, backfill will be placed on the remaining uncapped area;—where—the—average—surface
coneentration-isHmg/fke Fri+PCB-orless. It is EPA’s intention to choose the evaluation basis (1-acre

or 5-acre) that minimizes the area required to be capped.
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. her sites ]
o The lateral extent of residuals or inventory capping will be defined by the edge of the CU and by half
the perimeter—ofdistance to acceptable (i.e., compliant) nodes adjacent to the area required to be

capped.-Fhe-boundarie :
o cide with the CULL o
e The Peer Review Panel’s recommendations support the approach of a single dredging pass to a

previously determined design dredge elevation-provided-that-the-elevation-eaptures-the-true DoC{e-
prboloethe et

The exceptions to this approach involve the navigation channel and shoreline areas, where other
considerations may require a second dredging pass.

o Special considerations apply to dredging conducted in the navigation channel. A single
dredging pass will be sufficient in a given area of the navigation channel if, after the first
dredging pass, the residual Tri+ PCB concentration is less than or equal to +3 mg/kg at every
node and there is no PCB inventory or if the first dredging pass is deep enough that after
placement of a cap, there will be at least +412 ft of draft above the cap at mean low water.
Additional post dredging samples may be required in the channel if the prescribed residual
sampling grid does not provide sufficient coverage to completely delineate post-dredging
contamination. Locations in the channel where the depth after the first dredging pass is less
than +513 feet and Tri+ PCB concentrations are above +3 mg/kg must be dredged in a second
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pass to a depth that will allow the placement of a cap, or to the re-defined EoC, whichever is
greater. Specifically, if the EoC is not achieved after a single pass within the channel, the
subsequent pass will require the removal of all sediment to the re-defined EoC, or to
sufficient depth for placement of a cap such that there will be at least +412 feet of draft above
the cap at mean low water. In this manner, the channel areas will meet the ROD requirements
for PCB mass removal and the navigational requirements of the NYS Canal Corporation

(NYSCC) in two passes or less- i i i
€+ Eaward ‘." 8 v-d EY 074 a ".'- d 4

2

o For shoreline areas where the DoC is greater than the depth allowed by the stable side slope
considerations (defined as 3 horizontal to 1 vertical or existing side slope if steeper), if TPCB
concentrations in sediments below the design dredge elevation (defined as 4-inches below the
EoC) are equal to or greater than 50 mg/kg, these sediments must be removed. If TPCB
concentrations in sediments below the design dredge elevation are less than 50 mg/kg,
additional dredging can be performed or a cap can be placed based on the capping criteria
defined below in Section 2.2.1 and the Phase 2 Final Design. Shoreline nodes will_not be

included in the calculation of 1-acre sub-unit and S5-acre CU averages. in—the—event—that

h complian ith ing limits. To evaluate the capping component, it

will be necessary to track the extent of capping as well as the basis for cap selection. The basis for cap
selection and extent will be classified into the following categories:
o Structural Offsets and Cultural Resources

Presence of Bedrock
Presence of glacial Lake Albany clay (GLAC)

horelin ility ar
Low Residual Concentrations (less-than15-mgfkeconcentrations causing the CU average Tri+
PCB_concentration to be between 3 and 6 ppm)
High Residual Concentrations (concentrations causing the CU average Tri+ PCB
concentration to greater than erequal-te+5-metke Tri+PCB)

oo o o

)

hesb ppm)
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Of these, the capping required for Structural Offsets and Cultural Resources will not count in the total
area basis nor in the area capped total. Similarly, the presence of bedrock and GLAC_and shoreline

stability limitations on dredging are considered conditions beyond GE’s control, and therefore

capping in these areas will not count in the percentage area capped when evaluating the success of the

design and single pass approach. Fer-theremainingthree—eategoriesup—to XY Y-Yand £ZZ-

Finall hl residual nnrin hich h lil ntial im

gg;gggg, up to Q ggrggn; of the area dredged w111 be allowable—respeetwely—?hes&pereeﬂ%age&
refleet, This percentage reflects the preference of the ROD for a dredging remedy, keeping capping to
a minimum. Thrs is further drscussed in Section 3. As—ne%ed—prewe&siy—r#ﬁaes&pereemages—are

The standard reflects the ROD’s preference for dredging over capping. The ROD requires that
backfill be applied where appropriate. Backfill may not be appropriate for use in the navigation
channel when the residual surface concentrations is equal to or less than the residual requirement of
13 mg/kg Tri+ PCBs but the draft below mean low water is less than the navigational requirements (It
was noted in the Responsiveness Summary to the ROD that backfill may not be required in the
navigation channel). Additionally there may be certain areas where habitat requirements restrict the
placement of backfill. The backfill design, the cap design and the development of design criteria for
backfill and cap selection have been intentionally left to the final Phase 2 design of the project.

2.1.2 Fundamental Principlesfor Development of the Phase 2 Resuspension Standard

Principles for development of the Phase 2 Resuspension Standard are as follows:

Concentration criteria are needed to maintain water column PCB levels that do not exceed the MCL

at Lower Hudson public water supplies and-private-usersin-the Upper Hudson-under the requirements
of the Safe Drinking Water Act._Pri users in the Upper Hudson n -

basis | idine al I
Operations should be conducted to minimize long-term downstream transport and redistribution of
PCBs.

Short-term impacts to the water column resulting from the remediation are acceptable provided that
the goals of the remediation defined in the ROD are met.
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Along with the lessons learned during Phase 1, EPA is currently working with GE to develop a model
for the Upper Hudson River that will aid, in conjunction with actual data (including fish tissue and
sediments) in assessing any potential impacts of dredging-related PCB releases.

Water column monitoring is needed outside the immediate vicinity of the dredging operations, to
establish upstream baseline values, to address potential impacts of the full range of remedial
operations, and to document water quality in the Lower River throughout the remediation.

Water column monitoring is needed in the near-field at least in the first vear of Phase 2 to assess the
impacts of various dredging-related operations as well as to understand the nature of PCB release and
subsequent fate.

The primary means of contaminant release (PCBs) is believed to be in dissolved erNAPE-form,
based on the limited number of near-field measurements that show high “dissolved”-e+—agueous”
phase concentrations of PCBs and low suspended solids concentrations. As such, the Phase 2 standard
cannot rely on measurements of suspended solids concentrations or a real-time surrogate as an early
indication of TPCB release.

2.1.3 Fundamental Principlesfor Development of the Phase 2 Productivity Standard

Principles for the development of the Phase 2 Productivity Standard are as follows:

The Productivity Standard targets 350,000 CY per year, inferring but not requiring a seven to nine
year time frame for the completion of dredging. Allowing this flexibility to the Productivity Standard
is recommended by the Peer Review Panel, based on a variable estimate of the volume necessary to
be removed. The volume and spatial extent of Phase 2 are sufficient to allow compliance with the
other two standards as well as the Productivity Standard itself.

In addition, as the Peer Review Panel recommended, an area-based element to the Productivity
Standard will be useful in assessing the progress of the operation, since reduction of surface
concentration is one of the ROD goals.

Faster dredging does not necessarily equate to a higher resuspension rate. Based on experience gained
during Phase 1 and from other environmental dredging projects, dredging slower, as well as faster

racticabl realize the inten nefits of the rem he earli ime.

2.2 ThePhase 2 Standards

This section provides a brief statement of the criteria for each of the standards. Additional details on the

implementation and supporting discussion for each of the standards can be found in Sections 3 through 5.

2.2.1 ResdualsStandard

The Performance Standard for Dredging Residuals for Phase 2 (referred to as the Phase 2 Residuals
Standard) is designed to detect and manage contaminated sediments that may remain after initial dredging

in the Upper Hudson River. It is also designed to confirm that the EoC has been accurately identified
and interpolated. The residual sediments may consist of:

¢ Contaminated sediments that were disturbed but escaped capture by the dredge.
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¢ Resuspended sediments that were redeposited (settled).

e Contaminated sediments remaining below the design dredging cut elevations (e.g., due to
uncertainties associated with interpolations between pre-design sampling nodes or insufficient
core recovery).

The EPA’s 2002 ROD states that the selected remedy includes the “removal of all PCB-contaminated
sediments within areas targeted for remediation, with an anticipated residual of approximately 1 mg/kg
Tri+ PCBs (prior to backfilling).” The primary objectives of the revised Residuals Standard for Phase 2
dredging are:

e Achieving, with a single dredging pass, the design DoC elevation (also known as the EoC)-n-
95%-ofthe-dredgeareas.

e Achieving, with a single dredging pass, a residual concentration of-re-mere-than 1 mg/kg Tri+
PCBs, with subsequent backfilling, while minimizing the need for capping;

e Identifying areas where capping is needed because the residual sediment arithmetic average Tri+
PCBs concentration is greater than +3 mg/ kg Tri+ PCBs in the top six inches;

e Identifying areas where capping is needed because PCB contamination remains at depth after
dredging is complete;

¢ Discerning and mapping the extent to which EoC has been accurately identified and interpolated
as a basis to revise the Residuals Performance Standard criteria and the Phase 2 design in the
event that the extent of capping for either residuals or inventory exceeds the limits on capping
that are set forth in Section 2.1.1 above.

The requirements of the Phase 2 Residuals Standard are listed below which outlines how the Residuals

Standard will be used to accomplish these objectives. As indicated in the table, a single-pass approach to
dredging requires an accurately defined EoC that alse-ineorperatestakes account of the uncertainty of the
DoC measurement and the EoC 1nterpolat10n process Wrtho&t—th&t—th&l%@D—s—ebjeetweof—reHm&l—ef—

Statement of the Residuals Perfor mance Standard

1. Upon completlon ofa s1ng1e dredglng pass toa preV1ously determined De51gn Dredge Elevatlonfl—e—

hin-an e post dredglng cores will
be collected 80-ft on center offset 46 feet (at the rmdpornt between nodes) from the original sampling
grid (SSAP grid) for a minimum of 40 core sites per CU (8 core sites per 1-acre sub-unit). Post-
dredging cores will be collected to 4 feet or bedrock, whichever is encountered first. Cores will be
analyzed for PCBs (both TPCB and Tri+ PCB) down the entire length of the core, or to the
occurrence of glacial Lake Albany clay. Post-dredging cores will also be collected in shoreline areas
to sample the wedge left behind due to engineering constraints; sampling density of these cores will
be the same as in Phase 1 (100 feet on-center). Additional post-dredging cores may also be required
in the navigation channel to define the capping or additional dredging required there. The collection
of data on the EoC in the CU after dredging will allow the evaluation of the success of the EoC
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interpolation and the subsequent Phase 2 dredging prism design. These analyses are necessary to
calculate the inventory volume remaining and to assess the design’s success in capturing the EoC.

A 3 to 6-inch layer of cover material (€.g., Type 2 backfill) will be placed over the dredged CU (or
sub-unit) immediately after post-dredging sampling, with the exception of areas in the navigation
channel. EPA anticipates that the initial cover will be amended with organic carbon but the final
selection of material for the initial cover will be completed as part of the Phase 2 Final Design.

Post dredging cores will be segmented into 6-inch intervals. Each 6-inch interval of the post-
dredgrng cores w111 be analyzed for TPCBs and Tri+ PCBsuntHQ—emqseequeé—meh—mtewals—hwe

._If one segment that havehas

TPCB concentrations below 1 mg/kg areis not found, a second 8-foot core will be collected and the
bottom 4.feet will be segmented into 6-inch intervals and analyzed. This process will continue until
two-eonseentiveone 6-inch segmentssegment with TPCB concentrations below 1 mg/kg areis
1dent1ﬁed or gla01al Lake Albany clay or bedrock is encountered

[

L

[

5-The decision to backfill or cap the CU (or sub-unit) will depend on whether the mathematically
averaged surface Tri+ PCB concentration in the a sub unit or CU are equal to or less than l—mg#kg—

un%ess—E%A—permts—oﬂ&em%se@g&g If the average surface concentration in the sub—un1t or CU
(excluding the inventory nodes) exceeds +3 mg/kg Tri+ PCBs, nen-inventery-nodes will be capped

such that the average of the remaining area is less than +3 mg/kg Tri+ PCB. Detailed instructions for
backfilling or capping the sub-unit are provided in a flow diagram (presented as a figure in Section 3).
Caps must extend half_the_dlstanc_e_to the pernneter—efnfzams_t comphant nodes or the edge of the CU.

6-If the depth after the first pass in an area of the navigation channel is less than 513 feet below
mean low water and individual Tri+ PCB concentrations exceed 43 mg/kg, a second dredging pass to
a depth that will allow the placement of a high velocity cap will be required. In addition, no backfill
will be placed in the navigation channel unless there is 4513 ft of draft available at mean low water
prior to placement. If capping is necessary in the navigation channel, its design and implementation
must be such that the top of the cap allows for a minimum of +412 feet of draft at mean low water to
allow for future maintenance dredging by the NYS Canal Corporation (NYSCC).

7-For shoreline areas where the EoC surface is steeper than the stable side slope (defined as 3
horizontal to 1 vertical or existing side slope if steeper), if TPCB concentrations in sediments below
the design dredge elevation (typically equivalent to an initial 2-ft removal) are equal to or greater than
50 mg/kg, these sediments must be removed. If TPCB concentrations in sediments below the design
dredge elevation are less than 50 mg/kg, additional dredging can be performed or a cap can be placed
based on the capping criteria. The shoreline area will be evaluated as part of the CU and not as a
separate area for capping purposes.
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N

MMM the results of the s1ngle pass
dredging approach will be evaluated ete s

%&%Wﬁemww The de51gn EoC and the Des1gn
Dredge Elevation willor the approach to dredging may be adjusted in accordance with the AMP

within-seasons-and-between seasons, as needed to ensure that the percentage of capping does not
exceed the pereentagespercentage specified above.

In addition to the discussion of the Phase 2 Residuals Standard in this subsection, Section 3, Technical
Basis and Implementation of the Residuals Standard, provides the technical background and approach,
supporting analyses, rationale for the development of the standard, and a full version of the Phase 2
Residuals Standard. The following subsections briefly describe the action levels, sampling requirements,

and decision points included in the Phase 2 Residuals Standard.

2.2.1.1 Application of the Residuals Standard Criteria

The Phase 2 Residuals Standard refers to each dredged area to be evaluated as a 1-acre sub-unit within a
5-acre CU, and uses a group of action levels to evaluate the sediment quality in each sub-unit as well as
the entire CU after dredging. Certification units are defined as 5-acres in size, based on the average size of
existing targeted areas. Once it has been confirmed that the dredging has reached the EeC-at95-pereent-or
more—of-the—area—within—apartieular1-aere—sub-unitrequired elevations, 8 sediment cores are to be
collected. Each core should be advanced to obtain four feet of sediment or until refusal. Each core is then
segmented in 6 inch intervals beginning at the sediment surface, with each core segment analyzed for its
Tri+ PCB and TPCB concentrations. Segments comprised entirely of glacial Lake Albany clay do not
require analysis. The results for the individual cores are compared on both a sub-unit and a CU basis to
the action levels for the Phase 2 Residuals Standard, which are associated with the required actions
summarized below.

Core segments for 0 to 6 inches are used to characterize surface contamination. Core segments from
deeper intervals are used to identify the presence of inventory. Specifically, deeper core segments will be
collected and analyzed until a compliant horizon is encountered (see below). This is necessary to ensure
that the vertical extent of contaminated residual sediment is adequately characterized prior to
implementing the required actions of the Phase 2 Residuals Standard (e.g., backfilling or capping).

As part of the simplification of the standard, the Phase 2 Residuals Standard now includes review of the
following:

1 Trit+ PCB concentrations in all individual sediment samples;

1 Mean (i.e., arithmetic average) Trit PCB concentration in the top six inches of post dredging
cores collected from the sub-unit or CU exclusive of sites with contamination at depth (inventory)
which are automatically selected for capping.
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2.2.2 TheResuspension Standard

The Performance Standard for Dredging Resuspension during Phase 2, hereafter referred to as the Phase
Resuspension Standard, is designed to limit the export of PCBs from sediment during remedial dredging
and to protect downstream water quality. The Phase 2 Resuspension Standard addresses both long-term
and short-term impacts in terms of long-term and short-term criteria. In general, short term criteria are
intended to aid in setting operational controls for resuspension so that long term impacts can be

minimized. Long-term criteria are intended to help secure the long-term recovery of the river and its
biota. The Phase 2 Resuspension Standard for water quahty is the control level concentration of 500-ngf-

and Lock 5 far field mgmtgrmg §tgt1gn§ The summary of the framework for this standard is listed in the

box below.
Statement of the Resuspension Performance Standard

1. Far-field sampling at Thompson Island, Schuylerville, and Waterford will comprise the main
monitoring stations for determining compliance with the Resuspension Performance Standard. These

stations w111 be sampled dally by collectmg 24-hour composne samples St&lwater—wﬂ-l—b&samp}ed—

2. Water column TPCBs concentrations will be compared to the control level of 506-1g4750 or 2,000
ng/lL. depending on the far field station. Exceedances of this threshold may require operational

changes, monitoring contingencies, engineering evaluations and engineering solutions, at EPA’s
discretion.

(o

4-The Thompson Island (TI) and Waterford stations are designated as the compliance monitoring
stations for PCB load due to dredging-related activities, provided that the dredging operations are
greater than +-mile2-miles upstream from these stations. These loads are assessed as the increase over

baseline loads (i.e., they are net loads). Estimation of baseline and net PCB loads is described in
Section 4.4. The cumulative net Tri+ PCB load criteria (dredging release rate) as measured at TI and
Waterford will be 2 percent and 1 percent, respectively, of the Tri+ PCB mass dredged during the
dredging season (starting with Year 1 of Phase 2). The methodology for calculating the Tri+ PCB
mass to be dredged is provided in Section 7. These thresholds will be evaluated and potentially
refined for each dredging season based on the mass of PCB that is anticipated to be dredged.

[

5-During Year 1 of Phase 2, the far-field cumulative net Tri+ PCB load criteria are xxx kg and zzz kg
as measured at the TI and Waterford stations, respectively, which corresponds to 2 percent and 1
percent, respectively, of the Tri+ PCB mass to be dredged during the season. This is equivalent to a
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daily net Tri+ PCB load at the TI and Waterford stations of aaaa g/day and bbb g/day, respectively,
based on a 7-day running average. (These numberswill be supplied after the estimated inventory to be
removed during the dredging season has been revised to reflect the results from the additional coring
and associated statistical interpolation analyses before the dredging season begins.)

Net Daily Load @

(Tri + PCE Mass targeted for dredging in season x % allowahle release) [ke]

number of dredging days in season
1000g

1kg

Where

% allowable release = 2 percent at Thompson Island
=1 percent at Waterford

operational changes.
6. The permissible net TSS increase in the near-field is 100 mg/L above ambient (upstream) conditions
at a—leeatrea%@@mthg ﬁrgt near field mgnltgrmg tran §gg; downstream of the dredglng operatloner—

7. 1If and when exceedances of the load standards occur, EPAatits-diseretion, mayrequire-operational
changes (not-neeessarily-ineludingshutdown)as set forth in the pre-approved list of BMPs,

monitoring contmgenc1es engrneerlng evaluatlons and englneerlng solutlons may be required.

Detailed definitions of near-field and far-field are presented in Section 4. Additional monitoring
requirements for the Lower Hudson are described in Section 4 as well.

24
Draft — For Discussion Purposes Only — Subject To Further Government Review



The Louis Berger Group, Inc. Revised Phase 2 EPS Hudson River PCBs Site
November 2010

This standard, as described in this document, is to be applied during the Phase 2 remediation. Fhe-

edeine—secason—ofthe—remediation—ineluding—monitoring—of surface—scdiments—and h—tissue—PCB

) < > &)

export as it applies to this Phase 2 standard is defined as the downstream transport of PCB contamination
directly resulting from activities associated with the removal of PCB-contaminated sediments from the
river bottom.

This definition includes PCBs released by:

The dredge itself.

Tender and tugboat movements.
Barge transport.

Debris removal.

Materials handling.

HHHKHHKHRKE

Other remedial activities.

Like the Phase 1 Sandard, the Phase 2 Resuspension Standard does not regulate resuspension within
control barriers, except where such resuspension results in unacceptable downstream PCB transport
beyond the barriers.

2.2.2.1 Application of the Resuspension Standard

The Phase 2 Resuspension Standard specifies criteria for both formulations of PCBs used throughout the
Reassessment RI/FS: TPCBs and Tri+ PCBs. TPCBs refers to the sum of all measurable PCB congeners
in a sample, whereas Tri+ PCBs refers to the sum of PCB congeners containing three or more chlorine
atoms. To date, this has been defined by GE’s modified Green Bay Method (mGBM). Hewever-to-further

>
% oO—Prore ’ aVa

S eireelminoted Deomshesma O DL e lanse e Db S0 L0 Lo o 0 The water quality
requirements for non-PCB parameters such as metals, dissolved oxygen (DO), and pH are addressed in
the 401 Water Quality Certification that was developed by the NYSDEC and as will be outlined in the
Remedial Action Monitoring Quality Assurance Project Plan to be developed for Phase 2.

Monitoring requirements and the procedure for notifying downstream public water supplies and other
private users in the event that PCB concentrations are elevated (i-e-approeach-orexceeded-drinking-water
eriterta) will be provided in a Community Health and Safety Plan developed for Phase 2. The ROD
requires development of a Community Health and Safety Plan to protect the community, including
persons in residences and businesses, from potential exposures as a direct result of remedial work
activities. The Community Health and Safety Plan will provide for community notification of ongoing
health and safety issues, monitoring of contaminants and protection of the community from physical and
other hazards.
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2.2.3 Productivity Standard

Phase 1 consisted of initial dredging during 2009 at a reduced scale with extensive monitoring to evaluate
compliance with the 2004 performance standards. The Performance Standard for Dredging Productivity
for Phase 2 includes a target of dredging at 350,000 cubic yards per year, as recommended by the Peer
Review Panel. EPA is hopeful that this level of production can be exceeded each year. The Panel also
recommended the following:

“In addition to an annual volume productivity standard, the Panel advances an additional EPS
metric: annual areas to be remediated. Area remediated reflects a substantial measure of
environmental benefit and could be expressed as a specified number of CUs to close each year.
Tracking of Total volume and mass of PCBs removed should continue, but the environmental
benefit accrued should be based both on mass removal and area remediated. Eventually, an

area-based standard could supplant the volume-based productivity standard, if appropriately tied

While thg E@lg}eg%&gmgﬂa (‘F@&ﬁ?@iﬂ@v&iﬂﬁpﬁﬁ&,t}ﬂﬁg@ﬁiﬁ’cn it is currently estimated that the

dredging operation will require 7 to 9 years to remove the remainder of the contaminated sediments that
are targeted for removal. As more information is gathered regarding the volume of contaminated
sediments to be removed and the annual rate of productivity achieved, EPA will be able to refine its
prediction of the total duration of Phase 2.

2.2.3.1 Productivity Standard Criteria

The Phase 2 Productivity Standard establishes a target sediment dredging volume of 350,000 CY for each
year of an assumed, seven to nine season dredging schedule to complete the work. This rate results in
approximately 70 acres of remediation (14 CUs) per year for the first 4 years of Phase 2, followed by a
rate of about 40 acres per year (8 CUs) for the remainder of the project. This change in area per year
reflects the deeper deposits of RS-2 and 3 relative to RS-1. Habitat replacement and reconstruction work
for areas dredged during the final season will be done in the spring of the following year.

The target dredging volumes have been developed on the basis of the experience gained during Phase 1
and the Peer Review Panel’s recommendations, as described in Section 5.2.2, and the_EPA assumption

that the Total volume of contaminated sediments remaining to be dredged is approximately 2.3 to 3
million CY. The target volumes and areas are to be used for planning and design purposes, and a serious
attempt should be made to achieve them. However, they are not firm requirements which must be met in
any given year. It is expected that the Phase 2 design will establish a separate target volume and area for
each year based on the location of the sediment to be dredged and the difficulty of dredging. It is also
likely that adjustments will be required as the project progresses and more data become available to firm
up the estimate of the Total volume remaining to be dredged.

The term “Dredging,” as used in this Phase 2 Productivity Standard, includes removal of the
contaminated sediment, dewatering and disposing of the dredged sediments, backfilling dredged areas
with one foot of clean fill as appropriate, and stabilizing shoreline areas disturbed by the work. The
volume of dredged sediment to be credited toward meeting each years’ target dredging volume includes
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all inventory, residual and access dredging required to complete the work including side slopes and any
overcut.

Stabilization of shorelines and backfilling or capping, where appropriate, of areas dredged during Phase 2
must be completed by the end of the work season (i.e. typically late November or early December).

All dredged material should be processed and shipped off-site for disposal by the end-efeach-~ealendar
yearbeginning of the next dredging season. Processed sediment shall not be stockpiled for disposal_during

the following dredging season.

Planting of riverine fringing wetlands and subaqueous vegetation shall be done in the spring following
each year’s dredging work unless otherwise agreed to by EPA.

Monthly and annual productivity progress reports shall be submitted to the EPA—&eeerd—i—ng—te—a—sehedtﬂe

4 3 aily 3 f f - € Monthly
progress reports will be compared to the production schedule submitted by the Constructlon manager and
will be the primary tool for demonstrating whether the project is meeting the target dredging schedule and
for keeping an account of any differences in the volumes of contaminated sediment dredged versus those
shown in the design drawings.

At the close of each dredging season, but no later than two weeks after the end of dredging (backfilling
and capping may still be in progress), an annual summary report on the total volume and area dredged
during the year, with a comparison of that volume and area to the volume and area anticipated in the
design, shall be submitted to EPA. Any material that was targeted but not dredged in a given year will be
targeted in the next year.

By February 1 of each year of dredging, the construction manager shall provide EPA with a production
schedule showing anticipated monthly sediment production for the upcoming dredging season. The
schedule should meet or exceed the target dredging volumes defined in the final design unless they have
been revised by agreement of EPA and GE (or, if EPA and GE cannot agree, then as determined by EPA).

2.3 Data Quality for the Performance Standar ds Monitoring Programs

Data Quality Objectives for the Residuals and Resuspension Standards are provided in Sections 3 and 4.
Laboratory analytical requirements for monitoring programs required by the Phase 2 EPS will be similar
ormeore-stringent-than to those in Phase 1 due to the analytical issues observed, particularly in the water
column and these are described in the RAM QAPP. On-site laboratory audits and performance evaluation
sample analysis programs will be required to evaluate laboratory data quality and facilitate field decisions
in advance of full data validation.

24 Summary of Special Studiesduring Phase 2 Dredging

The special studies that will be conducted during Phase 2 are summarized in Table 2.4-1 and described in
greater detail in Sections 3, 4 and 5. The following is a summary of the special studies, more details on
special studies are provided in the Chapters 3, 4, and 5:
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¢ Diagnostics and pre-dredging sampling of the water column and sediment;

e Near-field array-based monitoring-ineluding-verticalintegrationfor FSS-and PCBs);

e  Water column sampling with vertical integration techniques in the vicinity of dams between far-

field stations;

e Evaluation of PCB contamination outside the dredge prisms resulting from the redistribution of
PCBs via dredging-related activities.

2.5 0Ongoing Evaluation of Dredging and Possible Refinements during Phase 2

In order to ensure the protection of human health and the environment to the maximum practicable extent,
EPA believes, as the Peer Review Panel recommended, that the ongoing Phase 2 remediation efforts in
the Upper Hudson River must follow an adaptive management approach that continually relies on the
site-specific observations and data from Phase 1and from the first and each succeeding year of Phase 2, as
well as a validated, peer-reviewed model. This approach will then seek to improve as appropriate the-
Phase—2—performanee—standards—and operational practices in the subsequent years of the Phase 2
remediation program. Following such an approach will enable the attainment of the benefits of the
remedy in the shortest practicable time and help avoid or minimize any adverse short-term and long-term
impacts of implementing the dredging and related efforts.

Therefore, as the Peer Review Panel recommended, the performance—standards—and—the—operational

practices for the remaining dredging seasons should be regularly re-evaluated for application through the

end of the remediation—Fhe Phase 2 performance-standards—will be revised-as-necessary-at the-end-ofeach

Information collected during the Phase 1 experience and Phase 2 design will be used to improve the

monitoring and engineering design for Phase 2. Sediment core collection will be completed to refine the
depth of contamination estimates in Phase 2 areas as well as the volumes to be removed. GE will not be
required to collect all additional data for Phase 2 in one event. Rather, GE may obtain the cores necessary
on an annual basis sufficient to refine the following year’s dredging design.
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Prior to commencement of the 2011 Phase 2 dredging, the offseason monitoring program water column
sampling will be conducted and the initial portion of the Phase 2 remedial design sediment sampling will
be completed. The additional data from these efforts, collected in parallel to the issuance of these
revisions to the EPS, will improve the ability to estimate cumulative PCB loads due to dredging, but
arewill not expeeted-te—change the-main criteria of the Resuspension Standard. The acceptable rate of
PCB loss and the acceptable water column concentrations afewij notﬁepeeteé—te change unless and until

by—a Vahdated peer rev1ewed model when—rt—beeemes—ava#&ble nglgg;gg that such changes are required to
meet the identified benefits of the remedy.

Diagnostic studies of the far-field automated sampling stations (to be conducted in 2010 and 2011) are

expected to enhance and improve the ongoing water column monitoring program and provide critical
information for the ongoing model development.

As a part of the Phase 2 final design, GE is collecting sediment samples throughout the Upper River to
more precisely define the vertical extent of contamination, as per the Panel’s recommendations. Given the
scale of this effort, the sampling will continue for several seasons, while ensuring that all new data
required for each upcoming dredge season are available in time to prepare the final design dredge
elevations. These data will also be used to revise the estimate of mass to be removed during the
remediation.

LeadThe annual load load-based criteria in the Phase 2 Resuspension Standard will be adjusted to reflect
the revised mass of PCBs to be removed each year based on the results from the Phase 2 remedial design
sediment sampling. Adjustments to the daily and annual load criteria may also be made if the length of
the dredging season differs greatly from what is anticipated. While these adjustments represent changes to
the absolute values for loads, it is anticipated that the percentage criteria of 1 and 2 percent of the mass
removed will remain—reughly the same throughout the remediation. Thus the anticipated changes
referenced here are merely to prorate these percentage criteria to reflect the actual mass and rate of
removal. The formulas to incorporate these data and revise the criteria are given in Section 4, the
Resuspension Standard. The following sections discuss potential changes to each standard prior to the
start of Phase 2.

25.1 Possible Refinementsfor the Residuals Standard

The Residuals Standard shall be reviewed as data on residual contamination and CU closure are obtained
durlng Phase 2, beginning after the completion of the first several-CUs—TFhestandardyear of dredging.

The approach to setting DoC and potentially dredging processes will be revised_at GE’s discretion as
necessary during and at the end of each Phase 2 dredging season for application to the remainder of each
season as well as the remainder of Phase 2 following the adaptive management processes described in the
AMP, based upon cumulative site-specific knowledge gained from each successive dredging season of the
remediation. Adjustments te—this—standardat GE’s discretion may also be made during each Phase 2
dredging season, including Year 1 of Phase 2, if sufficient information is obtained during a Phase 2
dredging season to identify these changes. Adjustments may include the re-evaluation of the one pass
approach as well as adjustments in the incorporation of uncertainty in the DoC/elevation of contamination
determination process.
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2.5.2 Possible Refinementsfor the Resuspension Standard

The Peer Review Panel-recommended recharacterization of the sediment to be removed began in the Fall
of 2010, and is currently underway. Because this recharacterization is not complete, the mass of PCB to
be removed in each year of Phase 2 has not been finalized. Prior to the start of Year 1 of Phase 2, the
water column concentrations corresponding to the daily and annual PCB load criteria will be adjusted
according to the final production schedule and estimated mass of PCBs to be removed in 2011 (see the
calculation in the text box in Section 4 to see how the length of dredging and estimated mass are related
to determine daily-and-annual loads). The allowable-dailyand annual loads and the associated allowable
concentrations will be presented with the dredging design for each year of Phase 2.

In addition to the estimates of mass removal and associated loads due to dredging, there is also a list of
tasks to be performed prior to Phase 2 to determine best estimates of the new updated baseline water
column levels and the dredging-related load criteria, provided below:

1. Review the 2004 through 2008 Baseline Monitoring Program data and offseason monitoring data
through 2010.

2. Calculate the mean concentration and upper 95™ percentile confidence limit (UCL) of the mean for all
far-field stations to establish baseline concentrations by month, corrected for flow variation as
appropriate.

3. Revise the PCB-daily—and annual load criteria to reflect 1 and 2 percent of the revised inventory
estimates, incorporating the additional sampling completed in response to the Panel’s
recommendations, beginning with the 2010 program. This information should be available in the
Phase 2 final design reports.

4. Revise the PCB load limits to adjust for differences in the length of the dredging season and
incorporate the information from the Baseline Monitoring Program data, the Phase 1 monitoring data,
and offseason monitoring data through 2010.

2.5.3 Possible Refinementsfor the Productivity Standard

As discussed previously, the results of the Phase 2 final design sediment sampling program currently

underway will be used to finalize the delineation of Phase 2 target dredging areas for the first year of
Phase 2. Th1s program W111 be contmued annua lg in subsequent years—te—sa&sﬁy—th%llaﬁel—s—

This subsequent sampling_will be used to finalize the volume and mass estimates for later years of Phase
2. These results will also be used with existing data to facilitate adjusting the ealewlatienforecast of an
overall project dredging estimate in terms of cubic yards of contaminated sediment to be removed. H-at

itional
efineme e_fore e lime e _dredge e _made, the Phase 2
schedule forecast will mbe amendedm to allow for the addltlonal Volume by extendlng the
schedule—uﬂless—, and gg_l;;;sggg fg; efficiencies develepeéwg in Phase 2-can-maketp-the-
dditional-ve by—dred CFVO aaly-2. The revised_forecast of Phase 2 volumes shall
be prepared as part of the des1gn addendum to be submitted prior to each dredging season. That is, a
revised estimate of the Total mass and volume of sediment and PCBs (both Total and Tri+ PCBs) to be
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removed will be prepared with each design addendum, reflecting the data available at the time of the

addendum.
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3 Residuals Performance Standard

3.1 Overview of Phase 2 Residuals Standard

The United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) 2002 Record of Decision (ROD) states that
the selected remedy includes the “removal of all PCB-contaminated sediments within areas targeted for
remediation, with an anticipated residual of approximately 1 mg/kg Tri+ PCBs (prior to backfilling).”
Based on the experience gained in Phase 1, the Peer Review Panel recommended that the dredging be
completed in a single pass and that the CU proceed directly to closure This approach will be
e-changesth e-management2. As the Peer
Review Panel stated, an accurate definition of the EoC Wthh accounts for uncertainty, is the foundation

implemented for Phase

of a successful single-pass dredging program. The primary objectives of the revised Residuals Standard
for Phase 2 dredging are:

e Achieving, with a single dredging pass, the design DoC elevation (also known as the EoC)-in-
95%-of the-dredgeareas.

e Achieving, with a single dredging pass, a residual concentration of-re-mere-than 1 mg/kg Tri+
PCBs, with subsequent backfilling, while minimizing the need for capping;

e Identifying areas where capping is needed because the residual sediment arithmetic average Tri+

PCBs concentration is greater than +3 mg/ kg in the top six inches;

e Discerning and mapping the extent to which EoC has been accurately identified and interpolated
as a basis to revise the Residuals Performance Standard criteria and the Phase 2 design in the
event that the extent of capping for either residuals or inventory exceeds the limits on capping
that are set forth in section 2.1.1 above.

The perfermaneew of the single dredgrng pass approach W111 be ev&k&a%ed—m—aeeeré&ne&wrﬂa—%

BMPs. The issue of contaminant redrstrlbutron to areas outsrde the CU boundaries is not strrctly part of
this standard but is examined as part of a special study described in Section 3.5.

3.2 Phase 1l Observations and Additional Data Needsin Support of the Residuals
Standard for Phase 2

The Phase 1 effort had many successes; however, the information gathered during Phase 1 also provides a
basis to improve and streamline the performance standards specific to Hudson River conditions. As
described in the Engineering Performance Standards document (EPA, 2004), it was anticipated that
changes to each of the performance standards would be facilitated and guided by the observations,
successes and problems that arose in Phase 1.

The Phase 1 Residuals Performance Standard was developed with the expectation that the DoC would be
accurately defined by the remedial design sampling program (i.e., the SSAP cores) and that the designed
dredging cut lines would be sufficient to target existing PCB inventory for removal. Additionally, there
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was provision in the Phase 1 Residuals Standard for multiple dredging passes to address unacceptable
residual concentrations or the presence of unanticipated inventory below the estimated DoC used in
design. The dredge design elevations were also expected to address uncertainty and thus minimize
‘missed’ inventory (and the number of dredging passes); however, this was not implemented in the final
Phase 1 design.

During Phase 1, the majority of the re-dredging passes conducted in the CUs removed inventory that was
not adequately characterized prior to design. The Phase 1 design dredge elevations were set too shallow in
generalmany locations; many times even post-dredging cores did not fully penetrate the depth of the
contaminated sediments. It is concluded from the Phase 1 data that the Residuals Standard can be
appropriately implemented and readily achieved during Phase 2 if the DoC is better characterized and
appropriate measures to address uncertainty are incorporated in the design DoC elevations (i.e., EoC).

To reflect the lessons learned during Phase 1, and in keeping with the recommendations of the Peer
Review Panel, the Residuals Standard has been simplified for Phase 2 to accelerate CU closure by
establishing a single-pass dredging design followed by rapid isolation of remaining sediments and quickly
dealing with residuals through backfill or capping.

To support this approach, the data on which the Phase 2 design is developed must be improved, including
the following (this work has begun as of the date of this document):

1. Resample all the incomplete design cores to more accurately define the DoC and EoC for all the
CUs in Phase 2 with an acceptable statistical uncertainty.

2. Resample 20 percent of the Level 1A (complete) cores to assess uncertainty in the DoC estimates
derived from these cores.

3. Augment the existing design core data set to achieve a sampling density in all areas to be dredged

4. 5-Use the results from the uncertainty analysis to adjust the design DoC elevations (EoC).

3.3 Implementation of the Residuals Standard

The Residuals Standard covers the collection and analysis of sediment samples representing dredging
residuals in all Phase 2 target areas and describes the procedures by which the sediment sampling data
will be used to characterize residuals, evaluate the effectiveness of the dredging remedy, and plan post-
dredging construction actions.

The Residuals Standard is comprised of the following tasks (refer to Figure 3.2-1a through f for the flow
diagram):

e Verification that the design (modeled) DoC elevation (EoC) has been achieved-in-95-pereent-of
the-t-acre-sub-unit-of the-CU.

e Sample Collection and Analysis

e Initial Cover Placement

e Evaluation of Sample Data
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e Required Actions

Each of these tasksis addressed below.
3.3.1 Verification of Design Dredge Elevations

The Phase 2 dredge elevation design will incorporate the new data collected in 2010 and include a revised

DoC, an associated elevation of contamination_that also includes engineering considerations (Engineered
M and a de51gn dredge elevatlon comprlsed of the elevaﬂen—eileeﬂtaimﬂaﬂeﬂ—p}us—a—%eh—

As part of the completion of this task for each CU, post-dredging bathymetry maps and grid electronic
files must be provided to EPA for verification purposes as soon as they are completed, and they should
consist of the following:

e Maps and grid files of target and post-dredging elevation. The maps should be submitted in 1x1
foot grid spacing, but the grid files should be submitted in 1x1 and 10x10-foot grid spacing as
well as the original compiled raw data.

%h%De&ha—ﬂ&He\&sed—Reﬁdua}s—S%andafd—theIhc post dredglng cores will be analyzed on 6 inch
intervals to a depth of 4 feet, bedrock or glacial Lake Albany clay, whichever occurs first. The results of
the entire core will be used to determine the response action. The results of the segments below 6 inches

will be used to quantlfy the amount of PCB mass (1f any) left behind. tasHcoserthe Dolmmst-beveeth

clean (i.e, 1 mg/kg TPCB or less) 6- 1nch segmen%s—afesggmgn; is not found w1th1n 4 feet, an addltlonal 8
foot core will be collected at that node location, and the bottom eight 6-inch segments analyzed,
providing at least 1 foot of overlap between the original and subsequent cores based on absolute
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elevation. This process will be repeated by collection of still deeper cores until £weone consecutive

“clean” (i.e., 1.0 mg/kg TPCB or less) segments-aresegment is found.

as-wel-3 usal-cay ; W ; ubsurface—If post-dredging
sampling by Vibracore does not—a) reach a sufficient depth to produce twe—eonseeuntivea core
segmentssegment with less than 1 mg/kg TPCB, needed to confirm DoC;-and-b)-yield-ecore—recoveries-

sreater-than-or-equal-to-80-pereent; then an alternative sampling method that will produce sufficient core
length mustmay be employed. This alternative method may include test pitting using a dredge; collecting

cores using other drilling methods, such as geoprobe, roto-sonic, or rotary drilling rigs; conventional split
spoon sampling; or other method approved by EPA. The 2010 sample program being conducted by GE is
testing the use of sonic coring methods.

3.3.2.1 Sample Collection

Post-dredging sediment sample collection will take place promptly once the design DoC elevation (EoC)
has been achieved in 95 percent or more of a 1-acre sub-unit but prior to the placement of any cover layer,
consistent with Figure 3.2-1a.

Post-Dredging Sampling Grid

The post-dredging sampling grid will follow the same design as used in Phase 1. Sampling at 80-foot
centers, as required for Phase 1, represents the absolute minimum acceptable sampling density; a wider
spacing of core samples would not be acceptable. The basic assumptions underlying the framework of
the Residuals Standard have been largely borne out by the observations of Phase 1. Specifically, residuals
have poor spatial correlation and form a skewed distribution, which can be approximated as log-normal.

The cores of the residual sediment will be collected at 40 locations in each 5-acre CU. The cores will be
collected on a regular triangular grid developed to maximize the spatial distribution of samples within

cach dredged arca, Fhisidhonldbe ol oo the dosionn s nme e cplle it e oo

samplingloeations—In the event an obstruction is encountered (e.g., a grid node “falls” on exposed
bedrock), the sample is to be relocated within a 20-ft radius of the original location.

The following guidelines remain unchanged from Phase 1 and will be used for implementation of a
sampling grid on certification units other than 5-acres in size:

e Isolated dredging areas smaller than 5-acres in size are to be designated single certification units
and 40 residual sediment cores must be collected on a triangular grid with a proportionate
spacing.

e Noncontiguous dredging areas smaller than 5 acres in size and within 0.5 miles of one another
can be “corralled” into a single certification unit; the sum of the grouped dredging areas must be
less than 7.5 acres. If the sum of the grouped areas is still less than 5 acres, the sampling grid is to
be proportionally sized so that a minimum of 40 cores is collected from within the dredging areas.
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Otherwise, within areas grouped into a single certification unit with a total dredged area of 7.5
acres, up to 60 cores are to be collected by applying the 80-ft grid spacing.

e Ifa number of noncontiguous dredging areas smaller than 5 acres in size are contained within a
common resuspension containment barrier during dredging, the construction manager must
submit a proposal to EPA that explains how the dredging project will be managed to minimize the
spread of significant contamination to the interstitial, non-targeted areas, or propose additional
sampling to investigate those areas during the residuals sampling in the CU (see Special Studies
Section 3.5).

e Dredging areas up to 7.5 acres in size can be considered a single certification unit and the
sampling grid can be extended at an 80-ft spacing to allow collection of up to 60 core samples.

e For dredging areas between 7.5 and 10 acres in size, the dredging area is to be divided into two
CUs with approximately equivalent areas and 40 samples collected from each using
proportionally sized grids.

e Dredging areas larger than 10 acres in size are to be divided equally into approximately 5-acre
certification units and a triangular grid with 80-ft spacing established in each certification unit.
(For example, a 32-acre dredging area would be divided into six certification units, each 5.33
acres in size.)

Sample Collection Method

The sediment samples will be collected via coring, using Vibracoring or other methods approved by EPA.
Core samples will be retrieved in clear Lexan® (or other appropriate) sleeves or liners. Where
Vibracoring techniques are used, the Vibracoring rig will be activated at the sediment water interface and
used throughout the depth of the core. Where difficult conditions preclude collection of core samples, for
example shallow bedrock, sediment samples will be collected using small grab samplers (e.g., ponar
dredge). The core sampling locations are to be located using GPS and referenced to an appropriate
horizontal coordinate system and vertical datum at the time of collection. The core sampling location data
is to be recorded with the other information collected in the field. Core collection will target a recovery of
80 percent or higher. Cores-mayrequire-an-adjustmen B Sebanties tenees

forthereeovery:

Prior to core collection, sediment probing will be conducted in an area adjacent to the target location (so

as not to disturb the sediments in the target area) to identify the approximate depth and the texture of the
sediments. The information will be used to guide core collection and whether a grab sampler should be
deployed after the initial coring attempts. If sediment probing indicates a sediment depth of less than 6 in
over bedrock, at least one attempt will be made to collect a core. If a sediment sample cannot be retrieved
via coring, a Ponar grab sample will be collected. For all locations where a thin layer of sediment is
suspected to overly shallow bedrock, sampling is to continue, either by coring, a grab sampler, unless
exposed bedrock can be demonstrated within the entire 20-foot radius circle around the sampling node. A
minimum of 3 attempts must be made in these instances. If the sample is not collected in three attempts,
EPA approval is needed before abandoning the location. In each location within the target circle, a core
must be attempted prior to deployment of a grab sampler. If a Ponar grab sampler is deployed, it must be
of sufficient size to penetrate at least 6 inches or the thickness of sediment believed present on the river
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bottom, whichever is less.

Core recovery in clear Lexan® (or other appropriate) tubes will be measured directly though visual
inspection of the sample. The actual sample recovery will be calculated by dividing the length of the
sediment recovered by the Total penetration depth of the core. The sampler will then document the
sediment recovery and visually classify the sediment sample, including the thickness of the residual
veneer.

3.3.2.2 Sample Analyses

Each sample will be extracted and analyzed for PCB via an analytical method approved by EPA and that
provides at least equivalent sensitivity and accuracy to the analytical method used during the design
support sediment sampling. Grain size, moisture content and bulk density analyses will also be required
for selected core sample analyses. A performance evaluation sample analysis program will be required as
part of the residual sediment sample analytical program.

3.3.3 Initial Cover Placement

As per the Peer Review Panel recommendations, an initial 3-6 inch layer of sand or backfill cover will
promptly be placed over a 1-acre CU sub-unit after the design (modeled) DoC elevation (EoC) has been
achieved in 95 percent or more of the dredging sub-unit and post-dredging samples have been collected.
Thus each CU will be initially treated as up to five sub-units, assuming dredging operations and CU
geometry permit. Since the purpose of this initial cover is to prevent resuspension of the dredging
residuals, verification of the placement thickness of this initial cover layer is not required. This placement
is represented as the last step in the process outlined in Figure 3.2-1a. Specifications for the initial cover
layer will be CU-specific and possibly sub-unit-specific, and will be developed as part of the Phase 2
design.

3.3.4 Evaluation of Sample Data

As in the original Performance Standard, the results of the sediment sample analyses will be used to
evaluate the CU by converting the validated results to Tri+ PCB equivalents;—identifyinglocations—with-
remaining PCB-inventory and comparing the arithmetic average Tri+ PCB concentration in the surface (6
inches) sediment to the action levels in the standard. The precedures—to-identify—inventoryandprocedure

to calculate the arithmetic average of the Tri+ PCB concentration in each sub-unit or CU areis as follows:
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o For-theremainderof the CU or sub-unit, target an average value of +3 mg/kg Tri+ PCB or less™
in the top 6" segments, using only the ranked, measured nodal values in a simple accumulating

average. The logic for this process is outlined in Figure 3.2-1c and on Table 3.2-1. Note that the
use of composite samples recommended by the Peer Review Panel to evaluate the 1-acre sub-
units is not part of this process-but-will-be-examined-as-aspeeial study,deseribed-in-Seetion3-5-,

e Non-detect sample results are to be included in the calculation of the mean at a value of one-half
the detection limit.

e Ifno sample is available from a grid node due to field difficulties that cannot be resolved, the
mean should be calculated based on the reduced total of data points (e.g., 39 data points instead
of 40, or 7 instead of 8 cores for a sub-unit). The missing node should be considered as no
information and excluded from the process to delineate areas for capping and backfilling.
Essentially the surrounding nodes determine the treatment at the missing location.

e Ifin a 1-acre sub-unit, more than 2 locations are not available due to field difficulties, the
arithmetic average should be calculated jointly with the adjacent 1-acre sub-unit.

e Identify the post-dredging sampling locations whose concentrations cause the average for the CU
or sub-unit to exceed 43 mg/kg Tri+ PCB. These locations will be capped-as-having-unaceeptable-
residual-coneentrations. Identify these non-compliant nodes as beingless-than-orgreater-than-or

e Evaluate the amount of area identified for capping based on the integration of the five 1-acre sub-
units and the 5-acre CU. Subject to EPA approval, select the result that yields the least amount of
capped area.

3.35 Required Response Actions

The following actions are required by the revised Residuals Standard, based on the sediment sample
analytical results obtained (refer to Figure 3.2-1¢ for the flow diagram and to Table 3.2-1).

Response 1: Apply backfill within the sub-unit or the CU

34 In the original EPS, the average residual was evaluated on a whole number basis, and this approach will be
continued for Phase 2. Thus, an average of up to +493.49 mg/kg Tri+ PCB, which rounds to 453, will be
acceptable to meet this criterion.
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To warrant this response, the arithmetic average of the top 6" segments of the 1-acre sub-units or

the 5-acre CU must be less than or equal to +3 mg/kg Tri+ PCB.

There must be-atlea adia : W slks v 3
baekfill-areaand at least 5 nodes in all in the 1-acre sub-unit to support evaluation of the sub-unit
as a single entity. Otherwise it must be combined with an adjacent sub-unit.

The ideal outcome for dredging falls under this category, wherein the average for the whole CU is
less than or equal to +3 mg/kg Tri+ PCB, in which case the whole CU is be backfilled.

Response 2: Cap the node(s) that cause the arithmetic average of the sub-unit to be greater than +3 mg/kg
Tri+ PCB

To warrant this response after-exelusion—of-the-nodes—with—identified—inventory—the arithmetic

average of the top 6" segments of the 1-acre sub-unit (or the joint sub-units) is greater than +3
mg/kg Tri+ PCB.

Identify those nodes whose values cause the average to exceed +3 mg/kg Tri+ PCB, as described
in Section 3.3.4. Separate the nodes into the high and low residual categories, since these will
likely warrant different capping treatments and are evaluated differently for the purposes of
compliance with the Residuals Performance Standard.

Design the area to be capped, bounded by the edges of the CU or a perimeter line eonneetinghalf
the distance to the compliant node locations. A compliant node is simply defined as a location
whose sample concentration does not cause the average of the remaining nodes to exceed 43
mg/kg Tri+ PCB (see Section 3.3.5.1).

If different caps are required for adjacent high and low residual nodes, the cap design for the high
residual nodes shall extend to the perimeter defined by the low residual nodes.

Construct subaqueous cap at the nodes causing the arithmetic average to be greater than 43 mg/kg
Tri+ PCB, leaving the remaining area with an average concentration equal to or less than +13
mg/kg Tri+ PCB. The type of cap will be based on the location in the river (high velocity/ low
velocity area), the resulting average concentration, and the individual node concentrations.

A typical scenario under this response involves the case where the average for the whole CU is
greater than 43 mg/kg Tri+ PCB but there are multiple 1-acre sub-units or adjacent post-dredging
sampling nodes within the CU that have an average of +3 mg/kg Tri+ PCB or less, in which case
those particular areas should be backfilled.
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layer, bedrock and glacial Lake Albany clay encountered

e If a debris layer is encountered_and a e
than 1 ppm, continue dredging to 6 1nches below the bottom of the debrls layer. Then test the
underlying sedlments for PCB contamination following the prescribed approach given in Section
3.3.

e If bedrock or a rocky area is encountered, the area needs to be capped or backfilled to prevent
contamination release through small pockets/crevices of soft sediments in the rocky areas. The
choice of cap or backfill will be based on the concentrations found in the bedrock area, or as
directed by EPA if samples cannot be obtained.

e If a native (glacial Lake Albany) clay layer is encountered at or above the target dredging depth,
notify EPA and collect core samples to define its extent and its surface elevation. Prior to
beginning Phase 2 dredging, a plan for dredging over an uneven clay surface shall be prepared
and submitted to EPA for approval. The choice of cap or backfill will be based on the
concentrations found in the clay area, or as directed by EPA if samples cannot be obtained.

As part of the evaluation of the CU, and sub-units, GE shall track the amount of area and the number of
nodes subject to the various treatments, grouped into the feurthree categories below:

A. B-High re51dua1 concentrations are present (the average surface concentration of all

nodes exelastve-of those-with-inventery-is greater than 1 mg/kg Tri+ PCB wherein-the-

residual-values-causing-the-higher mean-areand includes nodes that cause the average

concentration to be greater than erequal-to156 mg/kg Tri+ PCB.

&-Low residual concentrations are present (the average surface concentration of all

nodes exelastve-of those-with-inventery-is greater than 1 mg/kg Tri+ PCB wherein-the-

residual-values-causing-the higher mean-areJess-than15and includes nodes that cause the

average concentration to be between 3 and 6 mg/kg Tri+ PCB.

C. B-The node is compliant (inclusion of the node in the average calculation for the CU or
sub-unit exclusive of those with inventory or unacceptable residual yields a value of +3
mg/kg Tri+ PCB or less).

Fhis-infermationThe high residual concentration nodes shall be evaluated against the pereentages—of10_
percent allowable capping foreach-eategory-asZZZLY-Y-Y-and XK pereentfor-inventory,-highresidual-
and-low-residual-areas;respeetivelycriterion. The areas limited by shoreline stability, bedrock or GLAC
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will also be categorized as above but tracked separately since they are not subject to the percentage
allowances.

An justments to th roach between ns should al nt for vear-to-vear

f th Pha 2ftr1ntf rth high r 1 concentration Inafi ar program, the first
th th1r ar, 115%: the fourth, 11 %: nd the final vear, at th in 11rn1t fl % of
MZM.

These responses describe the anticipated conditions to be found across most CUs. Side slope
areas located laterally outside the areas identified to be dredged are to be backfilled. The
handling of shoreline areas and the navigation channel warrants additional consideration and is

described in Section 3.3.5.2. Ne%%tha%ﬂqﬁesu#&eﬁthescﬁespeﬁ%ae&eﬂs—mﬂb%evah%d—

high-concentration-in-the-0-6-inch-sample—Be s e sntiom e comidepe Linon comas o The area
associated with non-compliant nodes should extend half_thf:_dls_tanc_e_to the—peﬂpheﬁ'—ef surroundmg

compliant nodes or to the edge of the CU. H
nodes-is-deseribed-above—Where a compliant node is surrounded by non- comphant nodes, the area
associated with the compliant node should be capped as well. Generally, threetwo compliant nodes-

aﬁaﬂged—m—a—tmﬂgwle are requ1red to define an area that does not require capplng —T—we—adj-&eem—

Any capped areas in the navigation channel must have a minimum of 4412 feet of draft above the cap

based on mean low water elevation in the pool and all caps in the channel shall be high velocity caps.
Backfill will not be allowed in the navigation channel unless the dredged surface is 4513 feet below the
mean low water prior to any backfill placement. See further discussion in Section 3.3.5.2

The type of cap selection depends on the Tri+ PCB concentration of the non-compliant nodes, the
velocity of the river, and other considerations. The cap specification will be developed during Phase 2
design period.
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3.3.5.2 Shoreline Areas and the Navigation Channel

The shoreline areas and navigation channel require special treatment after the primary dredging pass is
completed. In both areas, it is possible that a second dredging pass will be required. Specifically, for
shoreline areas, bank stability concerns may preempt contaminated sediment removal below 2 ft. In these
cases, capping is often required, but in cases where the remaining contamination levels exceed 50 mg/kg
TPCB, additional dredging to remove these sediments will be required. In the case of the navigation
channel, cap or backfill placement cannot take place if the placement will interfere with navigational use.
Thus, if contaminated sediment is found after the first pass above an elevation equivalent to +412 ft of
water depth based on mean low water, the sediments will need to be removed via a second dredging pass,
and need to be deep enough to accommodate a cap, with44_12 ft of water depth based on mean low water
above the cap. Decisions to conduct a second dredging pass, cap, or backfill in shoreline areas and the
navigation channel must consider:

e For both the shoreline areas and navigation channel, additional post dredging samples must be
collected in these areas to assure that they are adequately characterized regardless of the geometry of
the post sampling grid. For shoreline areas, the sampling frequeneydensity will be the same as during
Phase 1, with 1 sample per 100 feet of shoreline, collected 20 feet off shore. For the navigation
channel, there should be 1 sample for every 1/8 acre of channel area with a minimum of 2 samples in
the navigation channel at every CU that includes the navigation channel. The information from
adjacent CUs that contain contiguous navigation channel areas must be considered when assessing the
need for additional dredging, capping, or backfilling.

e If the water depth (based on mean low water) after initial dredging in an area of the navigation
channel is less than +513 feet (the originally defined DoC was found to be less than 4513 feet below
mean low water) and Tri+ PCB concentrations still exceed 1 mg/kg at any depth in the channel, a
second dredging pass will be required. The dredging in the second pass must be to a depth that will
allow the placement of a high velocity cap with 1412 feet of draft at mean low water, or to the actual
EoC, whichever is deeper. Additional post dredging sampling will then be necessary to characterize
the remaining sediment. In addition, no backfill will be placed on the dredged surface in the
navigation channel unless there is 4513 ft of draft available, based on mean low water. Capping in
the navigation channel should be avoided whenever possible. If capping is necessary, its design and
implementation must be such that the top of the cap allows for a minimum of 4412 feet of draft to
allow for future maintenance dredging by the NYS Canal Corporation (NYSCC). This is consistent
with the recommendation of the Peer Review Panel and the advance maintenance requirements of the
canal.

e For shoreline areas where the DoC is greater than the stable side slope (defined as 3 horizontal to 1
vertical, or existing side slope if steeper), if TPCB concentrations in sediments below the design
dredge elevation are equal to or greater than 50 mg/kg, these sediments must be removed. If TPCB
concentrations in sediments below the design dredge elevation are less than 50 mg/kg, at GE’s
discretion additional dredging can be performed or a cap can be placed based on the capping criteria.
Nodes used for shoreline areas will alsenot be considered as part of the 1-acre subunit and 5-acre CU
averaging. This approach for the shoreline area is the similar to what was required in Phase 1, except
that there are no individual criteria other than the 50 mg/kg threshold. Shoreline nodes will be treated
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for backfill or capping in the same fashion as regular post-dredging nodes.tn-the-event-that shereline-

3.4 Reporting and Notifications

EPA and GE will work together to simplify data management and transfer. A streamlined data exchange
process, such as internet data sharing, should provide additional time for EPA review while actually
shortening the calendar time in the review process. l-is-imperative-that-EPA will receive both-draft-and-
final-verstions-of-the data as it is delivered to GE by the analytical laboratories, but following verification.

3.4.1 Routine Reporting

Data sets such as post dredging elevations, sample analysis results, non-compliant boundaries etc. should
be provided to EPA digitally atleast-4-heursas soon as practicable before the daily meetings with GE. A
consistent distribution list should be maintained. Bathymetric surveys should be provided upon

completion of the surveys in electronic ferm;-and-atleasttdayformas soon as practicable prior to any

presentation to EPA at the daily meetings.
3.4.2 Contingency Reporting

Weekly progress reports will be prepared by the construction manager and submitted to the EPA site
manager;-aceording to-a-schedule to-be-defined- by EPA; for EPA’s use in evaluating compliance with the
Residuals Standard. The reports will need to summarize, at a minimum, the results of residual sediment
sampling, exceedances of the Residuals Standard criteria by CU, the courses of action taken or proposed
to be taken, and rationale. Laboratory data must be made available to EPA immediately upon receipt from
the laboratory, but following verification, and in a useable database format to be agreed to by EPA.

Following the completion of remedial activities in each CU, the construction manager will prepare
individual CU reports and submit them to the EPA Hudson River Field Office director, according to a
schedule to be defined by the EPA, for the EPA’s use in evaluating compliance with the Residuals
Standard. Each CU report must include, at a minimum, the following information:

e CU identification

e Description of type(s) of dredging equipment used

e Description of sediment type(s) encountered

e Residual sediment sampling results

e Sediment imaging results (if available)

e An attestation that the sampling data was validated, including a discussion of any data qualifiers
applied

e Discussion of any contingency actions taken

3.5 Special StudiesStudy

There will be threea special studies-study for the Residuals Performance Standard_to :
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3. Evaluatien_evaluate of PCB contamination outside the dredge prisms resulting from the
redistribution of PCBs via dredging-related activities.

Lasthy—aThis special study will be conducted to examine the impact of PCB release due to dredging-
related activities on areas that will not be subject to dredging. This study will entail the collection of

surface sediments throushout-the Upper Hudson—EPRA urrently-conductinea-stadyv-which-w erveto
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4 Overview of Resuspension Standard for Phase 2

EPA’s 2002 ROD requires the development of a Resuspension Standard but does not set forth any
framework or numerical value for such a standard. The Resuspension Standard provides that framework
and is designed to limit the concentration of PCBs in river water, such that downstream transport of PCB-
contaminated dredged material is appropriately constrained and potential users of Hudson River water are
protected.

The Resuspension Standard consists of a control level TPCB concentration in the water column of 500

nanograms per liter (ng/L) (i.e., 500 parts per trillion) mw&;

eumencﬂ Tri+ PCB net load criteria developed

based on observations during Phase 1, sampling data and analyses obtained since completion of Phase 1,
updated modeling results, and the recommendations of the Peer Review Panel. Specifically, the
numerical net load criteria will be equal to specified percentages of the Tri+ PCB mass to be dredged
during the season. For Phase 2 dredging operations, the numerical net load criteria at the Thompson
Island and Waterford monitoring stations are 2 percent and 1 percent of the targeted Tri+ PCB mass to be
dredged durlng the season, respectlvely, as recommended by the Peer ReV1ew Panel Sheserienlaot

For each dredging season, the specified numerical net load criteria will consist of-the-fellowing1H
seasonal net loads, which are equivalent to 1 percent and 2 percent (as measured at Waterford and
Thompson Island, respectively) of the estimate of the targeted Tri+ PCB mass to be dredged that season;-

Further details on the calculation of the resuspension numerical seasonal net load;-and-the-daily-average-
netload-eriteria are provided in Section 4.2 and the Resuspension Standard criteria are summarized in
Table 4.1-1. In addition, the methodology for calculating the Tri+ PCB mass to be dredged is described
in Section 7. It should be noted that the numerical seasonal net load criteria described herein will be
evaluated during Phase 2 based on the estimate of PCB mass to be removed in that season and the 2

percent and 1 percent release rates referred to above. .
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The Resuspension Standard calls for the implementation of a routine water quality monitoring program at
beth-near-andthe far-field stations to evaluate compliance with the standard and specifies that engineering
evaluations and corrective actions may be required if the criteria are exceeded. Fhe-standard-further

EroEe jg;g to EEA, GE gggg gg; I;gl;ggg that momtorlng contmgenmes when—theee&trel—kevel—ﬂl@%

4.1 Phase 1l Observationsand Additional Data Needsin Support of the
Resuspension Standard for Phase 2

The original Resuspension Standard anticipated refinements to the load-based criteria (EPA, 2004; Vol.1,
Section 4.0). Specifically, the criteria in the Resuspension Standard were to be reviewed and refined if the
estimate of PCB mass to be removed is significantly different from previous estimates. It has been clearly
documented based on Phase 1 that the mass to be removed is indeed significantly higher than anticipated

at the time the standard was orlglnally developed Be&des—mefeased—PGB—Hmss—eﬂaepaepeﬂeneesAesseH%

The revised release estimates must account for updated baseline load estimates and the new, significantly
larger estimates of the amount of PCB mass to be removed.

The ROD originally estimated the PCB mass to be removed as approximately 70,000 kg, and the total
project cumulative load standard was set at just below 1 percent of this total, or 650 kg. Based on the
Phase 1 experience and additional sampling results, the estimated PCB mass for the entire project has
been revised to the range 140,000 to 200,000 kg. The Peer Review Panel recommended that on an
interim basis the numerical net load criteria be set at 2 percent and 1 percent (as measured at the
Thompson Island Dam and Waterford monitoring stations, respectlvely) of the projected annual Tri+ PCB
mass removal. ]
and a PCB fate model ggmglg;gg! The prOJected mass to be removed in Year 1 of Phase 2is currently
unknown (investigations are currently underway and will inform the estimates of mass for 2011 and
should be provided in the Phase 2, Year | RAWP). When that information becomes available, the load
calculation formula provided in Section 4.3.1 below will be used to determine the daily numerical net

load criteria for Thomson Island Pool and Waterford monitoring stations for Phase 2, Year 1. The daily
net load criteria will be updated each year for the coming season’s dredging, based on the estimate of
PCB mass to be removed in that season and the 2 percent and 1 percent release rates referred to above.
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4.1.1 Technical Background and Approach

The Hudson River ROD requires Engineering Performance Standards that-addressto ensure that the
expected ROD benefits are protected by addressing specified dredge-related issues, including
resuspension rates during dredging. It was recognized in the ROD that there is a likelihood of localized
temporary increases in water column and potentially fish tissue PCB concentrations as a result of
dredging activities. In compliance with the requirements of the ROD, EPA developed the Resuspension
Standard, which includes several Action Levels for suspended solids, TPCB and Tri+ PCB that were
established for near-field and far-field locations to ensure that dredging-related problems can be quickly
identified and corrected before criteria are exceeded that might require temporarily halting the dredging
operations. The ROD further anticipated the need for refinement and revisions of the Performance

Standards to reflect lessons learned durlng Phase 1 dredglng w

The Phase 2 Resuspension Standard incorporates_some of the recommendations of the Peer Review Panel,
experiences gained from Phase 1 in terms of actual PCB mass to be removed, projected PCB loss rates
during dredging, and dredge-related release and transport of suspended solids, among others. The Phase
2 Resuspension Standard criteria are summarized in Table 4.1-1. Compliance with the criteria will be
tested through monitoring, which comprises routine monitoring when the dredging operations are in
compliance and contingency monitoring when gither the 506750 or 2,000 ng/L. control level TPCB
coneentration-tsconcentrations are exceeded. As specified in Table 4.1-1, exceedance of the criteria may
require engineering evaluations and review of the dredging operations to identify potential causes and
implement corrective measures as necessary. In addition to compliance monitoring, there are sampling
requirements in the form of special studies to gather information that can be used to further refine
elements-of thestandardoperations.
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4.2 Implementation of the Phase 2 Resuspension Standard

This section describes the Resuspension Standard criteria in terms of TPCB concentrations and Tri+ PCB
numerical net loads, as applicable at near-field and far-field locations. These criteria are summarized in
Table 4.1-1.

421 Far-Fied TPCB Concentration Action Levels
Control Level Total PCB Concentration

The 5062.,000 ng/L control level TPCB concentration as measured at Thompson Island station (this
compliance station will move downstream asto Lock Sonce the dredging moves eleser-to_within 2 miles

Qf Thompson Island Dam and inte-River-Seetions2-and-3to Waterford once dredging moves to within 2
iles Qf Lock 5) is to be used as a trlgger to requlre operatlonal changes—b&t—net—ﬂeeessamy—&&

Should contlnued operatlonal changes not reduce water concentrations below the 599 /50 or 2,525252 ng/L
control fevel]levels, particularly if elevated concentrations are occurring at multiple far-field stations

s1multaneous1y, EPA may require %empefapy—shf&dewn—AdwseFv—I:evel—'Fetal—PG&

422 Far-Fied Tri+ PCB Numerical Load Criteria

The far-field numerical net load eriteria-consist-of bothis a seasonal-er-cumulativenetload-and-a-
datby net load. As recommended by the Peer Review Panel and described below, the cumulative

net load criteria for each dredging season-and-asseciated-dailynumerical- load-eriteria are based

on 2 percent (as monitored at Thompson Island station) and 1 percent (as monitored at Waterford
station) of the Tri + PCB mass to be removed during the dredging season-Fhefelowingequation

. : : o e
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NetDaHyLnad(%)

(Tri + PCB Mass targeted for dredging in season x % allowable release) [ke]

number of dredging days in season

1000g

1kg

Numerical Net L oad Criteria (i.e., Control Level L oads) for the Far-Field

¢ A netincrease in Tri+ PCB load of xxx g/day at Thompson Island and yyy g/day at Waterford
based on a 7-day running average and assuming +508120 dredging days in the year. The
cumulative net Tri+ PCB load criteria for the dredging season are vvv kg at Thompson Island and
uuu kg at Waterford. For Year 1, the actual cumulative net load and associated daily net load
criteria will be calculated when the target Tri+ PCB mass to be removed during the dredging
season becomes available. The EPA derived methodology for calculating the Tri+ PCB mass to
be removed is described in Section 7. For comparison with the cumulative and daily net load
criteria, the net resuspension loads caused by dredging and other in-river activities will be

calculated as described in Section 4.4. Eersubsequent-years-of Phase2the-far—fieldnumeriecal

s&mphﬂg—dafea—eeﬂeeted—The numeric da11y net load criteria for the remaining years of Phase 2
will be calculated as outlined above, using data gathered during the previous year and an estimate

of Tri+ PCB mass to be removed the following year, a specified percentage of that mass, and
number of dredging days in the season.

4.2.3 Near-Field TSS Concentration Action Levels

The criteria for the two action levels (Evaluation Level and Control Level) from Phase 1 have been
combined into a single Advisory Level for TSS concentration. Real-time turbidity monitoring, however,
will no longer be required. The TSS Advisory Level for the near-field is as follows:

Advisory L evel for the Near-Field

The Near-Field Advisory Level is a net increase in TSS concentration of 100 mg/L above ambient

(upstream) conditions at %ﬂ%w downstream of the

dredging operation e
%%H%HO%%M)
4.24 Monitoring Plan

The Phase 2 dredging water column monitoring program will be performed to assess achievement of the
Resuspension Standard criteria presented in Section 4.3. The monitoring will be performed during
dredging and associated operations that can potentially result in resuspension of significant amounts of
sediment. These include, but are not necessarily limited to:

e Dredging

e Debris removal
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¢ Resuspension control equipment removal

e (Cap placement

e Backfill placement

¢ Installation of containment devices other than silt curtains, such as sheet piling and other
structural devices requiring heavy equipment operation and disturbance of the river bottom

e Boat traffic

The monitoring program consists of routine momtormg conducted to evaluate compliance with the
Resuspension Standard;-an i h med-in-th §
eiltheeeﬁtrel—level—"PPGB—eeﬂeeﬂtrat}eﬂ—areebsewed Details of the planned r0ut1ne—aﬂd—eeﬂtmgeney
monitoring programs are presented in the RAM Scope:

e Near-field sampling
e Far-field sampling
e Off-season water column monitoring performed to provide a continuation of baseline data

A summary of the near-field, far-field and off season monitoring programs to be performed for Phase 2 is
described below.

4.2.4.1 Routine Monitoring
Near-Field Water Column Monitoring - General

The Resuspension Standard defines the near-field monitoring area as the immediate vicinity of remedial
operations, typically extending from 100 feet upstream to one mile downstream. The objective of the
near-field monitoring is to evaluate whether dredging activities are causing near-field elevated releases of
dissolved and particulate PCBs, as well as TSS, and to relate the fate and transport of these near-field
releases to observations in the far-field. During Phase 1, high TSS concentrations were not observed, and
TSS levels did not correspond to PCB levels as expected. It was originally anticipated that a relationship
between TSS and turbidity could be established, and that turbidity could be used as a surrogate for PCBs.
This relationship was not borne out by the Phase 1 results, thus making turbidity a less-important field
parameter. The near-field monitoring program needs to be reconfigured to better study the expected
relationships among PCB, TSS and turbidity discerned in Phase 1. During Year 1 of Phase 2, it is
important to identify appropriate near-field water column sampling locations upstream and downstream of

areas targeted for dredglng (e.g., a near- ﬁeld array -based monitoring) as part of the spe01al studles The

Phase 1 experience, the collectlon of turbldlty data could be reduced or eliminated.

Additionally, continuous reading water quality meters will be used to collect DO, pH, temperature, and
conductivity data on a continuous basis.
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The RAM Scope details the planned sampling methodology, collection frequencies, analytical methods
and monitoring contingencies.

Because the concentrations of metals were substantially lower than the water quality standards during
Phase 1, samphng for metals durlng Phase 2 will be éeﬁe&t—redﬂeed—seepeeempafed—te—llhas&l— limited to
] 1gi Further details on
near- ﬁeld monitoring W111 be reﬁned as necessary. Addltlonally, a mld ﬁeld array-based monitoring
program will be included approximately halfthree quarters of a mile downstream of dredging activities.

Far-Field Water Column Monitoring - General

The Resuspension Standard defined the far-field monitoring area as that portion of the Hudson River that
is greater than one mile downstream from an active dredging operation. The purpose of far-field
monitoring is to obtain the information needed to verify that PCBs exported to the Hudson River
downstream of Waterford are minimized and that water column PCB concentrations do not exceed the
levels specified in Section 4.3. Far-field monitoring will start two weeks before Phase 2 dredging
operations are initiated in order to provide a baseline for evaluating subsequent PCB transport and water
quality conditions, and continue after all dredging and associated remedial operations have terminated for
the season or until water quality returns to average baseline conditions, but no later than two weeks after
all dredging and associated remedial operations have ceased. Baseline PCB concentrations and loading
from upstream of dredging operations will be assessed at upstream stations. Far-field monitoring stations
located at Thompson Island, Schuylerville (at Lock 5);-Stillwater;-and Waterford will be used to monitor
the water quality impact of the dredging activities (the possibility of monitoring at other locations is to be
discussed). In addition, the far-field monitoring station at Waterford will be used to measure loading to
the Lower Hudson River. A summary of the planned far-field sample collection requirements is
presented in Table 4.3-1. Figure 4.3-1 shows the planned far-field monitoring locations. The RAM
Scope details the planned sampling methodology, collection frequencies, analytical methods and
monitoring contingencies. Further details on far-field monitoring will be refined, as necessary.

Off-Season Water Column Monitoring

As specified in the Resuspension Standard, after all dredging and associated remedial operations have
terminated for the season, the far-field monitoring program is to continue until water quality returns to
average baseline conditions, but no later than two weeks after all dredging and associated remedial
operations have ceased. At that time, the off-season monitoring program will be initiated. As summarized
in Table 4.3-2, the off-season water column sampling will be performed weekly at Rogers Island,

Thompson Island, Schuylerville and Waterford (to the extent that weather and river conditions allow),
monthly at Bakers Falls and at the Lower Hudson River stations at Albany and Poughkeepsie;and-enee-

every-other month-at-the Moehawk River. If PCB loading at Thompson Island is significantly above

baseline levels, weekly sampling will be added at Schuylerville.
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MEHQI neering Contmgenm% and Response Actlons
Engineering contingencies may be required by-ERAatits-diseretion,(orinitiated-by-GEin-consultation

with-EPAJ to reduce the levels of contaminant export in the event that the resuspension criteria are
exceeded.

For Phase 2, engineering contingencies shall be considered for the dredging operation if the action levels
are exceeded as follows:

. Engineering contingencies-wi

e Engineeringcontingeneies may be required at EPA s-diseretionfrom the pre-approved BMPs and
implemented if the TPCB concentrations exceed the control level TPCB concentration (500750 or

2,000 ng/L TPCBs), based on monitoring results at the far-field stations. Additionally, at EPA s
d+sereﬂen—eng1neenng cont1ngenc1es may be requlred if the n&mene&l—elm@—net—leaé%ﬁte&a—fer—

@%ﬁm%%ﬁ%@&@mum%mﬁ%ém%y—n%@&éeme&%ﬁe%ded—Recommended and requlred

engineering contingencies are listed below.
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4.2.5.1 4.2.53-Control Level Total PCB Concentration
The following steps may be required, at EPA’s discretion, if the control level TPCB concentration is

exceeded:

¢ Initiate engineering evaluation and review of the dredging operation to determine potential causes
of the exceedance.

e Implement operational changes as necessary -ineludingslowing-orcessation-of operations+f
direeted-byEPAfrom the pre-approved list of BMPs,

4252 4:2.54-Potential Engineering Solutions
Time Frame for |mplementing Engineering Evaluations and Engineering Solutions

The time frame for the initiation and completion of engineering evaluations and implementation of the
engineering solutions will normally be specified as part of the remedial design, but the actual
implementation schedule in the field is subject to EPA review and oversight. As-direeted-byERPA-
engineeringEngineering evaluations will begin upon recelpt of data 1nd1cat1ng the exceedance of a
criterion. Engineering contingency actions from th - f BMPs will begin withina-week
M&W%%%%Hﬂﬂw assuming conditions remain in exceedance.
In the case of a temporary halt of the operations, an evaluation should be completed within five days, and
every effort should be made to correct the problem and minimize the length of time of the stoppage.
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4.3 Estimating Baseline L oads and L oads due to Dredging
EPA: D he limitations of time given by EPA for GE to revi n mment on thi
document, we have not had an opportunity to review and comment specifically on this section. However,

hase aluation Report. That document is hereby incorporated by reference.] To estimate the net
loads due to dredging, the gross measurements of load must subtract the baseline to determine impacts of
dredging. Baseline concentrations and baseline load should be based on the 2004-2008 BMP data.
Statistical analysis conducted as part of EPA’s Phase 1 evaluation indicates that both parameters used to
calculate load, i.e., concentration and flows, vary on a monthly basis. In the case of flows, annual
differences are also significant.

Since flows are measured continuously and are available real-time from the USGS during remediation,
the question then becomes one of establishing the appropriate baseline concentration of TPCB and Tri+
PCB to be used for load calculation. Because the regression relationships obtained using both flows and
months are significant but weak, the following method which takes both the monthly variability and the
weak correlation with flow into consideration shall be used to determine baseline mean and UCL
concentrations for evaluating dredging impact during Phase 2:

e The TPCB and Tri+ PCB the BMP period from 2004 to 2008 (only May to November considered
each year) should be divided into months.

e To account for the possible weak but statistically significant correlation between PCB
concentrations and flow, the data should be stratified into three flow categories: These flow
categories include: flows less than 5000 cubic feet per second (cfs) at Fort Edward, flows
between 5,000 cfs and 10,000 cfs at Fort Edward, and flows > 10,000 cfs at Ft Edward. The 5,000
cfs and 10,000 cfs boundaries are logical break points suggested by the data.

e The baseline mean and UCL concentrations should be calculated for each month and flow bin and
directly applied on a daily basis during dredging.

e The formula to calculate load due to dredging is then:

7-day Average Net L oad of Tri+ PCBs at the Far-field Station

0.02832m° _ 3600s lg 1000L
3 X XT00,.0 7% 3
ft hr 10" ng m

£ =(C_m—C_b,)><Q7>< Ty X

F7=  Seven-day average load of Tri+ PCBs at the far-field station due to dredging —related activities in
g/day

C = Flow-weighted average concentration of Tri+ PCBs at the far-field station as measured during the
prior seven-day routine discrete sampling in ng/L.

This is given as:
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> ( .ﬂ_".f_ A {_) i
C =4
15 $0
j=r
Where:
Ciz = The Tri+ PCB concentration at the far-field station for day j. if more than one sample is collected

in a day due to exceedance of the near-field or far-field criteria, the arithmetic average of all the
measurements will be used.

Q;j=  The daily average flow at the far-field station for day j.

Chpi=  Estimated 95% upper confidence limit (UCL) of the arithmetic mean baseline concentration of
Tri+ PCBs at the far-field station for the month in which the sample was collected, in ng/L.

Q7= Seven-day average flow at the far-field station, determined either by direct measurement or
estimated from USGS gauging stations, in cfs.

Ta7=  Average period of dredging operations per day for the seven-day period, in hours/day, as follows:

> 1,
L = :1?
Where: Tgj = the period of dredging operations for day j in hours.

Far-field Net Tri+ PCB Seasonal (Cumulative) L oad

One of the far-field standards is the Seasonal (cumulative) net Tri+ PCB load. This load will be calculated
on a daily basis. The formula to calculate the net Tri+ PCB load at any time during the season is:

3
(— — 0.02832m"  3600s lg 1000 L
odate = CY”\' _C: Xomuc xrmuv X 3 X X . X
todat st H;) = todat todat ﬁ_w hr lO'J!?g m}

Where:

Fiodate = load loss of Tri+ PCBs at the far-field station for the dredging period to date due to
dredging-related activities in g/day.

Cff-"’ = flow-weighted average concentration of Tri+ PCBs at the far-field station as measured
from the start of the dredging period to date in ng/L. For once per day sampling, this is
given as:

%0 s, X O
C_ _ =l W I
Mst — n
%0
=17

Where:
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Crrgj = Tri+ PCB concentration at the far-field station for day j. if more than one sample is
collected in a day, the arithmetic average of all the measurements will be used.

Qi= daily average flow at the far-field station for day j.
n= number of days from the start of dredging period
Chh = Estimated arithmetic mean baseline concentration of Tri+ PCBs at the far-field station for

the period in which the sample was collected, in ng/L. This value is determined from
baseline monitoring data. Time-weighted averages are calculated as the sum of the
arithmetic average of each day dividing by the number of days

Qtodate = average flow at the far-field station, determined either by direct measurement or
estimated from USGS gauging station, in cfs.

Trodate = average period of dredging operations per day for the time period, in hours/day, as
follows:
>,
Tfoa'a e — %
Where: Tg; = the period of dredging operations for day j in hours.

4.4 Reporting and Notifications

Weekly progress reports shall be submitted to EPA;-aceording-to-a-schedule-to-be-defined by-the Ageney;
as described in the Phase 2 Performance Standards Compliance Plan to be prepared by GE, for the

Agency’s use in determining compliance with the Resuspension Standard. The reports must summarize

the results of far-field and near-field monitoring, exceedances of the Resuspension Standard criteria, and
any corrective actions implemented. The description and results of engineering studies shall be provided
to EPA separately within a week of completion. Laboratory data shall be made available to EPA upon
receipt from the laboratory—Bata-from-continnousreading-instruments-must-be-made-available-to-an-E

45 Special Studies

In addition to sampling that will be performed to assess compliance with the Resuspension Standard,
other sampling will be needed to refine implementation of the standard, as necessary. This second
category of sampling efforts is designated as “Special Studies” and is intended to be conducted for limited
time periods to gather information for addressing specific conditions or issues that may be encountered
during dredging. The Special Studies for Phase 2 are summarized in Table 2.4-1, and for Resuspension,

include the following:
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e Estimate PCB losses from water column at Thompson Island and Schuylerville dam locations and
determine if volatilization of PCBs or NAPLs, especially at dam locations, potentially explain
observed PCB losses in the downstream direction that exceed losses which might be attributed to
conventional gas exchange.

e Estimate PCB losses from water column over flat water and determine dissolved and suspended
matter PCB fractions to assess the fractions losing mass. Evaluate whether settling of particulates
is primarily responsible for observed decreases in PCBs downstream of Thompson Island, or if
particle-associated PCBs are relatively insignificant compared to volatilization.

e Identify DQOs to examine the regression variables and evaluate the processes or mechanisms that

control the kinetics of PCB release to the dissolved phase;and-quantifyr- PCB-flux-due-to-otl sheen-
for Near-field-and Far-field loeations.

Evaluate operational controls during Phase 2 dredging to determine effectiveness for reducing PCB
releases during dredging.
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5 Productivity Performance Standard
5.1 Overview of Phase 2 Productivity Standard

The Productivity Standard establishes a seheduleseasonal production rate for the dredging project and
provides guidelines for monitoring its progress to ensure that it is completed in a timely fashion.

Maintaining an appropriate dredging production rate_is one of many factors that will limit the duration of
construction-related impacts.

The original Productivity Standard, published by the EPA in April, 2004, established a schedule six years
in duration in accordance with the ROD. The initial year of this schedule, designated Phase 1, consisted
of dredging initially at a reduced scale with extensive monitoring to evaluate compliance with the
Engineering Performance Standards. Phase 1 dredging was completed in 2009. The remaining dredglng
seasons of the project, designated as Phase 2, e define e e 4
fixed set of standards, are characterized by dredgmg at full productlon to remove the remalnder of the
contaminated sediments targeted for removal.

The original Engineering Performance Standards did not establish a hierarchy for compliance with of the
Resuspension, Residuals, and Productivity Standards, but gave equal weight to each Standard. The
Productivity Standard defined the volume of contaminated sediment required to be dredged each season
and a slightly higher “target” volume established to promote completion of dredging in a shorter
timeframe. Thus, under the original Productivity Standard, the dredging contractor was required to
achieve a high rate of productivity while, at the same time, attemptingrequired to meet the Residuals
Standard and minimize resuspension of PCBs as required by the Resuspension Standard. The resulting
tension between the three Standards proved diffientt-to-managethat it was impossible to meet all three
standards simultaneously during Phase 1. The application of best management practices aimed at reducing
resuspension invariably caused-seme reduction in productivity, and the difficulties experienced in
meeting the Residuals Standard reduced dredging productivity significantly.

During Phase 2, and as recommended by the Peer Review Panel, the Productivity Standard is subordinate

to the Resuspenswn and ReSIduals Standards w

mm addltlon because the full amount of materlal to be removed is GH-FE%Hﬂ-y—
wrknrewnuncertain, the annual “required” dredging volumes have been eliminated and only target
volumes are specified. The Peer Review Panel also recommended development of an annual metric for
completion of an area_of the project, which could be expressed as a number of CUs_or number of acres to

close each year.

The Phase 2 Productivity Standard a&se«aleempha&%es—th&saaeye&esehedtﬂ%est&bhs%uﬂgﬁa—plannmg—
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recognition that it needs to balance the total removal volume with consequences of prolonged
construction activities on the river rather than a rigid timeframe for completion. Furthermeoretherevised-

s%aﬂdaiﬂd—es%abhshes—sepaﬁa%ememes gg;g ;g EPA: This ghgngg needs to be made throughout this

for the evaluation of removal,

processing, and shipment offs1te all three of Wthh were evaluated based on the removal volume defined
in the Phase 1 Standard. Finally, the corrective actions required in the event that the contractor fails to
dredge the required sediment volume in any given year, specified in the original Productivity Standard,
have been eliminated under the expectatlon that all parties have an 1nterest in completmg the project as

eXpedltlously as poss1ble -

The term “dredging,” as used in the Productivity Standard, includes removal of the contaminated
sediment, dewatering and disposing of the dredged sediments, backfilling or capping dredged areas as
appropriate, and stabilization of shoreline areas disturbed by the work. The volume of dredged sediment

to be credited toward meeting each year’s target dredging volume is equal to the in-place volume
removed as confirmed by bathymetric surveys, and includes all remedial and access dredging required to
complete the work, including side slopes. This is a change from the original Productivity Standard, which
divided remedial dredging into two categories: inventory and residual, and did not include sediment
volumes removed during residuals dredging or those removed below the design cut line, referred to as
missed inventory, in the volume counted toward meeting each year’s required production.

During design of Phase 1, it was noted that planting of submerged aquatic vegetation should be done in
the spring season rather than in the fall. Accordingly, EPA and GE agreed that this work would be done
in the spring following each year’s dredging work. This change is carried through to the Phase 2
Productivity Standard. Therefore, the planting of submerged aquatic vegetation will take place in the

spring following the last-year of dredging of any given area.

5.2 Basisfor Changesto the Productivity Standard
5.2.1 Technical Background and Approach

The Phase 1 dredging work demonstrated a number of limitations of dredging, including that the depth of
; W i he-sampling-perform atewas uncertain and, as a result,

aminatedthe final project sediment remainingto-be-

d—xcedged—rs—avaﬂ-ablemlumc_l&al&unc_eﬂam Current_ EPA estimates of the remaining volume to be

dredged range from about 2.3 to 3.0 million CY, but are not considered sufficiently reliable to establish

an estimate for the length of Phase 2. Additional sediment sampling will be needed to improve the
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present estimate, partlcularly in areas Where the currently available core sample results are not considered
reliable;-and-t._Since

prior to dredging is hkely that the g¥grgll grg;gg; estimate will change ona yearly bas1s as the work
progresses.

In addition to a lack of a firm, engineering estimate of the volume of sediment to be dredged during Phase

2, the dredgingeontractorfor-Phase 1_project did not seetachieve a minimum sustained production rate
high enough to demonstrate that an estimated total volume of approximately 2-3-t6-3-62.6 million CY of

sediment [Note to EPA: Phase 1 was not based on a range of quantities.] could be dredged in the five
years as ant1c1pated for Phase 2 when the orlglnal Productwlty Standard was developed—Dﬁng—thepeer—

%Ayeaf) The Peer Review Panel, however stated that a more reahstlc annual target is 350,000 cubic
yards. EPA accepts the Panel’s recommendation and is adopting 350,000 CY/year as a target, but the

Agency remains cautiously optimistic that during Phase 2, it will be possible to dredge a larger amount of
cubic yards each year. Finally, as noted above, the requirement to meet Resuspension, Residuals, and
Productivity Standards simultaneously proved-verydiffienlt to managebe impossible during Phase 1. The
Peer Review Panel summarized their recommendation regarding this issue on page Vv of the executive
summary and again on page 78 of Hudson River PCBs Site Peer Review of Phase 1Dredging Final Report
(2010): “... the productivity schedule should be subordinated to the Resuspension EPS and Residuals
EPS. Consequently the 5 year productivity criterion should be dropped to provide more flexibility to
compl ete the work in a manner that protects the integrity of the project and its risk reduction objectives.”
As aresult, EPA has decided that as the Peer Review Panel has said, it is more important to the success of
the project that the Resuspension and Residuals Standards are met than that the work be completed on a
fixed schedule. Aeeordingly—andinln accordance with recommendations made by the Peer Review
Panel, changes have been made to the Productivity Standard for Phase 2. As recommended by the Peer
Review Panel, an area metric that can be used to assess productivity will also be evaluated as Phase 2
goes forward.

5.2.2 Supporting Analysis

During Phase 1, approximately 273,600 CY of sediment was dredged. The base target dredging volume
for the first year of Phase 2 has been set at 350,000 CY. This value is based on the recommendation of the
peerreviewpanelPeer Review Panel and reflects the Phase 1 experience. The following considerations

also influenced determination of the baseline target volume:

¢ Dredging will- begin-byshou e
begin on or about May 15 each year and contlnue for MS months untll

approximately October 1, foHewed-bydepending on conditions, allowing 30 days to complete
backfilling and capping, aﬁéjM 15 days to demobilize heavy equipment before the canal
closes on or about November 15.

e Asdiscussed in Chapters 2 and 3 above, dredging during Phase 2 will generally be conducted
following the “single-pass” approach. Improved estimates of the depth of contamination and the
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resulting implementation of the single pass approach will eliminate excessive time spent chasing
missed inventory and residual material.

e The scow unloading operation should be improved to keep up with dredge production:seews-

As indicated above, the Peer Review Panel findings were used to establish a target dredging volume of
350,000 CY per year for Phase 2. To arrive at this number, the Peer Review Panel applied the peak
monthly outputs observed during Phase 1, 75,566 and 77,284 CY to the 5-month season and calculated an
annual output range of 370,000 to 385,000 CY. The Panel stated that achieving Phase 1 peak removal
output during every month of Phase 2 was not necessarily reasonable, and therefore recommended an
annual target of 350,000 CY, a value corresponding to 90% of the monthly peak rate. This removal
volume is a baseline target. Best management practices will be applied throughout the life of the project
to improve this productivity rate. EPA is cautiously optimistic that the annual productivity could meet the
original productivity target for of 96,000 CY per month (528,100 CY/year).

In addition to refining the annual target volume, the Panel also recommended reasonable targets for Phase
2 annual processing and shipping volumes based on the currently existing facilities. EPA notes the Peer
Review Panel’s assessment. The Panel applied the peak monthly processing output observed during
Phase 1, 73,700 CY, to the 5-month season and calculated an annual peak processing output of 368,000
CY. The Panel stated that achieving peak removal output during every month of Phase 2 is not
necessarily reasonable, and therefore recommended an annual target of 330,000 CY, a value
corresponding to 90% of the monthly peak rate. EPA notes the Peer Review Panel’s assessment, but
again, is cautiously optimistic that the amount processed could meet the original productivity target for of
96,000 CY per month (528,100 CY/year) with appropriate adjustments to the processing system. Fhis-

The determination of the annual target for shipment off-site performed by the Peer Reviewers took into
account two separate Phase 1 factors: the peak monthly shipping output of 42,200 CY observed during
Phase 1, and the determination that 1.5 to 2 unit trains could be loaded and shipped in a week’s time. A
third consideration influencing this criterion was associated with the timeframe. The other two volume
metrics_(dredging and processing volumes) developed for this Phase 2 Productivity Standard are both
dependent on river conditions and must be completed during the timeframe while the Champlain Canal
Lock System is operational. Since the transport of material off-site is not tied to conditions on the river,
and the current processing facility does allow for the stockpiling of processed sediments, the shipment of
e decoupled from the dredging season. The Panel-applied-thispeak-monthlyrateto-a9-

material can b

Ity
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spring of the following year. For each season, all material dredged in one year will be required-to-be-
shipped off site by the end-ef the-yearstart of the next season’s dredgi -

In addition to these major considerations, an additional factor should be incorporated in the
implementation of the Productivity Standard. During Phase 1, in an effort to increase the volume of
sediment placed in a mini-scow before it was emptied, the dredge operators were allowed to drain free
water from buckets before emptying it into the-a mini-scow. Draining the water from the bucket typically
took from one to two minutes and increased the bucket cycle time significantly. Fhispractice-alse-

Improving the scow unloading operation to keep up with dredge production, changing the sequence of

steps needed to achieve closure of a CU-and-transferring-waterfrem, minimizing transload operations and
identifving alternatives to the improvised mini-scows-by-pipeline should provide a comfortable margin of

safety in meeting the target dredge volumes established for Phase 2.
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5.3 Implementation of the Phase 2 Productivity Standard

While additional sampling of Phase 2 areas will be performed to better define the depth of contamination,
implementation of the Phase 2 Productivity Standard should require monitoring of dredge production
with particular emphasis on identifying and recording any significant amounts of additional contaminated
sediment found as each CU is dredged and closed. The experience gained during Phase 1, where
approximately 1.8 times more contaminated sediment was found and dredged than shown on the design
drawings, indicates that estimates of the depth of contamination were poor. The current estimate of the

quantities to be dredged in Phase 2 is net-censidered-arigorous-engineering-estimateuncertain and

changes in the estimated volume can be expected.

In order to maintain a running record of the amount of sediment dredged, including sediment excavated
for access purposes, the Phase 2 Productivity Standard calls for monthly and annual productivity progress
reports to be submitted to the EPA. These reports shall document progress in meeting the target dredging
areas and volumes listed in the Productivity Standard. Monthly productivity progress reports shall
ineludebe based on daily reports of operations that will address the same information required by a
USACE Dally Report of Operatlons for the approprlate dredge type I t_Jg actual daily reports will be

ainta V4 ] es. Monthly progress
reports W111 be the primary means of keeping track of the volume of contammated sediment dredged from

each CU and will be used to compare the actual volume of sediment removed to the volume shown in the
design. The estimate of the volume of contaminated sediment remaining to be dredged during the year
may be adjusted, based on this comparison, and may increase or decrease as indicated by the data.

The Phase 2 Productivity Standard also requires that an annual summary report on the total volume
dredged during the year, with a comparison of that volume to the volume anticipated in the design, be
submitted to EPA at the end of each dredging season. This report must be submitted no later than twe-
weeksthirty days after the end of dredging (backfilling and capping may still be in process) and will help

inform EPA s-deeision-making-abeutthe joint review of productivity by the EPA, GE and the contractor,
informing decisions to make any changes to the target dredging volumes for subsequent years.

By February +15th of each year foleowingthefirst-rear-of Phase 2 dredging, the-censtruction-manageras
part of the RAWP submittal, GE shall provide EPA with a production schedule showing anticipated

monthly sediment production for the upcoming dredging season.

5.4 Reporting and Notification

Reporting and notification requirements for the Phase 2 Productivity Standard are-tisted-in-Seetion21-3-
and[reference appears wrong] consist, primarily, of datbyweekly and monthly productivity progress

reports and an annual report showing the total volume dredged during the year with a comparison to the
design volume for those CUs dredged. e e he

%Hewrg—seasens Corrective action reports and spe01ﬁc actions to be taken, requlred under the original
Productivity Standard if the contractor failed to dredge the required sediment volume in any given year,
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have been eliminated from the Phase 2 Productivity Standard under the expectation that all parties have
an interest in completing the project as expeditiously as possible.
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6 Water Quality Requirementsfor In-River Releases of Constituents Not
Subject to Performance Standards

All requirements presented in this section are identical to those applied during Phase 1, unless otherwise
noted. [Note to ==—"heorconientolthi codonhaepel et boondiomaednith the Lo 2o e

6.1 Substantive Water Quality Requirements

The EPA, in conjunction with the NYSDEC and the NYSDOH, has defined water quality standards in the
near- and far-fields for a number of constituents, for example metals, that are not governed by the EPS
and will be monitored for compliance during Phase 2. The objectives of these water quality requirements

are:
e Protection of aquatic species via Aquatic Acute Standards
e Protection of drinking water supplies via health (water source) standards.
e Protection of drinking water supplies via NYSDOH standards and an action level.

These water quality requirements are known as the Substantive Water Quality Requirements (Substantive
WQ Requirements), and consist of the following:

1) Requirements relating to in-river releases of constituents not subject to EPS, as set forth in
Substantive Requirements Applicable to Releases of Constituents not Subject to Performance
Standards;

2) The substantive requirements for discharges to the Hudson River and Champlain Canal, as set
forth in Substantive Requirements of State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit
for Potential Discharges to Champlain Canal (land cut above Lock 7);

3) Substantive Requirements of State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit for
Potential Discharges to the Hudson River.

These three sets of requirements are contained in a letter document issued by the EPA in January 2005,
with slight modifications documented in Attachment A to CD Modification No. 1. Monitoring
requirements will be outlined in the Phase 2 RAM Scope.
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6.1.1 Agquatic Acute Water Quality and Health (Water Source) Standards

6.1.1.1 Aquatic Acute Water Quality Standards at Near-Field Stations

Aquatic acute standards will be used to evaluate samples collected in the near-field, and to the dissolved
phase of the contaminant. Some constituents of the aquatic acute standards are hardness-dependent; as
hardness varies along the length of the project area, a range of standards will be calculated for those
constituents. For example: based on the limited available data, average hardness values from Corinth and
Waterford range from 18 to 55 ppm, respectively.

The ranges of water quality standards are as follows (where applicable, the formulas for calculating the
standards are in brackets):

e (Cadmium: Aquatic Acute A(A): 0.6 ug/L to 2.0 ug/L [(0.85) exp(1.128 [In (ppm hardness)] —
3.6867)]

e Lead: Aquatic Acute A(A): 14.4 pg/L to 50.4 pg/L [{1.46203 — [In (hardness) (0.145712)]}
exp (1.273 [In (hardness)] — 1.052)]

e Chromium: Aquatic Acute A(A): 140 pg/L to 349 ug/L [(0.316) exp (0.819 In (ppm
hardness)) +3.7256)]

e Chromium (hexavalent): Aquatic Acute A(A): 16 pg/L
e Mercury: Aquatic Acute A(A): 1.4 pg/L.

e  Water quality standards for pH and DO are specified in NYCRR Title 6, Chapter X, Part
703.3

o pH will not be less than 6.5 nor more than 8.5
o DO for non-trout waters:
»  The minimum daily average will not be less than 5.0 mg/L

= At no time shall the DO concentration be less than 4.0 mg/L.

6.1.1.2 Health (Water Source) Standards at Far-Field Stations

Health (water source) standards will be used to evaluate samples collected in the far-field. These
standards are not hardness-dependent, and are applicable to the total phase of each constituent. The
following standards should not be exceeded at the Thompson Island, Schuylerville, or Waterford far-field
stations:

e (Cadmium (Total): 5.0 png/L

e  Chromium (Total): 50 pg/L

e Mercury (Total): 0.7 pg/L

e Lead (Total): 15.0 ug/L (NYSDOH action level)

A confirmed occurrence of a constituent above the standards and NYSDOH action level is required to
determine an exceedence of the criteria. A confirmed occurrence is defined as a single, 24-hour composite
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sample collected in triplicate on the subsequent day exceeding the standard/action level. This represents a
revision to the original Attachment A to CD Modification No. 1, and is subject to revisions after
consultation with the State.

6.1.1.3 Implementation of the Substantive WQ Requirements, Near- and Far-Field

Routine monitoring for compliance with both the aquatic acute standards and the health (water source)
standards will be limited to analyses for dissolved and total cadmium and lead. Evaluation of the metals
data from the BMP and Treatability Studies programs by GE indicate that the lead and cadmium
standards would be exceeded before the mercury and chromium. Additional data will be collected and
reviewed during Phase 2 to further confirm this relationship. If monitoring indicates that cadmium and/or
lead concentrations exceed the above standards, near-field total and dissolved and far-field total samples
for the entire suite of metals subject to the Aquatic Acute Standards will be collected and analyzed.
These analyses will include:

e All Target Analyte List (TAL) metals provided by EPA Method 200.8;
e Mercury by EPA Method 1631; and

e Hexavalent chromium by SW-846 Method 7196A.

The additional analyses will continue in the near-field until compliance with the aquatic acute standards is
achieved. In the far-field, additional analyses will continue until compliance with the health (water
source) standards is achieved and EPA has authorized a return to routine monitoring. If the metals
monitoring results obtained in the near-field indicate that dredging is having a minimal effect on metals
concentrations in the river, the scope of the metals monitoring program in that area will be modified.

6.1.1.4 Additional Monitoring Based on Fish Observations

If distressed or dying fish are observed during in-water activities, EPA and NYSDEC shall be notified
immediately. If the cause of the effects on fish is determined to be project-related, increased monitoring
for metals and additional water quality parameters will be conducted. Details of this increased monitoring
are provided in the Substantive WQ Requirements document issued by the EPA in January 2005, with
slight modifications documented in Attachment A to CD Modification No. 1.

6.1.2 Dischargesto Surface Water

The Substantive WQ requirements also define criteria for treated water discharged to the Champlain
Canal Land Cut above Lock 7 via Outfall 001, and a letter issued by EPA to GE on September 14, 2006
presents requirements for non-contact (Type II) stormwater discharges to Bond Creek through Outfalls
002 and 003.

6.1.2.1 Treated Discharges to Champlain Canal

The water treatment system constructed for the RA will treat water originating from the sediment
dewatering operations as well as Type I stormwater. Water from these sources will be discharged into the
Champlain Canal through Outfall 001. The criteria for these are defined in the Substantive WQ
Requirements are as follows:

e Measure discharge flow continuously with a flow meter.
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Monitor pH in the discharge on a monthly basis via grab sampling.
Analyze the following parameters via weekly grab samples:
o TSS (Standard Method 2540D)
TOC (Standard Method 5310B)
Total Cadmium (EPA Method 200.8)
Total Chromium (EPA Method 200.8)
Total Copper (EPA Method 200.8)
Total Lead (EPA Method 200.8)
Total Mercury (EPA Method 1631)
DO (probe)
Analyze PCBs as a 24-hour runtime composite sample (EPA Method 60; all reasonable attempts

O O 0O OO OO

should be made to achieve a Minimum Detection Level of 0.065 pg/L for each Aroclor.

6.1.2.2 Non-Contact Stormwater (Type |l) Dischargesto Bond Creek

Type II discharges are defined as non-contact stormwater not directly in contact with PCB-related
processes resulting from the overflow of the two sedimentation basins at the sediment processing facility.
When these basins overflow, they discharge from Outfalls 002 and 003 into Bond Creek. Based on the
letter issued by EPA on September 14, 2006, the following monitoring is required under basin overflow

conditions:

Estimate discharge flow daily
Measure total settleable solids daily via Method 2540F in the Standard Methods for the
Examination of Water and Wastewater
Monitor pH monthly in a grab sample
Monthly monitoring of:
o pH (probe)
o Oil and Grease (EPA Method 1664)
o PCB Aroclors (EPA Method 608); all reasonable attempts should be made to achieve
a Minimum Detection Level of 0.065 ug/L for each Aroclor.
Monitoring once every two months of:
o Total Cadmium (EPA Method 200.8)
o Total Chromium (EPA Method 200.8)
o Total Copper (EPA Method 200.8)
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7 Estimation of PCB Massin Phase 2 Remediation Areas

orth in ’s Phase aluation Report hat document is herebyv incorporated by reference.] The

objective of this section is to describe a procedure to estimate the mass of PCB in contaminated sediment
(i.e, the PCB inventory of the sediment). This section includes methods for quantifying the mass of PCB
inventory removed by dredging and for quantifying unexpected inventory left behind after dredging.
These methods include procedures for both estimation of the inventory itself (point estimate) as well as
for quantifying the uncertainty in the estimate (confidence limits). The calculation of mass estimates of
PCBs in sediments for use in the EPS shall follow the statistically-based procedures given below. These
procedures provide unbiased estimators of the inventory given the nature and spatial distribution of the
sampling program. These procedures also provide rigorous estimates of the uncertainty in these estimates
for consideration in the various calculations required by the EPS.

The methods presented here are tailored specifically to the nature of data available and the sampling
design used to select sample locations. The proposed procedures derive their validity from the sample
selection methods providing a basis for what is termed design-based estimation (Cochran 1977).

The population parameter of interest is PCB mass defined by

Mass = Concentration x Volume x Dry Bulk Density,

where terms in the equation must be estimated using sample data because they are incompletely known.
The estimation procedure may vary depending on the information supporting each term and at what level
the variables are measured, such as at the core-section, core, or full CU basis. For example, at the Hudson
River, PCB concentration is known at each core section, but bulk density was only measured on a per-
core basis. Methods also vary depending on the level of certainty with which the volume of sediment
removed is known. Analysis methods, particularly for quantification of uncertainty, must carefully
incorporate the sampling design and randomization procedures used to select locations and subsamples.

7.1 Guiding Principles

1) Procedures described below will provide estimates of the total mass of PCB inventory removed
and remaining after dredging on a per CU basis.
2) Procedures described below will include statistical uncertainty bounds (i.e. confidence limits) for
estimated mass per each CU for inventory removed as well as inventory remaining after dredging.
3) Estimation methods will be unbiased and based on statistical procedures from the published
literature, providing comparable estimates of inventory removed and left behind for each CU.
4) Methods for estimation of uncertainty will treat each core location as the primary experimental
unit, and each core section will be treated as a subsample within the primary unit.
a. The number of degrees of freedom for variance estimation is determined by the number
of core locations, not subsamples (i.e. individual core sections);
b. Subsamples do not contribute to the degrees of freedom for variance estimation.
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5) Methods requiring use of imputed PCB concentrations or bulk densities are discouraged because:
a. Such methods are not expected to improve accuracy or precision of estimation;
b. Incorporation of imputed values would require much more sophisticated geostatistical
procedures and models to properly quantify uncertainty.

7.2 Discussion of Methods

In Phase 1 dredging, the GE estimate of the PCB mass removal was obtained using a mechanistic
approach in which PCB mass was approximated within each dredge bucket bite and then summed across
all bucket bites to arrive at estimates of volume and mass of PCBs removed during dredging. Because the
volume, concentration and bulk density of sediments removed by each bucket bite is unknown, this
approach required a series of approximations in order to arrive at the fundamental measurement forming
the basis of subsequent calculations. The approximations necessary to impute missing data required to
populate estimation equations were generally derived through weighted averages of nearby SSAP core
data, PCB concentration and fraction of solids. These weighted averages were linear in the original SSAP
data and estimating equations were also linear in the imputed values. Therefore the estimation procedure
developed by GE is ultimately a linear function of the original SSAP data (i.e. because linear functions of
linear functions are linear). Because core locations are sparsely located relative to the size of individual
bucket bites, the uncertainties introduced by imputation of these values in the Phase 1 procedure outweigh
the perceived benefits of an apparently more careful analysis of said imputed values.

The method used by GE suffers two primary drawbacks; 1) increased uncertainty introduced by
imputation of missing data, and 2) failure to provide methods to estimate confidence intervals. The
methods provided in this chapter are derived directly from measured data without the need to impute
missing values for intermediate steps and also include rigorous estimates of uncertainty. The methods are
equally applicable to dredged as well as undredged PCB inventory with some small modifications to
account for the unknown volume of undredged inventory. This will facilitate development of comparable
estimates of dredged and undredged inventory and estimation of the proportion of total mass removed by
dredging.

7.3 Method for Dredged Inventory

The overall strategy is to estimate mass of dry PCBs per unit volume of wet-sediment for each CU and
multiply by volume of wet-sediment to obtain an estimate of total mass of PCBs removed. The order of
operations for these calculations is important in order that appropriate estimates of uncertainty can be
obtained. Because the depth of cut varies spatially, calculations are depth-weighted to insure that thick
and thin areas of the removal are represented proportionally. Area weighting is not used in the
calculation, because the samples are at the nodes of a regularly spaced grid and are therefore of equal
information content. In situations where some cores are not on the regular sampling grid, but not tightly
clustered with other cores, they are also treated as equally representative. When core locations are
revisited on multiple occasions and complete cores were obtained on each occasion, concentration, bulk
density and core length are to be averaged to obtain a single value representative of the centroid of the
revisited locations. These locations will contribute one degree of freedom to the estimation procedure.
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7.3.1 Mathematical Description

Define i=1,2,3...n to be an index of the core locations within each CU, and let j=1,2,...n; index the core
sections within the i™ location. Then L, Cjj and Fj; represent the recovery-corrected length, TPCB (or
Tri+ PCB) concentration, and fraction-of-solids measurements for the ij" core section respectively. Each
core section is corrected for lack of 100% core recovery by dividing the measured length by the fraction
of sediment recovered. The core correction is necessary because loss of recovery is due to undersampling
of some sediment strata during the core collection process. In addition to these measurements available
for each core section, the wet mass and volume of sediment for the entire core are obtained by weighing
the sediment and water filled core, and by subtracting the mass of the core tube and water overlying the
sediment. Combined with the fraction solids measurements, the dry bulk density B; is calculated per each
core location. Table 7.3-1 and Figure 7.3-1 define other variables and terminology used in the equations
below. Table 7.3-2 illustrates the data handling steps described here in steps 1 through 3 for the data
associated with the core shown in Figure 7.3-1.

Step 1. Calculate length-weighted fraction solids per core location:

n:
E}';;LL:’_J'E'_J'

F="1
E_,';:LL:'_;I'

Step 2. Convert wet bulk density (6:)(6:) to dry bulk density per location:

B; = F; X 6;

Step 3. Calculate length-weighted mass per unit volume per core location:

_ Bz’ E_?;ll'i_;l'cij

m; = nj
L
E}':l LE'_J'

El

where n; represents the number of core sections above the identified corrected depth of contamination at
location i.

Step 4. Calculate the length-weighted average mass per unit volume

E?:j_Limi _ E?:j_Limi.{(n
L Sl

Mass Per Unit Volume =

Step 5. Calculate total mass:

n g o
M:;cxv*x(z—“,}‘ “j,
i=1Li

where k=7.6456¢-7 1is a units conversion factor and V is the total wet-volume of sediment removed from
the CU based on subtraction of bathymetric surveys.
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7.3.2 Variance Estimation and Confidence I ntervals (Known Volume Removed)

Because the numerator and denominator in the mass estimate are both functions of measurements that
cannot be known prior to collection of the cores, both the numerator and denominator are random
variables and therefore, the variance of the mass estimate Var(M) must be estimated using formulas for
the variance of a ratio of random variables.

_  — _ R
= Limiui = Limi u= EEEZIME-’H = ;EE':luf-'

Defining the intermediate variable i with
— 1 - i i u
L:—E?gz L. L =- f’zz L R==R=- ]
n SEELT n =17 and L L the mass estimate can be written as
M=EkExV xR

Assuming that uncertainty in the volume of sediment removed is much smaller than that associated with
the concentration estimates, the variance Var(M) is given by:

Var{M) = k? x V2 x Var(R).

Var(R)Var(R)

where is estimated from un-weighted sample mean, variance and covariance of the

wand Ly andly gogocd above (Casella and Berger 1990):

L fvar() wvar(L cov(ii, L
Var(R) = R? (@  ver(l) ., covll) ,
us L uUuxL

intermediate variables

where,

1" ¢ —i0)? 1" (L;—L)®
Var () = - E (w—a)® U‘”’@:_E @-D*
i=1 -1 T i=1 n—1

T T

and cov(il, L)cov (i, L)

uand L

is the sample covariance of the means which is equal to the sample covariance of

Covlii, L) = ﬁzlfui —a)(L; — L).

Sample variance formulas are based on the assumption that core locations are statistically independent
whereas it is understood that variables measured at adjacent locations may be positively correlated. Due
to this tendency toward spatial correlation, these formulas could be improved by use of equations
developed specifically for systematic sampling from populations that are positively spatially correlated.
Wolter (1984) provides alternative formulas that could be considered for incorporation into this
estimation procedure. In general, the standard variance formulas tend to overstate the true population
variance when applied to positively correlated processes. Resulting confidence intervals would tend to be
wider than necessary to produce the stated nominal 100(1-a)% level of confidence. Generally speaking
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unless populations are strongly spatially correlated, the inflation of the confidence interval width is
usually minimal.

7.3.3 Variance When VolumeisUncertain but Measured by Bathymetry

If uncertainty in the volume is known to be substantive relative to the mass per unit volume, the variance
of the estimated mass is given by:

Var(M) = k2 x Var(V x R) = B2 x Var{l") + Var{R) x Var(l"),

where the mass per unit volume (R) and the total volume (V) for the CU are assumed to be uncorrelated
(Goodman 1960).

7.4 Application to Undredged Inventory (Mass and Volume Both Estimated From
Core Samples)

Formulas provided above need only slight modification for estimating PCB mass in undredged inventory.
The primary differences are that 1) the volume of undredged inventory must be estimated from core data,
and 2) only residual cores are applicable because SSAP cores understate PCB concentration in
unexpected inventory below the dredge cut elevation. Because confirmation sample locations are to be
taken at the nodes of a regular grid, the data are, once again, treated as equally informative in the spatial
dimension. This eliminates the need for spatial weighting. Returning to the basic estimating equation

M=EkExVxR,

V=AxLV=AxIL,

the only change is that the volume term must be estimated from data rather than

from bathymetric surveys, where now Lil; represents the depth of contamination at the i confirmation

sampling core and A is the area of the CU. Substituting the volume estimate (VP ) for V in the estimating

]|
[

equation and noting that * it can be seen that the mass estimate simplifies to

M=IkxAxi,

which is simply the CU-area times the un-weighted average mass of PCB per unit area (MPA). Finally
the variance of the mass estimate is also greatly simplified

Var(M) = k? x A? x Var(i),

Var{i)Var(i)

where again is simply the sample variance of the mean MPA and is estimated using the

equation provided above.

7.5 ConfidenceLimitsfor the Mass of PCB

Given the estimated mass and its variance in each of the three situations described above, an approximate
100(1-a)% confidence interval is given by
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M+ 2z, X SE(M),where SE(M) = /Var(M).

These confidence limits provide statistical bounds on the true mass removed and mass remaining.
Because they are based on internally consistent data and statistical methods, the estimates are directly
comparable and also can be used to bound the mass of PCBs from which resuspension losses occur.
Additionally, if variance estimates are developed for the mass of PCBs released during dredging, the
fraction released is also a ratio of random variables whose confidence limits can be estimated using the
same formulas developed here for ratios. Understanding the magnitude of statistical uncertainty in these
estimates will help avoid disagreement over what are often statistically insignificant differences between
alternative estimates of resuspension levels.
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