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There are also secondary
health risks due to skin %
contact with contaminated *%

shoreline sediments, as A
well as ecological damage
to the harbor
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Key
B -- PCB sediments to be
dredged
CDF — shoreline confined
disposal facility




And just what 1s a “CDF”?

“Sediment landfills built along the shore, extending
land into the water”

First a perimeter wall of sand and gravel or sheetpile
1s constructed out into the water

Sidewall liners are then 1nstalled to prevent leaking

Dredged sediment is then placed into the CDF

A landfill-type cap 1s installed once filled




Former shoreline New shoreline

Dredged PCB sediment
placed inside the CDF

A simplified view through the middle of a CDF
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ON-SITE .
DISPOSAL OPTION #ert:
LOWER HARBOR [ift

L,

Again, the 9/98 plan
calls for dredged
PCB sediment to be
disposed in CDF D

CONFINED DISPOSAL FACILITY

DEWATERING BUILDING




EPA 1s now
proposing that,
instead of using

CDF D, the dewatered
sediment be shipped

to an offsite licensed
PCB landfill

OFF-SITE i
DISPOSAL OPTION 4
LOWER HARBOR {if
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Mew Bedford Harbor '

HURRICANE BARRIER

’? NEW BEDFORD
New Bedford railyard J"‘#
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New Bedford Harbor
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And a side by side comparlson. ..

e -~ change: offsite &’ng ;
,ﬁ,  disposal instead f.,?w -‘,-;-

e of CDF D




How would the PCB sediment be
transported for offsite disposal?

* Most likely by rail, but by truck also an
option

* EPA 1s coordinating closely with New
Bedford officials regarding redevelopment
of the old railyard




Why 1s EPA proposing offsite
disposal instead of CDF “D”?

Reduces the amount of harbor filling by
15 acres

Avoids the construction and filling
challenges associated with CDF D

Allows a “pay as you go approach”




Why 1s EPA proposing offsite
disposal instead of CDF “D”?

(continued)

Has less impacts to neighbors

Allows for easier reuse of EPA’s cleanup
facilities once the cleanup 1s complete

Estimated cost savings of $8 million







1. Reduces the amount of filling...

* CDF D would require 17 acres of filling

* The sediment dewatering and loading

facility would require only 2 acres of clean
fill

* Net reduction of harbor filling of 15 acres




The side by side companson
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2. Avoids construction and filling challenges. ..

* Large quantities of soft, unsuitable

foundation sediments would have to be
removed (250,000 to 300,000 cubic yards)

* Potential cost growth due to large, complex
In-water construction

* Some issues: keeping the CDF dewatered
and controling air emissions during filling




3. Allows a pay-as-you-go approach...

* Site funding 1s transitioning from settlement
funds to national funds

* Full annual funding levels are currently
uncertain

e Offsite disposal thus avoids having a
partially completed CDF linger amidst the
working waterfront




4. Has less impacts on neighbors...

* Many water dependent businesses in the area

* The smaller size of the offsite disposal area would
impact less abutting neighbors

* All cleanup steps for the offsite approach would
be 1n an enclosed building, allowing a more
controllable operation
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5. Allows easier beneticial reuse...

* Designated port area per state regulations

* The $25m dewatering and loading facilities
have been designed for easy and unlimited
commercial reuse

* Reuse of CDF D would have to be limited
in order to protect the integrity of the CDF
and 1ts landfill-type cap




6. Estimated cost savings of $8 million ...

* CDF D approach estimated at $325 million

e Offsite approach estimated at $317 million

* A two percent difference




.| What about the other
| three CDFs...?

Key
B -- PCB sediments to be
dredged
CDF — shoreline confined
disposal facility
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(q"! Acushnet River — North of Wood Street
5= 4 The next priority for PCB cleanup
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Fmally, the s1de by 51de comparlson again..

=

i EPA’S proposed £ Jlg-. Orlglnal cleanup
= change: offsite 5 A%
== disposal instead |

of CDF D

DEWATERING BUILDING
A\ ‘

--‘.""‘..\ .
J

< @e\ We i (o e your comments' - < n' ! "'o

= 17 Vg RESEII
'3? 3 \ ; - N .’. _
e l e e el g } pr o o v




]
,ll .ll" "'

’ pr
,




ol |
1 J _.,a, P
{ i A
S |
I, | s y
| i ' (|




