October 15, 1999

Summary of Responses to Comments on the Proposed Plan

The remedial investigation for the Ketchikan Pulp Company (KPC) site was carried out
under a joint administrative order on consent between KPC, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), and the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
(ADEC). In addition, there has been ongoing input from the public and from other EOV-
ernment agencies responsible for protection of public health and the environment. The
EPA and ADEC remedial project managers worked cooperatively with KPC to develop a

technically sound, protective, and appropriate Proposed Plan for site remediation.

A total of 33 comments were provided during the 60-day comment period on the
Proposed Plan. Comments were received from the Department of the Interior, the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), the Tongass Conservation
Saciety, and four individuals. - Each comment was evaluated by the remedial project
managers. The comments and their associated responses are described below and
summarized in Table 1. Many of the comments on the Proposed Plan are addressed in
the draft institutional control plan (Exponent 1999), which sets out monitoring and site

control methods and responsibilities and will be available for public comment.

Several general comments discussed the adequacy of the Proposed Plan, as summarized
in Table 1. The remaining comments can be grouped into the following categories:

* Offsite characterization and risks associated with water cisterns

o Landfill status

e Characterization of the near-shore fill subarea

» Institutional contro}s

» Arsenic management.
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Offsite Characterization and Risks Associated with Water Cisterns

There were a number of comments regarding risks associated with offsite residential
water cisterns. Commenters raised concems that there were no means to identify which
cisterns were to be cleaned, all tanks were not individually tested during cleanout, and
risk estimates were not presented for the consumption of water and sediments. The
approach to characterization of exposure and risks related to aerial deposition of f] yash
onto offsite residential soils and to cisterns was described in the work plan (PTI 1997)
and the remedial investigation (Exponent 1998). This approach was agreed upon with
EPA, ADEC, and KPC after consideration of comments from the public and from other
regulatory agencies, including ATSDR. The rationale for this approach is briefly

summarized here.

As a first step, aerial deposition modeling was used to delineate a maximum deposition
area for the former power boilers. The modeling results served as a guide for offsite soil
sampling. During the remedial investigation, 21 soil samples were evaluated within
aerial deposition areas. Results of the air modeling and soil sample analyses were
considered in identifying the area where cisterns were cleaned. This area encompassed
most of the residences and businesses between the mill and Refuge Cove and within
Refuge Cove. In its Petitioned Health Consultation (ATSDR 1998), ATSDR evaluated
potential risks associated with chemicals, including dioxins and furans, detected in water
and sediment samples from four cisterns within the aerial deposition zone. ATSDR
concluded that no adverse health effects were expected to result from eXxposure to
chemicals in water or sediments from these cisterns. However, because the cisterns
collect pollutants from various sources not necessarily related to the KPC site (i.e., air
pollutants, dust, dirt, animal droppings, leaves, paint, and roofing materials), the agency
did recommend that the cisterns be cleaned and noted that the four cisterns might not be

representative of other cisterns, or of past conditions.
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KPC cleaned cisterns within the maximum deposition area and in areas beyond where
there was no apparent deposition to soils (i.e., up to and including most of Refuge Cove).
The risk assessment is based on current and future conditions. Because the cisterns have
been cleaned, no current or future exposure will occur. Thus, the cistern data and the
associated exposure pathways were not included in the risk assessment. Moreover,
ATSDR’s evaluation of water and sediments from cisterns near the maximum deposition
zone did not identify unacceptable risks. This ATSDR finding suggests that risks
associated with cisterns in areas more remote than those cleaned by KPC (i.e., further

from the maximum deposition zone) would be well within acceptable levels.

Landfill Status

Comments were received regarding the adequacy of the landfill closure and on past and
current transport and fate issues at the landfill. Commenters suggested that the landfill
design was not adequate, the landfill contained wastes in excess of ATSDR guidelines,
more specific monitoring requirements were needed, and monitoring should continue for
more than the 30-year time frame identified in the permit. In addition, concerns were
expressed regarding exposure to contaminants within the landfill and in downgradient
areas that may have been affected by past releases from the landfill (i.e., drainages on
Dawson Point and beaches on “Dawson Cove” and Refuge Cove). These comments are
bricfly addressed here and discussed in greater detail in the draft institutional control plan

(Exponent 1999), which specifies future monitoring and controls for the landfill.

The landfill was constructed and closed in keeping with the ADEC guidelines and
following public input. The construction methods are consistent with the level of
contamination present. Specifically, the maximum concentration of dioxins and furans
(the primary contaminant in the waste within the landfill) of 5.5 parts per billion (ppb) is
well below the upper-end concentration (20 ppb) that EPA has identified as a cleanup
level for nonresidential sites (U.S. EPA 1998). The draft institutional control plan

identifies monitoring requirements for leachate and land-use restrictions to protect human
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health and the environment in the future. While the 30-year time-frame is protective,
given the level of contaminants, and is consistent with requirements at other sites, ADEC
and EPA have authority to require further operation and maintenance beyond 30 years, if

needed.

Through some sort of invasive activity, it would be theoretically possible for a site visitor
to contact contaminants in the landfill, direct exposure to contaminants is prevented by
the cap and by ongoing land-use restrictions preserving the cap. In the absence of these
restrictions, concentrations of dioxins and furans in the landfill are lower than cleanup
levels set for nonresidential sites and thus, exposures would be limited. In addition,
concentrations of dioxins and furans detected in sediments in the drainages around the
landfill are similar to typical background levels. No chemicals of concern were found in
sediment samples from the beach area of “Dawson Cove,” which was identified as the
most likely area for recreational use. Areas upgradient between “Dawson Cove” and the
landfill would have less frequent visits. Several of the streambeds were sampled and did
not have concentrations above the established screening levels. Any contamination
present would be at concentrations lower than the maximum concentration of dioxins and
furans in the landfilled flyash of 5.5 ppb and thus would also be well below the upper end
of the EPA guideline of 20 ppb for nonresidential soils.

Characterization of the Near-shore Fill Subarea

Comments regarding the near-shore fill subarea suggested that it was incompletely
characterized with regard to transport of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) to Ward Cove
and that more discussion was needed regarding how any excavated soils would be
handled. The near-shore fill subarea sampling was determined during the remedial
investigation with input from the public. Sampling results were considered
conservatively in a model to evaluate the potential for migration to Ward Cove.
Specifically, the model assumed that the entire volume of soil in the near-shore fill

subarea is a source of PCBs to Ward Cove. Instead, PCBs are more likely to be present
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in limited areas, perhaps associated with paint chips. As outlined in the draft institutional
control plan, any excavation in the near-shore fill subarea would require further

characterization and appropriate evaluation and management.

Institutional Controls

Several commenters addressed long-term monitoring and control of the site. Comments
included a request that site management require reevaluation following new information
on any of the toxicity or exposure assumptions used in evaluating site risks, questions
about how soils and debris would be managed during demolition, and questions about
future responsibility for the site. EPA and ADEC will have ongoing oversight on any site
issues regarding toxic substances, and the future owner will be responsible for following
applicable environmental regulations. EPA and ADEC regulations and guidelines will
continue to be updated as new information becomes available on toxicity or exposure to
chemicals at the site. The draft institutional control plan outlines the responsibilities for
future management of the site and sets out steps to be followed should any contamination

be identified during excavation or demolition.

Arsenic Management

Concerns were raised regarding the potential adverse effects of arsenic in runoff from the
site on Ward Cove organisms. Arsenic unrelated to site activities was identified in native
rock. Use of crushed rock that is relatively high in arsenic was identified as one of the
sources for observed arsenic concentrations in onsite and offsite soils. While arsenic
from onsite and offsite soils could reach Ward Cove, arsenic was not identified as a

contaminant of concern in Ward Cove following sampling of sediments in the cove.
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Table 1. Comments on proposed plan for KPC Uplands Operable Unit

Comment Generai/
Commenter  Number  Specific Type Comment Summary Hesponse

Dick Coose  DC-1 General Concerned Alaskans for Resources and Comment noted.

Environment thanks ADEC and EPA for
responsible proposed plan.

George GW-11 General General Characterization inadequate, health study Characterization followed plan developed with exiensive

Winter needed, institutional controls needed, input. ATSDR declined health study based on limited
exposure, Onsite institutional controls identified to restrict
residential use.

Karen KL-1 General Overall Plan is adequate to mitigate exposure 1o Comment noted

Larson conlamination, provided that institutional

controls are initiated and remain in place and
that the arsenic management plan confinues to
be followed.
Aaron AM-1 General Overall ADEC/EPA must stay involved in process in ADEC and EPA will continue to be involved.
McDonald order to confirm KPC's efforis protect public.
Concem over migration to cove, sffect of mill
an cove, and dioxins.
TCS TCS-1a Specific  Water Cistern Tanks beyond cleanout area may also carry Cleanout area was supported by both modeling and soll
unacceptable risk. sampling and extended to include most residences in
Refuge Cove. Concentrations beyond Refuge Cove
would not have been higher than those in Refuge Gove.
EFA and ATSDR indicated that no health effects were
expected from exposure to water or sediments from
cisterns.

TCS TCS-1b  Specific  Waler Cistern No rationale for boundary of tank cleanup. Rationale for baundary of tank cleanup was identified
during the remedial investigation and was supported by
additional soil sampling data collected as requested by
commenters.

TCS TCS-1c  Specific Water Gistem Water tanks should have been tested at Stored sediments were tested for proper disposal after all

cleanout, tanks had been properly cleaned. There was no need for
individual tank testing.

TCS TCS8-1d  Specific  Water Cistem Water tanks not cleaned may be subject to ATSDR evaluated this pathway and indicated that no

resuspension of high PCDD/F levels in
sediments.

adverse health effects were expected.
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Table1. (cont.)

Comment General/ :
Commenter  Number  Specific Type Comment Summary Response

TCS TCS-1e Specific  Water Cistern Composite sample of sediments from tanks Tank bottom sediments are not consumed in drinking
was high suggesting other higher water, and the limited contact with sediments during
concentrations and direct consumption In cistern cleanouts would not be expected to result in
drinking water. adverse effects. ATSDR did evaluate this issue and

indicated that no adverse effecls would be expected.

TCS TCS-1f Specilic KPC was responsible for release of Releases to air have ended, and the investigation
contaminants to air; EPA and ADEC have avaluated and addressed effects on soil from air.

_ responsibility for protection of air quality.

TCS TCS-1g  Specific  Waler Cistern No discussion of most direct exposure Cisterns within area of highest expasure potential were
pathway—human consumption of cistern water cleaned out, thus eliminating the pathway. Even these
contaminated by KPC emissions. cisterns were not identified as having unacceptabie risks.

Areas further from the site would have lower risks.

TCS TCS-1g1  Specific  Water Cistern Comment notes p. 6-15 of the remedial Investigation evaluated extent of aerial deposition using
investigation report and indicates that since not  both air modeling and soil sampling. These findings were
all tanks were cleaned risk assessment should  used to identify areas for cistem cleanup. ATSDR
be conducted on sediments in remaining tanks. evaluated sediments and water in cisterns within cleanup

area and found no unacceptable risks. Risks in mare
remote locations would be lower.

TGS TCS-1g2  Specific  Water Cislern Comment notes p. 6-45 of the remedial See response to Comment TCS-1g1 and note that
invastigation report and states that not cleaning noncancer effects of PGDD/F were evaluated in the
all tanks may result in noncancer hazards, uncertainty assessment using ATSDR guidelines and this
which were nat evaluated and cannot be evaluation did not identify any new areas of concern.
properly evaluated due to lack of EPA
guidelines.

TCS TCS-2a  Specific  Landiill Landfifl is unlined, which is contrary to ADEC Retrofitting the landfill with a bottom finer is not required

guidelines.

by regulations or needed to protect human health and the
environment. During closure of landfill cells, several
measures were implemented (installation of cover
geomembranes and a leachate collection system) that
will minimize the potential transport of contaminants from
the landfill. Surface water drainages where groundwater
discharges will conlinue o be monitared during post-
closure to assure contaminant levels stay within
acceptable risk levels.
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Table 1. (cont.)
Comment General/
Commenter  Number  Specific Type Comment Summary Response

TCS TCS-2b Specific  Landifill Landfill flyash cell contains PCDD/F The ATSDR guideline of 1,000 ng/kg noted applies to
concentrations in excess of ATSDR guidelines. residential soil where potential for exposure exisis in

contrast with the capped landfill where there is little or no
exposure potential,

TCS TCS-2¢ Specific  Landfill Comment notes RI/FS Decision 3 and states Landfill engineering was agreed 1o after public input.
that land#il risks (i.e., breach/failure of cap, Exposure pathways to be evaluated were identified in the
seepage, and losses from leachate system) RI/FS work plan following public input.
should be evaluated.

TCS TCS-2d  Specific  Landfill Landfill risk assessment should include The risk assessment did not identify any risks at “Dawson
pathways in addition to recreational visitor Cove" and thus no use restriction is needed there.
unless this is the only specific use. Areas Institutional controls for landfill will prevent exposure by
above “Dawson Cove” should be included in preventing any breach of the cap.
institutional controls.

TCS TCS-2e  Specific  Landfill Comment notes p. 6-7 of the remedial "Dawson Gove” was identified as the most likely area for
investigation report and stales that areas above human contact with CoPCs. Any exposure upsiream
“Dawson Cove" should be evaluated due to would be less frequent. Several of the streambeds were
past relaases to these streams. sampled and did not have concentrations of chemicals

above RBCs. Any contamination present would be at
concentrations lower than the maximum concentration of
PCDD/F concentrations in ESP flyash of 5,500 ng/kg and
thus would also be well below the upper end of the EPA
guideline of 20,000 ng/kg for nonresidential use.

TCS TCS-2¢ Specific Landfill Institutional controls should be placed on areas See response to Comment TCS-2e.
downstream of landfill and upstream of
“Dawson Cove.”

TCS TCS-2g  Specific  Landfill institutional controls need to be evaluated Draft institutional controls are in developmant and will be
together with proposed plan, available for public review,

TCS TCS-2h  Spacific  Landfill Institutional controls should include Post-closure monitoring of the landfill will be conducted In

groundwater monitoring and a specific post-
closure plan.

accordance with the conditions in the solid waste permit
and the Comprehensive Landfill Monitoring Plan (KPC
19899). Groundwater discharges to small surface
drainages which are monitored and are within acceptable
risk levels. ADEC has granted a temporary walver of
groundwater monitoring requirements and Is considering
a lang-term waiver because of the assoclated very low
risks.
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Table 1. (cont.)
Comment General/
Commenter  Number  Specific Type Comment Summary Response

TCS TCS-2i Specitic  Landfil} Post-closure plan should include menitoring of  Transport of contaminants from the landfill was evaluated
subsurface water near landfill including Refuge during the remedial investigation and did not indicate a
Cove walls. need to sample wells in Refuge Cove.

TCS TCS-2j Specific  Landfill Posi-closure plan should have a lifetime that The institutional contrel plan requires deed restrictions to
exceeds the lifetime of the landiill; 30 years limit land use so that the cap will be protected. While
isn't long enough for post closure plan. 30 years Is a standard regulatory time frame for posi-

closure care and is represented in the solid waste permit
and in EPA guidance (U.S. EPA 1998, 1993), EPA and
ADEC have authority lo require further operation and
maintsnance beyond 30 years, if needed.

TCS TCS-2k Specific  Landfilf Landfill not secure enough for long-term Appropriate construction methods have been used.
containment or containment in catastrophic Although it is possible that the landfill could be disturbed
earthquake. Plans in event of failure needed, during a catastrophic event, extensive contingency

planning is not needed because the fandfill wastes are
not in excess of levels that can be left in place at
industrial sites (see response to Comment TCS-2e). If
the landifill is affected during a catastrophic event, ADEC
will require appropriate repair of the landfill.

TCS TCS-3a  Specific  Near-shore Near-shore fill insufficiently characterized to Sampling was agread lo in the remedial investigation,

Fill Subarea  evaluale migration of PCBs to Ward Gove. Institutional contrals will be devaloped to prevent contact
Additional sampling requested, with solls. Modeling was conservative in that the entire
near-shore fill subarea was considered 1o be a source of
PCBs. In reality, soils (probably paint chips) that have
elevated PCBs were found in a small area within the
near-shore fill subarea.

TCS TC8-3b  Specific Near-shore Adequacy of PCB sampling. PCB sampling areas were ldentified through evaluation of

Fill Subarea past use of PCB-containing materials as described in the
remedial investigation report.

TCS TCS-3c  Specific  Near-share Table 3 incorrectly identifies paint shop PGB Table 3 shows cleanup objectives, not past

Fill Subarea  concentrations as 10 ppm (ma/kg). concentrations.

TCS TCS-3d  Specific  Near-share Commaent notes p. 15 of proposed plan and Details will be added in the instilutional control plan.

Filt Subarea  slates that the plan needs to be mare specific  Because regulations may change in the future, fiexbitity

regarding how excavated solls will be
managed.

is needed.
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Table 1. (cont.)

Comment General/
Commenter  Number  Specific

Type Comment Summary

Response

TCS TCS-4 Specific  Institutional Comment notes p. 15 of proposed plan and Delails will be added in the institutional control plan.
Controls states thal the plan needs to be more specific  Because regulations may change in the future, flexibility
on post-demolition sampling Is needed.
TGS TCS-58  Specific  [nstitutional Plan should contain triggers for action baged ADEC and EPA guidelines will be used for triggers.
Conlrols on new Information regarding toxicology, fate  These RBCs would be updated by the agencies if new
and transport, land use, landfill issues. information is available,
TCS TCS-5b  Speclfic  Institutional Who is responsible for site during and after the The owner and the regulatory agencies will have
Controls 30-year time period? responsibility.
Pamela PB-1 Specific  Arsenic Patential effect of arsenic in runoff on aquatic  Arsenic In native rock is unrelated to site activities.
Bergmann Management organisms is not well characlerized. Arsenic was not identified as a contaminant of concern in
either the human health or ecological evaluations in the
sediment investigation.
Note: ADEC - Alaska Depariment of Environmental Conservation
ATSDR - Agency for Toxic Subslances and Disease Registry
CoPC - chemical of potential concern
EPA - U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ESP - electrostatic precipitator
KPC - Kelchikan Pulp Company
PCB - polychlorinated biphenyl
PCDD/F - polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxin and polychlorinated dibenzofuran
RBC - risk-based concentration
RI/FS - remedial investigation and feasibility study
TCS - Tongass Conservalion Society
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To:  Marcla Combes, Dianne Soderiund, EPA; Ron Klein, Mary Siroky, ADEC.
From: Bric Hummel, Tongass Conservation Socisty

re:  Proposed Plan Comments

Deaar Marola and Ron,
' Enclosed arc our comments on the Proposed Plan of Ketchlkan Pulp Company|s

uplands remediation projest, These comments are submitted on behalf of’tmf Tonganss

Conservation Soclety and its membership,

1. Water ¢isterns:

July 19, 1959

We belisve there is insufficient sampling of water clsterns to justify limiting the l:leulm:l.ur
by KPC to Refuge Cove,

The cvaluation of risk from watartanks is not complate.

&) Merely cleaning out selocted tanks will not essure alf future residents of the
area that their tank is free of contaminated sediment. Tanks were selected
based on an arbitrary assumption that by the time amoke from the stacks
reached the boundary of the cloanout zone contaminant load had dropped ta
such a leve! that thers would bs no risk to residents drinking wefer supplies.
How was this determincd? Wo ses no rationale for this apparently tacit
assumnption,

b} No evahation has beon done which shows any rationale for setting boundaries
of the arex to be included for cleanup of tanks. Sampling of watartanks is tHe
only means by which the extent of the “serial deposition area” can be
determined. The air modeling cxcroiss was so crude as to be usaless in help
to guide such a decision. Results were completely uncelibrated and no
meaningfhl risk czleulation is possible. EPA and ADEC seem to| be egreeing
that the riak to residents just outside the oleanout area from inge ting water
tank sediment is nogligible. Wae rcquest that this conclusion be formally

quantified.

©) We requested that waterianks be sampled as a part of the cieanolit, This
should have been required as part of QA/QC and health and pafety protncn!J.

d) Water tanks that have not been cleancd out may have very high PCDD/F |
as illustrated by the ESI cistern ssdiments sample RW32 (515ppt). RW32
taken at & location where the model predicted relatively low deposition, Oﬁ;
samples could be higher. This sediment can be resuspended when the tartk js
refllled and ingested by the residents. This represonts & considerable health

©) The composite sample of sludge from the bottom of the 23 tanks that were
cleaned out show very high levels of dloxins, Since this wasa ¢ ymposite
samplc and represents an average of concentrations it is quite pt:kibla that
individual concentrations were much higher in certain tanks. With a TEQ
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more than 500ppt, this sample raises the possibility of soms sited with Dioxin
at greater than 1000ppt. It is fmporlunt L renember that there iy mo yuestion
of whother or not there is a pathway, We are talking about domestic drinking
water here!!!! :

f) Air contaminants discharged by KPC over its pericd of operation arec KPC's
responsibility. The public resource of claan air is supposed to be protected by
ADEC and EPA. Thess agencies have a public trust abligation to protect the
resource of clean air and the health of humans that rely on it. THis case
represents a substantial abrogation of that responsibility.

& Wo buliove thore has been a major fiilure of this project to svalupte the mos
direct exposure pathway - human consumption of ¢istern water contaminated
by KPC emissions, I:

RIp 6-15 6.2.2.1 Doclsion 4 says, “this pathway has boen eddressed because KPC

cleaned out most of the cisterns in late 1995/early 1996 and fnost of the
remaining cisterns in 1998, Therefore, this pathway is not quantitatively
evaluated in the risk assessment,” KPC argues that the pathwey hes bee;
closed by cleaning out some of the tanks, This is only true for the tanks
that KPC did cleanout. KPC has failed to establish that the athway is
closed for tanks near Refuge Cove that were not cleaned out., The only

i

way to do that is to show that smoke and flyash from KPC not
beyond Refuge Cove. There is no proef of that and there is considerabl
proof'to the contrary including pictures, personal observations and
complaints to ADEC from residents in the Sunset Drive and further

no guarantee that watertanks with contamination will
out, the risk assessment for residential exposure shoutd inel
sediments,

Rl 6-45 6.24.2 Unless a!l watertanks arc clcancd out or tested this

elong North Tongass highway. This pathway is not clossd, Since there is
be ::ﬁ

s

to include water and sediment ingestion. The fact that indices

below 1 indicates only that the noncancer effects of dioxin

expaosure are not assassed. Non-cancar effects of Dioxins da exist. EP
haa fallad to provids the necessaty guidelines for svaluating i,

watartan

2. Landfill
" |da Lendfill remains unlined. This is contrary to ADEC guidelines for industriaf landflls,

21, We note here that the landfill contains a large cell of flvash. Testing of this fiyash showed
PCDD/T TLC's in excess of 11 ,000ng/kg, We note that in section 6.2.5.3 p 6«
of tiic RUFS, ATSDR considers that “at TECs greater than 1,000 g, potent]
public health actions are considered,” .

: Zc The RIFS did not charesterize the potential risks from the KPC landfill, assumptici

was that the landfill cover would adequately contain the hazardous o

ontents. PP
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assumes continulty of containmentt, Nowhere In the RUFS process have the
of breach, eap failurc or any form of nen-oatastrophic breach bes ddreased.
There has been no evaluation of seepage or contamination in the solls or
proundwater immodiately below the landfifl, ‘The leschate collectios systam
on porous dikes which are not sealed to the bedrock-and under whidk

oan flow. This constitutes a pathway which has not been evaluated.

2 Wampmomuommttothekﬂ‘&DoolaionS:“Wedunotasruthl.tthnonlym
likely to present the potential for exposure are within the intertidal fana at
“Dawson Cove®. Children who visit the aite could be expossd to sediment
bottom of the various streams and to cantaminated solls from the merous
releases that have occurred over the years and will contimus to ocour for the n

and enforceable rostriction on the title of the property designed to preven any
exposuro besides “recrentional visitor™, The landx surrounding the lendfill heve
been the subject of numerous spills, leakages, overflows and other unevaluate
releasca of toxid material, These areas should also be coversd under such a
festriction.

. {1 e RI/FS p6-7 6.1.3.3 The statoment “Areas considered likely to proscnt the gotentlal for
exposurc for human visitors are within the intartidal nons at “Dawsgn Cove”.
nlmswlthteareuhiumdmmmthn“mmmwcm deatifiod

from tho public and workers have identified other aress which showed

contamination from the lendfill nunoffbefare closure., As we stated I
commants to the RUFS Werkplan,

to be totally inadequate. Thers has been & repeatsd problem/with
the landfill has totally fulled on cumerous occasions, Water in at least
stream has shown contamination with Diexin. Sampling shohld be

loading from tho landfiil and in areas where the lsachste is ren
“daylighted” (sce ADEC files). All prasent data inficates thit the

bevels in the landfill fiyash merit careflil consideration of pathways for
human exposure. We suggest evaluation of sedimsnts in the|stresmbads
SWLOGA, SWL6B, SWL4, SWL11, SWL10 and & point batween SWL4
and the lonchate lagoon. In addition any areas in which legchate has

- escaped from tho leachate collection system should be e

1000 years orso Tho enly reoeptor considared is the recreational or
trospasser. Tho risk asscsament should includs workers or fisture 1 M
unleulﬂdcvdopmomofthelhohprolﬂﬂhdinpmﬂtyEyl ly binding

“Waeondderthaumpllnspmpoudlnﬂnvidn{qof ho KPC landfill

od and this
pathway Is not quantitotively evaluated in the risk assessment.”  Nuzharon:
"I;T
wr .

designed to determine sadiment contamination in the varic mbd‘q
orted t0 have
dioxin

. D€ Theas roquests fell on deaf ears and th only sampling done near the land fill was on the

placs whero peopla are likely to contact soils contaminated from thellandfill, If
tthI/FShnotgolngtobauhunthmtheotherm(mohu he remaining

intertidal zone (WWAD-C1,2,3). The risk aiscasmont assumes that bhis s the ohly

overilows of tho leachnte collection system. This system which is su
to provent contamination of water and sediments cutside th hﬂ%

at

Fad

bt e L vrmm
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bowh&inmmddowng:wmtproputymwmdd)wbn sad
maﬂhummmumbaﬂtbyphydcdhuﬁmndbypmm
human ‘visitors’, Wa ucge institutional controls that require no resid

commercial or indusrial development on these Innds. This is the ¢
ensure the assumptions of the risk assesument sre Indsed valid,

9.4 Institutional controls nced to be on the open for discussion as we consider th Proposed
1 Plan (PP).  The institutional controls will be the cast barns by Ketchil

base and development potential) for the assumptions in the risk asoeszmen
thoso assumptions are reasonable then there should be no problem in i
them into deed restrictions. IEKPC 18 uawilling to incorporats them jn deed
restrictions then they are not realistic assumptions and BEPA/ADEC

KFPC to do & risk asseasment based on exposure assumptions that the
to legally recard. .

"N, Institutional controls should inciude & groundwater monltoring program and
post-clogure plan. _

11 Poudmeplmahmdddnhcludcmonhoﬁngofmbmrﬁoominduwrpldlm

mmmwmuwmmmumm«m and monitaring of the
wells in Refuge Cove. As noted above, deed restricions nesd {0 be 80
thntno—ﬁmmuaeofhndﬁnandno-pub!iuorpﬁvmdwdopnm

L a1

X Post Closure Plan should have s, lifstime that exceeds the lifetims of the landfill. XPC
choss to install this fasility without & permit. It wes improperly construoted

no liner). It was improperiy maintained (no cover untll 199%), It we
“dosigned”. And as & consequence uniess it is maintained, it'can be axpect
fill eventually, A Post Closure Plan is nseded to ansurs that the maltienss
done. We are concerned that by making a post closurs plan that stor

W are dooming the Ketchikan of 40 years from now to a significant
Wo believe that this is & violstion of the public trust,

' :mmmv}m:rm,mwm.ﬂvﬂmmmmemmmmmlmmo the

“Fromwhnwchnvcmudwodon'tﬂﬂnkthehndﬂlllnwmtrum e cnoughp
provide for secure containment of these materisla for the long term.
mixed waste that will be disposed of in Kotehikar it 1s surpriaing the
landfill would bo allowed &s a remedial solution, It is quostionable the
landfill would be able to conform to stringent RCRA standards, Has|any

E

what will happen to the IandSl in the event of a catastrophio Inaldent, such g the
Good Friday Earthquake of 19647 Institutiona! Controls will be exirpme
important here”

“Comhmmﬂzdﬁndi-pmnldedﬂomsddommlyutherhkof ture falturs,
damages, and further cleanup, While some Records of Declsions (R D)chldeu
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containment/land disposal techniques are proven and relishis technologies with no
implementation problems, there is evidence to the contrary, For exa ple, the
mmyuphdng!nuﬂledltthuwmbmphndﬂﬂs“puﬂmd in Maine
ﬁﬂadlnﬂcpmbcl%?boﬁamits-emoﬂonwuompl&hd. i the Love

-Onnl,NawYorkdtc,EPAmcponddtownmdwcommunhy DImments againg:
; qr“ﬂﬁuhﬂhhbmﬁmwmﬁrmm LI ISR L mi' '

ﬂwmm&mnpmmﬂya&eﬂwmm.ﬁn dequacy of the:
lmdﬂuunlong-tmsoluﬂonmbcweﬂmyuqmw‘ the adoquac
of the land(lil design itself. Ifthe soils designated 1o go in the landfl
boen treated, are then put in the fandfill, and than an Impermenble ca Is put on th
landiill, this approach might not be such & bad idea. However, untreated mixed
waste contaminated soils are intended for the landSill and, with as mck
wdpluﬂonukntchlhnmdvu,ﬁﬂmofﬂnhndﬁll'lap

source of contamination on the site. Again, institutionsl controls and montter
will be extremely important here :
%mmmmumammammmm.. chedules and
wmmmuwﬂumw sharges fiom the
landﬂnhnommnmmw.ormitudngarnk misgions. It must be

' |3- Nearshore fill area

%¢ Near-shore fill area remmains Insufficiently samplod to determine the
are present and/or migrating to Ward Cove, The assumption
NSFS-04 Represents the highest concentration is based on a leap off
reality or science, Thois no basls for knowirig whether tha contam|
) nthuﬂubmltiuﬂoningpmitﬂ'omlomaupmﬂm DUTCe
uppradieit or the PCB3S are welling up from soms source below the mp
or if the sample was taken fiom tho astun! sourcs. The only way of knowin
tlldngnddiﬂondlampleaormon!toﬂngmdmﬁqgﬁ'omm:lt
locations. Wa do not agree that the modeling of PCB nta
based on relisble information, Ono singlo sample without any verifidatic
addiﬂomlinfbmuﬁonlbwtdimibuﬁonorinﬁ:Mmcnthpo
themnuminaﬂonlumwrylitﬂeonwhinhminﬂrﬂwﬂndhg:
Ward Cove is negligible, We request that sdditionnl information be i
before such a conclusion is drawn, For examples wea-suggest that sarhr
nearer the Cove within the acar-shore A1 area. We also suggest thy
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Bach of thess is contaminated by high levels of BCB {(somao

100ppm). It is quite possible that solls along tho water sids of
of'ths no. 1 and 3 Warehouses and Pulp Prop bullding are contar
saturated with PCB3, :

3¢ Please note that the Proposed Plan Table 3 inaccurately shows PCBs at tha ¢
10 ppm. - _
29 Page 15 of the Proposed Plan menticns that KPC will establish & procedure

proper charastetization and management of excavated solls from tie
subarea, or contaminated soils undernsath pavad aress or structures.

4\, WonotethntthaonlyumplumdforPCBsmdthoMthmP VisY

simply states, “those solls will be properly characterized and . The pian
needs to spall out ﬂiedetallsofthlpmoedum,indmﬁngmm%howthﬂ ‘

more specifics, for
the demolition activities are completed, and who will conduct the sampling
processes. :

5 Institutional Controls

solls will be characterized, how they will bo menaged, and who
activities, '
%. Demolition
Page 15 of the Propoged Plan mentlons that future demolition activities on the pulp mill
site that result in the exposure of solls not evaluated in the Rl witl be folio by site
sampling and evaluation to determine if contamination exists. The pian. provide

example, how long will the sits sampling and evaluation/continues

eval

JBI’2 report on the Proposed Plan says, ,

"ThclnsﬁmﬂnmlConuuthmulnpmbfbrpmdmﬂﬂon

predevelopment sampling

shduld alzo contain triggers for rotion in the event that:

1. Now information becomcs available to lowsr sk thresholds.

2. Now information becomes available on the effects of
romaining on the KPC site or in the landfill.

“ 3, Accomulztion of chemicals in salls, ground and sirface water, and

‘4. Development takes on any of or near

. 8, The landfill cap and lcachate collection and trestment systam fulls,

TR

Cove.

b It s unclear wha will be responsible for the site in the long term. Wil &t be
or Loulsiuna-Pacific Corporatiei? What about sfier tha 30 yoar time

and
procedures, and provision to notify authorities. Tanrotoooll

The landflll leaches into groundwater and releases contaminants intd Dawsan

A.ADEIE
mentioned

Pa?
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the May 1999 Dreft Technical Memorandum? The responsible parties muyst; be clarifiad
now as the first step towards responsible management of this sito in the futyre,”

TCS is generally concern that Institutional Controls protect the publle health based on the

assumptiona of the risk nasessment and cleanup. If the RP is unwilling ta to

‘ restrictions on future use follow the assumptions revesled or hidden within the risk -

l() || wesessment then there is something wrong. We expect the Institutional Controls to restriol -
uses of the site thet allow contact with aress that cither sontain contaminants or were not

evaluated on the basis of the improbability of contnot with humans. With c anging

economic and social pressures it 1s vital to BPA/ADLC"s responsibility to the public for

theze assumptions to remaln trus.

Thank you for the oppottunity to submit comments at this time. We hope they will be
useful to you and that you will consider them both for their technical merits for their
perspective of concern for community and environmental health,

Respectfully yours,

Eric Humme|

Tongass Cangarvation Soclety
rikp@ptialaska net

(907) 225-5827
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July 19, 1995

Tio: Mary Siroky

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
410 Willoughby Avenue

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1791

RE: Proposed Plan for the Ketchikan Pulp Company Uplands Unit

Thank you for the apportunity for Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR) staff to review the proposed clean up plan for the Uplands Unit at the Ketchikin
Pplp Company site. I have reviewed the proposal on behalf of ATSDR and concur with the
cleanup action for contaminated soil proposed by the Alaska Department of Exvironments
Gonservation and the U.8, Environmental Protection Agency, ' .

| ==y

This assessment of the adequacy of the clean up plan is based on currently available data| and
critically depends on assurances that use of the property remain industrial or commercial.| It is
important that the institutional controls described in the proposal be initiated and remain in
. Torce to prevent future exposures. As itsrated in the proposal, it is also impontant that if
fikture activity exposes potemtially contaminated soil, those soils be evaluated.

The contimuation of the arsenic management plan developed for the project is an ad;:l.itio‘
g}lement of the proposal that is partienlarly pertinent in decreasing human health risks dur
ture indusirial or commercial use of the site.

. Bfased on & review of the proposai and supporting documents, the elements of the plan appear-
t¢ adequately mitigate exposure to contaminated soils on the site. Thank you again for th

opportunity to submit comments., You can reach me at 206~553-6978 if I canf answer any
gpestions, .

Sincerely,

" Karen L. Larson, PhD
ATSDR, Region 10

SO S AU
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Siroky, Ma
From: KAREN LARSON}LARSON.KAREN@epamaiLepa.gnv]
Sent: Monday, July 18, 1958 6:30 PM
To: msiruky%nvircan.state.ak.ua
Subjact: Camments on KFC Uplands Proposed Plan
)
WhedPatract 8,0
Mary, |'ve attached brief commants on the KPG uplands

proposed;plan. Thanks, Karen Larson

Seattle, Wa 88101

ATSDR Ragion 10
1200 Sixt g\ve, Suite 1930
208-553-5978
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United Stazay Deparanenc of the InJariur
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

| Omﬁn of Environmenta] Policy & Campliance
TEIEFAX

1689 C Stree: Roem 119
| Anchorags, AX 99501.5125

TO: mqﬁ:/ S\ ro k\} ,AD&; /
G0 7-9& __’S"'Jéz _ //
FROM| __ Pz uela B /

Verificaton Number: 807-271-5011
Telefax | Numbes: 8072714102

Number of Pages to Follow: -T"..‘ig__
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICB OF THE SECRETARY
Office af Envirenmantal Pollay and compllanes
Moam 119 '

1839 C Btrem,
Ancharags, Alasica 88NCt.E128

July 19, 1599
VIA TELEFAX

T"ﬁr‘ Dapanmme gwﬁnvirumnmm Conservation
' Ms. 8
C Projest Coordinator
- 410 Willoughby Avemue
Juneau, Alagka 95803

: COMMENTS, Ketchikan Pulp Company Proposed Plan for the Uplands Opgrable Unit
Mi, Stroky: _ '

D

oeponge to your Msy 14, 1999 requent, the Department of the Interior has reviewed the
osed Plan and the supporting Remedia| Investigation (RI) for the Uplands O perable Unit far

Ketchikan Pulp Company (XPC) site near Ratchikan, Alaska, The following|comments are
Ofgered for your cansideration,

noted in the July 1998, Management Plan for Arsanic in Rack and Soil, prapiud by Exponent
theKPCdte,ﬂndtopwﬂtabcusaduhndﬂllcomwiMatamdfor le fevels of
enic (<278 ppm or mp/kg). This concentration would be too high for topaoil use adjncentlto
Rqiiatic sites. The Washington Stats Sediment Management Standard for arsenic in marine
iments I8 57 ppm, Without dats on the bicevailability of arsenis in topsoil or
aqhatic organixms, we bellave lower argenic concentrations should be developed for the site the
comparabls ta the Washington State Standasds,

W R§Iee with the concluslons of the RI thet arsenis concentrations do not pose a risk to

t

8 been doveloped for laboratory mammals, they xre niot applicable to arsenic b owvailability in
fish or marine invertebratas Fish and shellfish can blosccumulate arsenic in thelr tissuss, but most
is ga Organoarscnicals, which are generally less toxic forms of arsenio (Elgler, R, 1588,
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' 1 A Synoptic Review. U.S. Fish WildL. Sery.,
iol. Rep, 85(1.12), 92 PP.). Based on the information included in the RI and the Proposed Plan,
it is unclear if l;:’ eoologically slgnificant rigk 1o 8quatic organisms is present foin arsenic .

you for the opportunity to provide these comments, Please contact Debotah Rudis df the
386-7648, If you have any questions re

Juneau Fish and Wildiife Service Office at 907-
888 comments,




