East Branch Early Action

Overview of Remedial Alternatives Evaluated in the
Draft Focused Feasibility Study and Data Review
Newtown Creek Superfund Site CAG Meeting

June 18, 2024
(continuation of May 22, 2024 meeting)
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_adjusted (moved southeast) inrevised FES. |

East Branch Early Action Study Area

Tributary of Newtown Creek
Approximately 0.5 miles in length
Surface area ~11 acres

Depth 10.3-16.5ft in channel and
shallower at head of tributaries
Extensive investigations
completed as part of the Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study
Process

Focused Feasibility Study (FFS)
was developed to evaluate
remedial alternatives for the East
Branch

*Additional detail on the rationale for conducting the East Branch Early Action can be
found in a June 20, 2023 presentation to the CAG (available on the CAG website).



We were able to discuss slides 5 through 18 below (included again
for ease of reference)

Based on feedback from the CAG steering committee, we are back
this month to discuss

* Any follow up questions on the alternatives evaluated
* The alternative review process (aka, the Nine Criteria)
* The post-implementation evaluation plan

* The Schedule for moving forward

« Areview of data from the Remedial Investigation used to support the East
Branch Early Action process

We will continue to work with the CAG leadership to assure all
technical review supports are in place prior to release of the
Proposed Plan



Common Elements of Each Active Alternative

* Robust pre-design investigation
- Dredging
- Capping
 In-situ stabilization
* where needed to reduce migration, to treat NAPL
- Sealed bulkheads

* where needed to reduce migration, as a temporary measure to
address seeps while upland cleanup measures are evaluated and
implemented

- Stabilization measures

- Dredged material management
+ Institutional controls
- Evaluation monitoring

» This is key!!




A preliminary-design investigation (PDI) involves collecting
additional information to support the remedial design

The PDI will include at least the following:

= Additional sediment sampling to refine the delineation of
contaminants of concern (COCSs) in sediment;

= Additional porewater and/or groundwater COC data collection,
primarily to refine cap designs;

= Data collection to further delineate NAPL and investigate NAPL
mobility;

= Geotechnical data collection to support dredge design, cap
design and shoreline stability evaluations;

= |nvestigations to inform decisions on the need for upland
controls.

Will also be used to help develop the long-term evaluation
monitoring program.




Key Terminology: Dredging

- Sediment removal, aka dredging, removes contaminated sediment
from aquatic settings.

- Common types of dredging:

= Mechanical
* Uses an excavator or other heavy equipment to remove sediment
« Usually situated on a barge
* Clamshell or enclosed bucket

= Hydraulic
 Cutterhead
* Horizontal auger
= Specialty
 Suction-vacuum dredge
 Better for small-scale areas




-

\
" —
rI A4S .:g-w'-fs"r»"":""

SUSE

) DDODDOG

N\

Mechanical Dredging



Key Terminology: Armored and Amended Cap

ARMORED CAP

General .
example of a
multi-layer
armored and
amended cap
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Key Terminology: Dredged Material Management

= Tentative plan is as follows:

= Dredged material will be loaded
iInto scows

= The material will be transported
to a commercially available
upland processing facility.

= Water that settles out from the
sediment will be treated on the
barge using a treatment system.

= Dewatered dredged material
would be offloaded at the
regional sediment processing
facility for additional
management and stabilization,
as needed.

= Sediment will be sent for final
offsite disposition.




Key Terminology: In-Situ Stabilization

= |n-situ stabilization (ISS) is a method that can be used to prevent or
slow the release of contaminants from sediment

= The process involves mixing or injecting solidification agents or
chemical reagents (e.g., Portland cement) to solidify, stabilize, and
Immobilize contaminants in sediment.
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Key Terminology: Bulkheads/Sealed Bulkheads

N = Bulkheads

= Man-made structures used to
reduce shoreline erosion or
stabilize shorelines. Commonly
made of steel sheet piles, wood,
concrete, or similar materials

= Sealed bulkheads

= A type of bulkhead used to
prevent contamination from
entering the creek from upland
properties. Typically uses
interlocking joints of sheet pile
wall




Alternatives Evaluated

Alternative

Alternative Summary

Alternative EB-A

No Action

Alternative EB-B

Dredge to Allow Placement of Cap at or Below 0 Foot MLLW: Dredge sediments down to a specified
elevation to facilitate placement of an armored/amended cap entirely at (or below) 0 foot MLLW, which
would decrease water depths.

Alternative EB-C

Dredge to Allow Placement of Cap to Maintain Existing Water Depth: Dredge sediment to a minimum
depth to accommodate placement of an armored/amended cap to maintain the existing water depth.

Alternative EB-D

Dredge to Allow Placement of Cap to Maintain Existing Water Depth with Localized Deeper
Dredging: Dredge sediment to a minimum depth to accommodate placement of an armored/amended
cap to maintain the existing water depth. In select areas, sediment would be dredged deeper
considering the depth to uncontaminated materials, COC concentrations in sediment, potential for
upward NAPL migration from the deeper soft and/or native sediment.

Alternative EB-E

Dredge All Within Navigation Channel, Cap Outside: Dredge the federally authorized
navigation channel to a depth necessary to accommodate a cap below the current authorized depth plus
a buffer or to native material, whichever is shallower.

Alternative EB-F

Dredge All: Dredge all sediments to uncontaminated materials (e.g., uncontaminated native material)
and backfill if necessary.




Alternative EB-B

Dredging where necessary to allow for placement of an armored
and amended cap

« Cap would be placed entirely at or below the mean low water line
* Thickness of cap would range from 3 to 4.5 feet

On average, would raise the elevation of the sediment bed

EB-B would remove ~32,300 cubic yards of sediment over 3.5 acres
Estimated Total Cost: $171.1 million

Scow trips: More than 60

Construction timeframe: 2 years




Alternative EB-C

- Dredging to an average depth of 3 feet across the entire footprint of
the East Branch to allow for placement of an armored and/or
amended cap

« Existing water depth would be maintained
» Thickness of cap would range from 3 to 4.5 feet

- EB-C would remove more than 90,000 cubic yards of sediment over
approximately 11.2 acres

- Total Cost: $263.1 million

«  Scow trips: More than 100
- Construction timeframe: 2.5 years




Dredging to an average depth of 3 feet across the entire footprint of
the East Branch to allow for placement of an armored and amended
cap, with localized deeper dredging where needed based on the
remaining depth to uncontaminated material, contaminant
concentrations in remaining sediment, potential for exposure to
principal threat waste and the potential for upward migration of
NAPL.

« Existing water depth would be maintained

» Thickness of armored and amended cap would range from 2.5 to 4.5 feet

- Additional backfill would be needed to maintain water depths

EB-D would remove more than 100,000 cubic yards of sediment
over approximately 11.2 acres

Total Cost: $268.8 million
Scow trips: More than 110
Construction timeframe: 2.5 years



Dredge the federally authorized navigation channel to a depth
necessary to accommodate a cap below the current authorized
depth plus a buffer or to native material, whichever is shallower.

* Areas dredged to native material would be backfilled as necessary

« Dredging and/or capping outside the navigation channel, including the
Western Beef Slip or in areas with high flux of COCs from groundwater

* Thickness of armored and amended cap to be determined
* Would resultin deeper water depths on average

Included as an alternative since the navigation channel has not
been deauthorized

EB-E would remove ~233,800 cubic yards of sediment over 10.6
acres

Total Cost: $483.5 million
Scow trips: More than 175
Construction timeframe: 4 years



Alternative EB-F

- Dredge down to uncontaminated material across entire footprint of
the East Branch and backfill as needed

« Armored and/or amended capping would be placed in areas with high flux
of COCs from groundwater

* Would result in deeper water depths on average

- EB-F would remove ~254,700 cubic yards of sediment over 11.2
acres

+ Total Cost: $592.1 million
- Scow trips: More than 190
- Construction timeframe: 5 years




The Nine Evaluation Criteria

Balancing Criteria Modifying Criteria
» Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence « Community Acceptance
* Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume « State Acceptance

through Treatment
» Short-Term Effectiveness
* Implementability
* Cost




1. Overall protection of human health and the environment.

«Is it protective?
* How are risks eliminated, reduced, or controlled?

2. Compliance with ARARs.

» Does it meet environmental laws or provide grounds for a waiv er?

3. Long-term effectiveness and permanence.
* Does it provide reliable protection overtime?

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment.

» Does it use a treatment technology ?
* This is preferred, if possible.

5. Short-term effectiveness.

» Will the remedy be implemented fast enough to address short-term risks, and will there be adverse
effects (human health or environmental) during construction/ implementation?

6. Implementability.

» How difficult will it be to implement (e.g. av ailability of materials or coordination of Federal, State,
and local agencies)?

7. Cost effectiveness.

* What are the estimated capital and operation and maintenance costs in comparison to other,
equally -protectiv e alternatives?

8. State acceptance.
« Does the State agree with, oppose, or have no comment on it?

9. Community acceptance.
» Does the community support, hav e reserv ations about, or oppose it?

wEPA
Nine
Criteria

Threshold Criteria

mustbe metfor an
alternative to be eligible.

Balancing

Criier o determinesrelative

strengths and weaknesses among
the criteriathat meetthreshold.

Modifying Criteria

20



Post-Implementation Evaluation Program

Two goals
« Determine if in-creek remedy is functioning as designed
« Determine if Remedial Action Objectives are being met

Provides process for evaluating these questions and, where
necessary, taking additional remedial action

Structured so that potential impacts to the protectiveness of the
remedy are addressed as soon as possible

This is a critical aspect of whatever alternative is selected




Set long-term goal for cleanup to risk-based cleanup standards
* These are expected to be met immediately following cleanup

Determine Interim Evaluation Measures based on empirical data
from surrounding upland inputs

Develop a long-term monitoring program to:
* Monitor the performance of the in-creek portion of remedy

« Evaluate the progress towards meeting the Remedial Action Objectives in
the long-term

* Include sampling of at least sediment, surface water, and external sources
of contamination, plus regular bank inspections, for both erosion and seeps,
with sampling as needed/appropriate.

Take additional source control actions, if needed and on an ongoing

basis

» Either through State and/or Federal enforcement authority, to be decided on
a case-by-case basis




The measures will be developed using the Long-Term Equilibrium
(LTE) model

Will be using the version developed by EPA
Based on empirical data

Will be updated initially with data collected during the predesign
investigation

Will continue to be updated as additional data is collected during post-
implementation monitoring and with data collected as part of OU2

The LTE model will be replacing the Contaminant Fate and
Transport (CFT) model

It is more transparent than the CFT model
Can be more readily shared and updated

The hydrodynamic and sediment transport models, along with the lateral
groundwater study, give us a good understanding of the CFT processes
occuring in the Creek

Will save time in the overall decision-making process for OU1



Data-Based Rationale for Remedy Approach

DRAFT: Will be updated
in revised FFS and
Proposed Plan
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This evaluation monitoring program will:
- allow EPA to identify the specific ongoing inputs that may cause PRG
exceedances before PRG exceedances actually occur
- enable EPA to develop an appropriate course of action to ideally prevent

PRG exceedances from ever occurring.

If NAPL from ongoing sources, including upland seeps, is found to
be impacting the protectiveness of the implemented remedy, it will
need to be addressed through either State or Federal enforcement
authorities (to be determined on a case-by-case basis).

Sheens could potentially be indicative of site-related contamination
at elevated concentrations that would impact the protectiveness of
the implemented remedy.

Any sheen observed in the future would need to be further investigated,

including through sampling and analysis.
« Depending on the results, additional remedial and/or source control

efforts could be required




SCHEDULE
OVERVIEW




Completed ltems

East Branch Early Action Process

Early presentations to CAG on Early Action 11/16/2022,5/17/2023 and 6/20/23
CSTAG Meeting 3 (all key stakeholders participate) 7/11/2023 to 7/13/2023
Draft FFS Submitted by NCG 7/28/2023
Recommendations Received from CSTAG* 9/26/2023

EPA Region 2’s Response to CSTAG 11/3/2023
Recommendations

EPA Comments Submitted on the Draft FFS 11/15/2023

EPA Presentation to CAG on CSTAG 11/15/2023
recommendations and review of Superfund process

EPA Presentation to CAG on draft FFS comment 1/17/2024

review process

CSTAG Meeting 4 (EPA Only) 2/13/24 to 2/14/24

CSTAG Recommendations Received By 3/27/24 (actual: 4/9/24)
- NCG Submits Revised FFS April 2024 (actual: 4/12/24)

*CSTAG is EPA’s Contaminated Sediment Technical Advisory Group, which is comprised of members from
all 10 EPAregions, EPA Headquarters and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.




Tentative Schedule for East Branch Proposed Plan Release

and Record of Decision

EPA Presentation to CAG — overview of FFS

EPA Presentation to CAG - overview of
alternatives evaluated in the FFS

EPA Response to CSTAG Recommendations
CSTAG Reply and Headquarters Review

EPA Presentation to CAG — overview of FFS
alternatives (continued) and data review

NCG Submits Draft Final FFS

- Release Proposed Plan
Public Meeting

End of Public Comment Period (minimum 30 days)

- Record of Decision

4/17/24
5/22/24

By 5/8/24 (actual: 5/24/24)

June 2024 (comments on draft
Proposed Plan received and initial
headquarters briefing conducted
6/17/24)

6/18/24

Late June 2024

Early summer

About 2 weeks after release of
Proposed Plan

Late summer

Late 2024/Early 2025




OVERVIEW OF DATA




Sediment Thickness Above Native Layer
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3 East Branch Early Action Area
Newtown Creek
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FS Sediment Thickness (feet)
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NOTES:
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Water Depth Zones

LEGEND:

3 East Branch Early Action Area
Newtown Creek
Creek Mile

=== Navigation Channel

Water Depths

s} Deep Water (Deeper than -13.5 feet
MLLW)

Shallow Water/Nearshore (-13.5 feetto
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B Wake Zone (Shallower than -4 feet
MLLW)
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| NOTES:
1. Creek mile hatches are shown every
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. B | For the East Branch FFS, CM 0.0 begins at the

i mouth of East Branch.

|| 2. Aerial imagery: New York State Department of
8 Information Technology Services, 2022.
3. ry survey performed by Ocean
Surveys, Inc. in 2 phases during summer 2022
Phase 1 was conducted July 11 through July 22,

3 - 2022. Phase 2 was conducted August 7 through
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TPAH(34) Risk Based PRG Exceedances
Surface Sediment

LEGEND:

| ©3 East Branch Early Action Area
Newtown Creek

=+ Nawvigation Channel

—+ Creek Mile

TPAH (34) in Surface Sediment (mg/kg)

[0 34-100(<1x Risk-Based PRG)

23 110 - 200 (1-2¢ Risk-Based PRG)

| B3 210- 1,000 (2-10x Risk-Based PRG)

P B 1100 1,800 (>10x Risk-Based PRG)

- . NOTES:
| 1. Creek mile hatches are shown every hundredth
mile and labeled every tenth mile. For the East
Branch FFS, CM 0.0 begins at the mouth of East
Branch.
2. Aerial imugu{. New York State Department of
Infermation Technology Services, 2022.
| 3. Non-detects, if present, set to the MDL.
| 4. Totals reported using Kaplan-Meier, if
applicable.
1 5. Data are &srlayed using Thiessen polygens.
6. Numerical classification bins are rounded to two

ignificant figures. Break values for numerical
dassification bins are rounded up. Values between
| displayed ranges are placed in the higher bin.
. Depth range for surface sediment is 0 - 15 em.
* ] 8. The risk-based PRG for TPAH (34) is 100 mg/kg
| on a point-by-point basis (i.e, not-to-exceed
B sediment COC concentration for a given sample
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Total PCB Risk Based PRG Exceedances
Surface Sediment

% % LecenD:

4 O3 fastBranch Early Action Area
Newtown Creek

—+ Navigation Channel

—+ Creek Mile

TPCB in Surface Sediment (mg/kg)

3 0015 - 0.3 (<1x Risk-Based PRG

3 031 - 060 (1-2x Risk-Based PRG)

B0 061 - 30 (2-10x Risk-Based PRG)

“W%| Bl 31-380(>10x Risk-Based PRG)

4 NOTES:

1 1. Creek mile hatches are shown every hundredth
mile and labeled every tenth mile. For the East
Branch FFS, CM 0.0 begins at the mouth of East
Branch.

2. Aerial imagery- New York State Department of
Information Technology Services, 2022.

3. Non-detects, if present, set to the MOL.
4. Totals reported using Kaplan-Meier, if
applicable.
5. Data are displayed using Thiessen polygens.
Numerical classification bins are rounded to two
ignificant figures. Break values for numerical
dassification bins are rounded up. Values between
displayed ranges are placed in the higher bin.
7. Depth range for surface sediment i 0 - 15 em.
8. The risk-based PRG for Total PCBs is 03 ma/kg
aluated as 8 SWAC on a Study Area-wide basis.
8| This figure shows surface sediment exceedances
this risk-based PRG, which is a conservative
y e e approach because remedial action levels (RALs) for
Cd ] | P \& M # ! SWAC-based PRGs will generally exceed the risk-

3 : 4 I = Il based PRG (see Section 3.5 of the FFS).
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Copper Risk-Based PRG Exceedances
Surface Sediment

’! / , | ©3 £ast Branch Early Action Area
] v vy ) - . . "
33 3 e , e Newtown Creek
r L% ‘f , ? 7ot 4 y —-= Navigation Channel
i estem Beet Slip i SR - Creek Mile
; / 3 TH o Copper in Surface Sediment (mg/kg)
* [ 32 - 490 (<1x Risk-Based PRG)

[ 500 - 980 (1-2x Risk-Based PRG)

NOTES:
| 1. Creek mile hatches are shown every hundredth
mile and labeled every tenth mile. For the East
gaxthFS.mQObeginsatmemhofFast
3

2. Aerial imagery: New York State Department of
Information Technology Services, 2022.
3. Non-detects, if present, set to the MDL.
4. Totals reported using Kaplan-Meier, if
L2 applicable.
| 5. Data are displayed using Thiessen polygons.
. Numerical classification bins are rounded to two

& significant figures. Break values for numerical

™ classification bins are rounded up. Values between
| displayed ranges are placed in the higher bin.

. Depth range for surface sedimentis 0 - 15 cm.

. The risk-based PRG for copper is 490 mg/kg on

point-by-point basis (i.e. not-to-exceed
B sediment COC concentration for a given sample
point).
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East Branch Early Action Focused Feasibility Study
Newtown Creek RI/FS

be adjusted (moved southeast) in revised FFS.
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C19-C36 Risk Based PRG Exceedances
Surface Sediment

| &3 £ast Branch Early Action Area
Newtown Creek

—--- Navigation Channel

—— Creek Mile

C19-C36 in Surface Sediment (mg/kg)

¢ [ 35 - 200 {<1x Risk-Based PRG)
B, | T 210- 200 (1-2¢Risk-Based PRG)

%% | B 410- 2000 (2-10x Risk-Based PRG)

- | 1. Creek mile hatches are shown every hundredth
mile and labeled every tenth mile. For the East
Branch FFS, CM 0.0 begins at the mouth of East
Branch.

2. Aerial imagery: New York State Department of
Information Technology Services, 2022.

3. Non-detects, if present, set to the MDL.

4. Totals reported using Kaplan-Meier, if
applicable.

i | 5. Data are displayed using Thiessen polygons.

1| 6. Numerical classification bins are rounded to two
nificant figures. Break values for numerical
ssification bins are rounded up. Values between
ranges are placed in the higher bin.
8. The risk-based PRG for C19-C36 aliphatic
d petroleum hydrocarbons is 200 mg/kg on a point-
B by-point basis (i.e., not-to-exceed sediment COC
concentration for a given sample point).
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Figure 3-2
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Dioxin/Furan TEQ Risk Based PRG Exceedances
Surface Sediment

| €3 £ast Branch Early Action Area
Newtown Creek

—-- Navigation Channel
—— Creek Mile
D/F TEQ in Surface Sediment (ng/kg)
[ 1.2 - 18 (<1 Risk-Based PRG)
[ 19 - 36 (1-2x Risk-Based PRG)
37 - 180 (2-10x Risk-Based PRG)

| 1. Creek mile hatches are shown every hundredth
mile and labeled every tenth mile. For the East
Branch FFS, CM 0.0 begins at the mouth of East
Branch.
2. Aerial imagery: New York State Department of
Information Technology Services, 2022.
3. Non-detects, if present, set to the MDL.
4 Totals reported using Kaplan-Meier, if
applicable.
| 5. Data are displayed using Thiessen polygons.
Numerical classification bins are rounded to two
nificant figures. Break values for numerical
assification bins are rounded up. Values between
= || displayed ranges are placed in the higher bin.
. ™ \ - R 7. Depth range for surface sediment is 0 - 15 cm.
L /| < P 3 . — || 8. The risk-based PRG for Total Dioxin/Furan TEQ
A J b lyro 3 ; . \ - | is 18 ng/kg evaluated as 3 SWAC on 2 Study Area-

f “ A ) wide basis. This figure shows surface sediment
2 - 3 )| exceedances of this risk-based PRG, which is a
. : P = conservative approach because remedial action
g 38 ; ¢ “ o e ) levels (RALS) for SWAC-based PRGs wil generally
i DEY / 1 : < BT - , /Sl exceed the risk-based PRG (see Section 3.5 of the
E——— X | B < A SUSE W
T S & @Rl -
i &
3 é ¥ 2
E O W > 2% oy F
AR = l anlld | 1 TN Iy il
e ) R (R i HIIERE, 1 ERAAR N\ e
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AN Note: Boundary line for East Branch Study Area Will  ;eq rwased pro exceedances in Surfoce et
East Branch Early Action Focused Feasibility Study

be adjusted (moved southeast) in revised FFS. P
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All Contaminant of Concern Risk-Based PRG
Exceedances — Surface Sment

| &3 225t Branch Eariy Action Arez
Newtown Creek
—-- Navigation Channel
— Creek Mile
Maximum Risk-Based PRG Exceedance in
Surface Sediment
[] No Excesdance

TES:
1. Creek mile hatches are shown every hundredth
mile and labeled every tenth mile. For the East
grr:nch FFS, CM 0.0 begins at the mouth of East
inch.

2 Aerial imagery: New York State Department of
= Information Technology Services, 2022.
3. Non-detects, if present, st to the MDL.
| 4 Totals reported using Kaplan-Meier, if
| applicable.
. Data are displayed using Thiessen polygons.
. Break values for numerical classification bins are
ounded up. Values between displayed ranges are
placed in the higher bin.
‘ 7. Depth range for surface sediment is 0 - 15 cm.
¥| 8. The risk-based PRGs for Total PCBs, Total
5 Dioxin/Furan TEQ, and lead are evaluated on 2
- 3 ! . g S 5 SWAC basis. This figure shows surface sediment
@ R - 13 > ik \ ot | exceedances of the risk-based PRGs for all six
 — e _'v = ¢ = \ “ v COCs. which is a conservative approach because
“““““I"- e £ - 3 = N <5 - remedial action levels (RALs) for SWAC-based
PRGs will generally exceed the risk-based PRG (see

> o - - se
““““““" ' . e 3 “,& < o YA L Section 3.5 of the FFS).

M o B A 1= L3 AR A % : 'lenmnusof
LI e TTTIT | 413 LA e
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SI'E\EIAC"P:[‘C")‘Ii NOte Bound ary Ilne for EaSt BranCh StUdy AreaW'" Maximum Risk-Based PRG Exceedances in SurfaceSedimentfof'izluerg(_;
be adjusted (moved southeast) in revised FFS. e
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Surface and Subsurface Sediment Concentrations
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ANCHOR Figure A28
OFEA Surface Sediment and Subsurface Sediment Concentrations in East Branch - Box Plots by Depth

Conceptual Site Model
Mewtown Creek RIFS




TPAH(34) Risk Based PRG Exceedances
Depth Weighted Average Subsurface Sediment

W LEGEND:
| £ fast Branch Earl Action Ama
Newtown Creek
Navigation Channel
—+ Creek Mile
o Core locaton
Total PAH (34) in Subsurface Sediment
(mg/kg)
3 13- 100(<1x Risk-Based PRG)
[ 110 - 200 (1-2x Risk-Based PRG)
210 - 1,000 (2-10x Risk-Based PRG)
B 1,100 - 3300 (>10x Risk-Based PRG)

NOTES:
1. Creek miw hatches are shown every fundredth mile
and kbakd avery tanth mie. For the East Bandh FFS, CM
0.0 begins at the mouth of East &
. imagery. New York State Dapartmect of
Informaton Technology Sendces, 2022
3, Non-detects, If presant, set to the M.
4. Totals reparted wing Kaplan-Mair, if appicablle.
5. Data are displayed uang Thissen polygens. Score
Thisssen polygons may be dramn bised cn sampias
cutsicka of the East Branch FFS Early Acton Area
6. Numerical classification bins ara reunded to tag
significant figures. Break wlues for numencal
dassdcation bins are rounded up Values batween
| displayed rarges are placed in the hghar bin.
7. Tha subsurface weighted average concentration ws
cakulated for sedmant from 15 cm {6 inches] balow the
sediment surface 1o the natve matenal intertace. The
wighd wvsrion ciecaratan or i ntanal
labsted in parenthases
8. Thae risk-based PRG for TPAH [34) s 200 mavkg on a
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QEA T
Conceptual Site Model

be adjusted (moved southeast) in revised FFS. e Cost s




Total PCBs Risk Based PRG Exceedances
Depth Weighted Average Subsurface Sediment

LEGEND:
> BX 3 | £ fast Branch Ear Action Ama

¥ 8 EE Lo ¢ Newtown Creek

! 53 : Navigation Channel

a L%
rn Beef Slip|

:'

. R < /
| {Western Beef slip @ Al Ry —+ Crockhie
e {

’ ’ O Core locaton
N . 4. Total PCBs in Subsurface Sediment

(mg/kg)
| 3 0026 -030(<1x Risk-Based PRG)
B 31- 4 (>10x Risk-Based PRG)

NOTES:
1. Croek mi hatches are shown avery hundredth mie
and Lbekd every tanth mike. For ™he East Branch FFS, CM
0.0 begins at the mouth of East Eranch
2. Agrial imagary: New York State Dapartment of
B Informazon Technology Sencas, 2022

ERY ts, If presant, 56t to the MOL
N 4 Tetals reported wing Kaplan-Maebr, if appicable
J 5. Data are displayed wing Thissen solygons. Scene
Thissen polygons may be drawn basad on sampies
eutside of the East Branch FFS Early Acton Area.
€. Numencal dassification i are reunded to tao
8 significan figures. Break values for numencal
dasdcation bins are rounded up Values betwaen
displayed ranges are placed in the higher bin.
Bl 7. The subsurface weighted avirage concentration was
cakculated for sedmant fram 15 cm {6 Inches) befow the
sediment surface 10 the natve materal Interface. The
mhlﬁd Werage concentration for s intarval &
labled in paranthases.
8. The risk- based PAG for Total PC3: (s 03 mg /g

p— \ L < P ; - «

[T e : g A& o : gt S s o ey e 1

i & an‘u“““"b‘—"d—“ . o 1 y 3 ‘ 4 15 @ Conervative approach because remedal acton levels
' AW ! { 3 -3 “ % (RALS) for SWAC-bised PRIZs wil ganerally axceed the

- risk-based PRG [see Section 35 of tha FFS)
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e Note: Boundary line for East Branch Study Area Will ... sce: oepth weighted Average subsurface Seciment Conomrstans

Conceptual Site Model
Newtown Croek RUFS

be adjusted (moved southeast) in revised FFS.




Copper Risk Based PRG Exceedances
Depth Werghted Average Subsurface Sedrment

LEGEND:
| 23 East Branch Early Action Area
Newtown Creek

—-- Navigation Channel
—+ Cresk Mile
(O Core Location
Copper in Subsurface Sediment (mg/kg)
[J 30 - 490 (< 1x Risk-Based PRG)
[ 500 - 980 (1-2x Risk-Based PRG)

* | 0 990 - 4800 (> 2x Risk-Based PRG)

1. Lru*mbhm'vesimnmyhtndrdﬂlmlh
mdhbdedevsytcmhrrﬂg‘of&eExk!nmh“S.CM
0.0bequtfemou‘hofm\ ranch.

m:
the East Branch FFS Early Action Area.
6'. Numerical classification birs are’ lwnded two

8. The risk-based PRG for i 450 ona
point-by-point basis (ie, n::tmmg/kg t COC
concentration for a given sample point).

LTS
TN S

: IR Iyl

T

R W VR R

S -
e . LRI

sueon : Boundary Irne for East Branch Study Area will Figure A2-S¢

Copper Depth-Weighted Average Subsurface Sediment Concentrations

be adjusted (moved southeast) in revised FFS. e Ok s

Newtown Creek RIFS
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C19-C36 Risk Based PRG Exceedances
Depth Weighted Average Subsurface Sediment

% W LEGEND:

R 3 East Branch Early Action Area
Newtown Creek

—--- Navigation Channsi

—+ Creek Mile

M O CoreLocation

C19 36 Aliphatic Petroleum
cbonsin .

(mg/kg)
ol =1 210 2,000 (2-10x Risk-Based PRG)
| B 2100 - 12000 (> 10x Risk-Based PRG)

NOTES:
1. Creek mile hatches are shown every h
and labeled every tenth mﬂe For the’ [xl Er:rzh FKS o™
0.0 begns at { the mouth of £axt Branch.
2 herial imagery: New York State Department of
g information hnology Services, 2022.
3. Nonr

onificant fgures. Break values for remerica
jassification bins are rounded up. Values between

= are placed in tho higher bin.
e sebrartoce wel Soncentration was

calculated for scdlmeft from 15 am 1(. inches) below the
sediment surface to the native material interface. The
" bzhmdm age concentration for this interval is
iabeled in parentheses.
8. The rik-based PRG for C19-C36 afiphatic petroleu

200 on 3 point-by-paint basis.
ng okt sacaed et COL concentiation for a
given sample point)

c|===|

Queens

Manhattan

Brooklyn

3T\ NewtownCreek die A

Figure A2-9b

% ANCE NOte B O u nd ary I I ne fo r E a‘St B ranC h StUdy Are aCWlJJL Aliphatic Petroleum Hydrocarbon Depth-Weighted Average Subsurface Sediment Concentrations

QFA ===

Conceptual Site Model
Newtown Creek RIFS

be adjusted (moved southeast) in revised FFS.




Dioxin/Furan TEQ Risk Based PRG Exceedances
Depth Weighted Average Subsurface Sediment

3 East Branch Early Action Area
Newtown Creek

—-- Navigation Channel

| — Cresk Mile

M O Core Location

Total Dioxin/Furan TEQ 2005 (Mammal) in
Subsurface Sediment (ng/kg)

[ 0.74 - 18 (<1x Risk-Based PRG)
\ 3 37 - 180 (2-10x Risk-Based PRG)
| W 190 - 590 (> 10x Risk-Based PRG)

NOTES:
1. Creek mille hatches are shown every hundredth mile
L and labeled every terth il For the £ast Branch 175, CM
i \ 0.0 begins at the mouth of East Branch.
L) 2. Aerial im. New York State t of
AT Ty meomm'?“{m‘og, ot
i A if present, set to the M|

R 2 Totzls repomd using Kaphn -Meier, if applicable.
&4 5. Data are displayed using Thi polygons. Some
E" Thcuogoiygons uybedmwnbmdoﬂs:mplu
B outside of the East Branch FFS Early Action Area.
B 6. Numerical classification bins are rounded to two
significant figures. Break values for e umerical
dmnﬁumn bins are rounded up. Values between
‘ #‘ are placed in e mgrm bin.
porbmi ik weighted Concentration was

calculated for sediment from 15 cm (6 inches) below the
sediment surface to the native material nterface. The
/ webghmd mage concentration for this interval &
/ led in parentheses.

8. The rik-based PRG for Total Dioxin/Furan TEQ s 18

ng/k? evaluated as 3 SWAC on a Study Area-wide basis.
This figure shows exceedances of this rsk-based PRG,
which is a consenative approach because remedial
§ action levels (RALs) for SWAC-based PRGs will
Sxcsed the rick-based PRG (see Saction 3.5 of the FFS) (m

o 200

|==;='
Queens
i H\/%
Brooklyn
Si‘fi'fl‘f Note Boundaryllne forEast Branch Study Area Will vixin/ruran tea 2005 atamman pepth-weighted Average Subsurtace sediment concentrations

Conceptual Site Model

be adjusted (moved southeast) in revised FFS. Newionn Crsk RS
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Most Notable Observations of NAPL
Surface Sedlment

LTSS
-
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Note: Boundary Ilne for East Branch Study Area will
be adjusted (moved southeast) in revised FFS.

LEGEND:

3 East Branch Early Action Area

Newtown Creek
—- Navigation Channel
Cresk Mile

Most Notable NAPL Observation in Top 15
cm of Sediment

Visual Observation
B sheen
[0 No Visual Observation of Sheen or NAPL

| Shake Test

@ Sheen
O Negative

NOTES:

1. Creek mile hatches are shown every
hundredth mie and labeled every tenth mile.
For the East Branch FFS, CM 0.0 begins at the
mouth of East Branch.

| 2. Aerial imagery: New York State Department of

Information Technology Services, 2022.

3. The most notable observation is the visual
observation and shake test with the greatest
relative degree of sheen or NAPL. By depicting
the most notable visual observation and shake

NAPL.
4. Figure shows locations from Rl Phase 1, RI
Phase 2, FS Part 1 and Part 2, and FS treatability
study PDI sampling programs.

Figure A2-10a

Most Notable NAPL Observations in Surface Sediment

Conceptual Site Model
Newtown Creek RIFS
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Most Notable Observations of NAPL

LEGEND:

1 Ea5t Branch Early Action Area
Newtown Creek

—- Navigation Channel
Creek Mile

Most Notable NAPL Observation from
Below 15 cm to Sediment-Native Material
Interface

Visual Observation
B Biebs
@ Sheen
| [0 No Visual Observation of Sheen or NAPL
| Shake Test
] @ Biebs
B © Sheen
O Negative

| NOTES:
1. Creek mile hatches are shown every
hundredth mile and labeled every tenth mile.
% | For the East Branch FFS, CM 0.0 begins at the
S| mouth of East Branch.
| 2 Aerial imagery: New York State Department of
| Information Technclogy Services, 2022.
" 3. The most notable observation is the visual
observation and shake test with the greatest
Ko - » - - 5 ¥/ - 4 relative degree of sheen or NAPL. By depicting
g 2 - P - \ ) ol - & / the most notable visual observation and shake
-““""““‘ - - L B3 = { ] s test result, the map conservatively presents the
Ny ] observations of sheen and NAPL.
““““"“‘ 4. Figure shows locations from Rl Phase 1, Rl
Phase 2, FS Part 1 and Part 2, and FS treatability
study POl sampling programs.
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ANCHOR Figure A2-10b
QEA = Most Notable NAPL Observations in Subsurface Sediment

be adjusted (moved southeast) in revised FFS. Nevion ook
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Ebullition Associated Sheens

> LEGEND:
| ©F East Branch Early Action Area
Newtown Creek
Creek Mile
g Maximum Extent of Observed Dynamic
Sheens

- | NOTES:
1. Creek mile hatches are shown every
hundredth mile and labeled every tenth mile.
For the East Branch FFS, CM 0.0 begins at the
mouth of East Branch.
2. Aerial imagery: New York State Department of
Information Technology Services, 2022.
3.2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019 gas
ebulfition survey observations are combined to
show the maximum extent.
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s Note: Boundary line for East Branch Study Area will s o

Maximum Spatial Extent of Gas Ebullition Associated Dynamic Sheens

be adjusted (moved southeast) in revised FFS. e s
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Questions?




