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PHCAG ATTENDANCE LIST

February 13, 2008

Draft Meeting Minutes (revised)

By Jackie L. Calder

	Name
	Affiliation
	Email Addresses
	Phone 

	Jim Anderson
	ODEQ
	anderson.jim@deq.state.or.us
	503-229-6825

	Judy Smith
	EPA
	smith.judy@epa.gov
	503-326-6964

	Bill Egan
	OBPFC
	
	503-2867734

	Ivy Bolm
	Test America
	ivy.bolm@testamericain.com
	253-922-2310

	Christina Mott
	Test America
	christina.mott@testamericainc.com
	253-922-2310

	Carol Grant
	NW Pipe Co.
	cgrant@nwpipe.com
	503-382-2301

	Doug Loutzenhiser
	Legacy Site Svcs-Agent Arkema
	doug.loutzenhiser@total.com
	610-594-4424

	Jane Harris
	OCEH
	jane@oregonhealth.org
	

	Trish Graf
	PSU
	pgraf02@hotmail.com
	714-595-5119

	Pamela Plance
	Robin Plance
	pamela@npso@community.org
	503-240-1923

	Robin Plance
	Vice Chair

PHCAG
	rplance@hotmail.com
	        “

	Darla Powell
	Waste Management
	dpowell@wm.com
	206-715-3414

	Ellen Klaastad
	Amanda Fritz for City Council
	manager@amandafritzforcitycouncil.com
	503-619-5016

	Don Larson
	Kennedy Jenks
	donlarson@KennedyJenks.com
	503-347-8119

	Chip Humphrey
	EPA
	humphrey.chip@epa.gov
	503-326-2678

	James Peale
	Maul, Foster & Alongi, Inc
	jpeale@mfairc.org
	503449-9576

	Alan Gladstone
	Davis, Rothwell, et.al.
	agladstone@davisrothwell.com

Davis, Rothwell, Earle, Xochichua
	503-222-4422

	Shannon Buono
	City of Portland,  
	shannon.buono@ci.portland.or.us
	503-883-7662

	Matt Lustig
	Bureau of Planning
	matt.lustig@ci.portland.or.us
	503-823-7711


	Thomas Ebert
	St. Johns NA
	ebertof77@gmail.com
	

	Brenda Hoppe
	St. Johns CIT
	brendahoppe@gmail.com
	

	Jim Orr
	DEQ
	orr.jim@deq.state.or.us
	

	Jim Robison
	PHCAG Chair
	jim@jimrobison.org
	503-285-4805

	Tom Chisholm
	
	o2boutdoors@yahoo.com
	

	Sean Sheldrake
	EPA
	sheldrake.sean@epa.gov
	206-553-1220

	Matt McClincy 
	ODEQ
	mcclincy.matt@deq.state.or.us
	503-229-5538

	Rachel Wray
	Port of Portland
	rachel.wray@portofportland.com
	503-944-7047

	Robert Barncord
	KBOO
	robertrbarncord@yahoo.com
	

	Sara Gardner
	City of Portland
	sara@bes.ci.portland.or.us
	503-823-7025

	Scott Learn
	Oregonian
	scottlearn@oregonian.com
	503-294-7657

	Dawn Sanders
	City of Portland
	dawns@bes.ci.portland.or.us
	503-823-7264

	David Farrier
	Oregon Public Health
	david.g.farrer@state.or.us
	971-673-0971

	Karen Bishop
	Oregon Public Health (EHAP)
	karen.bishop@state.or.us
	971-673-1219

	Debbie Silva
	Evraz-Oregon Steel
	deetzd@eosm.com
	

	Barbara Smith
	LWG
	barbara@harrisandsmith.com
	

	David Livermore
	Integral Consulting
	dlivermore@integral-corp.com
	

	Darise Weller
	Linnton NA

PHCAG Treasurer
	Dweller972@comcast.net
	503-289-9285

	Jan Secunda
	Linnton NA
	tede@stephouse.net
	503-453-4123

	Name
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	Phone 

	Christina Mott
	Test America
	5755 8th St. E

   Tacoma, WA  98424

	Doug Loutzenhiser
	Legacy Site Svcs-Agent/ Arkema
	468 Thomas Jones Way

Suite 150

Exton, PA 19341 

	Jane Harris
	OCEH
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PHCAG General Meeting

February 13, 2008

Draft Meeting Minutes

By Jackie L. Calder


February 13, 2008

Jim opened the meeting at 6:00. Introductions were held.  This meeting was held at Linnton Community Center.

Todd Slater from Legacy Site Services will present Project update on Arkema. 

Todd Slater –Biography-He has had 25 years experience in bioremediation. BS Ohio State.  Worked on Superfund sights across the country. 

The Ground water Interim Remedial Measure for Arkema is underway although we are considering alternative technologies. 

For the Early Action: We have proposed a Mass movement approach. However, there is a formal dispute on issues over methods to be used. We are planning to use near-source CDF in water or upland. The contaminants of interest will be dredged and removed to offsite area.  But all of this is open for negotiation.

Upland Interim Remedial Measure

Major components of barrier were to use a Pump and treat system and to include a hydraulic control to insure contaminants do not leak into the river.

In addition we have been looking at the use of a Slurry Wall together with other geotechnical analysis.  Our plan is to utilize a program of Bench scale treat ability.

Legacy has completed site with groundwater sampling. Then with that created a modeling report. This plan compares to other properties that have been used in other Superfund sites.

The Technical Memorandum will be completed in March. We are looking at two possibilities for building a barrier wall. One a full-barrier wall and the other the downgrade wall. On the drawing you can see that the Red line fully encompasses the barrier wall.

But also a possibility would be to employ a  Downgrade Wall as an alternative to a fully encompassed wall. This method reduces amount of water needed to pump. When doing pump and treat—Treatment has been successful. It would include the following type of bench scale testing where the testing unit:  Bifurcated—one, blended average of Coi’s, other examination 2, would be the test for higher intensity of COI

Biological test reactors—anaerobic for chlorate, 

Microorganisms are cultured then placed in the packed reactor. (Sort of like the Columbia Treatment plant uses.)

Instead we could use EHC Alternative Reactors that is

1. Sent through sand columns.

2. It is an alternative. 

3. EHC does not need nutrients as sugar.

TREATMENT OF SYSTEM


Groundwater goes into system. Iron filings removed and other methods. 

Then the product is sent through a filter.  The chlorate and perchlorate are handled then to the Packed unit.

Here, it will also treat DDT. We can use air stripping, or carbon filter, or an ion exchange method to accomplish that.

After water has treated then it is reinjected into the treatment system. Runs the evaluation. At that time a decision is made to either further process or not.

STORMWATER

We will be using catch basins to collect solids.  We examined the topography of the ground measured to decide how the water will flow.

Large stones have been placed to deter skateboarding.

When looking a this diagram, it is a EVS Model, 3 D Model, and you will see DDT at 10 feet deep. 

The map is indicating that the Green areas are .035. which, is similar to level where the Ambient background is measured. 

There will be dredging to remove contaminants although the method has not been decided.

Cited incident with “Environmental bucket” where it was not the most effective method. What we consider are the four R’s of dredging.  This was used recently in the Commencement bay site. At this site, they used an On-site lab. Here they used a non-petroleum oil to dredge rather than adding more oil to the water. 

Bill: will you remove the docks in order to complete the project?  (LSS PROJECTS—GO SEE ONLINE.)

The problem is Environmental buckets cut the bottom or sediment. 

Model:

Where is the main mass?  Is it between the docks? 

Where is DDT mass 1000 mg per kilo? 7% DDT mass. 19,000 cu yards. 

56% concentrated in one area. 

Where is 10 mg/kg==It shows it is at the discharge pipe and arrays out.

It sets mainly at 10 feet. It is measuring at 10 parts per million whereas 

Fish can only handle 40 parts per billion. There is a range of acceptability. 

Dredging residuals:  Some areas of the river bottom will be higher after dredging. Then our plan is to cap it. Then once RI/FS is complete then adjust the parts per million to a cleaner number. 

Sean:  Any completion of this site will include removal of the docks.

Robin: Is this where the treatment plant might be built. 

Sean:  We want to complete any other areas prior to becoming involved in other technologies. 

Jim R: what improvement removing part now and the remaining later as compared to cleaning completely the site achieves? The 5th R would be the reality of dredging.  See paper from the Corps from January.

Between basalt and DDT, the COI are still very high, so it might be necessary to dig clear to the basalt. The Basalt is 10-20 feet deep. Toward inland the basalt comes higher. 

Jim R:  I assume that the COI’s are at a higher level toward upland. 

Matt:  Upland area is more intense but less ambient. There is a whole array of processes running parallel to this process.  

GROUND WATER MODEL

This will set where to place pumps. Then do pump test. Then evaluate the results.

Bill E: Todd, are you aware of the flood that occurred in 1996?  

Doug:  It came up the bank. 

Darise:  What will determine whether a complete surround wall or the downgrade wall?  

Todd:  It will depend on the pump and treat tests to see if the large wall will be more effective.

Sean: We are not too interested in an onsite CDF.  The levels of contaminants may govern if they are so high that the area demands more attention sooner. 

Barb:  Where the CDF will be located has not been decided. 

Darise:  What will the Human Health Assessment  cover for the upland site?  It assesses various capacities such as the effect upon a transient as compared to a dockworker.

Robin:  Can the dock be replaced after the clean up?

Sean:  It depends on the final situation of the clean up. It is possible.  

Shine is now EHAB. The will be a new assessment of the Health Assessment. 

After thanking everyone for coming and Todd for presenting, Jim closed the meeting at 8:10.

ADDENDUM to meeting notes as provided by

Todd Slater—Legacy Site Services, Sean Sheldrake—EPA, and Matt McClincy—DEQ compiled by Judy Smith, EPA.

DRAFT Questions and Answers during Arkema Presentation

Portland Harbor Community Advisory Group

February 13, 2008 (compiled by Judy Smith, EPA)

TS – Todd Slater, Legacy Site Services for Arkema

SS – Sean Sheldrake for EPA

MM – Matt McClincy for DEQ
What are the issues being disputed between Arkema and EPA?

TS– Technology evaluation and various technologies such as dredging and whether to take off site or dispose of on-site

SS – Specifically Arkema would wants to evaluate a near-shore or in-water CDF option.

What chromium levels are currently reaching the river from the uplands?

MM – The levels being discharged meet DEQ ambient levels

What are the options for the discharge of treated groundwater?  

TS – One of the options we are looking at is reinjection into the perchlorate areas

Would GW options change between the partial and full barrier wall?

Yes.

How does biological reduction of perchlorate work?

It breaks down into chlorine, CO2, and H2O.

What do the colors on the slides mean in terms of the problems/risk caused by DDT?

SS – All contaminant levels that are shown in the presentation across the Arkema facility are high from a risk standpoint—many orders of magnitude above the highest literature risk values (probable effects concentations).  

Once the planning is done, how long will it take to dredge out all the contamination?

TS – Two fish windows (two years) at a minimum

Are you going to tell us more about Arkema’s CDF proposal? 

EPA does not know the details of Arkema’s CDF proposal.  EPA does not believe the CDF has technical merit for evaluation in the Arkema EE/CA process and will delay the project unnecessarily; EPA has therefore screened the option out from further consideration.  Arkema has indicated that they are going to formally dispute this.

Will more DDT come to the site from upstream? (and in what concentrations?)

It is possible that mostly lower level recontamination will occur from the upstream.  Background levels of DDT are color coding on LWG Round 2 Maps.  However, the Arkema project is intended to primarily remove contamination from the site and leave a temporary cap.  As such, recontamination from upstream will not be an issue until the “final” cap is placed later in the process.

Where are the other DDT spots on the river and how do they compare to Arkema?

SS - Gunderson.  Arkema is larger.  Recontamination and other places on the river are an issue for the LWG.  Arkema is the DDT hotspot in the Willamette River.

When dredging happens, will the site be protected by a rigid barrier wall?

SS - That level of detail will be presented in the EECA.  It is EPA’s goal to present a plan with rigorous dredging controls, such as clamshell dredging with rigid (e.g. sheet pile) containment to control residual contaminant dissemination into the Harbor.  Poor control over residuals could impact uptake into fish tissue.  However, not dealing with this hotspot would likely allow redistribution of contaminants from future uses, such as propeller wash.

*The CAG has an issue with the type of dredging methods and technology that are used.  

TS – Referred to handout with the USACE 4R’s of dredging and discussed how dredging was done on the Hylebos waterway in Commencement Bay with an environmental bucket and no containment.  SS pointed out that the Willamette River is different and the contaminants at this site are too high to risk dredging without containment.  SS also pointed out the “environmental” bucket will not close when encountering the debris which is very common off channel in the Willamette, and can distribute more contaminants into the river than the clamshell in such a scenario.

Success in controlling contaminants during dredging is affected by things like production rates or debris.

What were sampling turn around times on the Hylebos?

An on-site lab was used and turn around times were often a day or less.

Do you plan to remove the docks during the Arkema cleanup?

This will be evaluated during the EECA.  There may be other ways to get at the contamination.

Arkema is open to sheet pile and cofferdam use – these will be evaluated in the EECA.

Can you explain what an environmental bucket is?

A bucket that closes completely so that the contents are not spilled when it is raised.

SS noted that at GASCO, the properties of the tar prevented an environmental bucket from working, much as debris will prevent an environmental bucket from functioning properly.

Would dredging equipment use non-petroleum oils?

Arkema encourages contractors to use sustainable products.

How deep would you have to dredge to get the contamination at the 10 mg/kg level?

TS – Down to the basalt layer, generally between 2 – 20 feet

Will this meet EPA cleanup goals?

SS – We are working with the LWG to set the preliminary remediation goals (PRG’s).  The Probable Effects Concentration (PEC) is in the neighborhood of 40 PPB for fish/eco risk  (Note: The 10 ppm level presented by Arkema is equivalent to 10,000 ppb.    The "probable effect concentrations" (toxic effect levels for benthic (sediment dwelling) organisms) that EPA uses for DDX’s range from 28 to 63 ppb. ODEQ's Sediment Bioaccumulation Screening Level Values to protect humans who consume fish are several orders of magnitude lower ( 0.3 ppb for the general population and 0.04 ppb for subsistence fishers).  In other words, the 10 ppm threshold that Arkema presented is more than 100 toxic effect levels for benthic organisms and many thousands of times above ODEQ's Sediment Bioaccumulation Screening Level Values to protect humans who consume fish.)
What would the target be for this early action?

EPA would like to dig out contaminants to the limits of dredging, to ensure that any area where dredging is undertaken is completely addressed by this action, and further dredging will not be necessary (for the area that had been dredged).

Would DDT contaminated soils be considered for an in-water CDF?

SS – The position of EPA staff is that the CDF is not appropriate at this site if the level of analysis is for a removal action.  It will take extra years of analysis, will make holding a CDF to performance standards virtually impossible due to collocated upland contamination, and in the end may require treatment to be protective, also adding at least a year to the removal process.  For these reasons EPA screened this alternative out as being inappropriate for this removal action.

It seems counterintuitive to clean up a hot spot and then have to come back.

SS -There are so many seasons of work in the river that it makes sense to control the hottest areas first.  There are many seasons of work to be done at this site—there is no possible way to do all the work needed in one summer.

Is the site so contaminated that it should be left alone forever?

SS - No; the site is so contaminated that it cannot be left in the river. Future uses such as berthing ships would certainly resuspend and redistribute this contamination in the future—contaminating costly cleanups elsewhere in the Harbor at that time.  It is crucial to clean up this hot spot before other PRPs invest in cleanups throughout the harbor and risk recontamination from lack of action at Arkema.

Would DDT contamination be a candidate for a sediment treatment plant? 

 Perhaps; this is being looked at by the Harborwide RI/FS.

What is the risk from letting it sit there undisturbed versus cleaning it up and possibly spreading it around?

SS – If this material was spread around the harbor it would cause bioaccumulation risk to fish.  EPA advocates barrier wall containment.

TS – Mentioned the 4 R’s of sediment contamination earlier, the 5th is reality.  Cleanup can’t be perfect and it may spread t6he stuff around.

The cleanup will only spread residuals around if containment is not used.  The risk of leaving the material in place far outweighs the risk of cleaning the harbor up in sequence, which involves dredging hot spots out first.

Does the contamination extend all the way to the basalt or is there clean sediment below the contamination?

It is contaminated all the way to bedrock.

Will the docks have to come out?

Highly likely.  The setbacks for protecting a structure like a dock are pretty severe and it would create a cost prohibitive level of institutional controls.

TS – There is no where along the river that would meet screening values

Is there any way to do forensic DDT work to tell where it comes from?

No.  Not from the chemical signature.  

Isn’t a full containment upland barrier wall just like the Mc and Bax solution?

There are similarities in the upland barrier wall and capping to keep contaminants for migrating to the river.  However the constituents are different.

What will the groundwater model be used for?

Did Arkema flood in 1996?

It came up the bank, but not into the plant.

Are there any chemicals on the property that have not been analyzed?

What will determine whether a full or partial containment wall will be used?

TS – Pump and flow rates

How deep is it from the surface down to the basalt layer?

Will the engineering work take earthquake and global warming into consideration?

If a CDF is used would it be impermeable?

An upland disposal site would be possible with the appropriate engineering controls

SS – Any CDF option should be evaluated in the harbor wide RI/FS, not an EECA.  We learned this from T4, the issues and treatment questions will be in the RI/FS.  Given that these issues could not be solved at a less complex site like T4, for a more highly contaminated site like Arkema with a history of dispute this would introduce further delay to a project already behind schedule.   The LWG Feasibility Study will be done in 2009

*Jim Robison, CAG Chair - Arkema should understand that there is not support for a CDF.  CAG membership does not feel this is appropriate for an early action.

Would a CDF be temporary?

SS - There would be many questions and concerns to be resolved to make it work.  EPA is OK with evaluating an upland disposal site.  However, a CDF, which is in or near the water by EPA’s definition, have more complexity than can be evaluated or planned for in this early action, .

TS – Arkema does not feel it is appropriate to evaluate only one option.

SS – An EECA by definition at focused and streamlined effort.  Contaminated material would have to be treated before it could even be considered for CDF disposal requiring years of treatability testing.  

How does this site compare to Gunderson?

SS – Gunderson is smaller.  Arkema is a higher priority.  Arkema is one of the worst sites on the Willamette, and needs to be cleaned up as soon as possible.

Has Arkema seen the Golder Report done for T4, which evaluated flood and earthquake?

No.  There are only so many things you can do with contaminated sediment.

SS –EVS is on the EPA Arkema web site.

Should people walk away from the Arkema site forever because of contamination or will it be a Brownfield to be redeveloped?

SS - Redevelopment is desirable.  However, an upland landfill might limit redevelopment options or make them more expensive.

DL – It is Arkema’s intent to eventually return the property to productive industrial or commercial use.

