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Proposed Plan Public Comment Meeting

• Welcome and Ground Rules – Pam Avery
• Welcome – Jim Gulliford
• Opening Remarks – Albert “Kell” Kelly
• Presentation on Proposed Plan – Mary Peterson and Tom Mahler
• Public comment session – Moderated by Pam Avery

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Pam will call the meeting to order and go over the ground rules and agenda for the evening.  She will then introduce Regional Administrator Jim Gulliford.

Jim will acknowledge elected officials in the room or their reps, and will then introduce Kell (Jim will need a bio for Kell to do this introduction.)

Kell will deliver opening remarks – Which we need to develop and provide for him.  Kell will hand the microphone off to Mary.

Mary will present opening slides on Superfund Law and process, and will turn the microphone over to Tom.

Tom will deliver the technical presentation and turn the microphone back to Mary.

Mary will close out the presentation portion of the meeting and will turn the microphone over to Pam Avery to moderate the comment session.
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Superfund Law and Process

 Enacted in 1980 
 Authority to respond to releases of hazardous substances

 Authority to investigate and cleanup sites
 Authority to issue orders 

 Implementing Regulation – National Contingency Plan
 Sets forth the process for addressing sites
 Investigation, Remedy Selection, Cleanup, and beyond
 Criteria for remedy selection
 Public Involvement

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Mary 

Main Talking Points:
The Superfund Law was enacted in 1980 to address the nation’s most contaminated sites.
The Superfund Law provides EPA the authority to respond to releases of hazardous substances, including investigation and cleanup actions. 
It also provides a liability framework that allows EPA to compel potentially responsible parties to conduct investigations and cleanup actions.
EPA implements the Superfund Law in accordance with the National Contingency Plan.
The NCP lays out the process for taking a site from its discovery to cleanup and beyond. This process includes a series of steps including site investigation, remedy selection, cleanup, and beyond. 
The NCP also contains a set of criteria used to evaluate cleanup options. Chief among these criteria is the overall protection of human health and the environment.
Our primary job is to select remedies that protect human health and the environment, not just for today, but for the long term. 
The NCP also contains provisions for public involvement, including mandatory public comment periods at various stages in the process. In addition, EPA prepares a community involvement plan to understand the informational needs of the community; we support Community Advisory Groups and attend CAG meetings upon invitation; hold public availability sessions; issue fact sheets; and maintain updated web-based site information. As a former Superfund project manager, I can tell you that the most successful sites with the best outcomes are those where the community is actively engaged. I applaud you for being an engaged community and for being here tonight.
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Progress Timeline

2008 Record 
of Decision

Remedial Investigation 
Addendum / Final 
Feasibility Study 

(RIA/FFS)

Record of 
Decision 

Amendment
Remedial Design/
Remedial Action

Proposed 
Plan 

Public
Comment 

Period

Negotiate 
Legal 

Agreement 
for RD/RA

Proposed 
Plan

Remedy Selection phase

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Mary

This graphic shows where we are in the Superfund decision-making process for the West Lake Landfill Site. While it has taken several years to get to this point, we are very pleased to be here with you presenting our Proposed Plan and to hear your comments. Following close of the public comment period, we will work as expeditiously as possible to complete the remedy selection process and get a signed Record of Decision Amendment in place. 
After the ROD Amendment is signed, EPA will enter into negotiations with the PRPs to pursue an enforceable agreement for the performance of the design and construction phases of the remedy. 
At this time, I am going to turn the microphone over to Tom Mahler for the technical presentation. Many of you know Tom as he has been in the community overseeing site work, conducting off-site sampling, and attending community meetings over the past few years. With a Masters Degree in Nuclear Engineering, Tom brings very valuable and relevant knowledge to the project.  Tom…. 




Site Map

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tom
Thank you, Mary. I’m going to spend the next few minutes discussing some background information for the Site, the remedy alternatives EPA evaluated, and EPA’s preferred alternative. More information can found in Remedial Investigation Addendum and Final Feasibility Study available at EPA’s West Lake Landfill website and in the administrative record. 

The West Lake Landfill Complex is located in Bridgeton, MO between the St. Louis Airport on the East and the Earth City Industrial Park on the West and is about 1.5 miles east of the Missouri River.

The 200 acres Site consists of multiple landfill cells, a leachate treatment facility, an asphalt plant, the Buffer Zone, and the adjacent crossroad industrial park property, Lot 2A2. The land at the Site has been divided into two operable units. A separate operable unit has been established for groundwater. Operable Unit 1 consists of the areas at the site that contain radioactively impacted material or RIM, which includes Area 1, Area 2, the Buffer Zone, and Lot 2A2 of the Crossroad Property.

The RIM consists of residual radioactive materials generated from the processing of uranium for the Manhattan Project that was brought to the Site in 1974 used as fill for landfill operations. EPA has defined RIM as materials that contain elevated radium, thorium, and uranium isotopes.



6

3D Geostatistical Models of RIM – Area 1

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tom

The videos on the next couple of slides provide 3D estimates of where RIM is located in Area 1 and Area 2 and the non-RIM wastes that would need to be excavated to access all the RIM. More detailed videos will be available on EPA’s West Lake Landfill website.

As the video begins, you will see an aerial overview of the southern portion of the West Lake Landfill complex, including Bridgeton Landfill and Area 1 which is surrounded by a purple boundary.
As the aerial image fades, you will see several green blocks which represent based on all the data collected from the Site where RIM is located.

The vertical bars represent places in the landfill that were drilled to sample for RIM.
RIM has been identified near the surface and as deep as about 90 feet below the surface.
The beige and purple blocks that you see now represent the non-RIM waste materials that would need to be excavated in order to access all of the RIM.

Because a portion of the Bridgeton Landfill lies on top of the southern part of Area 1, these materials would include a large amount of newer wastes from the North Quarry portion of the Bridgeton Landfill. 



7

3D Geostatistical Models of RIM –Area 2

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tom

The video again begins with an aerial overview. Area 2 is surrounded by a purple boundary. 
Once again, the green blocks represent where RIM is in Area 2 based on all the data that has been collected from the Site.

The vertical bars represent the locations in the landfill that were drilled to sample for RIM.
The majority of the RIM present at the Site is in Area 2. RIM has been identified at the surface and as deep as about 40 feet below the ground surface. Screening indicates RIM may be as deep as 50 feet below the surface in a couple of locations.

Again, the beige and purple blocks represent the non-RIM waste materials that would need to be excavated in order to access all of the RIM. 

This would include some waste in the adjacent demolition and sanitary landfills which are part of Operable Unit 2.
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Alternatives Evaluated
Summary of Alternatives

1 No Action-Required by NCP as a baseline for comparison

2 Engineered Cover (cap) - Modified 2008-ROD Selected Remedy

3 Engineered Cover (cap) - UMTRCA Engineered Cover

4 Excavation of RIM Greater Than 52.9 picocuries per gram Down 
16 Feet Plus Engineered Cover

5 Excavation of RIM Greater Than 1,000 picocuries per gram Plus 
Engineered Cover

6 Risk Based Excavation of RIM Plus Engineered Cover

7 Excavation of RIM Greater Than 7.9 picocuries per gram with Off-
Site Disposal in Engineered Cell

8 Excavation of RIM Greater than 7.9 picocuries per gram with 
Disposal in an On-Site Engineered Cell

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tom

EPA has evaluated eight alternatives to remediate the Site. The next several slides will provide some summary information for each one of these alternatives.
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Alternative 1 - No Action

 Required for all feasibility studies to evaluate the risks posed by 
the contaminants at the Site if no action is taken.

 Future risks exceed the Superfund risk range

 Not protective of overall human health and the environment

 Serves as a baseline for evaluation of the other alternatives

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tom

The no action alternative is required for all feasibility studies to evaluate the risks posed by the contaminants at the Site if no action is taken. Evaluations presented in the updated Baseline Risk Assessment demonstrate these exposures will result in risks above levels of health concern in the future. This evaluation also serves as a baseline for evaluation of the other alternatives.
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Alternative 2 - Modified 2008-ROD Selected 
Remedy

 EPA issued a ROD in 
2008 to leave all the RIM 
in place at the Site and 
construct an engineered 
cover

 Cost: $71 million
 Time to implement: 2.8 

years

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tom

As some of you may know, EPA issued a record of decision or ROD in 2008 that would leave all the RIM in place at the Site and required an engineered cover be installed to address the RIM at the Site. Alternative 2 requires construction of a engineered cover similar to the 2008 ROD over both Area 1 and Area 2 that is designed to meet the standards specified in the Uranium Mine Tailing and Radiation Control Act or UMTRCA. These standards include preventing direct contact with the radioactive materials, limiting radon releases, and protection of groundwater. This alternative is estimated to cost 71 million dollars and take 2.8 years to complete.
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Alternative 3 - UMTRCA Engineered Cover 
 Alternative 3 would also 

leave all RIM in place at 
the Site

 Requires a low 
permeability layer that is 
100 times less 
permeable than 
Alternative 2

 Cost: $90 million
 Time to implement: 2.8 

years

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tom

Alternative three would also leave all the RIM in place and requires installation of an engineered cover to address the RIM at the Site. This engineered cover will also be designed to meet the standards specified in UMTRCA and requires a low permeability layer that is 100 times less permeable than alternative 2. Alternative three is estimated to cost 90 million dollars and will take 2.8 years to complete.
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Alternative 4 – Excavation of 52.9 pCi/g down 
to 16 feet (Preferred Alternative)

 Cost: $236 million
 Time to implement: 

5 years
 Radioactivity 

removed: 67%
 Plus the engineered 

cover from 
Alternative 3

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Alternative 4 is EPA’s preferred alternative and will result in the removal of 67% of the contaminant radioactivity at the Site. I’ll go over some additional details for preferred alternative later on in the presentation. Alternative 4 requires excavation and off-site disposal of RIM at concentrations greater than 52.9 pCi/g down to a maximum depth of 16 feet below the ground surface. This will result in a variable depth excavation across Area 1 and Area 2 dependent upon where RIM is located at concentrations that exceed 52.9 pCi/g but would not go below 16 feet. After excavation, the Site will be backfilled, graded, and the engineered cover described in alternative 3 will be installed to address the remaining RIM. This alternative is estimated to cost 236 million dollars and will take approximately 5 years to complete.
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Alternative 5 – Excavation greater than 1,000 
pCi/g

 Cost: $287 million
 Time to implement: 

8.3 years
 Radioactivity 

removed: 63%
 Plus the engineered 

cover from 
Alternative 3

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Alternative 5 requires excavation of RIM at concentrations greater than 1,000 pCi/g regardless of depth followed by off-site disposal. This alternative removes approximately 63% of the contaminant radioactivity at the Site. Alternative 5 would remove all the RIM that exceeds what is typical for high activity uranium mill tailings sites which is typically 300 – 1000 pCi/g. After excavation, the Site will be backfilled, graded, and the engineered cover described in alternative 3 will be installed to address the remaining RIM. This alternative is estimated to cost 287 million dollars and will take approximately 8.3 years to complete.
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Alternative 6 – Risk Based Excavation

 Cost: $165 million
 Time to 

implement: 4.1 
years

 Radioactivity 
removed: 1.3%

 Plus the 
engineered cover 
from Alternative 3

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Alternative 6 requires removal of all RIM down to a depth that would prevent unacceptable risks to a future on-site worker if an engineered cover were not installed followed by off-site disposal. This depth has been determined to be approximately 2.2 feet below the ground surface. After excavation, the Site will be backfilled, graded, and the engineered cover described in alternative 3 will be installed to address the remaining RIM. This alternative is estimated to cost about 165 million dollars and will take approximately 4.1 years to complete.
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Alternative 7 – Full Excavation with Off-Site 
Disposal

 Cost: $455 million
 Time to 

implement: 14.6 
years

 Radioactivity 
removed: close to 
100%

 Plus a solid waste 
landfill cover

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Alternative 7 requires excavation of all the RIM present in Area 1 and Area 2 and off-site disposal. After excavation, the Site will be backfilled, graded, and an engineered cover appropriate for municipal solid wastes will be installed on Area 1 and Area 2. Alternative 7 is estimated to cost 455 million dollars and will take approximately 14.6 years to complete.
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Alternative 8 – Full Excavation with On-Site 
Disposal

 Cost: $391 million
 Time to implement: 

14.8 years
 Radioactivity removed 

and encapsulated on-
site: close to 100%

 Plus a solid waste 
landfill cover

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Alternative 8 also requires excavation of all RIM present in Area 1 and Area 2. After excavation, the Site will be backfilled, graded, and the same engineered cover required for alternative 7 will be installed on Area 1 and Area 2. The excavated RIM will then be disposed of in an on-site engineered disposal cell that includes both a liner and cover. There are multiple locations on-site that may be viable for the construction of an engineered disposal cell. Alternative 8 has been evaluated with consideration of the disposal cell location in the southwest portion of the Site in the Soil Borrow/Stockpile Area. This alternative is estimated to cost 391 million dollars and will take approximately 14.8 years to complete.
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Preferred Alternative: Alternative 4

Alternative 4 represents the best balance of 
long-term effectiveness, short-term 
effectiveness, implementability, and cost in 
comparison to the other alternatives. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tom

As Mary mentioned earlier, there are specific criteria established in the NCP that describe how EPA should evaluate clean-up of Superfund sites. EPA believes that Alternative 4 represents the best balance of these criteria, specifically, long-term effectiveness, short-term effectiveness, implementability, and cost in comparison to the other alternatives. The next few slides provide some of EPA's considerations in our evaluation of Alternative 4.
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Preferred Alternative: Alternative 4

 Alternative 4 requires excavation of all RIM greater than 52.9 
picocuries per gram (pCi/g), anywhere within 16 feet below 
the surface.

 Excavated material will be disposed of in an OFF-SITE facility.

 Upon completion of excavation to 16 feet, an UMTRCA-
compliant engineered cover will be placed on Areas 1 and 2 of 
Operable Unit 1.  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tom

As we discussed earlier, this alternative requires excavation of RIM at concentrations greater than 52.9 pCi/g down to a maximum depth of 16 feet below the ground surface. The concentration criteria for alternative 4 is stems from UMTRCA which establishes a standard for clean-up of sites contaminated with mill tailings. The UMTRCA clean up standard is conservatively based on a scenario where a house is built on land contaminated with uranium tailings, and protecting those individuals from inhaling radon or being exposed to gamma radiation from the Site.  Since we don’t expect to have homes built on the West Lake landfill, this is one of the reasons EPA evaluated a clean-up number that is ten times higher, or 52.9 pCi/g. The excavated RIM that exceeds the concentration threshold will be sent to an off-site disposal facility.

After excavation, a low permeability cover designed to comply with EPA’s Uranium Mill Tailings regulations and EPA’s guidance for hazardous waste landfill covers will be installed in Area 1 and Area 2.
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Preferred Alternative: Alternative 4

 Excavation of the majority of the radioactivity (67%) in 
conjunction with installation of an engineered cover system 
reduces the long-term risks posed by the RIM remaining at the 
Site to the lower end of the Superfund risk range. 

 Installation of the engineered cover will minimize the potential 
for leaching of radioactive materials to groundwater

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tom

Alternative 4 will result in removal of a majority of the radioactivity from the Radium, Thorium, and Uranium contamination present at the Site. As thorium at the Site decays to radium, the concentrations of radium will increase for approximately 9,000 years. The maximum concentrations of radium were used to evaluate futures risks after implementation of the preferred alternative. Excavation of a majority of the radioactivity, in combination with installation and maintenance of an engineered cover, will prevent unacceptable risk in the future.

After excavation, the installation of a low permeability cover over Area 1 and Area 2 will minimize infiltration of rainwater and potential subsequent leaching of residual radioactive materials to groundwater.
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Preferred Alternative: Alternative 4

 Does not require excavating newer wastes from the Bridgeton 
Landfill

 Limits the potential for oxygen intrusion and a subsequent 
subsurface heating event or landfill fire

 Limits the impacts to the community from odors, fugitive dust, 
and construction traffic

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tom

Alternative 4 does not require excavation of newer wastes nor does it impact infrastructure in Bridgeton Landfill. This limits the potential for a subsurface heating event or landfill fire during remedy construction. This also limits the potential for odor.

By limiting the depth of the excavation to 16 feet, EPA’s preferred alternative limits the impacts to the community from fugitive dust and construction traffic and takes 3 to 9 years less to complete compared to the deeper excavation alternatives.

As a reminder, Alternative 4 will take approximately 5 years to complete.
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Public Comments

 The EPA is seeking comment on all alternatives presented in the Final 
Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan. 

 The EPA is specifically soliciting comments related to the depth and 
concentration criteria, (16 feet depth limit and the 52.9 pCi/g 
concentration) established as a baseline for Alternative 4.

 The EPA is also soliciting comments related to the selection of different 
depths and concentration criterion between Area 1 and Area 2. 

 The EPA is soliciting comments on on-site versus off-site disposal for 
Alternative 4.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tom

EPA is seeking comments on all the alternatives evaluated in the Final Feasibility Study. More specifically, EPA is soliciting your comments on the 16 foot depth and 52.9 pCi/g concentration criteria established as a baseline for Alternative 4. 

EPA is also soliciting your comments on the selection of different depth and concentration criterion between Area 1 and Area 2 and whether to dispose of the RIM on-site or off-site.

And with that, I will turn the microphone back over to Mary.
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Public Comment Period

 The public comment period runs from February 6 through 
April 23. (Extended 30 days from March 22 after request)

 Comments may be submitted verbally tonight, submitted in 
writing tonight or via mail, or submitted electronically:

Via Mail:
Ben Washburn
EPA Region 7
Office of Public Affairs
11201 Renner Boulevard
Lenexa, KS 66219

EPA West Lake Landfill Website (comment form):
https://www.epa.gov/mo/west-lake-landfill

Email:
R7_WestLakeLandfillPublicComments@epa.gov

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Mary

This concludes our presentation. We will now move to the public comment session.  If you do not wish to provide your comments tonight for the record, you may submit them by email, through the form on our website, or through regular mail delivery.  Comments must be received by midnight CST on April 23, 2018. 
Thank you for your attention and for being here tonight to share with us your comments on this important decision. 
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