
 

 
RECORD OF DECISION 

 
Grasse River Superfund Site 

(a.k.a. Alcoa Aggregation Site) 
Massena, St. Lawrence County, New York 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region II 

New York, New York 
April 2013



US EPA  Grasse River ROD 
 
 

Table of Contents 
 
PART 1 DECLARATION ..................................................................................................... i 
PART 2  DECISION SUMMARY ........................................................................................ 1 

1. SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION ........................................................... 1 

2. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES ................................................... 2 

3. COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION .................................................................................... 4 

4. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION ................................................................ 6 

5. SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISITCS ................................................................... 6 

5.1 Overview ................................................................................................................. 6 

5.2 Chemicals of Concern ............................................................................................. 7 

5.3 Summary of Sampling Results and Other Investigations ....................................... 7 

5.3.1  Sediment ..................................................................................................... 8 

5.3.2 Water Column ............................................................................................. 9 

5.3.3 Fish ............................................................................................................ 10 

6. CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE LAND AND RESOURCE USES ................ 11 

7. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS .......................................................................................... 12 

7.1 Human Health Risk Assessment ........................................................................... 12 

7.1.1 Data Collection and Analysis.................................................................... 13 

7.1.2 Exposure Assessment................................................................................ 14 

7.1.3 Toxicity Assessment ................................................................................. 16 

7.1.4 Risk Characterization ................................................................................ 16 

7.2 Ecological Risk Assessment ................................................................................. 19 

7.2.1 Problem Formulation ................................................................................ 20 

7.2.2 Exposure Assessment................................................................................ 21 

7.2.3 Effects Assessment ................................................................................... 22 

7.2.4 Risk Characterization ................................................................................ 22 

7.2.5 Uncertainty ................................................................................................ 23 

8. REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES ............................................................................. 25 

9. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES ........................................................................... 26 

9.1 Description of Remedy Components .................................................................... 26 

9.1.1 Containment Components ......................................................................... 26 

9.1.2 Sediment Treatment .................................................................................. 27 

9.1.3 Sediment Removal, Dewatering, and Disposal......................................... 27 



US EPA  Grasse River ROD 
 
 

 

9.1.4 Water Treatment ....................................................................................... 27 

9.1.5 Ice Management ........................................................................................ 28 

9.1.6 Institutional Controls ................................................................................ 28 

9.1.7 Monitoring Requirements ......................................................................... 28 

9.2 Common Elements ................................................................................................ 28 

9.3 Description of Remedial Alternatives ................................................................... 33 

10. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES .................................................... 38 

10.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment .................................. 38 

10.2 Compliance with ARARs ..................................................................................... 40 

10.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence .......................................................... 42 

10.3.1 Reduction of Residual Risk ...................................................................... 42 

10.3.2 Adequacy and Reliability of Controls....................................................... 43 

10.4 Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment ........................ 44 

10.5 Short-Term Effectiveness ..................................................................................... 45 

10.6 Implementability ................................................................................................... 46 

10.7 Cost ....................................................................................................................... 47 

10.8 State/Support Agency Acceptance ........................................................................ 48 

10.8.1 State Acceptance ....................................................................................... 48 

10.8.2 Tribal Acceptance ..................................................................................... 48 

10.9 Community Acceptance ........................................................................................ 49 

11. PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTES .................................................................................... 49 

12. SELECTED REMEDY ..................................................................................................... 49 

12.1 Summary of the Rationale for the Selected Remedy ............................................ 53 

13. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS .............................................................................. 55 

13.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment ............................................... 55 

13.2 Compliance with ARARs ..................................................................................... 56 

13.3 Cost Effectiveness ................................................................................................. 57 

13.4 Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment (or Resource 
Recovery) Technologies to Maximum Extent Practicable ................................... 57 

13.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element ................................................. 57 

13.6 Five-Year Review Requirements .......................................................................... 58 

14. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES ................................................... 58 

 



US EPA  Grasse River ROD 
 
 

 

PART 3  RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY ....................................................................... 58 
The Responsiveness Summary is provided as a separate attachment to this Record of Decision. 
 
 
APPENDIX I: ............................................ NEW YORK STATE CONCURRENCE LETTER 
APPENDIX II: ...................................................................... RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 
APPENDIX III: ........................................................... ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
 
LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1  Site Location Map 
Figure 2  Locations of Lower Grasse River Pilot/Demonstration Projects 
Figure 3  Conceptual Site Model 
Figure 4  Water Column Monitoring Locations 
Figure 5  Human Health Risk Assessment Exposure Areas 
Figure 6  Alternative 6 
Figure 5-1 Food Chain Figure from 1993 Risk Assessment 
 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table 7-1 Summary Exposure Point Concentrations for Chemicals of Concern - Fish 
Table 7-2 Summary Exposure Point Concentrations for Chemicals of Concern - Sediment 
Table 7-3 Summary Exposure Point Concentrations for Chemicals of Concern - Surface 

Water 
Table 7-4 Conceptual Site Model 
Table 7-5 Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary 
Table 7-6 Cancer Toxicity Data Summary 
Table 7-7 Risk Characterization Summary for RME - Carcinogens 
Table 7-8 Risk Characterization Summary for RME - Non-Cancer Hazards  
Table 7-9 Risk Characterization Summary for CTE 
Table 10-1 Approximate Time to Reach Target Concentration in Fish 
Table 10-2 Volume of Dredging and Area Capped 
Table 10-3 Cost Comparison 
Table 12-1 Cost Estimate Summary for the Selected Remedy 
Table 13-1 Chemical-Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines 
Table 13-2 Location-Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines 
Table 13-3 Action-Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines 
 

 



US EPA  Grasse River ROD 
 
 

 

PART 1 DECLARATION 
 
SITE NAME AND LOCATION 
 
Grasse River Superfund Site (a.k.a. Alcoa Aggregation Site) 
Massena, St. Lawrence County, New York 
 
Superfund Site Identification Number: NYD980506232 
 
STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE 
 
This Record of Decision (ROD) documents the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA’s) 
selection of a remedy for the Grasse River Superfund site (Site), in Massena, New York, which 
was chosen in accordance with the requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601-9675 and, 
to the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 
(NCP), 40 C.F.R. Part 300.  This decision document explains the factual and legal basis for 
selecting a remedy to address contamination at the Site. The attached index (see Appendix III) 
identifies the items that comprise the Administrative Record upon which the selected remedy is 
based. 

 
The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) was consulted on 
the proposed remedy in accordance with CERCLA § 121(f), 42 U.S.C. § 9621(f), and concurs 
with the selected remedy (see Appendix II). 

The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe (SRMT), a support agency for the Site, was consulted on the 
selected remedy, which calls for dredging and backfilling to grade of the polychlorinated 
biphenyl (PCB)-contaminated near shore areas of the Grasse River, and the capping of PCB-
contaminated sediment in the main channel of the river.  The SRMT agrees with the near shore 
component of the selected remedy, but prefers the removal of PCB-contaminated sediments from 
the main channel of the river and therefore, does not agree with the selected remedy.   
 
ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE 
 
Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the Site, if not addressed by 
implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial 
endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment. 

 
DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY 
 
The response action in this ROD represents the only planned remedial phase or operable unit at 
the Site and actively addresses the contaminated sediment by utilizing a combination of removal 
and containment technologies.  The major components of the selected remedy include the 
following: 
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• Dredging of near shore sediment between river transects1 T1 and T21 with sediment 
PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 milligram per kilogram (mg/kg) on a 
segment length weighted average (SLWA) or maximum surface2  concentration basis, 
followed by backfill to grade;  

 
• Dredging of near shore sediment between T21 and T72 with maximum surface sediment 

PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg, followed by backfill to grade; 
 
• Placement of an armored cap over the main channel sediments between T1 and T21 

where either the SLWA or the maximum surface sediment PCB concentration is greater 
than or equal to 1 mg/kg.  During design, the composition and thickness of the capping 
material will be optimized to promote reliability and efficacy of the cap; 

 
• Placement of a main channel cap over sediments between T21 and T72 with maximum 

surface sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg.  During design, 
the composition and thickness of the capping material will be optimized to promote 
reliability and efficacy of the cap;   

 
• Within the near shore area targeted for dredging, the goal is to remove all of the PCB-

contaminated sediments within these areas, leaving a residual of less than 1 mg/kg; 
 
•  Backfill, capping, and habitat material will be clean material.  Acceptance criteria for 

clean backfill quality are that no organic contaminants shall be detected using the  
analytical methods identified in Section 12 (Selected Remedy) of this document, and 
concentration of inorganics shall be below Site-specific local background levels or will 
meet the lowest effects level [LEL] of NYSDEC’s sediment criteria for inorganics3.   

 
• Treatment of process water from the sediment dewatering facilities to meet NYSDEC 

discharge limits;  
 
• A Phase 1A Cultural Resources Survey will be conducted during the pre-remedial design 

prior to any disturbance and/or in-river work; 
  
• Additional sampling and analysis of the relatively small area of floodplains present along 

the river will be performed concurrent with the design phase of the project to determine if 
additional actions are warranted in any of the floodplain areas; 
 

• Monitoring (during remedial construction and long-term) data will be collected and/or 
reviewed to demonstrate the effectiveness of the remedy in meeting the RAOs (see 
Section 9.2 Common Elements for more monitoring details).  Monitoring will include 
the Massena Power Canal;   

                                                 
1  For purposes of the investigation, the Site was divided by transects (T) where each transect represented one-

tenth of a mile.  In most of the Site reports the river is divided into 72 transects (T1 through T72). 
2  The surface sediment is defined as the top 6 inches in the main channel and the top 12 inches in the near shore 

sediment. 
3  NYSDEC’s sediment criteria for inorganics can be found in Table 2 of the NYSDEC Technical Guidance for 

Screening Contaminated Sediments. 
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• Air monitoring to ensure that remedy implementation is protective; 
 
• Institutional controls in the form of informational devices to limit exposure to PCBs.  

EPA is relying on existing New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) fish 
consumption advisories.  NYSDOH periodically reviews fish PCB data to ensure the 
advisories are up to date and considers whether the fish consumption advisories need 
modification. Other informational devices would include outreach programs to inform 
the public to limit activities that could compromise the integrity of the cap (such as 
dredging) and to promote knowledge of and voluntary compliance with the fish 
consumption advisories;  

 
• Development of a habitat reconstruction plan.  The objective of the habitat 

reconstruction plan will be to identify impacts to habitat and species from the remedy, 
identify habitat re-establishment goals, provide design specifications for habitat 
recovery, and provide the scope for monitoring of habitat recovery. The plan will be 
developed and implemented during design and remedy implementation, will consider 
habitat and species management goals such as those stated in the NYS Comprehensive 
Wildlife Conservation Strategy, and will include the following components (see Section 
12 Selected Remedy for more details):   

 
o Habitat assessment study for affected species will be conducted to assess the river for 

habitats that are present and use of the habitats by aquatic and semi-aquatic species; 
 

o Identification of habitat recovery material over capped areas and/or return to grade;   
 

o Design for restoration of vegetation; and,   
 

o Monitoring habitat and biota recovery.   
 

This remedy includes 59 acres of armored cap, approximately 225 acres of main channel cap, 
removal of approximately 109,000 in-situ cubic yards (cy) of sediment in the near shore, and 
backfill of approximately 41 acres to grade. Most of the dredged material (up to about 100,000 
cy) would be disposed of in the on-site permitted Secure Landfill.  During design, the design 
team will evaluate the feasibility of expanding the on-site Secure Landfill to accommodate 
approximately 9,000 additional cy of dredged material.  The design team also will consult with 
the appropriate state and federal permitting authorities regarding substantive requirements for 
such expansion.  In the event that it is not feasible to expand the existing on-site landfill, the 
additional 9,000 cy of dredged material will be disposed of at an off-site permitted Toxic 
Substances Control Act (TSCA) and/or Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
landfill.    
 
Based on current information, the estimated 59-acre main channel area where armored capping 
will be required extends from T1 to T21.  However, additional areas including those in the 
vicinity of T35, T37, T46, and any other areas where evidence of periodic high energy has been 
observed in cores will be evaluated to determine whether these areas may require a more robust 
cap than a 12-inch sand/topsoil main channel cap.  As with all areas of remediation, the 
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dredging and capping components will be optimized during remedial design in order to 
maximize immediate risk reduction and long-term effectiveness. 
 
Based on anticipated dredge material production rates, the current estimated construction period 
will extend over four construction seasons and include dredging, backfilling, and capping.  It is 
anticipated that it will take two years for remedial design and mobilization, so that dredging 
may begin in 2015.  Prior to construction, a remedial design will be developed that specifies 
details regarding the construction and implementation of the remedy.  Design plans will include 
Site health and safety measures for the workers and a Community Health and Safety Plan for the 
surrounding community.  A habitat assessment will also be conducted during the design.  
Habitat will be reconstructed during implementation of the remedy in accordance with the site-
specific habitat reconstruction plan.   
 
After construction is completed, the selected remedy relies on the implementation of 
institutional controls, long-term monitoring, and sedimentation to support the remedy.  EPA is 
relying on existing NYSDOH fish consumption advisories.  NYSDOH periodically reviews fish 
PCB data to ensure the advisories are up to date and considers whether the fish consumption 
advisories need modification.  Other informational devices would include outreach programs to 
inform the public to limit activities that could compromise the integrity of the cap (such as 
dredging) and to promote knowledge of and voluntary compliance with the fish consumption 
advisories. 
 
If monitoring reveals any portion of the various caps has been eroded, damaged areas will 
require maintenance/replacement.  If any portion of a capped area has been eroded, monitoring 
and sampling will determine whether other areas have been contaminated with PCBs released 
from the damaged areas.  Additional enhanced capping may be required to cover any areas 
where sampling shows surface sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg.  
Monitoring will also be conducted to measure the success of habitat re-establishment.  A review 
of site conditions will be conducted at least once every five years, as required by CERCLA 
since contamination will remain on Site at levels that do not allow for unlimited use and 
unrestricted exposure.  
 
The environmental benefits of the selected remedy may be enhanced by consideration, during 
the design, of technologies and practices that are sustainable in accordance with EPA Region 2’s 
Clean and Green Energy Policy and NYSDEC’s Green Remediation Policy4.  This will include 
consideration of green remediation technologies and practices. 
 
DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 
 
The selected remedy meets the requirements for remedial actions set forth in CERCLA § 121, 42 
U.S.C. § 9621, in that it: 1) is protective of human health and the environment; 2) meets a level 
or standard of control of the hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants which at least 
attains the legally applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements under federal and state 
laws (unless a statutory waiver is justified); 3) is cost-effective; and 4) utilizes permanent 

                                                 
4  See http://epa.gov/region2/superfund/green_remediation and 

http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/remediation_hudson_pdf/der31.pdf.  
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solutions and alternative treatment (or resource recovery) technologies to the maximum extent 
practicable. In addition, CERCLA includes a preference for remedies that employ treatment that 
permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity or mobility of hazardous substances as 
a principal element (or justify not satisfying the preference). For the Grasse River Site, EPA 
does not believe that treatment of the sediments is practicable or cost effective given the 
widespread nature of the sediment contamination and the high volume of sediment that is being 
addressed. 

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining 
on-site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a statutory review 
will be conducted within five years after initiation of remedial action to ensure that the remedy 
is, or will be, protective of human health and the environment. 

DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST 

The following information is included in the Decision Summary section of this ROD. Additional 
information can be found in the Administrative Record for this Site . 
./ Chemicals of concern and their respective concentrations - pages 7-1 0; 

Remediation goals for PCB concentrations in fish- page 25; 
Baseline risk represented by PCBs- pages 12-24 and Tables 7-1 through 7-9; 
Action levels established for PCBs and the basis for these levels - page 29; 
How the selected remedy addresses sediment that constitutes principal threats- page 49; 
Current and reasonably anticipated future land use assumptions and current and potential 
future uses of river used in the baseline risk assessment- pages 11-24; 
Estimated capital , operation and maintenance, and total present-worth costs; discount 
rate; and the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are projected - pages 
35, 47, and 48 and Table 12-1 ; and, 
Key factors that led to selecting the remedy (i.e. , how the selected remedy provides the 
best balance of tradeoffs with respect to the balancing and modifying criteria, 
highlighting criteria key to the decision)- pages 53-55 . . 

A I"R_n ~ .2 o 1 3 
Walter E. Mugdan, Director Date 
Emergency and Remedial Response Division 
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Site name:  Grasse River Superfund Site (a.k.a. Alcoa Aggregation Site) 
 
Site location:  Massena, St. Lawrence County, New York 
 
HRS score:  Not Applicable 
 
Listed on the NPL: Non-NPL site 
 
Record of Decision 
 
Date signed:  April 4, 2013 
 
Selected remedy:  Dredge contaminated sediment from the near shore (T1-21)  where either the 

SLWA or the maximum surface sediment PCB concentration is equal to or 
greater than 1 mg/kg; dredge contaminated near shore sediment (T21-T72) with 
PCB concentrations equal to or greater than 1 mg/kg, backfill the dredged near 
shore areas to grade, armor cap T1-T21 main channel sediment where either the 
SLWA or the maximum surface sediment PCB concentration is greater than or 
equal to 1 mg/kg, cap T21-T72 main channel sediment where the maximum 
surface sediment PCB concentration is greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg, on-site 
disposal of dredged sediments, debris, off-site disposal if insufficient capacity 
on-site, and treatment of dredging and processing generated water to meet 
NYSDEC discharge limit prior to discharge into the Grasse River.   

 
Capital cost:   $165,240,123     
 
Annual O&M cost:  $951,000 
     
Present-worth cost:  $243,136,1735 
 
Lead      
 
Site is enforcement lead: EPA is the lead agency 
 
Primary contact:  Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager, (212) 637-4253 
 
Secondary contact:  Pietro Mannino, Chief of Western New York Remediation Section,  
    (212) 637-4287 
 
Main PRP:    Alcoa Inc.  
 
Waste 
 
Waste type:   Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) 
 
Waste origin:   Wastewater containing PCBs discharged from Alcoa Massena West 

Plant through outfalls 
 
Contaminated media:  Sediment and surface water 

                                                 
5  Total Present Worth Cost includes “Routine Engineering Design” (15%) and “Construction Contingency” 

(25%). 



 

 
 

PART 2  DECISION SUMMARY 
 
1. SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION 
 
The Grasse River Superfund Site (Site), also known as the Alcoa Aggregation Superfund Site, is 
located along the northern boundary of New York State in Massena and near the Canadian 
border.  The Site is adjacent to the Village of Massena, with a population of approximately 
11,000 (Census 2010).  The Site is not on the National Priorities List (NPL), but is being 
investigated and remediated as an enforcement-lead remedial action that follows the same 
investigation and remedy selection requirements as sites on the NPL.  EPA issued an 
Administrative Order to Alcoa Inc. (Alcoa) in September 1989, calling for the investigation of 
the Alcoa Study Area to determine the nature and extent of hazardous substances contamination.  
The Alcoa Study Area includes approximately 7.2 miles of the lower Grasse River from the 
intersection of the Massena Power Canal (Power Canal) and the Grasse River, to the confluence 
of the Grasse and St. Lawrence Rivers.  This 7.2 mile stretch of the Grasse River is referred to as 
the “Site” for purposes of this Record of Decision.  The Alcoa Study Area also includes the 
approximately 1.3 miles of the Lower Grasse River upstream of the confluence of the Grasse 
River and the Power Canal, Robinson Creek (which discharges to the St. Lawrence River) and 
the Unnamed Tributary (see Figure 1 Site Location Map).   
 
The Alcoa Massena-West Plant (Alcoa West Facility) is located on the north shore of the lower 
Grasse River, east of the Power Canal, and is bounded to the north by the St Lawrence River.  
Two other large manufacturing facilities, the Alcoa Massena-East Plant (formerly Reynolds 
Metals Company (RMC)) and the former General Motors Central Foundry Division (GM) plant 
are located within two miles east of the confluence of Grasse and St. Lawrence Rivers6 (see 
Figure 1).  The United States maintains that Akwesasne, the Mohawk territory of the federally-
recognized Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe (SRMT), as described in the 1796 Treaty with the Seven 
Nations of Canada, 7 Stat. 55, includes land on both banks of the lower Grasse River, as well as 
land located along the St. Lawrence River downstream of the Site, together known as the Indian 
Meadows.   
 
The Power Canal, constructed between 1898 and 1903, connects the Massena Intake Dam on the 
St. Lawrence River to the former Power Dam at the Power Canal/Grasse River confluence.  The 
lower Grasse River was significantly deepened in the early 1900s by the Aluminum Company of 
America (now Alcoa) to accommodate discharge from the Power Canal.  The discharge had 
enough energy to prevent significant sediment deposition until the 1950s when the Power Canal 
was taken out of service; as a result, the river became much more quiescent and sediments began 
to accumulate.   The power generation from the Power Canal stopped operation when the joint 
U.S. and Canadian development project of the St. Lawrence River completed the construction of 
the Eisenhower Locks System and of the Moses-Saunders Power Dam (FDR Project), which 
began supplying hydroelectric power in 1958.   
 
Alcoa’s past production processes generated various waste materials, including hydraulic oils 
that contained polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  In the 1950s, coincident with the Power Canal 
being taken out of service, Alcoa began using and discharging PCBs through outfalls to the 
                                                 
6  Reynolds Metals Co. and General Motors-Central Foundry Division, including sediment in the St. Lawrence 

River are also Superfund sites at in which EPA is overseeing the cleanups under CERCLA.  
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Grasse River, the Power Canal, and the Unnamed Tributary.  As a result of these past disposal 
practices, the Site sediment and water are contaminated with PCBs. 
 
 
2. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 
 
The 2,700-acre Alcoa West Facility is an aluminum production and fabrication plant that has 
been in operation since 1903.  The facility is located east of the Power Canal and north of the 
lower Grasse River.  Alcoa’s past waste generation and disposal practices resulted in PCBs 
accumulating in sediment that became deposited primarily on top of bedrock and/or hard glacial 
till in the river.  PCB discharges to the lower Grasse River decreased significantly after Alcoa 
stopped using PCBs in the mid-1970’s, and as a result the sediment deposited in the lower Grasse 
River since that time has contained lower PCB concentrations than the sediments that were 
deposited before Alcoa stopped using PCBs. Storm water and treated wastewater from the Alcoa 
facility are discharged from permitted outfalls that flow into the lower Grasse River, the Power 
Canal, the Unnamed Tributary, and Robinson Creek.  Historically, PCBs also were released into 
the river through these outfalls.   
 
As a result of these past disposal practices, NYSDEC determined that environmental conditions 
arising from hazardous waste disposal at the facility gave rise to significant threats to human 
health and the environment.  Under a 1985 NYSDEC Order, Alcoa conducted a land-based 
cleanup program from 1991 to 2001, which included the elimination or mitigation of sources of 
contamination to the Grasse River.  Concurrently with the land-based cleanup program, Alcoa 
made several site improvements in relation to its State Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(SPDES) permit.  Upland based efforts included: remediation of 18 separate disposal areas, 
including 37 acres of landfills and 100 acres of lagoons; construction of Alcoa’s on-site Secure 
Landfill to dispose of excavated material; remediation of the Unnamed Tributary; and, cleaning 
of underground utilities that are part of the stormwater/wastewater collection system.  Through 
these efforts, Alcoa has significantly reduced its discharges and controlled the upland sources of 
PCBs to the Site. 
 
The original sources of the PCB contamination in the lower Grasse River were the discharges 
from the Alcoa plant outfalls.   The Alcoa West Facility presently has five permitted outfalls 
that discharge stormwater and treated wastewater; three discharge to the lower Grasse River, 
one to the Power Canal, and one to Robinson Creek.  Outfall 001 is the main plant outfall. PCB 
discharges from this outfall have declined from 60 grams per day (grams/day) in 1990 to 1.9 
grams/day in 1999 to 0.8 grams/day in 2003; since 2004, PCBs have not been detected in the 
outfall samples with the exception of a one-time detection of 0.08 micrograms per liter (μg/L) in 
2009.  
 
Although plant facility discharges were important contributors to lower Grasse River PCBs in 
the past, upland remediation efforts completed in 2001 have significantly reduced PCB 
discharges to the river.  However, small but measurable discharges under Alcoa's SPDES permit 
continued to occur until 2003 when Alcoa conducted additional work under a NYSDEC order to 
further reduce the PCB discharges from Outfall 001.  The PCB-containing sediments in 
Unnamed Tributary were removed in 1998, significantly decreasing continued contaminant 
inputs from this historical source of PCBs to the lower Grasse River.   PCB data collected from 
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several shallow and deep groundwater monitoring wells, coupled with the limited discharge 
rate, indicate that groundwater is not a significant source of PCBs to the lower Grasse River. 
 
Alcoa's early investigation of the Site under the terms of the 1989 EPA Administrative Order 
identified significantly elevated PCB concentrations in an area of Grasse River sediment located 
adjacent to wastewater Outfall 001.  As a result, EPA amended the Administrative Order in May 
1995 to require Alcoa to conduct a Non-Time-Critical Removal Action (NTCRA) to address the 
PCB-contaminated sediment within a one-acre area around the outfall (see Figure 2 Locations of 
Lower Grasse River Pilot/Demonstration Projects).  Alcoa conducted the NTCRA under the 
amended Administrative Order between July and September, 1995.  Hydraulic dredging was 
used to remove most of the sediments, which were dewatered and disposed of in Alcoa's TSCA 
and RCRA-permitted, double-lined, on-site Secure Landfill.  Approximately 3,000 cy of 
sediment, boulders and debris were removed, which represented about 20 percent (8,000 pounds 
(lbs)) of the total PCB mass in the river.  However, it was not possible to remove all of the PCB-
contaminated sediments in this area, due mainly to the presence of cobbles and boulders on the 
river bottom. 
 
Because in-place capping of contaminated sediments was one remedial technology under 
consideration, Alcoa conducted a capping pilot study (CPS) with EPA oversight between July 
and October 2001.  The study involved the placement of clean cap material over a seven-acre 
area in a 750-foot stretch of the river about one mile downstream of Outfall 001 (see Figure 2).  
Several different cap designs with various cap materials and placement techniques were used.  
The CPS demonstrated that a cap could be constructed successfully in the lower Grasse River 
without significant mixing of the cap material with the underlying sediment or causing PCB 
releases to the water column.  However, the targeted cap thickness could not always be achieved 
on the steep side slopes in the area of the pilot study.  Monitoring after the first year showed that 
the cap thickness remained stable in the main channel.  
 
During post-placement monitoring of the CPS, it was discovered that an “ice jam” event in 2003 
scoured sediment in the river to a depth of up to four feet, including erosion of parts of the cap 
material and underlying contaminated sediment.  The ice jam was an accumulation of ice in the 
river channel that caused higher flow rates under the ice jam toe, which resulted in some 
localized scour of the river bottom.  Prior to the 2003 ice jam event, the occurrence of scour from 
ice jams was not known to the project team and therefore the CPS had not been designed to 
withstand such great forces.  As a result, further investigation was initiated in 2003, which 
revealed that severe ice jam events can cause scouring of the river bottom sediments in the upper 
1.8 miles of the lower river (upstream of transect T19).  Through several lines of evidence, the 
project team discovered that ice jam events severe enough to cause measureable scour have 
occurred in the upper 1.8 miles of the lower Grasse River at least four times over the past 40 to 
50 years.   
 
Based on an updated conceptual site model, Alcoa performed a Remedial Options Pilot Study 
(ROPS) with EPA oversight in 2005.  The ROPS (see Figure 2) included a one-acre armored cap, 
24,400 cy (approximate) of main channel dredging, 1,600 cy of near shore dredging/backfilling 
to grade, and one-half an acre of thin-layer (3 to 6 inches) capping in the southern near shore 
area.  Extensive monitoring was conducted during and following implementation.  The study 
revealed that dredging in the main channel of the Site was difficult due to the presence of cobbles 



 

 
4 

 

and boulders and irregular river bottom conditions.  During the ROPS, hydraulic (horizontal 
auger) dredging equipment was used in the main channel most of the time.  For a shorter duration 
Alcoa tested a mechanical clamshell dredge and a swinging ladder cutterhead hydraulic dredge.  
Regardless of type of equipment used for dredging in the main channel during the ROPS, 
residual sediments contained high PCB concentrations and required capping after dredging.  The 
study also revealed that the typical main channel sediment profile contains the highest PCB 
concentrations at the lowest depth of the sediment column.  This most highly contaminated 
sediment is present over bottom materials such as bedrock, glacial till, and/or marine clay which 
prevent over-dredging, thereby resulting in PCB residuals with high PCB concentrations that 
require capping even after an extensive dredging effort.  However, these conditions were not 
present in the northern near shore area, where mechanical (clamshell bucket) dredging was much 
more successful because conditions allowed for more complete removal of contaminated 
sediments.  The ROPS also demonstrated the placement of thin layer capping over part of the 
southern near shore.  Post-placement monitoring discovered some areas where the thin layer cap 
material was absent, which was attributed to placement of insufficient fill during cap installation.  
A 25-inch armored cap consisting of sand/topsoil, gravel, and armor stone was successfully 
placed (and is still intact) over a one-acre area in the main channel.  
 
In the fall of 2006, an activated carbon pilot study (ACPS) was conducted in a 0.5-acre area to 
evaluate the ability to deliver activated carbon to in-river sediments and the effectiveness of 
activated carbon in reducing the bioavailability of PCBs to biota.  The ACPS demonstrated that 
activated carbon can be successfully applied into the river sediments.  No measurable changes in 
the water column PCBs were observed adjacent to or downstream of the pilot area, with only 
minor increases in total suspended solids (TSS) measured.  Post-construction monitoring revealed 
that the placed carbon is stable in the fine sediments.  
 
 
3. COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 
 
As part of the on-going community involvement program, community members, and local, state, 
tribal and federal government representatives have participated in a Community Advisory Panel 
that was formed to serve as a forum for the exchange of project-related information and to create 
opportunities for the community to express its interests and concerns regarding the Site.  Their 
participation and contributions to the Site investigation and remediation process benefit the 
Agency in achieving its goal of effectively protecting human health and the environment.  Public 
interest in the Site has remained high. 
 
The Comprehensive Characterization of the Lower Grasse River (CCLGR) report and the 
Addendum to CCLGR report which make up the remedial investigation report, the Analysis of 
Alternatives (AofA) report (which is equivalent to a feasibility study report), and Proposed Plan 
for the Site were released to the public for comment on September 28, 2012.  These documents 
were made available to the public in the administrative record file at the Superfund Records 
Center in the EPA Region 2 New York City office, the information repositories at the Massena 
Public Library in Massena, New York, and at the Akwesasne Library and the SRMT- 
Environment Division Office in Akwesasne.  The notice of availability for the above-referenced 
documents and announcement of public information sessions and public meeting dates, times, 
and locations was published in Indian Time on October 4, 2012, in the Daily Courier Observer 
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on October 4, 2012, and in the Watertown Daily Times on October 7, 2012.  A news release 
announcing the Proposed Plan, which included the public information session and public 
meeting dates, times, and locations, was issued to various media outlets on October 1, 2012.  In 
addition, EPA mailed a letter to river residents in the project area notifying them of the 
availability of the above-referenced documents and encouraging participation in the scheduled 
information sessions and public meetings.  The public comment period for EPA’s proposed 
cleanup plan initially was scheduled to run through November 15, 2012.     
 
After setting up at the St. Regis Mohawk School in Akwesasne for the 1 p.m. October 29, 2012, 
public information session, EPA staff was informed that the Tribal Council had declared a “State 
of Emergency” and that, due to the impending weather, the Council had cancelled the public 
meeting scheduled that evening at the St. Regis Mohawk Office for the Aging in Akwesasne.   
Later that day, the EPA Region 2 Regional Administrator decided to cancel the next day’s 
scheduled public information session and public meeting in Massena, NY, also due to impending 
inclement weather from Hurricane Sandy.  
 
The public information sessions and public meetings were rescheduled, and notices announcing 
the new dates, times, and locations for the availability sessions and public meetings were 
published in Indian Time and the Daily Courier Observer on November 8, 2012, and in the 
Watertown Daily Times on November 11, 2012.  A news advisory announcing the rescheduled 
meeting dates, times, and locations was issued to various media outlets on November 5, 2012.  In 
addition, EPA mailed a letter to river residents in the project area on November 1, 2012 notifying 
them of the rescheduled meeting information.  The notice, news advisory and letter also 
announced the extension of the public comment period through November 29, 2012. 
 
On November 14, 2012, EPA conducted a public information session in the afternoon at the 
Massena Town Hall and a public meeting in the evening at the Massena Central High School 
auditorium in Massena, NY, to inform local officials and interested citizens about the Superfund 
process, to review current and planned remedial activities at the Site, to discuss the Proposed 
Plan, and to listen to and respond to questions and comments from the area residents and other 
interested parties.  Likewise, on November 15, 2012, EPA conducted a public information 
session in the afternoon at the St. Regis Mohawk School and a public meeting that evening at the 
St. Regis Mohawk Office for the Aging in Akwesasne. 
 
As noted above, public meetings and public information sessions were held to provide 
information regarding the Site investigations, the alternatives considered, and the preferred 
remedy, as well as to receive public comments.  At the public meetings, EPA gave a formal 
presentation of the Superfund process, history, investigation results, preferred remedy and other 
cleanup options for the Site.  The public information sessions were less formal, with no detailed 
presentations; however, the public was given a chance to receive printed information and ask 
questions regarding the Site and the cleanup options of EPA, NYSDEC, NYSDOH, and SRMT 
representatives on a one-on-one basis. 
 
Responses to the questions and comments received at the two public meetings and in writing 
during the public comment period are included in the Responsiveness Summary (See Appendix 
II). 
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4. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION 
 
The NCP, 40 C.F.R. Section 300.5, defines an operable unit as a discrete action that comprises 
an incremental step toward comprehensively addressing a site's problems.  A discrete portion of 
a remedial response eliminates or mitigates a release, a threat of release, or pathway of exposure. 
The cleanup of the site can be divided into number of operable units, depending on the 
complexity of the problems associated with the site.  Cleanup of the Site is being addressed in a 
single operable unit. 

This ROD describes the comprehensive long-term remediation plan for the Site and is expected 
to be the only ROD issued to address PCB-contaminated sediments at the Site.  The primary 
objective of this action is to reduce risks to human health and the environment due to PCB-
contaminated sediments in the lower Grasse River.  Removal, capping, and sedimentation over 
time of these sediments will reduce PCB concentrations in biota including fish tissue, thereby 
reducing potential human health and ecological risks.  In addition, remediation of the sediment 
will control the source of PCBs to the water column which contributes to fish tissue 
concentrations, and minimize transport of PCBs downstream into the St. Lawrence River.  The 
fish consumption advisories will continue to provide some measure of protection of human 
health until PCB concentrations in fish are reduced to the point where they can be relaxed or 
lifted.  
 
An important early step in sediment cleanup is source control, and the selected remedy 
recognizes that source control measures have been implemented at the Alcoa West Facility.  The 
source control measures include upland source control for the Site that has been completed under 
a NYSDEC order, as described above in Section 2 (Site History and Enforcement).  In addition, 
PCB discharges from Alcoa’s outfalls have largely been eliminated, with no PCBs being 
detected in the outfall discharges since 2009.     
 
 
5. SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISITCS 
 
5.1 Overview 
 
As a result of the deepening of the lower Grasse River in the early 1900’s by the Aluminum 
Company of America, the physical and ecological characteristics of the lower Grasse River were 
altered.  The lower 7.2 miles of the Grasse River comprise approximately 2.3 million cy of 
sediment over 400 acres, of which, 1.7 million cy of sediment is estimated to be contaminated 
with PCBs over about 325 acres.  The Site has relatively steep side slopes and minimal 
floodplains.  The river is wide (400 to 600 feet) and deep (15 to 25 feet at mid-channel).  The 
majority of the vegetation in the river occurs in the near shore zones (refer to Figure 3 
Conceptual Site Model and Section 7 for rationale on which the risk exposure assessment and 
response are based).  
 
The river within the study area acts as a backwater of the St. Lawrence River due to the early 
dredging of the lower Grasse River and construction of the FDR Project in the 1950's.  The 
velocity of the lower Grasse River is generally low.  Average velocities are estimated to be about 
0.1 to 0.2 feet per second and approximately a factor of 10 higher during high-flow events.  
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These low velocities are a consequence of the large cross-sectional area in comparison to the 
river flow (average flow is about 1,100 cubic feet per second).  When flows are low, especially in 
the late spring and summer, the lower Grasse River has periods of stratification with cooler 
(more dense) St. Lawrence River water moving upstream, beneath the warmer (less dense) 
Grasse River water.  In addition, the water surface elevations fluctuate (approximately 1 foot) as 
a result of water releases within the St. Lawrence Seaway.  Outfalls and tributaries within the 
study area add an incremental flow to the river of less than one percent.   
 
For purposes of the investigation, the Site was divided by transects (T) where each transect 
represented one-tenth of a mile.  In most of the Site reports the river is divided into 72 transects 
(T1 through T72).  In addition, the AofA report separately considered the near shore and main 
channel areas of the Grasse River in order to evaluate remedial alternatives.  “Near shore” is 
defined for purposes of the Site as the submerged area between the upland and the location where 
the gentle bathymetric slope along the shoreline meets the steep slope of the main channel side 
walls.  In general, the near shore areas have water depths of five feet or less during normal 
summer flow and extend approximately 25 feet from shore.   
  
5.2 Chemicals of Concern 
 
PCBs are the primary chemicals of concern addressed in this decision document. 
 
Due to their non-flammability, chemical stability, high boiling point, and electrical insulating 
properties, PCBs were widely used in many industrial and commercial applications including 
electrical, heat transfer, and hydraulic equipment; as plasticizers in paints, plastics, and rubber 
products; and in pigments, dyes, and carbonless copy paper.  The Alcoa West Facility started 
using PCBs in hydraulic oils for their fire retardant properties in the 1950s after a fatal fire 
accident at another Alcoa plant. 
 
PCBs are a group of chemicals consisting of 209 individual compounds, known as congeners.  
PCBs were sold in mixtures containing dozens of congeners.  These commercial mixtures were 
known in the U.S. as Aroclors.  
 
Although manufacturing of PCBs was banned in 1979, they can still be released into the 
environment from poorly maintained hazardous waste sites that contain PCBs; leaks or releases 
from electrical transformers containing PCBs; and disposal of PCB-containing consumer 
products into landfills not designed to handle hazardous waste.  PCBs may also be released into 
the environment by the burning of some wastes in municipal and industrial incinerators.  At the 
Site, contaminated sediments are an ongoing source of PCBs to the river.   
 
PCBs are classified by EPA as probable human carcinogens, known carcinogens in animals, and 
are linked to other adverse health effects such as developmental effects, reduced birth weights 
and reduced ability to fight infection.  
 
5.3 Summary of Sampling Results and Other Investigations 
 
For the investigation of the Site, Alcoa has conducted numerous studies, summarized in the 
CCLGR Report of April 2001 and Addendum to the CCLGR of April 2009 (collectively referred 
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to as the “Final CCLGR Report”).  The investigations included sediment sampling, river flow 
and water quality studies, fish and biota sampling, a habitat survey, sediment erosion studies, 
laboratory PCB studies, source investigations, and studies regarding ice jam and scour.  Data 
were obtained from the following major study programs: (1) an initial River and Sediment 
Investigation (1991–1994); (2) the NTCRA in 1995 as mentioned above; (3) a Supplemental 
Remedial Studies program (1995–present); (4) Sediment Probing Programs in 1992, 1998, and 
2001; (5) Supplemental Sediment Sampling (2000-2001 and 2006-2007); (6) the CPS (2001) as 
mentioned above; (7) the River Ice Evaluation (2003-2004); (8) Bathymetric Surveys (2003 to 
2005); (9) the ROPS (2005) as mentioned above; (10) River Ice Monitoring (2004 to present); 
(11) the Ice Control Structures Evaluation (2005-2009); (12) the Activated Carbon Pilot Study 
(2006); (13) the Ice Breaking Demonstration Project (2007); and (14) the Near Shore Sampling 
Program (2010).  Additional investigations and modeling were conducted to study the fate and 
transport of the PCBs at the Site.  As a result of these investigations, pilots, and demonstration 
projects, approximately 15 acres of river sediment have been capped and 29,000 cy of PCB-
contaminated sediment containing 15,200 pounds of PCB mass have been removed from the 
river.   Based on the results of the studies listed above, the 7.2 miles of the lower Grasse River 
have been determined to be the area of primary concern.  Summaries of some of the major 
findings of these studies are presented below.  More detail can be found in the Final CCLGR 
Report, the AofA Report and other documents in the administrative record file. 
 
5.3.1  Sediment 
 
Over 5,000 sediment samples have been collected at the Site to determine the nature and extent 
of PCB-contaminated sediment.  
 
Deposits of sediment exist on most of the bottom of the lower Grasse River.  In most areas of the 
Site, soft sediment deposits are underlain by bedrock or glacial till.  These sediment deposits 
typically range from 0 to 5 feet in depth, with isolated pockets up to 10 feet deep.  The upstream 
half mile of the 7.2 mile Site (in T1-T5) has a thin veneer of sand and gravel over bedrock.  PCB 
concentrations in the sediment core data collected from the main channel of the river from 1991 
through 2007 indicate that the maximum PCB concentrations tend to be at depth.   The sediment 
data collected from the near shore (2010) indicated that the peak sediment PCB concentrations 
above 1 mg/kg generally occur within the top 1 to 1.5 feet of sediment.  Based on the 
investigations, it is estimated that approximately 1.7 million cy of sediment are contaminated 
with measurable PCBs over a 325 acre area.    
 
The main channel in the T1 to T21 transects of the river are prone to potential scouring of 
sediment from severe ice jam events, which can mobilize PCBs.7 The estimated volume of 
contaminated sediment in the main channel is approximately 330,000 cy over a 59-acre area, 

                                                 
7  Ice jam-related scour is primarily of concern from T1 to T19.  For purposes of developing remedial alternatives, 

however, T21 was used to define the downstream extent of the Grasse River that is potentially subject to ice 
jam-related scour because a contiguous sediment deposit runs from T19 to T21, and any remedy would be 
expected to address the contiguous deposit as a whole.   T21 is included in both the upstream (T1-T21) and 
downstream (T21-T72) reaches because the contiguous sediment deposit does not cover all of T21, and it 
therefore may be necessary to apply the upstream and downstream cleanup criteria to separate areas within T21, 
depending on the specific sediment characteristics in a particular location.  Application of the cleanup criteria in 
T21 will be determined during remedial design. 
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with PCB concentrations ranging from non-detect (ND) to 3,106 mg/kg, with an average 
concentration of 82 mg/kg.  Sampling data to date have been inconclusive in demonstrating a 
lack of scouring in the near shore zone, and scouring in the upper two miles of the near shore is 
possible in the future.  The near shore from T1 to T21 contains approximately 25,900 cy of 
contaminated sediment over a 10-acre area with PCB concentrations ranging from ND to 3,070 
mg/kg and an average concentration of 68 mg/kg.   
 
For the remainder of the Site (T21 to T72), the investigations concluded that the contaminated 
sediment in the main channel and near shore is stable even under extreme flow conditions.  
Mathematical modeling assuming maximum erosion indicated that a 100-year flood event would 
result in about 0.9 cm (0.35 inch) net erosion, and a 500-year flood event would result in between 
1 and 1.5 cm (0.39 to 0.59 inches) of net erosion.  It is primarily the surface sediment in this 
region that has the greatest potential impact on the biota.  The surface sediment was defined for 
the purposes of the AofA Report as the top 6 inches in the main channel and the top 12 inches in 
the near shore sediment.  The estimated contaminated sediment in the main channel from T21 to 
T72 is approximately 1.2 million cy over a 225-acre (approximate) area with PCB concentrations 
ranging from ND to 1,063 mg/kg and an average concentration of 57 mg/kg.  The PCB 
concentration in the top 6 inches of sediment ranges from ND to 558 mg/kg, with an average 
concentration of 22 mg/kg. The contaminated sediment in the near shore from T21 to T72 is 
approximately 82,800 cy over a 31-acre area with PCB concentrations ranging from ND to 313 
mg/kg and an average of 14 mg/kg.  The sediment concentrations in the top 12 inches range from 
ND to 167 mg/kg with an average concentration of 8 mg/kg. 
 
5.3.2 Water Column 
 
The water column has been monitored for PCBs at several transects (see Figure 4 Water 
Column Monitoring Locations). Since the mid-1990s, over 2,000 water column samples have 
been collected.  PCB concentrations in the water column exhibit distinct seasonal patterns, with 
concentrations typically being highest in the summer and lowest in the late fall (water column 
data are not collected in the winter months when the river is covered with ice).    
 
Of the 79 surface water samples collected upstream of the Site at the Main Street Bridge (WC-
MSB) between 2006 and 2011, six samples had concentrations above the detection limit.  The 
detected concentrations ranged up to 3 nanograms per liter (ng/L).  The average PCB 
concentrations of the samples collected at WC-MSB between 2006 and 2011 was about 0.2 
ng/L.  The Power Canal also releases a small flow of water to the lower Grasse River upstream 
of the Alcoa West Facility.  The water column PCB concentrations in the Power Canal averaged 
7.9 ng/L in 1998 and 1.9 ng/L in 2002.  
 
Within the Site, at water column monitoring station WC007 near T16, the average summertime 
PCB concentrations have declined from approximately 115 ng/L in 1996 to about 20 ng/L in 
2007.  At water column monitoring station WC131/WC007A between T22 and T23, PCB 
concentrations have declined from approximately 200 ng/L in 1996 to about 8 ng/L in 2011.  At 
WC011 near T38, PCB concentrations have declined from 130 ng/L in 1997 to approximately 
12 ng/L in 2011.   
 
Though the PCB concentrations in the water column have dramatically decreased over the years 
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due mostly to upland source controls, outfall and tributary remediation, and partially due to 
natural sedimentation and in-river pilot work and demonstrations, the data also indicate that 
PCBs in sediment pore water8 at the Site are a persistent, widespread, and diffuse source of 
PCBs to the water column.   
 
5.3.3 Fish 
 
PCB concentrations observed in fish are a result of exposure to PCBs in water and surface 
sediment, through an aquatic food chain or a benthic food chain, respectively.  
 
Alcoa has collected more than 3,000 fish samples consisting of three species (smallmouth bass, 
brown bullhead, and spottail shiner) over a period of 17 years.  The fish are collected in the fall 
of each year in three different stretches (Upper, Middle and Lower) of the Site and in the 
background stretch of the Grasse River.  PCBs have rarely been detected in any of the three fish 
species collected from the background stretch.  Within the Site, PCBs are consistently found in 
fish tissue.  The concentrations of PCBs in fish tissue have decreased since the early 1990s 
mostly due to various remedial actions that have occurred since that time; however, the rate of 
this decline has decreased since 2001.  The average concentration of PCB concentrations in 
smallmouth bass fillets have decreased from 17 mg/kg (ranging from 1.4 to 67 mg/kg) in 1993 
to about 0.7 mg/kg (ranging from non-detect to 2 mg/kg) in 2011. Average PCB concentrations 
in brown bullhead fillets have also decreased from 8.1 mg/kg (with a range of 0.9 to 35 mg/kg) 
in 1993 to 0.8 mg/kg (ranging from ND to 2 mg/kg) in 2011.  PCB levels in whole-body spottail 
shiner collected from areas that have undergone the most substantial remediation including from 
near Outfall 001 and near the Unnamed Tributary decreased from an average of 5.1 mg/kg (with 
a range of 3 to 5.7 mg/kg) in 1998/1999 to about an average of 1.9 mg/kg (with a range of 1.1 to 
3 mg/kg) in 2011. All fish tissue data provided above are on a wet weight basis.  In more recent 
years the amount of lipids detected in fish tissue samples has decreased, potentially due to 
analytical changes, providing some uncertainty to the PCB tissue concentrations.  
 
Because PCBs tend to accumulate in fatty tissues, it is also important to examine PCB 
concentrations in fish on a lipid (fat) basis for trend analysis.  Similar decreases to the wet 
weight fish tissue concentrations discussed above have also been observed in the lipid basis 
data.  Overall, lipid-normalized PCB concentrations in both smallmouth bass and brown 
bullhead have decreased by more than 90 percent since the mid-1990s.  By comparison, lipid-
normalized PCB concentrations in young-of-year spottail shiner have decreased by 55 to 60 
percent since the mid-1990s.  Lipid-based concentrations would also be affected by the 
analytical uncertainties described above.  The remediation of the Alcoa West Plant through the 
NYSDEC Order for land-based cleanup and the reduction of PCBs in the outfall discharges 
have provided the greatest contribution towards the decrease of PCB concentrations in fish.  
However, a fish consumption advisory issued by the NYSDOH currently indicates that no 
species of fish from the lower Grasse River should be eaten.   
 
 
 

                                                 
8  Pore water is the subsurface water in the sediment interstices, or in between the sediment grains. 
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6. CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE LAND AND RESOURCE USES 
 
The Grasse River is a New York State Class B fresh surface water body, which means the best 
usages for the river are “primary and secondary contact recreation and fishing. These waters shall 
be suitable for fish, shellfish, and wildlife propagation and survival” (6 NYCRR § 701.7).  The 
lower Grasse River is used for various recreational activities such as fishing, boating, and water 
sports.  However, a fish consumption advisory issued initially in 1990 and updated annually by 
NYSDOH currently indicates that no species of fish from the lower Grasse River (i.e., mouth of 
Grasse River to the Power Canal) should be eaten because of PCBs in the fish.  In the Massena 
Power Canal, the recommendation is to eat no more than one meal per month of smallmouth bass 
for men over 15 years and women over 50 years, but for children under the age of 15 years and 
women up to age 50 years, the advice is eat none.  Grasse River water is also used for domestic 
purposes (watering lawns and gardens) and agriculture (irrigating crops).  The Grasse River is 
not currently used as a public water supply.  There is no commercial transportation use of the 
river. 
 
The Grasse River contains a diversity of habitats that supports a variety of species and is a 
corridor for species to travel between the “upper” river (upstream of Massena) and the St. 
Lawrence River.  The State of New York has designated the Grasse River as a Significant 
Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitat based on the significance of the habitats in the river in 
supporting cool and warm water fish populations including muskellunge, smallmouth bass, 
northern pike, walleye, bullhead, yellow perch, and lake sturgeon. Observations of both adult and 
juvenile muskellunge indicate that the Grasse River likely supports a spawning population of 
resident muskellunge and may serve as a spawning ground for fish residing in the St. Lawrence 
River.  Multiple studies conducted by academic researchers have demonstrated the successful 
spawning, juvenile rearing, and adult population of lake sturgeon, a New York State (NYS)-
listed threatened species, in the Grasse River.  Additional state- and federally-listed species have 
been documented in or around the Grasse River.  Documented species include the NYS-listed 
endangered black tern; NYS-listed threatened bald eagle, Blanding’s turtle, common tern, eastern 
sand darter, mooneye, and upland sandpiper; and, NYS-listed species of special concern osprey 
and wood turtle. Indiana bats are both federally- and NYS-listed endangered species known to 
exist in St. Lawrence County.  Many regulated species (such as sport fish, waterfowl, mink, 
turtle, and birds) are known to frequent the impacted areas.  The ecological risk assessment 
(discussed below) has shown that PCB contamination poses a risk to the species at the Site, and 
that remediation is expected to reduce or eliminate those risks. 
 
The Mohawk name associated with the Grasse River is Nikentsiake, meaning “full of large 
fishes” or “where the fish live.”  Tribal members had fished and hunted the lower Grasse River 
prior to the issuance of fish consumption advisories (eat none) and harvested sweet grass and 
other medicinal plants for traditional practices from the Indian Meadows.  The SRMT intends to 
use the cultural resources in the future and consume fish once advisable.   
 
The United States maintains that land reserved to the SRMT by the 1796 Treaty includes the 
Indian Meadows described in Part 2, Section 1 (Site Name, Location, and Description), above.  
EPA notes, however, that the lands reserved by the 1796 Treaty are currently in dispute.  See 
Canadian St. Regis Band of Mohawk Indians v. State of New York, et al., 5:82-cv-783 
(N.D.N.Y.).  Fishing, hunting, harvesting and spiritual ceremonies are among the activities that 
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have been historically and are now conducted by the SRMT in the lower Grasse River and the 
Indian Meadows.  The lower Grasse River and the Indian Meadows are of significant cultural 
significance to the SRMT.   
 
Primary land uses in the vicinity of the lower Grasse River, including the Indian Meadows and 
the Town of Massena, include residential, agricultural, industrial, recreational and tribal 
activities.  It is expected that future uses of these areas will be similar to the current uses. 
 
 
7. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 
 
Based upon the results of the Final CCLGR, a baseline risk assessment was conducted for the 
Site to estimate the risks associated with current and future site conditions.  A baseline risk 
assessment is an analysis of the potential adverse human health and ecological effects caused by 
hazardous substance releases from a site assuming no further actions are taken to control or 
mitigate exposure to these hazardous substances.   
 
7.1 Human Health Risk Assessment 
 
The site-specific baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (BHHRA) was conducted to estimate 
the cancer risks and non-cancer health hazards to human health associated with the current and 
future exposures to chemicals in the Grasse River (i.e., sediment, surface water and fish).  The 
BHHRA analyses for the Site are identified in the 1993 Revised Risk Assessment ALCOA Study 
Area; the 2002 Update to the 1993 Revised Risk Assessment which includes data on fish tissue 
collected from 1997 to 2000 and updates to the exposure and toxicity information in the 1993 
Revised Risk Assessment; and the 2010 Addendum9 to assess non-PCB chemical contaminants 
evaluated in the 1993 Revised Risk Assessment to determine if changes in toxicity values and 
exposure assumptions after 1993 affect the conclusions from the 1993 Revised Risk 
Assessment.  These documents are available in the Administrative Record.   
 
The BHHRA evaluated exposure to sediment, surface water and fish at the Site.  The reaches 
that represent background conditions (i.e. Reaches 1 and 2) located upstream of the Alcoa West 
Facility were also evaluated.  The chemicals of concern (COCs) for the Site are PCBs, with 
exposure to PCBs via consumption of fish from the lower Grasse River posing the greatest risk.   
 
This discussion emphasizes cancer risks and non-cancer health hazards due to PCBs and other 
chemicals in the Grasse River that exceed EPA’s goal of protection, which is an excess cancer 
risk of one in one million and a non-cancer hazard index (HI) of 1.  The cancer risk and non-
cancer HI in the Grasse River are above EPA’s levels of concern for fish consumption.   
 
Consistent with Superfund policy and guidance, the BHHRA is a baseline risk assessment and 
therefore assumes no actions (remediation) to control or mitigate hazardous substance releases 
and no institutional controls, such as the NYSDOH fish consumption advisories.  Cancer risks 

                                                 
9  The Addendum was conducted to take into consideration changes in toxicity factors (reference doses and cancer 

slope factors) that were identified by USEPA in 2009 and additional updates in 2010.  The Addendum can be 
found in Appendix G of the 2012 Analysis of Alternatives Report.   
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and the non-cancer HI were calculated based on an estimate of the reasonable maximum 
exposure (RME) expected to occur under current and future conditions at the Site.  The RME is 
defined as the highest exposure that is reasonably expected to occur at a site.  EPA also 
estimates cancer risks and the non-cancer HI based on Central Tendency Exposure (CTE), or 
average, exposures at the Site.  Remedial decisions under the Superfund program are based on 
the RME individual.  The following sections summarize the components of the BHHRA with 
respect to the basic steps in the Superfund Risk Assessment process:  1) Data Collection and 
Analysis (Hazard Identification); 2) Exposure Assessment; 3) Toxicity Assessment; and 4) Risk 
Characterization.   
 
7.1.1 Data Collection and Analysis 
 
The BHHRA evaluated a range of chemicals including volatiles, base neutral contaminants 
(semi-volatiles), dioxins/furans, PCBs, and inorganics in sediment, surface water, and fish in 
Reaches 1 and 2, Reaches 4 through 8, and Reaches 7 and 8 of the Grasse River.  Chemicals of 
Concern (COC) at the Site were identified based on factors such as toxicity, frequency of 
occurrence, and concentration in surface water, sediment and fish.  The BHHRA identified 
PCBs as the COC in fish in Reaches 1 and 2, Reaches 4 through 8, and Reaches 7 and 8.  Dioxin 
Toxicity Equivalence Factors (TEFs) established by the World Health Organization (Van den 
Berg et al., 2006, and USEPA, 2010) were used to convert polychlorinated dibenzodioxins 
(PCDDs) and polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs) congeners to Dioxin Toxicity 
Equivalency (TEQ) and dioxin TEQ was identified as a COC in fish and sediment in Reaches 4 
through 8.  Reach 3, located in the Power Canal, was analyzed in the 1993 Revised Risk 
Assessment ALCOA Study Area. 
 
Calculated cancer risks and non-cancer HI to local anglers from exposure to dioxin TEQ 
resulted in none of the cancer risks exceeding the upper end of EPA’s risk range of one in 
10,000 (1 x 10-4) or an HI of 1 established under the NCP.  One exception was the non-cancer 
HI of 3 for dioxin TEQ based on consumption of fish within Reaches 4 through 8.  Cancer risks 
and non-cancer HI to local anglers in Reaches 4 through 8 were calculated using fish congener 
data contained in both the Phase I Grasse River and Sediment Investigation (Ecology and 
Environment, Inc., 1992) and River and Sediment Investigation (RSI) Phase II Report (BBL, 
1994).  Congener data from the 14 sampled fish were converted to dioxin equivalent 
concentrations using the 2005 World Health Organization’s TEFs.  The resulting calculations 
found that the cancer risks were 1 x 10-4 which is within the risk range established under the 
NCP, and that the non-cancer HI was 3, which is above the goal of protection.  The calculated 
non-cancer HI was significantly lower than the HI of 160 calculated for PCBs for the local 
angler.  The uncertainty discussion below in Section 7.1.4. (Risk Characterization) discusses the 
frequency of detection of the various congeners and supports the selection of PCBs as the COC 
for the Site.  Information regarding the analysis for dioxin TEQ is available in the Addendum – 
Appendix G of the 2012 AofA Report.     
 
The exposure point concentration (EPC) is the concentration of PCBs in a given environmental 
medium at the point of human contact.  Estimates of the EPC represent the concentration term 
used in the exposure assessment component of the quantitative risk evaluation. EPCs for PCBs 
and TEFs are provided for fish in Table 7-1 for Reaches 1 and 2, Reaches 4 through 8 and 
Reaches 7 and 8.  In addition, Table 7-2 provides sediment data for Reaches 4 through 8 and 
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Reaches 7 and 8.  The tables include a summary of the COCs minimum and maximum 
concentrations and EPCs developed using ProUCL, a statistical tool used by EPA to calculate 
EPCs and EPA’s Supplemental Guidance to the Risk Assessment Guidance:  Calculating the 
Concentration Term.   
 
7.1.2 Exposure Assessment 
 
This step in the risk assessment estimates the magnitude of actual and/or potential human 
exposures, the frequency and duration of these exposures, and the pathways by which humans 
are potentially exposed (i.e., ingestion of contaminated fish).   
 
Conceptual Site Model.  Table 7-4 provides the rationale for inclusion or exclusion of exposure 
pathways (also refer to Figure 3 for Conceptual Site Model).  Fish ingestion by anglers in 
Reaches 1 and 2, Reaches 4 through 8 and Reaches 7 and 8 posed the greatest cancer risks and 
non-cancer HI.  Recreational exposure through dermal contact and ingestion of sediments and 
surface water were also evaluated but were determined to be within the acceptable risk range.   
  
Exposed Individuals.  Potential current and future receptors that may be exposed to hazardous 
substances in the Grasse River include:  local adult anglers who consume fish from Reaches 1 
and 2 and Reaches 4 through 8, and SRMT anglers who consume fish and contact sediments 
while pulling gillnets from the water in Reaches 7 and 8.  
 
The BHHRA evaluated the following specific reaches of the River (see Figure 5):  
 

 Reaches 1 and 2, located upstream of the Alcoa West Facility, for exposures to sediment 
and surface water by swimmers and consumption of fish by local anglers; 
 

 Reaches 4 through 8, located adjacent to and/or downstream of the Alcoa West Facility, 
for exposures to sediment and surface water by swimmers and consumption of fish by 
local anglers; and, 
 

 Reaches 7 and 8, located further downstream, for consumption of fish by Mohawk 
anglers.  

 
Reach 3 is the Power Canal and was analyzed in the 1993 Revised Risk Assessment ALCOA 
Study Area.   
 
Recreational users of the Site include adults (18 years and older), adolescents (ages 7 to 18 
years) and young children (1 to 6 years) who may camp near or swim in the Grasse River.  The 
cancer risks to these receptors from direct contact with PCBs were determined to be within the 
risk range.  The non-cancer HI from exposure to sediments in Reaches 4 through 8 were found 
to be slightly above the goal of protection, the HI for the young child was 1.3 and for 
adolescent, 1.5. 
 
Exposure Point Concentrations.  Exposure point concentrations in fish, sediment and surface 
water were estimated using either the maximum detected concentration of a contaminant or the 
95%, 97.5% or 99% upper-confidence limit (UCL) of the average concentration. Chronic daily 
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intakes were calculated based on exposures to the RME individual.  The RME is intended to 
represent a conservative exposure scenario that is still within the range of possible exposures.  A 
CTE or average exposure also is provided.  A complete evaluation of all exposure scenarios can 
be found in the BHHRA.   
 
Fish Ingestion Rate.  Based on the 1991 New York State Angler survey of fish consumption by 
licensed anglers, the RME fish ingestion rate for adults was determined to be 31.9 grams/day, or 
about 51 half pound meals per year, and the CT (average) fish ingestion rate was determined to 
be 4.0 grams/day, or about six half pound meals/year (Connelly et al., 1992).   
 
The fish ingestion rate for the SRMT members used in the assessment was 142 grams/day and 
represents the 95th percentile for SRMT fish consumers.  The ingestion rate is based on an 
analysis of data collected from SRMT members in 1980 and summarized in the 1995 NYSDOH 
study (Forti et al., 1995).  The ingestion rate is equivalent to approximately 228 half pound meals 
per year or 4 half pound meals per week.  The CT SRMT average fish ingestion rate, based on 
the same study, is 31 grams/day and is equivalent to approximately 50 half pound meals per year.   
 
Information on the fish ingestion rates for young children and adolescents were provided in the 
Proposed Plan.  For the young child fish ingestion rates would be approximately 1/3 of an adult 
and for an adolescent would be approximately 2/3 of an adult.  For the local angler this equates 
to 10.6 grams/day for children ages 1 to 6 years and 26.8 grams/day for adolescents.  For the 
SRMT, the ingestion rates would be 47.3 grams/day for the young child and 95.1 grams/day for 
the adolescent. 
 
Exposure Duration.   The exposure duration for local anglers is assumed to be 30 years for the 
RME scenario.  For the SRMT anglers, harvest and fish consumption from Reaches 7 and 8 was 
assumed to be a period of 70 years.  The 70 year exposure duration for SRMT anglers was based 
on discussions with SRMT who indicated Mohawk residents spend their entire life at Akwesasne 
(Jock, 1991).  Under the CT exposure scenario, the exposure duration of local and SRMT anglers 
was assumed to be 9 years (50th percentile for time spent at a single residence, USEPA, 1989a) 
and 35 years (50% of the RME exposure duration), respectively.   
 
Other Exposure Assumptions.  Exposures assumptions for body weight, skin surface area, 
sediment ingestion rates, and time spent swimming were primarily obtained from EPA’s 
Standard Default Exposure Assumptions, Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Dermal 
Exposure Assessment Guidance, and Exposure Factors Handbook.   
 
Environmental Justice.  In furtherance of EPA’s Environmental Justice policy, known as Plan EJ 
2014, Region 2 has identified Akwesasne, the territory of the SRMT, as a community with 
environmental justice concerns.  Members of the SRMT, which is a low-income minority 
community, have been burdened by the environmental and health impacts of pollution in the 
local river systems, including the Grasse River, due primarily to the consumption of local fish 
contaminated with PCBs.  EPA investigations revealed that culturally the Akwesasne is a 
subsistence fishing/high fish consumption community. The potential for adverse health impacts 
from consumption of fish contaminated with PCBs is well documented.  
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7.1.3 Toxicity Assessment 
 
The toxicity assessment determines the types of adverse health effects associated with exposure 
to COCs and the relationship between the magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse 
effect (response).   
 
Sources of Toxicity Information.  The BHHRA used the current consensus toxicity values for 
PCBs from EPA’s Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) in evaluating the cancer risk and 
non-cancer health effects of PCBs and the TEFs.  IRIS provides the primary database of 
chemical-specific toxicity information used in Superfund risk assessments.  For the dioxin TEFs 
discussed above, the HHRA used toxicity information for dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD) provided in 
EPA’s 1997 Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables and the EPA’s 2010 Dioxin TEF 
document. 
 
Cancer.  The primary COC for the Site is PCBs.  EPA has determined that PCBs cause cancer in 
animals and probably cause cancer in humans.  EPA’s classification for PCBs is B2 indicating 
the chemical is a probable human carcinogen.  EPA’s cancer slope factors (CSFs) for PCBs 
represent plausible upper bound estimates, which means that EPA is reasonably confident that 
the actual cancer risks will not exceed the estimated risks calculated using the CSFs.   
 
Table 7-6 provides a summary of the cancer toxicity data.   
 
Non-Cancer Health Effects. Non-cancer health effects have been observed in animals exposed to 
PCBs. Studies of Rhesus monkeys exposed through ingestion of PCBs (i.e., Aroclors 1016 and 
1254) indicate a reduced birth weight in offspring exposed in utero and reduced ability to fight 
infection, respectively.  The toxicity assessment is an evaluation of the chronic (7 years or more) 
adverse health effects from exposure to PCBs. The chronic Reference Dose (RfD) represents an 
estimate (with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of magnitude or greater) of a daily 
exposure level for the human population, including sensitive populations (e.g., children), that is 
likely to be without an appreciable risk of deleterious effects during a lifetime.  At the current 
time, EPA is conducting an update of the toxicity value for PCBs through the IRIS process.   
 
Table 7-5 provides a summary of the non-cancer toxicity data.    
 
7.1.4 Risk Characterization 
 
This final step in the HHRA combines the exposure and toxicity information to provide a 
quantitative assessment of site risks.  Exposures are evaluated based on the potential risk for 
developing cancer and the potential for non-cancer health hazards. 
 
Cancer Risks 
 
Cancer risk is expressed as a probability. For example, a 10-4cancer risk means a “one in 10,000 
excess cancer risk,” or an increased risk of an individual developing cancer of one in 10,000 as a 
result of exposure to site contaminants under the conditions used in the Exposure Assessment.  
Under the federal Superfund program, EPA’s goal of protection is an excess cancer risk of 10-6

 

(one in 1,000,000) or less for the RME individual. Acceptable cancer risks, established under the 
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National Contingency Plan, are an individual lifetime excess cancer risk at or below the range of 
10-4 to 10-6.  
 
Excess lifetime cancer risk is calculated from the following equation: 
 

Risk = CDI x CSF 
where:  

Risk =  a unitless probability (e.g., 1 x 10-6
 of an individual developing cancer) 

CDI  = Chronic Daily Intake averaged over 70 years (mg/kg-day) 
CSF  =  Cancer Slope Factor, expressed as (mg/kg-day)-1 

 
At this Site, cancer risks to the RME individual associated with ingestion of fish are above 
EPA’s generally acceptable levels, as shown below.  In addition, cancer risks to the average (CT) 
individual associated with ingestion of fish are above EPA’s goal for protection of 1 x 10-6.  
 
The PCB cancer risks to anglers consuming fish, organized by reach, are as follows:   
 

 Reaches 1 and 2.  The risks for the RME individual were 3 x 10-5 (3 in 100,000) and are 
within the acceptable risk range.  The risks to the local adult angler in Reaches 1 and 2 
were 3 x 10-7(3 in 10,000,000) for the CTE individual, which is less than the risk range.   
 

 Reaches 4 through 8.  The risks to the local adult angler fishing in Reaches 4 through 8 
were 3 x 10-3 (3 in 1,000) for the RME adult individual and 3x10-5 (3 in 100,000) for the 
CTE individual.  The risks to the RME individual exceeded the risk range and for the 
CTE individual were within the acceptable risk range. 
 

 Reaches 7 and 8.  The risks to the local adult SRMT  angler fishing in Reaches 7 and 8 
were 2 x 10-2 (2 in 100) for the RME adult individual and 7 x 10-4 (7 in 10,000) for the 
CTE individual.  The risks to the RME and CTE individual are above the acceptable risk 
range.   

 
The cancer risks to the young child and adolescent consuming fish are lower than those of the 
adult based on differences in ingestion rate, body weight, and exposure duration.  The calculated 
risks for the young child and adolescent in Reaches 4 through 8, including a separate analysis 
for Reaches 7 and 8, remain above the acceptable risk range of 10-4 to 10-6.  
 
The re-evaluation of the cancer risks associated with other contaminants in fish, sediments, and 
surface water is provided in the 2010 Addendum to the HHRA.  This Addendum provides 
updated calculations of cancer risks for dioxin TEQ at the Site that were identified in the 1993 
Risk Assessment. The revised estimates are based on changes in the toxicity factors since the 
original risk assessment of 1993.  The cancer risks associated with PCDD and PCDF congeners 
from ingestion of fish within Reaches 4 through 8 were 1 x 10-4 and are within the upper bounds 
of the risk range. (See Tables 7-7 and 7-8).  
 
Non-Cancer Health Hazards 
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The potential for non-cancer health effects is evaluated by comparing an exposure level over a 
specified time period (e.g., 7 years) with an oral Reference Dose (RfD) derived for a similar 
exposure period. An RfD represents a level that an individual may be exposed to that is not 
expected to cause any deleterious effect. The ratio of exposure to toxicity is called a Hazard 
Quotient (HQ). An HQ less than 1 indicates that a receptor’s dose of a single contaminant is less 
than the RfD, and that toxic non-carcinogenic effects from exposure to that chemical are 
unlikely. An HI represents the sum of the individual exposure levels for different chemicals and 
different media (e.g., fish and sediment).  
 
The PCB non-cancer hazards to anglers consuming fish, organized by reach is as follows:   
 

 Reaches 1 and 2.  The non-cancer HI for the RME individual is 1.6 and exceeds the goal 
of protection of 1.   The non-cancer HI for the CTE individual is 0.1 and is within the 
goal of protection.   

  
 Reaches 4 through 8.  The non-cancer HI for the RME individual is 160 and for the CTE 

individual is 9.9.  The non-cancer HI for the RME and CTE individual are above the 
goal of protection. 

 
 Reaches 7 and 8.  The non-cancer HI for the RME individual is 615 and for the CTE 

individual is 67.  The non-cancer HI for the RME and CTE individual are above the goal 
of protection. 

 
The non-cancer health hazards for a young child (1 to 6 years of age) consuming fish would be 
approximately 1.6 times higher than that of an adult assuming an ingestion rate of 1/3 of that of 
the adults for all stretches of the River.  The non-cancer hazards for the adolescent consuming 
fish (7 to 18 years) would be approximately 1.1 to 1.2 times higher than the adult HI assuming 
an ingestion rate of 2/3 that of the adult for all reaches of the River.  The non-cancer hazards in 
all reaches for the adolescent and young child are above the goal of protection.   
 
The re-evaluation of the non-cancer HI associated with other contaminants in fish, sediments, 
and surface water is provided in the 2010 Addendum to the HHRA.  This Addendum provides 
updated calculations of risks and hazards from dioxin TEQ at the Site that were identified in the 
1993 Risk Assessment. The revised estimates are based on changes in the toxicity factors since 
the original risk assessment of 1993.  The non-cancer HI for the adult angler within Reach 4 to 8 
was an HI of 3, which exceeds the goal of protection.  The non-cancer HI related to dioxin TEQ 
are significantly less than those posed by PCBs.  (See Tables 7-8 and 7-9). 
 
Uncertainties 
 
The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation are subject to a variety of 
uncertainties.  The main sources of uncertainty in the BHHRA are described below. 
 
Uncertainty associated with the analytical methods and instruments used in the analysis of the 
samples may results from changes in analytical methods since the original risk assessment was 
developed in 1993.  The samples used in the BHHRA were subjected to quality assurance and 
quality control review and determined to be appropriate for use in the risk assessment.  These 
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uncertainties are generally likely to have a low impact on the assessment.  
 
The selection of COCs can also lend uncertainty to the risk assessment, but the selection process 
is generally conservative, so it is unlikely that chemicals that should be COCs are overlooked.  
Several chemicals evaluated were not quantitatively evaluated in the assessment based on a lack 
of toxicity values.  The lack of toxicity values may result in a potential underestimate of cancer 
risks and non-cancer health hazards but based on the COCs identified the impact is expected to 
be small.   
 
Uncertainties can also be associated with the selection of exposure points and pathways and the 
estimation of EPCs.  At this site, the calculation of EPCs is based on the calculation of UCLs.  
The RME exposure assumptions incorporated in the BHHRA are intended to be conservative 
and may overestimate the risk. 
 
Uncertainties are also associated with the toxicity information used to conduct the risk 
assessment.  The IRIS program conducts re-evaluations of a range of chemicals including the 
non-cancer toxicity of PCBs.  The impacts of these updates to toxicity values will not be known 
until the reassessments are completed. 
 
As discussed in Section 7.1.1. (Data Collection and Analysis), the non-cancer HI was 3 for 
dioxin TEFs in fish within Reaches 4 to 8 consumed by the local anglers.  This HI is 
significantly lower than the HI associated with PCBs (HI = 160) for these same reaches of the 
river.  The TEFs in fish from Reaches 4 to 8 showed variability.  No congeners were detected in 
four of the 14 fish.  Six of the 17 PCDD and PCDF congeners were not detected in any fish.  
The most commonly detected congeners were 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodiboenzofuran and 
octachlorodibenzofuran, and both were detected in only six of the 14 fish.  The total dioxin TEQ 
including 2,3,7,8-TCDD resulted in an HI of 3 but without this specific congener 2,3,7,8-
TCDD, the HI would be 2.  2,3,7,8-TCDD was not detected in water or sediment near or 
downstream of the facility and this congener was detected in only one of the 14 fish samples 
used in the calculation of the HI.  These uncertainties support the conclusion from the original 
1993 Risk Assessment that PCBs are the primary driver of the non-cancer HI for the Grasse 
River. 

 
7.2 Ecological Risk Assessment  
 
This section summarizes the results of the Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) process and is 
based on the July 2010 Ecological Risk Analysis Update (ERAU) report (SRC/SERAS 2010).  
The July 2010 ERAU report combines into a single report the ERA that was included in the 
1993 Revised Risk Assessment ALCOA Study Area and the additional ecological risk analysis 
incorporating data for sediment, surface water, river bank sediment, whole body fish tissue, and 
invertebrate tissue data collected through 2008, immediately prior to the commencement of the 
ERA in 2009.   
 
The lower Grasse River is home to a wide variety of aquatic and riparian habitats and is located 
within the St. Lawrence Plain ecological zone of New York State.  This zone can be 
characterized as a gently rolling agricultural landscape interspersed with small woodland areas.  
A habitat assessment to determine the site-specific habitats and species that may be affected by 
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the alternatives have not yet been completed, however will be performed during the design.  The 
Grasse River lies within the Upper Saint Lawrence River watershed.  It is a large, medium-
gradient river characterized by riffles and pools flowing over bedrock, cobble, and gravel 
substrate.  In 1994, the New York Department of State’s Division of Coastal Resources 
designated the Grasse River from its confluence with the St. Lawrence River to the Madrid Dam 
a significant coastal fish and wildlife habitat.    
 
Consistent with Superfund policy and Ecological Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund: 
Process for Designing and Conducting Ecological Risk Assessments, the ERA is a baseline risk 
assessment of the current and potential threats to the environment from hazardous substance 
releases, and therefore assumes no actions (remediation) to control or mitigate such releases.   
The following discussion summarizes the ERA with respect to the four basic steps of the 
Superfund ERA process: 1) Problem Formulation; 2) Exposure Assessment; 3) Effects 
Assessment; and 4) Risk Characterization.    
 
7.2.1 Problem Formulation 
 
Problem formulation is a qualitative evaluation of contaminant release, migration, and fate; 
identification of COCs, receptors, exposure pathways, and known ecological effects of the 
contaminants; and selection of endpoints for further study. 
 
PCBs, including dioxin-like PCBs, are the contaminants of concern at the Site for the ERA 
based on the results of earlier investigations.  Animals and plants living in or near the river, such 
as invertebrates, fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals, are or can be exposed to PCBs 
directly and/or indirectly through the food chain.  Ecological exposure to PCBs is primarily an 
issue of bioaccumulation through the food chain rather than direct toxicity.  As a result, the 
ERA emphasizes indirect exposure various upper trophic level receptors to address PCB-related 
risks at higher trophic levels. 
 
Several assessment endpoints were selected for the ERA to provide adequate support to EPA 
decisions on the ecological basis of action.  Because it is not practical or possible to directly 
evaluate risks to all of the individual components of the Site ecosystem, appropriate selection 
and definition of assessment endpoints are critical to focus the risk assessment on particular 
components of the ecosystem that could be adversely affected by the contaminants associated 
with the Site.  The assessment endpoints selected for this Site include the survival, growth, and 
reproduction of:  1) aquatic organisms (including fish); 2) piscivorous (fish-eating) bird and 
mammal populations; and, 3) insectivorous (insect-eating) mammal populations.  Measurement 
endpoints were defined for each assessment endpoint and were used to evaluate the exposures to 
PCBs in sediment, water, tissues, and estimated daily consumption doses relative to toxicity 
reference values (TRVs; see below). 
 
Receptors were selected to be representative of the various assessment endpoints.   Receptors of 
concern representing aquatic organisms included aquatic plants, benthic macroinvertebrates and 
fish.  The belted kingfisher (Ceryle alcyon) and mink (Mustela vison) were selected for 
piscivorous birds and mammals, respectively.  The insectivorous mammals were represented by 
the little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus).  (Refer to Figure 5-1 a food chain model from 1993 Risk 
Assessment) 
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7.2.2 Exposure Assessment 
 
Exposure assessment is a quantitative evaluation of contaminant release, migration, and fate; 
characterization of exposure pathways and receptors; and measurement or estimation of 
exposure point concentrations.  Exposure concentrations representing current sediment, water, 
and biota (fish and aquatic macroinvertebrates) concentrations of PCBs were based on data 
collected from 2003 to 2008 for T1 to T19 and 2000 to 2008 for T20 to T72.  In the T1 to T19 
transects, data collected prior to the ice jam scour of 2003 were not included in the analysis.  
The most recent sediment data available were collected in 2007; the most recent water and fish 
tissue data were collected in 2008.  Food chain models were then used to estimate receptor 
exposures for birds and mammals. 
 
PCBs in Sediment:  PCB concentrations in surface sediments were based on numerous core and 
grab samples taken throughout the study area including the main river channel, near-shore, and 
river bank habitats.  The core samples were collected at sediment depths of 0-3 inches and 3-12 
inches to ensure consistency with the depth designated as “surface sediment” in the 1993 ERA 
(0 to 12 inches).  The overall mean total PCB concentrations of the 0-3 inch core samples from 
T1 to T19 and T20 to T72 were 19.1 and 10.1 mg/kg, respectively; the 0-12 inch core sample 
means were 22.1 and 14.3 mg/kg, respectively.  The grab samples were taken at sediment depths 
of 0-3 cm from the river and river banks and mean total PCBs for T1 to T19 and T20 to T72, 
respectively, ranged from 31.3 to 25.7 mg/kg in river sediment, and 0.316 to 1.15 mg/kg in river 
bank sediment.  Total PCB concentrations tended to be higher in sediment samples collected 
from the main channel.  Several dioxin-like PCB congeners (PCB-77, -105, -114, -118, -123, -
156, and -167) were detected in sediment collected across the study area.  Notably, PCB-126 
was not detected; nor were congeners PCB-81, -157, -169, and -189. 
 
PCBs in Surface Water:  Surface water samples were collected and analyzed for PCBs before, 
during, and after the 2001 CPS; before, during and after the 2005 ROPS; and annually from 
1998 to 2008 during the Supplemental Remedial Studies program.  Sampling related to the CPS 
indicated that PCBs were rarely detected before the CPS and were not detected following the 
study; however, during the study, the concentrations of Aroclors 1232, 1242, 1248, 1254, 1260, 
and total PCBs were detected near the detection limit.  During the ROPS, Aroclors and PCBs 
were detected during, but not before or after the study.  The detected concentrations of the 
Aroclors or total PCBs noted above ranged from 0.025 to 0.48 μg/L.  Current conditions are best 
represented by the Remedial Studies program sampling data and mean concentrations of total 
PCBs ranged from 0.03 to 0.45 μg/L.  The dioxin-like congeners PCB-77, -81, -105, -118, and -
156 were detected.  PCB-126 as well as other dioxin-like congeners was not detected.    
 
PCBs in Biota:  Fish were monitored annually during the current period.  Young-of-the-year 
spottail shiners (< 6.5 cm) were collected annually and analyzed for whole body PCBs.  Adult 
smallmouth bass (> 25 cm) and brown bullhead (> 25 cm) were also collected annually for 
analysis of PCBs in fillet.  The mean concentrations of total PCBs in spottail shiner were viewed 
three ways: 1) as the entire current period (i.e., 2003-2008 for T1 to T19; 2000-2008 for T20 to 
T72); 2) as the current period excluding the ROPS (2005) sampling year; and 3) post-ROPS 
years 2006-2008 only.  For these three views of the data, the respective spottail shiner mean 
whole body PCB concentrations were 3.21, 2.45, and 2.66 mg/kg for T1 to T19; and 3.6, 2.6, 
and 1.7 mg/kg for T20 to T72.  Similarly, the tissue concentrations of PCBs in brown bullhead 
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and smallmouth bass were characterized as the current period and the post-ROPS years only.   
The respective mean fillet concentrations for brown bullhead were 4.86 and 1.78 mg/kg for T1 
to T19, and 5.01 and 1.87 for T20 to T72; smallmouth bass were 1.95 and 1.18 mg/kg for T1 to 
T19, and 3.49 and 1.67 mg/kg for T20 to T72.  Aquatic macroinvertebrate mean tissue total 
PCBs in freshwater mussel samples ranged from 0.03 to 0.06 mg/kg.  These measurements were 
then used to estimate that total PCB concentrations in emerging insects would range from 0.11 
to 0.24 mg/kg. 
 
7.2.3 Effects Assessment 
 
PCBs have been shown to cause lethal and sub-lethal effects in organisms.  The ecological risk 
assessment limited its focus to adverse effects on survival, growth and reproduction.  The 
ecological effects assessment includes literature reviews, field studies, and toxicity test data, 
linking contaminant concentrations to effects on ecological receptors. 
 
Toxicity reference values (TRVs) were used to estimate the potential for ecological risk at the 
Site as a result of exposure to PCBs (see SRC/SERAS 2010 in administrative record).  TRVs 
were selected based on Lowest Observed Adverse Effects Levels (LOAELs) and/or No 
Observed Adverse Effects Levels (NOAELs) from laboratory and/or field based studies reported 
in the scientific literature.  The LOAEL is the “lowest” exposure level shown to produce 
adverse effects, and NOAELs are the highest exposure level at which an adverse effect was not 
observed.  These TRVs reflect the effects of PCBs on the survival, growth, and reproduction of 
fish and wildlife species in the Grasse River.  Effects on growth and reproduction (e.g., egg 
maturation and hatchability, survival of juveniles) are generally the most sensitive endpoints for 
animals exposed to PCBs. 
 
7.2.4 Risk Characterization 
 
Risk characterization is the final phase of the ERA process and the information on exposure and 
effects are integrated into a statement about risk to the assessment endpoints established during 
problem formulation.  Risk Characterization estimates both current and future adverse 
ecological effects on survival, growth, and reproduction in the absence of remedial action.  
Generally, the hazard quotient method was used to characterize risks to the assessment 
endpoints by calculating the ratio of the exposure concentration of PCBs (measured or modeled) 
to the TRVs developed in the Effects Assessment.  Hazard quotients less than 1.0 are assumed 
to indicate that adverse ecological effects are unlikely; HQs of 1.0 or greater are assumed to 
indicate that the PCBs may present unacceptable ecological risk. 
 
Risk to fish was evaluated by comparing measured concentrations of PCBs and dioxin-like PCB 
congeners in fish tissue with concentrations reported in published studies that identified adverse 
effects to survival, growth, and reproduction.  Additional characterization of risk to the generic 
assessment endpoint of aquatic organisms was conducted by calculating HQs from exposure 
concentrations of PCBs in sediment and water by comparing them to benchmarks of toxicity 
obtained from the literature. 
 
Food chain models were used to calculate risk to upper trophic level piscivorous birds (belted 
kingfisher), mammals (mink), and insectivorous mammals (little brown bat) from consumption 
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of contaminated prey such as fish and aquatic invertebrates.  For the food chain estimates of 
risks, the exposure parameters (e.g., body weight, prey ingestion rate, home range) used to 
calculate the concentrations or dietary doses to which the receptors of concern may be exposed 
were obtained from EPA sources and the scientific literature.  Site-specific PCB concentrations 
in fish, aquatic invertebrates (estimated concentrations in emergent insects), and sediment were 
used to model the food-chain risks.  The TRVs were selected based on LOAELs and NOAELs 
from laboratory and/or field-based studies as reported in the scientific literature. 
 
The ERA indicated that aquatic organisms and piscivorous and insectivorous birds and 
mammals are above EPA’s level of concern as a result of exposure to PCBs, and therefore the 
risks for adverse ecological effects to reproduction, growth, or survival from exposure to PCBs 
in sediments and/or prey are unacceptable. 
 
The major findings of the ERA include: 
 

• Sediment: Available information indicates unacceptable risks to aquatic organisms 
from exposure to the mean concentrations of Aroclors 1016, 1221, 1232, 1242, 1248, 
1254, and 1260, total PCBs, and dioxin-like PCB congeners.   
 

• Surface water: Available information indicates unacceptable risk to aquatic 
organisms from exposure to the mean measured concentrations of total PCBs and 
dioxin-like PCB congeners.   

 
• Fish: Available information indicates unacceptable risks for adverse ecological 

effects (i.e., reduced survival, growth and/or reproduction) from exposure of fish to 
total PCBs and dioxin-like PCB congeners. 

 
• Food chain: Unacceptable risks were estimated for piscivorous birds (belted 

kingfisher) and mammals (mink) from dietary exposure to Aroclors 1232, 1248, 
1254, and 1260, and total PCBs.  Potential risks to insectivorous mammals from 
dietary exposure to Aroclors 1248 and 1260 and total PCBs were uncertain. 

 
7.2.5 Uncertainty 
 
The process of evaluating ecological risks involves multiple steps.  Inherent in each step are 
uncertainties that ultimately affect the final calculated risks.  The nature and magnitude of 
uncertainties depend on the amount and quality of data available, the degree of knowledge 
concerning the site conditions, and the assumptions made to perform the risk assessment.  
Sources of uncertainty in the ERA are as follows: 
 
Problem Formulation and Exposure Characterization include:  Uncertainties are associated with 
exposure pathways that were not retained for quantitative evaluation; identification of ecological 
receptors; selection of representative species; data availability; exposure parameters used in the 
food chain models; exposure route assumptions; and, assumptions on the bioavailability of 
PCBs. 
 
Effects Characterization:  There is uncertainty associated with the selection of the TRVs from 
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laboratory and field animal studies.  To minimize this uncertainty, EPA selected TRVs through 
a systematic critical review process to minimize the potential for under-estimating the toxicity 
of contaminants to the assessment endpoints.  Literature searches were conducted to determine 
the chronic toxicity of PCBs to the indicator species.  If no toxicity values could be located for 
the receptor species, values reported for a closely related species were used.  When several 
toxicity values were reported for a receptor species, appropriately conservative values that 
resulted in ecologically significant adverse effects were used in the risk calculations.  Toxicity 
values obtained from long-term feeding studies were preferred over those obtained from single 
dose oral studies.  No other safety factors were incorporated into the TRVs development. 
 
Risk Characterization:  An HQ less than 1.0 does not indicate the absence of risk; however, it 
implies that adverse effects on survival, growth, or reproduction due to site contaminants are 
unlikely and, given the appropriately conservative nature of the ERA process, there is a high 
degree of confidence that the risk is minimal.  The toxicity equivalency approach was used to 
evaluate risks from dioxin-like PCB congeners in sediment and surface water.  This method is 
intended for use in estimating dietary exposure to dioxin-like chemicals, and therefore may 
overestimate the potential toxic potency of an abiotic environmental matrix where 
bioavailability is affected by partitioning to particles and organic carbon.  Lastly, when PCBs 
were not detected in a particular sample analysis (e.g., Aroclors, congeners), it was 
conservatively assumed that the concentration in that sample was one-half the reported detection 
limit.  This uncertainty may have led to possible overestimation of some risks, particularly in the 
case of dioxin-like PCB congeners. 
 
Overall, uncertainty in the ERA process was minimized by relying on site-specific data on PCB 
concentrations in sediment, water, and fish and invertebrate tissues.  Current conditions were 
defined for the ERA to focus the use of available data, and segregation of non-baseline exposure 
data such as that associated with the 2001 CPS, 2003 ice scour, and 2005 ROPs events were 
considered within the ERA to further minimize uncertainty from the potential overestimation of 
risks. 
 
Basis for Action 
 
The excess cancer risk and non-cancer health hazards associated with human ingestion of fish, 
as well as ecological risks, including those associated with ingestion of fish by birds and 
mammals are above acceptable levels under baseline conditions.  The response action selected 
in this Record of Decision is necessary to protect public health, welfare, or the environment 
from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances into the environment.   
 
EPA has identified Akwesasne as a Community with Environmental Justice Concerns, and the 
selected remedy includes a remedial goal that is specifically designed to protect the Mohawk 
community (see Sections 8 and 12).  EPA investigations revealed that culturally the Akwesasne 
is a subsistence fishing/high fish consumption community and thus a fish ingestion rate of 142 
grams/day was used in the risk assessment for the SRMT members (Forti et al, 1995), whereas 
fish ingestion rate used for the non-SRMT adults was 31.9 grams/day.  The remedial goals for 
the SRMT and the non-SRMT adults were based on their individual ingestion rates e.g., 142 
grams/day and 31.9 grams/day, respectively.  EPA utilized a fish ingestion rate that is specific to 
the Mohawk population in developing the remedial goal of 0.01 mg/kg PCBs in fish.  This 
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remedial goal is designed to be protective of the Mohawk community that consumes fish from 
the Grasse River, and EPA will not deem the Site remedy to be complete until this goal is 
achieved (see Section 8).   
 
 
8. REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 
 
Remedial action objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the environment.  
These objectives are based on available information and standards, such as applicable or relevant 
and appropriate requirements (ARARs), to-be-considered (TBC) guidance, and site-specific risk-
based levels established using the risk assessments.  There are no federal or New York State 
cleanup standards for PCB-contamination in sediment.  The following remedial action objectives 
have been established for the Site: 
 
1. Reduce the cancer risks and non-cancer health hazards for people eating fish from 

the Grasse River by reducing the concentration of PCBs in fish.  The risk-based 
preliminary remediation goal (PRG) for the protection of human health is 0.05 mg/kg 
(wet weight) PCBs in fish fillet based on non-cancer hazard indices for the RME adult 
fish consumption rate of one half-pound meal per week (equivalent to 32 grams per day, 
this level is protective of cancer risks as well).  The risk-based PRG for the protection of 
Mohawk human health is 0.01 mg/kg PCBs in fish fillet based on non-cancer hazard 
indices for the adult tribal subsistence population with a consumption rate of 142 grams 
per day.  Interim target concentrations are 0.26 mg/kg PCBs in fish fillet, which is 
protective for cancer risks for the adult avid angler at a fish consumption rate of one half-
pound meal per month and 0.36 mg/kg PCBs in fish fillet, which is protective of the CT 
or average angler, who consumes one half-pound meal every two months.  
 

2. Reduce the risks to ecological receptors by reducing the concentration of PCBs in 
fish.  The risk-based PRG for the ecological exposure pathway is a range in whole-body 
fish (brown bullhead and spottail shiner) PCB concentrations of 0.22 to 0.44 mg/kg (wet 
weight) based on the NOAEL and the LOAEL for consumption of fish by the mink.  The 
ecological PRG is considered protective of all the ecological receptors evaluated because 
it was developed for the mink, the piscivorous mammal calculated to be at greatest risk 
from PCBs at the Site.  In addition, a range from 0.1 to 0.2 mg/kg (wet weight) PCBs in 
brown bullhead fillet was developed based on the NOAEL and LOAEL for consumption 
of fish by the mink. 
 

3. Minimize the current and potential future bioavailability of the PCBs in sediments. 
PCBs in sediments may become bioavailable by various mechanisms (e.g., pore water 
diffusion, bioturbation, biological activity, benthic food chains, ice jam event scour, etc).  
Minimizing the degree to which such mechanisms may make PCBs bioavailable (e.g., 
through removal or containment) will reduce PCB levels in biota and the associated risks 
to human health and the environment. 
 

4. Protect the ecosystem of the lower Grasse River.  The remedy will protect the 
ecosystem and replace and/or reconstruct habitat impacted by remedial activities in order 
to re-establish appropriate conditions for supporting the fish and wildlife of the river.  
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The remedy will be monitored for ecosystem recovery through the measurement and 
analysis of appropriate physical, chemical, and biological parameters.  
 

5. Minimize the long-term transport of PCBs from the lower Grasse River to the St. 
Lawrence River.  PCBs that are transported downstream in the water column are 
available to biota, contributing to the risks from the Site.  Downstream transport also may 
move PCBs from contaminated areas to clean areas and from the lower Grasse River to 
the St. Lawrence River.  

 
EPA has adopted the PRGs identified above as the final Remediation Goals (RGs) for the Site. 
 
 
9. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
CERCLA § 121(b)(1), 42 U.S.C. § 9621(b)(1), requires remedial actions to be protective of 
human health and the environment, be cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and 
alternative treatment technologies and resource recovery alternatives to the maximum extent 
practicable.  Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a preference for remedial actions which employ, 
as a principal element, treatment to permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or 
mobility of the hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants at a site.  Further, CERCLA § 
121(d), 42 U.S.C. § 9621(d), specifies that a remedial action must attain a level or standard of 
control of the hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants, which at least attains ARARs 
under federal and state laws, unless a waiver can be justified pursuant to CERCLA § 121(d)(4), 
42 U.S.C. § 9621(d)(4). 
 
During the initial development and screening of alternatives, several potentially applicable 
remedial technologies or process options for addressing PCB-contaminated sediments in the 
Grasse River were identified and screened (evaluated) based on effectiveness and technical 
implementability at the Site.  Detailed descriptions of technologies, process options, and the ten 
remedial alternatives for addressing the contamination associated with the Site can be found in 
the AofA report.  Retained technologies were then evaluated in a second screening based on 
effectiveness, implementability and cost.  The AofA report also presented the results of 
mathematical modeling that was used to compare the projected time to achieve PRGs and interim 
target PCB concentrations in fish for the ten alternatives discussed in Section 9.3 (Description of 
Remedial Alternatives), below.  With the exception of the No Further Action Alternative, all of 
these alternatives involve dredging, containment (capping), or monitored natural recovery, or 
combinations thereof.  
 
9.1 Description of Remedy Components 
 
9.1.1 Containment Components  
 
Containment options are to isolate PCBs contained in the river from the water column and biota.  
Three capping technologies were considered for the alternatives at the Site:    
 

 The Main Channel Cap considered in the AofA is 12 inches thick and composed of 50:50 
sand and topsoil mix to be place in two 6 inch lifts; 
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 The Armored Cap considered in the AofA is composed of 6 inches of sand/topsoil (50:50 

mix) overlain by 6 inches of gravel filter layer, and then 13 inches of 3 to 10 inch 
diameter gravel/cobbles for armoring against scouring forces; and 
 

 The Near Shore Cap considered in the AofA is a 6 inches thick and composed of 50:50 
sand and topsoil mix.  

 
 9.1.2 Sediment Treatment 
 
Sediment treatment can be performed in-situ (e.g., activated carbon application) or ex-situ (e.g., 
thermal desorption, biodegradation) to reduce levels and/or movement of PCBs.   The in-situ 
treatment technology of activated carbon was retained initially and evaluated in the activated 
carbon pilot study that Alcoa conducted in the Grasse River in 2006, and which is discussed 
above in Section 2 (Site History and Enforcement Activities).    
 
Treatment technologies such as thermal desorption are technically feasible; however, the 
associated costs would be substantially greater than on-site or off-site landfill disposal.   
 
9.1.3 Sediment Removal, Dewatering, and Disposal 
 
Both hydraulic and mechanical sediment removal technologies were considered in the AofA and 
have been utilized during the NTCRA and ROPS.  However, for the selected remedy, the most 
appropriate and effective equipment will be determined during the design phase and utilized 
during construction.   
 
Hydraulic dredges would move the dredged slurry through piping to a staging and processing 
area, whereas mechanically dredged sediments would be transported to the staging and 
processing location by barge or truck.  At the processing area, the sediments would be dewatered 
using equipment such as plate and frame filter presses, followed by further processing by 
equipment such as a belt filter press, solid-bowl evaporator, hydrocyclone, and gravity thickener 
or settling basin, with the specific equipment to be determined during the design.  Geotubes have 
also been utilized to dewater sediment at the Site, and may be used in the future.   
 
Disposal in an on-site landfill was retained in the AofA for remedies that include dredging.  
Alcoa’s on-site Secure Landfill meets the TSCA and RCRA requirements and can accept 
dredged materials containing PCBs at concentrations greater than 50 mg/kg and materials from 
the Grasse River Site.  The current Secure Landfill configuration has a remaining permitted 
capacity to accommodate approximately 60,000 cy of in-situ sediment.  Additional capacity of 
the Secure Landfill would require additional state and federal approvals.  The cost estimates 
from the AofA assumed that the Secure Landfill design would be expanded to accommodate 
100,000 cy of in-situ sediment.   
 
9.1.4 Water Treatment 
 
For water treatment, filtration and granular activated carbon was assumed.  GAC was used 
during both the NTCRA and ROPS.  However, for the selected remedy, the most appropriate and 
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effective equipment will be determined during the design phase and utilized during construction.   
 
9.1.5 Ice Management 
 
A pier type ice control structure was considered for ice management based on the results of 
physical and numerical model testing conducted for the Site.  However, due to public safety 
concerns associated with the construction of piers in the river; it was not retained for further 
alternative evaluations.  Armored capping is another form of ice management and it is discussed 
in the containment component section above.  
 
9.1.6 Institutional Controls 
 
Institutional controls are non-engineered instruments, such as administrative and legal controls, 
that help to minimize the potential for human exposure to contamination and/or protect the 
integrity of a response action. Institutional controls are typically designed to work by limiting 
land or resource use or by providing information that helps modify or guide human behavior at a 
site.  Institutional controls are considered to be limited action alternatives, and therefore are not 
included under the No Action alternative.  The implementation of institutional controls in the 
form of informational devices would be utilized with the MNR, capping and removal 
alternatives.   
 
Currently, an informational institutional control in the form of fish consumption advisories is 
administered by the NYSDOH for the lower Grasse River.  NYSDOH periodically reviews fish 
PCB data to ensure the advisories are up to date and considers whether the fish consumption 
advisories need modification.  Other informational devices would include outreach programs to 
inform the public to limit activities that could compromise the integrity of the cap (such as 
dredging) and to promote knowledge of and voluntary compliance with the fish consumption 
advisories.  Additionally, locations of the caps should be indicated on all appropriate maps.  
Institutional controls will be further refined and implemented during remedial design and after 
construction, as appropriate.   
 
9.1.7 Monitoring Requirements 
 
Short- and long-term (i.e., pre-, during, and post-construction) monitoring programs will be 
developed to ensure compliance with performance standards and to ensure protection of human 
health and the environment.  The types and frequency of pre-construction monitoring will be 
developed during remedial design.  Plans for monitoring during and after construction will be 
developed during the remedial design and modified during and after construction as appropriate 
(see Section 9.2 for common monitoring elements).   
 
9.2 Common Elements 
 
Listed below are elements that are common to all of the alternatives with noted exceptions: 

 
 A Phase 1A Cultural Resource Survey will be conducted during the pre-remedial design 

prior to any disturbance and/or in-river work; 
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 Additional sampling and analysis of the relatively small area of floodplains present along 
the river will be performed concurrent with the design phase of the project to determine if 
additional actions are warranted in any of the floodplain areas; 
 

 Segment length weighted average (SLWA) is used to identify PCBs at depth and is one 
of the criteria for triggering remediation in T1-T21 because of the potential for scour in 
those transects; 
 

 The construction time for each alternative reflects only the time required to construct or 
implement the remedy and does not include the time required to design the remedy or 
procure contracts for design and construction; 
 

 All alternatives define the near shore surface sediment depth as the top 12 inches and the 
main channel surface sediment depth as the top six inches (Refer to October 21, 2009 
letter from EPA to Alcoa regarding surface sediment determination in the administrative 
record); 
 

 Near shore is defined for purposes of the Site as the area starting at the mean high water 
level elevation contour at the shoreline of the Grasse River and extending to where the 
gentle bathymetric slope along the shoreline meets the steep slope of the main channel 
side walls.  In general, the near shore areas have water depths of five feet or less during 
normal summer flow and extend approximately 25 feet from shore.  Alternatives with 
dredging in near shore will include dredging of adjacent steep side slope to the depth 
parallel to the adjacent near shore depth; 
 

 All alternatives with the exception of Alternatives 1 and 2 would include air monitoring 
to ensure that the remedy implementation is protective; 
 

 EPA chose an action level of 1 mg/kg for PCBs in sediment based on the action level’s 
projected ability to achieve EPA’s PCB target concentrations in fish for protection of 
human health, and to achieve the remedial goal for PCBs in fish that is protective of 
ecological receptors.  EPA notes that the 1 mg/kg action level is consistent with the 
cleanup levels selected by EPA for PCBs in St. Lawrence River and Raquette River 
sediments at the General Motors (Central Foundry Division) Superfund Site and in St. 
Lawrence River sediments at the Reynolds Metals Co. Superfund Site, both of which are 
located on the St. Lawrence River downstream of the confluence of the St. Lawrence and 
Grasse Rivers.    
 

 Backfill, capping, and habitat material will be clean material.  Acceptance criteria for 
clean backfill quality are that no organic chemicals shall be detected using the following 
analytical methods, and concentration of inorganics shall be below Site-specific local 
background levels or will meet the LEL of NYSDEC’s sediment criteria for inorganics. 
Analytical methods to be used are (or most current revisions):  TCL VOCs EPA SW-846 
Method 8260B; TCL SVOCs EPA SW-846 Method 8270C; Pesticide/PCBs EPA SW-
846 Method 8082; Herbicides EPA SW-846 Method 8150; TAL Metals EPA SW-846 
Method 6000/7000 Series; Cyanide EPA SW-846 Method 9012;   
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 For cost estimating purposes, all alternatives with a dredging component assume the use 

of a hydraulic dredge for the main channel and use of a mechanical dredge for the near 
shore.  For the dewatering process, the cost estimate assumed the use of plate and frame 
filter press, belt filter press, solid-bowl evaporator, hydrocyclone, and gravity thickener 
or settling basin.  For water treatment, granular activated carbon was assumed.  However, 
for the selected remedy, the most appropriate and effective equipment will be determined 
during the design phase and utilized during construction;   
 

 For cost estimating purposes, all alternatives assumed the armored cap to be 25 inches 
thick and the main channel cap to be 12 inches of sand/topsoil cap as designed in the 
ROPS.  However, during design, the composition and thickness of the capping material 
will be optimized to promote reliability and efficacy of the cap;   
 

 For cost estimating purposes, all active remediation alternatives’ total present worth are 
rounded numbers and include Routine Engineering Design (15% of Capital Cost) and 
Construction Contingency (25% of Capital Cost) and the present-worth costs were 
calculated using a discount rate of seven percent and a thirty-year time interval for the 
post-construction monitoring and maintenance period; 
 

 For all alternatives where dredging is proposed, the cost estimate assumes up to 100,000 
cy of in-situ dredged sediment will be disposed of in an existing on-site permitted 
TSCA/RCRA landfill.  The cost estimates for alternatives with greater quantities of 
dredged material assume the volume exceeding 100,000 cy will be transported off-site for 
disposal at a permitted TSCA/RCRA landfill; 
 

 All alternatives except Alternative 1 rely on institutional controls, such as outreach to 
promote knowledge of and voluntary compliance with the existing fish consumption 
advisories and to inform the public to limit activities that could compromise the integrity 
of the cap (such as dredging);   
 

 For all alternatives except Alternative 1, the remedy would be monitored over the long-
term.  If monitoring reveals any portion of the caps has been eroded, damaged areas 
would require maintenance/replacement;  
 

 As specified below, data will be reviewed or collected to demonstrate the effectiveness 
of the remedy in meeting the RAOs.  In addition to meeting specific RAOs, data will be 
reviewed or collected to determine if the remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment: 
 

o Monitoring related to RAO1:  Fish data collected during monitoring programs 
(e.g., remedial action monitoring, long-term monitoring) or additional data, as 
appropriate and necessary, will be reviewed and analyzed to determine if PCB 
concentrations in fish are decreasing and if the concentrations are expected to 
meet, have met, or continue to meet the RGs for humans in the expected 
timeframes; 
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o Monitoring related to RAO2:  Fish data collected during monitoring programs 

(e.g., remedial action monitoring, long-term monitoring)  or additional data, as 
appropriate and necessary, will be reviewed and analyzed to determine if PCB 
concentrations in fish are decreasing and if the concentrations are expected to 
meet, have met, or continue to meet the RGs for ecological receptors in the 
expected timeframes; 

 
o Monitoring related to RAO3:  Data collected during the monitoring programs or 

additional data, as appropriate and necessary, will be reviewed and analyzed to 
determine if PCB concentrations in abiotic and biotic media (e.g., sediments, 
surface water, pore water, fish, and other biota) indicate that PCBs are 
sufficiently contained by the remedy to minimize PCB bioavailability. 
Additionally, data collection and analysis will be conducted to ensure the caps 
continue to remain in place. If any portion of a capped area has been eroded, 
monitoring and sampling will determine whether other areas have been 
contaminated with PCBs released from the damaged areas;  

 
o Monitoring related to RAO4:  Physical, chemical, and biological data, collected 

during the monitoring programs or additional data, as appropriate and necessary, 
will be reviewed and analyzed to determine success of the remedy in providing 
for ecosystem recovery from the construction and contaminant impacts. 
Additionally, a monitoring program will be established to verify the attainment 
of the habitat replacement objectives, including evaluation of the re-construction 
materials and plantings; and, 

 
o Monitoring related to RAO5:  All surface water monitoring data collected 

upstream, on-site and downstream during monitoring programs and additional 
data, as necessary and appropriate, (e.g., PCB flux, PCB concentration) will be 
reviewed to determine if the remedy has been effective in minimizing PCB 
transport via the water column. 

 
 Monitoring will also be conducted if there are significant flood or ice-jam events 

observed in the river.  An evaluation of the impacts of those events on the remedy will 
be initiated as soon as practicable and weather permitting after the event.  This 
evaluation may include the collection and analysis of environmental samples; 
 

 For Alternatives 7 through 10, even though a great amount of sediment in the main 
channel is dredged, due to the Site conditions and based on information from Site-
specific pilot studies and other dredging sites, it is anticipated that residual sediments 
with PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg will remain, requiring an 
armored cap or main channel cap, as appropriate, after dredging; 
 

 All of the alternatives assume contaminants remaining on-site above levels that would 
allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure and, therefore, CERCLA requires that 
the Site be reviewed at least once every five years, indefinitely.  Costs associated with 
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five-year reviews are included in all of the alternative present-worth cost estimates except 
for No Further Action Alternative 1; and, 
 

 All of the alternatives, except Alternatives 1 and 2, include the development of a habitat 
reconstruction plan.  The objective of the habitat reconstruction plan will be to identify 
impacts to habitat and species from the remedy, identify habitat re-establishment goals, 
provide design specifications for habitat recovery, and provide the scope for monitoring 
of habitat recovery. The plan will be developed and implemented during design and 
remedy implementation, will consider habitat and species management goals such as 
those stated in the NYS Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy, and will include 
the following components:   
 
A. Habitat assessment study for affected species to assess the river for habitats that 

are present and use of the habitats by aquatic and semi-aquatic species.  The study 
would include a survey for the presence of federal and state listed aquatic species 
and the habitats used by these species in the remedial area.  Additionally, the 
study would document the habitat characteristics (including but not limited to 
temperature regime, substrate type, structure, plant species and density) of all 
areas affected by the remedy and identify any fish and wildlife concentration 
areas.  Collected data would be used to determine the habitats affected by the 
remedy, any actions necessary to eliminate or minimize impacts to listed species, 
measures needed to protect existing habitats, and develop design specifications 
for the replacement and recovery of the all affected habitats following the remedy. 

 
B. Placement of clean substrate on top of the cap to allow for habitat re-

establishment and species use, except where the material placed for the cap would 
be of sufficient quality and thickness to allow for omitting an additional habitat 
layer.  The design of the thickness of the habitat layer of the cap will include 
consideration of the potential for burrowing animals to compromise the integrity 
of the cap.  The habitat recovery material will be free of contaminants and would 
not require significant maintenance once habitat has been re-established.  After 
placement of the habitat recovery material, main channel areas should be returned 
to a stable condition.  The backfill material to return the near shore to initial grade 
should be of appropriate material conducive to habitat recovery.  The most 
appropriate substrate type will be determined based on the information collected 
during the habitat assessment and may vary depending on habitat re-establishment 
and species requirements or habitat reconstruction goals. 

 
C. Design for restoration of vegetation.  In areas disturbed by the remedy or 

implementation of the remedy, vegetation would be re-established through a 
mixture of appropriate active planting and seeding and passive measures to allow 
for healthy and diverse habitat.  Vegetation placement would be determined 
during the design.   

 
D. Monitoring habitat and biota recovery.  A monitoring plan will assess the success 

of habitat re-construction materials, plantings, and recovery of biota.  The 
monitoring plan will include baseline sampling and corrective actions pertaining 
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to habitat reconstruction, should they be necessary.  Additionally, monitoring of 
PCBs in biota will be conducted to track the success of the remedy in reducing 
PCB concentrations in aquatic and semi-aquatic species in the areas affected by 
the remedy.  A protocol will be developed to monitor the ecosystem recovery 
through the measurement of appropriate physical, chemical and biological 
parameters.  NYSDEC's Standard Operating Procedure: Biological Monitoring of 
Surface Waters in New York State (NYSDEC 2012) will be considered during the 
development of the protocol, as will EPA guidance.  The standard operating 
procedures will include planning, collection, assessment and reporting 
requirements to monitor the impact of the remedial action and ecosystem 
recovery.   

 
9.3 Description of Remedial Alternatives 
 
Alternative 1:  No Further Action 

 
Capital Cost:              $0 
Operation and Maintenance Costs (present-worth):                 $0 
Present-Worth Cost:                                                                 $0 
Construction Time:                                                            0 years 

 
The Superfund program requires that the "no-action" alternative be considered as a baseline for 
comparison with the other alternatives.  The no-action alternative does not include any physical 
remedial measures beyond those response actions already implemented to address the problem 
of sediment contamination at the Site.   

 
Alternative 2: Monitored Natural Recovery  

 
Capital Cost:                     $0 
Operation and Maintenance Costs (present-worth):  $3,400,000 
Present-Worth Cost:     $3,400,000 
Construction Time:            0 years 

 
The Monitored Natural Recovery (MNR) alternative relies on naturally occurring processes to 
reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the contaminants in the lower Grasse River 
sediments.  Natural recovery processes may include biodegradation, biotransformation, 
bioturbation, diffusion, dilution, adsorption, volatilization, chemical reaction or destruction, 
resuspension, downstream transport, and burial by cleaner material.  Long-term monitoring of 
sediment, water column, and fish would be included in this alternative to confirm that 
contaminant reduction is occurring and that the reduction is achieving the Remedial Action 
Objectives.  
 
Alternative 3: Capping 

 
Capital Cost:         $74,211,000 
Operation and Maintenance Costs (present-worth):    $10,200,000 
Present-Worth Cost:     $114,100,000 
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Construction Time:                3 years 
 
This alternative includes:  

 the placement of a near shore cap over sediments in the near shore areas between T1 and 
T21 (10 acres) with SLWA or maximum surface sediment PCB concentrations greater 
than or equal to 1 mg/kg;  

 the placement of an armored cap over the T1-T21 main channel sediments (59 acres) 
where either the segment length weighted average (SLWA) or the maximum surface 
sediment PCB concentration is greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg;  

 the placement of a near shore cap over sediments in the near shore areas between T21 
and T72 (31 acres) with maximum surface sediment PCB concentrations greater than or 
equal to 1 mg/kg; and, 

 the placement of a main channel cap over main channel sediments between T21 and T72 
(approximately 225 acres) with maximum surface sediment PCB concentrations greater 
than or equal to 1 mg/kg.  (Refer to Table 10-2 below in the Reduction in Toxicity, 
Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment section for estimated volumes dredged and 
areas capped.)   

 
Alternative 4: T1-T21 Near Shore Dredging and Backfill to Grade, T21-T72 Near Shore 
Capping, T1-T21 Main Channel Armored Capping and T21-T72 Main Channel Capping  

 
Capital Cost:         $97,588,968 
Operation and Maintenance Costs (present-worth):    $10,600,000 
Present-Worth Cost:     $147,200,000 
Construction Time:                3 years 

 
Alternative 4 includes:  

 dredging of near shore sediment between T1 and T21 with SLWA or maximum surface 
sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg, followed by backfill to 
grade;  

 the placement of an armored cap over the T1-T21 main channel sediments where either 
the SLWA or the maximum surface sediment PCB concentrations is greater than or 
equal to 1 mg/kg;  

 the placement of a near shore cap over sediments in the near shore areas between T21 
and T72 with maximum surface sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 
mg/kg; and   

 the placement of a main channel cap over main channel sediments between T21 and T72 
with maximum surface sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg.  

This alternative includes approximately 59 acres of armored cap, 225 acres of main channel cap, 
31 acres of near shore cap, 26,000 in-situ cy of sediment dredged in the near shore followed by 
backfilling to pre-dredging grade in the dredged area.   

 
Alternative 5: T1-T72 Near Shore Surface Sediment PCBs ≥ 10 mg/kg Dredging and 
Capping between 1 mg/kg and 10 mg/kg, T1-T21 Main Channel Armored Capping and 
T21-T72 Main Channel Capping  
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Capital Cost:       $117,274,756 
Operation and Maintenance Costs (present-worth):    $11,000,000 
Present-Worth Cost:     $175,200,000 
Construction Time:                4 years 

 
Alternative 5 includes:  

 dredging of near shore sediment between T1 and T21 with SLWA or maximum surface 
sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 10 mg/kg, followed by 6-inch 
capping of near shore sediment between T1 and T21 with PCB concentrations greater 
than or equal to 1 mg/kg and less than 10 mg/kg;  

 the placement of an armored cap over the T1-T21 main channel sediments where either 
the SLWA or the maximum surface sediment PCB concentration is greater than or equal 
to 1 mg/kg;  

 dredging of near shore sediment between T21 and T72 with maximum surface sediment 
PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 10 mg/kg, followed by 6-inch capping of 
near shore sediment between T21 and T72 with PCB concentrations greater than or 
equal to 1 mg/kg and less than 10 mg/kg; and,   

 the placement of a main channel cap over main channel sediments between T21 and T72 
with maximum surface sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg.  

This alternative includes 59 acres of armored cap, approximately 225 acres of main channel 
cap, 31 acres of near shore cap, 46,000 in-situ cy of sediment dredged in the near shore and 
13 acres backfilled to grade.  The 28 acres of the remaining near shore area between T1 and 
T72 that is not addressed by dredging/backfilling would be capped.   

 
Alternative 6: T1-T72 Near Shore Dredging and Backfill to Grade, T1-T21 Main Channel 
Armored Capping and T21-T72 Main Channel Capping  

 
Capital Cost:       $165,240,123 
Operation and Maintenance Costs (present-worth):    $11,800,000 
Present-Worth Cost:     $243,100,000 
Construction Time:                4 years 

 
Alternative 6 includes:  

 dredging of near shore sediment between T1 and T21 with SLWA or maximum surface 
sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg, followed by backfill to 
grade;  

 the placement of an armored cap over the T1 to T21 main channel sediments where 
either the SLWA or the maximum surface sediment PCB concentrations is greater than 
or equal to 1 mg/kg;  

 dredging of near shore sediment between T21 and T72 with maximum surface sediment 
PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg, followed by backfill to grade; and,    

 the placement of a main channel cap over main channel sediments between T21 and T72 
with maximum surface sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg.   

This alternative includes 59 acres of armored cap, approximately 225 acres of main channel 
cap, 109,000 in-situ cy of sediment dredged in the near shore and 41 acres backfilled to 
grade.   



 

 
36 

 

 
Alternative 7: T1-T72 Near Shore Dredging and Backfill to Grade, T1-T19.5 Select Main 
Channel Dredging, T1-T21 Main Channel Armored Capping, and T21-T72 Main Channel 
Capping   

 
Capital Cost:       $242,746,364 
Operation and Maintenance Costs (present-worth):    $11,800,000 
Present-Worth Cost:     $351,600,000 
Construction Time:                5 years 

 
Alternative 7 includes:  

 dredging of near shore sediment between T1 and T21 with SLWA or maximum surface 
sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg, followed by backfill to 
grade;  

 dredging of main channel sediments from Work Zones 2 and 3 (approximately T7.5 to 
T9.5) defined in the ROPS and from T16.5 to T19.5, followed by placement of an 
armored cap over the dredged portion of the main channel sediments where residuals 
sediment PCB concentrations are greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg;  

 the placement of an armored cap over remaining sediments in the main channel between 
T1 and T21 with SLWA or maximum sediment PCB concentrations greater than or 
equal to 1 mg/kg;  

 dredging of near shore sediment between T21 and T72 with maximum surface sediment 
PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg, followed by backfill to grade; and,   

 the placement of a main channel cap over main channel sediments between T21 and T72 
with maximum surface sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg.  

This alternative includes 150,000 in-situ cy of sediment dredged from main channel, 59 
acres of armored cap, approximately 225 acres of main channel cap, 109,000 in-situ cy of 
sediment dredged in the near shore and 41 acres backfilled to grade.  

 
Alternative 8: T1-T21 Near Shore Dredging and Backfill to Grade, T1-T21 Main Channel 
Dredging and Armored Capping Residuals, and T21-T72 Near Shore and Main Channel 
Capping   

 
Capital Cost:       $269,569,253 
Operation and Maintenance Costs (present-worth):    $10,600,000 
Present-Worth Cost:     $388,000,000 
Construction Time:                8 years 

 
Alternative 8 includes:  

 dredging of main channel and near shore between T1 to T21 with SLWA or maximum 
surface sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg, followed by 
placement of an armored cap over the dredged portion of the main channel sediments 
where residuals sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg; 

 the placement of backfill to grade in the dredged near shore;  
 the placement of a near shore cap over sediments in the near shore areas between T21 

and T72 with maximum surface sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 
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mg/kg; and, 
 the placement of a main channel cap over main channel sediments between T21 and T72 

with maximum surface sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg.   
This alternative includes 329,000 in-situ cy of sediment dredged from the main channel, 59 
acres of armored cap, approximately 225 acres of main channel cap, 26,000 in-situ cy of 
sediment dredged in the near shore and 10 acres backfilled to grade, and an additional 31 
acres of near shore would be capped.  

 
Alternative 9: T1-T72 Near Shore Dredging and Backfill to Grade, T1-T46 Select Main 
Channel Dredging, T1-T21 Main Channel Armored Capping, and T21-T72 Main Channel 
Capping 

 
Capital Cost:       $411,876,092 
Operation and Maintenance Costs (present-worth):    $11,900,000 
Present-Worth Cost:     $588,500,000 
Construction Time:                           7 years 

 
Alternative 9 includes:  

 dredging of near shore sediment between T1 and T21 with SLWA or maximum surface 
sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg, followed by backfill to 
grade;  

 dredging of main channel sediments from Work Zones 2 and 3 (approximately T7.5 to 
T9.5) as defined in the ROPS and from T16.5 to T19.5, T27 to T37, and T43 to T46;  

 the placement of an armored cap over the dredged portion of the main channel sediments 
where the residual sediment PCB concentration is greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg;  

 the placement of an armored cap over remaining undredged sediments in the main 
channel between T1 and T21 with SLWA or maximum sediment PCB concentrations 
greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg;  

 dredging near shore sediment between T21 and T72 with maximum surface sediment 
PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg, followed by backfill to grade; and,   

 the placement of a main channel cap over main channel sediments (undredged and 
residuals) between T21 and T72 with maximum surface sediment PCB concentrations 
greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg.  

This alternative includes 525,000 in-situ cy of sediment dredged from the main channel, 59 
acres of armored cap, approximately 225 acres of main channel cap, 109,000 in-situ cy of 
sediment dredged in the near shore and 41 acres backfilled to grade.  

 
Alternative 10: T1-T72 Near Shore Dredging and Backfill to Grade, T1-T72 Main 
Channel Dredging, T1-T21 Main Channel Armored Capping, and T21-T72 Main Channel 
Capping 

 
Capital Cost:          $901,159,968 
Operation and Maintenance Costs (present-worth):       $11,900,000 
Present-Worth Cost:     $1,273,500,000 
Construction Time:                 18 years 
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Alternative 10 includes:  
 dredging areas of the main channel and near shore between T1 to T21 which have 

SLWA or maximum surface sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 
mg/kg;  

 backfilling the dredged near shore area between T1 to T21 to grade;  
 the placement of an armored cap over the dredged portion of the main channel sediments 

between T1 and T21 with PCB residuals of greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg;  
 dredging of near shore sediment between T21 and T72 with maximum surface sediment 

PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg, followed by backfill to grade;  
 dredging sediments in the main channel between T21 to T72 with maximum surface 

sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg; and, 
 the placement of a main channel cap over dredged portions of the main channel between 

T21 and T72 with residuals greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg. 
This alternative includes 1,555,000 in-situ cy of sediment dredged from the main channel, 
59 acres of armored cap, approximately 225 acres of main channel cap, 109,000 in-situ cy of 
sediment dredged in the near shore and 41 acres backfilled to grade.  

 
 
10. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
In selecting a remedy for a site, EPA considers the factors set forth in CERCLA § 121, 42 U.S.C. 
§ 9621, by conducting a detailed analysis of the viable remedial alternatives pursuant to the NCP 
at 40 C.F.R. § 300.430(e)(9), EPA’s Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and 
Feasibility Studies, OSWER Directive 9355.3-01, and EPA’s A Guide to Preparing Superfund 
Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Selection Decision  Documents, 
OSWER 9200.1-23.P.  The detailed analysis consists of an assessment of the individual 
alternatives against each of the nine evaluation criteria at 40 C.F.R. § 300.430(e)(9)(iii) and a 
comparative analysis focusing upon the relative performance of each alternative against those 
criteria.  
 
A comparative analysis of these alternatives based upon the nine evaluation criteria noted below 
follows. 
 
Threshold Criteria - The first two Superfund criteria are known as “threshold criteria” because 
they are the minimum requirements that each response measure must meet in order to be eligible 
for selection as a remedy. 
 
10.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment  
 
Overall protection of human health and the environment determines whether an alternative 
eliminates, reduces, or controls threats to public health and the environment through 
institutional controls, engineering controls, or treatment. 
 
Overall protection of human health and the environment at the Site would be achieved by 
reducing the PCB concentrations in fish and other biota.  To accomplish this reduction, remedial 
alternatives need to address the diffusive flux of PCBs from surface sediments, and control 



 

 
39 

 

sediment stability through dredging, capping, and natural recovery.  Each of the alternatives 
presented, except Alternative 1 (No Further Action) and Alternative 2 (Monitored Natural 
Recovery), would provide some level of protection of human health and the environment 
through a combination of active remediation and monitored natural recovery.  Alternative 1 (No 
Further Action) would not be protective of human health and the environment since it would not 
address the PCBs in the sediments, which present human health and ecological risks.  
 
Alternative 2 (Monitored Natural Recovery) relies on natural processes such as sedimentation to 
cover the surface sediment with cleaner sediment from upstream, in order to reduce the PCB 
concentration at the sediment surface and reduce risk.  However, periodic ice jam-related scour 
events could result in remobilization of PCBs and would therefore present a continued risk to 
human health and the environment even after cleaner sediments are deposited over the PCBs.  
Also, because of the Grasse River’s slow sedimentation rate, EPA does not believe that the 
sedimentation alone will effectively control PCB flux from the sediments for many years.   
 
Alternative 3 (Capping) relies on effective cap placement, thickness, stability and maintenance 
to isolate PCB-containing sediments, while Alternatives 4 through 10 rely on a combination of 
dredging and capping, followed by monitoring and maintenance of the caps, for the protection 
of human health and the environment.  Dredging generally relies upon effective removal of 
contaminated sediment and low PCB residual concentrations.  For the main channel, none of the 
alternatives presented rely solely on dredging because the residuals would most likely exceed 
the PCB sediment action level of 1 mg/kg, thus requiring the main channel to be capped even 
after dredging. 
 
The projected approximate times that it would take under each of the alternatives to reach the 
fish RG and the interim target concentrations in the Remedial Action Objectives have been 
modeled and are provided on Table 10-1, below. 
 

Note: “>” = greater than 

Table 10-1:  Approximate Time (years) to Reach Target Concentration (mg/kg) in Fish 
Alternatives 0.05  

mg/kg 
0.26  

mg/kg 
0.36  

mg/kg 
1. No Further Action > 30 > 30 > 30 
2. MNR > 30 > 30 > 30 
3. Capping  > 30 7 6 
4. T1-T21 NS Dredge and Backfill, T21-T72 NS  Capping, 
and T1-T72 MC Capping > 30 7 6 

5. T1-T72 NS Surface Sediment PCBs > 10 mg/kg Dredge 
and Cap between 1 mg/kg and 10 mg/kg,    and T1-T72 
MC Cap 

> 30 8 7 

6. T1-T72 NS Dredge and Backfill, T1-T72 MC Capping > 30 8 7 
7. T1-T72 NS Dredge and Backfill, T1-T19.5 Select MC 
Dredge and Cap Residuals, and Rest of MC Capping   > 30 14 10 

8. T1-T21 NS Dredge and Backfill, T1-T21 MC Dredge 
and Cap Residuals, and T21-T72 NS and MC Capping   > 30 19 13 

9. T1-T72 NS Dredge and Backfill, T1-T46 Select MC 
Dredge and Cap Residuals, and Rest of MC Capping   > 30 17 13 

10. Dredging/Capping > 30 23 20 
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The fish RG is 0.05 mg/kg PCBs (wet weight) in fillet.  The fish RG to protect Mohawk human 
health is 0.01 mg/kg.  The difference is attributable to the fish consumption rate used in the 
calculation for the Mohawk population, which is greater than the average fish consumption rate 
of the non-Mohawk adult population.  EPA will consider the remediation to be completed when 
the remedial goal for Mohawk fish consumption (0.01 mg/kg) is achieved.  In accordance with 
CERCLA, monitoring and review to ensure effectiveness of the remedy will continue 
indefinitely since hazardous waste will remain at the Site at levels that do not allow for 
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.  EPA has identified an interim target concentration of 
0.26 mg/kg PCBs in fillet based on the average consumption rate of one half pound meal per 
month, and another interim target concentration of 0.36 mg/kg based on the average 
consumption rate of one half pound meal every two months.  Currently, the fish consumption 
advisory is established as “eat none” for the lower Grasse River.  
 
Alternatives 2 through 10 are projected to provide reduced PCB concentrations in fish over 
variable time frames, and therefore offer varying degrees of protection of human health and the 
environment.  Alternatives 3 through 10, which include measures to prevent remobilization of 
PCBs in the main channel sediment vulnerable to ice jam-related scour would provide greater 
protection than Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 
As can be seen in Table 10-1, none of the alternatives are projected to meet the human health 
RG of 0.05 mg/kg PCBs in fish tissue within the 30-year modeling time frame.  Because 
capping can be performed more quickly than dredging, the alternatives with the greatest 
amounts of dredging take longer to achieve the other target concentrations, because fish will 
continue to be exposed to PCBs in the sediment over the longer construction time frame. 
Though it was not modeled, none of the alternatives are anticipated to meet the Mohawk human 
health RG of 0.01 mg/kg within the 30-year modeling time frame, because it is lower than the 
fish tissue level of 0.05 mg/kg.  
 
The risk-based RG for the ecological exposure pathway is a range in whole-body fish (brown 
bullhead and spottail shiner) PCB concentrations of 0.22 to 0.44 mg/kg (wet weight) based on 
the NOAEL and the LOAEL for consumption of fish by the mink.  And based on the 
approximate time to reach interim targets (0.26 and 0.36 mg/kg) as shown on Table 10-1, the 
active remedies presented in Alternatives 3 through 10 are expected to provide substantial 
ecological risk reduction in less than the 30-year modeling time frame compared to Alternative 1 
and 2.  
 
All of the active remedies presented in Alternatives 3 through 10 are expected to provide 
substantial risk reduction compared to Alternatives 1 and 2, which provide no active cleanup of 
the river.  Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 show the best predicted combined short- and long-term risk 
reduction.  
 
10.2 Compliance with ARARs 
 
Section 121 (d) of CERCLA and NCP §300.430(f)(1)(ii)(B) require that remedial actions at 
CERCLA sites at least attain legally applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and State 
requirements, standards, criteria and limitations which are collectively referred to as “ARARs,” 
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unless such ARARs are waived under CERCLA section 121(d)(4). 
 
Compliance with ARARs addresses whether a remedy will meet all of the applicable or relevant 
and appropriate requirements of other Federal and State environmental statutes or provides a 
basis for invoking a waiver. 
 
The federal chemical-specific ARARs for PCBs in the water column are 0.001 μg/L under the 
federal Clean Water Act (CWA) ambient water quality criterion for navigable waters, and 0.014 
μg/L under the federal CWA criterion continuous concentration (CCC) [chronic] for freshwater 
aquatic life.  The NYS surface water quality standards for PCBs are 0.12 ng/L for protection of 
wildlife and 0.001 ng/L for protection of human consumers of fish.  
 
Alternatives 3 through 10 would meet the CWA ambient water quality criterion of 0.001 ug/l, 
and the CWA CCC of 0.014 ug/l.  However, all alternatives would require a technical 
impracticability waiver for the NYS surface water standard of 0.12 ng/l for protection of 
wildlife, and the 0.001 ng/l NYS standard for protection of human consumers of fish.  This is 
because PCBs are present in the Grasse River upstream of the Site at concentrations exceeding 
these standards, as described in Section 5.3.2 above. 
 
Because there is no active remediation associated with the sediment for Alternatives 1 and 2, 
action-specific and location-specific ARARs do not apply.  Alternatives 3 through 10 would 
comply with action-specific ARARs (e.g. CWA Sections 404(b) and (c); TSCA, 15 U.S.C. §  
2605 and 40 C.F.R. Part 761; Solid Waste Disposal Act § 6924; Section 10 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act; New York State ECL Article 3, Title 3 and Article 27, Titles 7 and 9) and location-
specific ARARs (e.g., Endangered Species Act; Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act; and, 
National Historic Preservation Act; Coastal Zone Management Act).  With regard to the 
location-specific ARARs of New York State ECL Article 15, Title 5, Article 17, Title 3 and 6 
NYCRR Part 608 (refer to Table 13-3 under Use and Protection of Waters with respect to CWA 
Section 401), Alternatives 6, 7, 9 and 10 are expected to be more likely to meet these ARARs 
because they do not alter the bathymetry of the Grasse River to the same extent as Alternatives 3, 
4, 5 and 8 because Alternatives 6, 7, 9 and 10 do not include capping that alters the near-shore 
bathymetry.  Additional assessment of remedial impacts will be necessary to determine the 
precise actions necessary for the selected remedy to meet the substantive requirements of the 
location-specific ARAR of New York State ECL Article 11 Title 5 (New York State Endangered 
Species Act) and 6 NYCRR Part 182.  A more detailed analysis of potential effects on wetlands 
and floodplains associated with the selected remedy would be performed during the remedial 
design, as necessary to ensure compliance with Executive Orders 11990 (Protection of 
Wetlands), 11988 (Floodplain Management), NYS ECL Article 24, and 6 NYCRR Part 663.  
More details and the full list of ARARs, TBCs and other guidelines are available in Tables 13-1 
through 13-3.   
 
EPA and the SRMT have extensively discussed, on a government-to-government basis, whether 
to apply the SRMT’s sediment cleanup standard for PCBs (0.1 mg/kg) as “relevant and 
appropriate” or “to be considered” for the cleanup.   As noted above, the United States maintains 
that land reserved to the SRMT by the 1796 Treaty includes the Indian Meadows along the banks 
of the lower Grasse River, and EPA, of course, subscribes to the United States’ position 
regarding the Indian Meadows.  The status of the lands reserved by the 1796 Treaty is currently 
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in dispute. See Canadian St. Regis Band of Mohawk Indians v. State of New York, et al., 5:82-cv-
783 (N.D.N.Y.).     
 
EPA evaluated the SRMT sediment standard as a “to-be-considered” requirement for the Grasse 
River cleanup.  EPA’s decision to evaluate the SRMT standard as a TBC was solely for 
purposes of developing the remedy, and was unrelated to the status of the SRMT’s land claim.  
The SRMT sediment standard was considered when EPA established a remediation goal for 
PCBs in fish that is protective of Mohawk health, although it is not being adopted as the cleanup 
standard for the sediment.  EPA notes that the SRMT cleanup standard is significantly lower 
than EPA’s action levels for sediment cleanup (i.e., >1 mg/kg PCB surface or SLWA 
concentration) in this Record of Decision, and analyses performed by Alcoa at EPA’s request 
and included in the administrative record concluded that it is not technically practicable to 
achieve the SRMT’s sediment cleanup level of 0.1 mg/kg. 
 
Primary Balancing Criteria - The next five Superfund criteria, 3 through 7, are known as 
“primary balancing criteria.” These five criteria are factors with which tradeoffs between 
response measures are assessed so that the best option will be chosen, given site-specific data 
and conditions. 
 
10.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 
 
Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence considers the ability of an alternative to maintain 
protection of human health and the environment over time. 
 
10.3.1 Reduction of Residual Risk 
 
The No Further Action and MNR alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively) remove no 
PCBs from the Grasse River and include no active measures to reduce residual risk at the Site.  
Under both alternatives, the degraded condition of surficial sediment and surface water quality 
will continue for decades, with no improvements other than from sedimentation.  Neither option 
would prevent mobilization of PCBs in the main channel sediments that are vulnerable to ice 
jam-related scour.  Each of these alternatives therefore would allow for the continued exposure 
to PCB contamination over the long-term.   
 
Alternative 3 actively reduces residual risk by isolating PCBs in surface sediment under a cap.  
Alternatives 4 through 10 all reduce residual risk through various combinations of dredging and 
capping.  Alternatives 3 through 10 provide similar long-term risk reduction.  Removal of PCB-
contaminated sediment if done completely such that no sediments with PCB concentrations 
above 1 mg/kg remain is considered more permanent than capping, which requires long-term 
maintenance of the cap.  Complete removal of PCB-contaminated sediment is possible in the 
near-shore, but cannot be achieved in the main channel under any of the action alternatives due 
to site-specific conditions.  The alternatives with greater amounts of dredging are also projected 
to take longer to achieve the RGs and RAO interim targets for PCBs in fish (0.26 mg/kg PCBs in 
fillet based on the average consumption rate of one half pound meal per month, and 0.36 mg/kg 
based on the average consumption rate of one half pound meal every two months) because 
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capping can be more quickly implemented than dredging.  PCB resuspension from dredging 
would also delay achievement of the RAO interim targets. 
 
10.3.2 Adequacy and Reliability of Controls 
 
Sediment capping, sediment removal (dredging and excavation), habitat replacement/backfilling, 
and off-site disposal/treatment of removed sediments are all reliable and proven technologies. 
Proper design, placement, and maintenance of the caps are required for their effectiveness, 
continued performance, and reliability. Cap monitoring and maintenance programs would 
provide for reasonable reliability, and any TSCA/RCRA-permitted landfills into which dredged 
PCBs are placed also would be monitored and maintained over the long-term.  The fish 
consumption advisories would continue to provide some measure of protection of human health 
until PCB concentrations in fish are reduced to the point where the fish consumption advisories 
can be relaxed or lifted.  
 
Neither the No Further Action nor the MNR Alternative includes any engineering controls to 
address PCB contamination at the Site.  Alternatives 3 through 10 all reduce exposure to PCBs in 
surface sediments and improve water quality through active measures.  The alternatives that have 
a dredging component in the main channel (Alternatives 7 through 10) will permanently remove 
various volumes of sediment and the associated mass of PCBs from the river.  Active 
Alternatives 3 through 10 also rely on capping for long-term effectiveness.  Alternatives 3 
through 10 all include placement of an armored cap to provide a long-term effective means of 
sequestering the PCB-contaminated sediments buried beneath the main channel in areas prone to 
scour from severe ice jam events, and also rely on the main channel cap in the lower T21 to T72 
transects to address the availability of PCBs in main channel sediments.  After careful 
evaluation, EPA concluded that an armored cap can reliably contain PCB contaminated 
sediments over the long-term in the scour-prone transects of the river. 
 
Evaluations of propeller wash and scour from recreational boats and placement of anchors on the 
cap show that these activities are not expected to significantly impact the overall stability of a 
main channel cap or an armored cap; however, institutional controls in the form of informational 
devices to inform the public to limit activities that could compromise the integrity of the cap 
(such as dredging) and long-term monitoring would be necessary to ensure long-term integrity of 
the cap. 
 
PCBs isolated under the cap would migrate into the cap very slowly via molecular diffusion, and 
the fastest reasonably foreseeable migration rate would still be slower than the rate at which 
sediments will naturally accumulate on top of the cap.  Molecular diffusion is therefore not 
expected to compromise the effectiveness of the cap. 
 
Dredging in the near shore under Alternatives 4 through 6 would be more effective than 
dredging in the main channel because contaminated near shore sediment can be fully captured 
by dredging, as demonstrated by the ROPS. Alternatives 4 and 5 will each leave behind greater 
near shore contamination (albeit under a cap) than Alternative 6.  Therefore, Alternatives 6, 7, 9 
and 10, which include the most near shore dredging, would be more effective and permanent in 
re-establishing valuable habitat for varied species in the near shore than Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 
8, which include capping in the near shore.  Near shore areas that are dredged will be backfilled 
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with clean material to grade to provide appropriate depth of sediment to allow for habitat re-
establishment and species use.   
 
10.4 Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment 
 
Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume of Contaminants through Treatment evaluates an 
alternative's use of treatment to reduce the harmful effects of principal contaminants, their 
ability to move in the environment and the amount of contamination present. 
 

 
The No Further Action and MNR alternatives do not involve any containment or removal of 
contaminants from the Site.  Both rely on natural attenuation processes such as burial 
(sedimentation) by cleaner sediments to reduce the concentration of PCBs in the sediment and 
surface water.  Mobility is not reduced by Alternatives 1 and 2 because neither alternative 
sequesters and protects sediment in the main channel that is susceptible to scouring from severe 
ice jam events, nor neither actively retards the flux of PCBs from the sediment to the water 
column. 
 
Alternatives 4 through 10 will permanently remove various volumes of sediment from the river 
(see Table 10-2 above) through dredging, although not through treatment. Dredged sediment 
would be transported to and disposed of at an existing on-site TSCA/RCRA landfill and/or off-
site to a permitted TSCA/RCRA landfill.  Alternatives 4 through 10 will include treatment of 
                                                 
10  The area to be capped in the near shore for Alternative 3 is 41 acres, for Alternative 4 is 31 acres.  Alternatives 

1, 2, 6-10 include no capping in the near shore.  The area to be backfilled in the near shore after dredging for 
Alternative 4 is 10 acres, for Alternatives 6-10 is 41 acres.  Alternative 5 has some dredging in the near shore, 
however since the dredging is to 10 ppm and not to a 1ppm cleanup level, the activity after dredging is capping 
and not backfill.  Alternative 5 has 41 acres to be capped after dredging.      

Table 10-2: Volume of Dredging and Area Capped10 
Alternatives Dredging 

Volume in 
Main 

Channel 
(cy)  

Area 
Capped  
in Main 
Channel 

(acre) 

Dredging 
Volume 
in Near 
Shore 
(cy)  

1. No Further Action 0 0 0 
2. MNR 0 0 0 
3. Capping  0 284 0 
4. T1-T21 NS Dredge and Backfill, T21-T72 NS  Capping, and 
T1-T72 MC Capping 

0 284 25,900 

5. T1-T72 NS Surface Sediment PCBs > 10 mg/kg Dredge and 
Cap between 1 mg/kg and 10 mg/kg,    and T1-T72 MC Cap 

0 284 46,100 

6. T1-T72 NS Dredge and Backfill, T1-T72 MC Capping 0 284 108,700 
7. T1-T72 NS Dredge and Backfill, T1-T19.5 Select MC Dredge 
and Cap Residuals, and Rest of MC Capping   

149,600 284 108,700 

8. T1-T21 NS Dredge and Backfill, T1-T21 MC Dredge and Cap 
Residuals, and T21-T72 NS and MC Capping   

329,000 284 25,900 

9. T1-T72 NS Dredge and Backfill, T1-T46 Select MC Dredge and 
Cap Residuals, and Rest of MC Capping   

524,500 284 108,700 

10. Dredging/Capping 1,554,000 284 108,700 
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water generated by the dredging and sediment handling processes to meet NYSDEC discharge 
limits prior to discharge.   
 
Placement of caps, which is a component of Alternatives 3 through 10, would provide reduction 
of mobility of the contaminated sediment in the river through isolation of PCBs contained 
beneath the cap, not through treatment.  EPA does not believe that treatment of the sediments is 
practicable or cost effective given the widespread nature of the sediment contamination in the 
Grasse River and the high volume of sediment that is being addressed. 
 
In active Alternatives 3 through 10, after construction of the remedy is completed, sedimentation 
will provide further (but slower) reductions in the toxicity of PCBs in the remaining sediment 
and surface water.  
 
10.5 Short-Term Effectiveness 
 
Short-term Effectiveness considers the length of time needed to implement an alternative and the 
risks the alternative poses to workers, residents and the environment during implementation. 
 
The No Further Action and MNR alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 2) do not involve any capping, 
dredging, or other construction activities that could present a risk to workers or the public.  In 
addition, neither alternative increases the potential for direct contact with or ingestion and 
inhalation of PCBs from the surface water and sediment.   
 
For the remaining alternatives, Alternative 3, which relies on capping and MNR, would have the 
lowest short-term impact to the workers, the environment, and the community based on the 
construction duration (three years) and minimal exposure to contaminated sediment at depth.  
Some of the impacts associated with Alternative 3 would include disruption to recreational 
boating, road congestion from vehicles needed to bring equipment, materials and workers to the 
Site, and short-term ecosystem impacts from cap placement.  A typical construction season 
includes six months for the in-river construction season (May – October) plus a month before 
and after the construction season for mobilization/demobilization. 
 
Alternatives 4 through 6 are expected to have greater short-term impacts than Alternatives 1 
through 3, but fewer short-term impacts than Alternatives 7 through 10, which include 
significant amounts of main channel dredging.  The estimated construction durations are from 
three to four years and the short-term impacts would include the impacts outlined above for 
Alternative 3 (Capping).  Additionally, since Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 include dredging, 
resuspension and release of PCBs in the river will likely increase PCB concentrations in the 
water column and fish tissue during the in-river remedial operations and for a short period of 
time after dredging; however, experience at other sites has shown that while fish tissue 
concentrations often increase during dredging projects, the fish tissue concentrations return to 
pre-dredging concentrations and then generally decline within a few years after dredging ends.  
Also with dredging, additional transportation congestion would occur on the river from 
transporting up to 100,000 cy of dredged material to the on-site landfill. 
 
Alternatives 7 through 9 have greater short-term impacts than all alternatives except Alternative 
10.  Impacts would be similar to those outlined for Alternatives 4 through 6, except impacts 
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would occur over longer construction duration, 5 to 8 years.  The higher dredging volumes of 
Alternatives 7 through 10 will result in more PCBs being resuspended than under Alternatives 4 
through 6.  Also, the larger volume of sediment requiring disposal at an off-site landfill would 
mean increased truck traffic on the road beyond the on-site disposal facility and the Site.  
 
Alternative 10 has the highest short-term impacts from dredging and capping because it has the 
longest time frame for construction (18 years11).  The magnitude of potential short-term impacts 
associated with dredging would increase greatly for this alternative in all respects (environmental 
impacts, community impacts, and worker safety) because of the dredge volume (approximately 
1,663,000 in-situ cy) and duration.  
 
The risks to remediation workers and nearby populations under all of the active alternatives 
would be mitigated by following appropriate health and safety protocols, by exercising sound 
engineering practices, and by utilizing proper protective equipment.  Work areas in the river 
would be isolated (access restricted), with an adequate buffer zone so the recreational water craft 
can safely avoid such areas. 
 
There may be some short-term temporary impacts to aquatic and wildlife habitat, particularly in 
the near shore for Alternatives 4 through 10, as a result of temporary habitat removal through 
dredging.  Habitat replacement/backfilling measures would be implemented to mitigate these 
impacts.  A monitoring program would be established to verify the attainment of the habitat re-
establishment goals and objectives set during the remedial design.  A habitat assessment and 
survey for listed or sensitive species and a use study for general species would be conducted 
during remedial design.   
 
10.6 Implementability 
 
Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy from design 
through construction and operation. Factors such as availability of services and materials, 
administrative feasibility and coordination with other governmental entities are also considered. 
 
In general, all of the alternatives are considered to be technically feasible within the lower 
Grasse River.  Design and implementation of both capping and dredging are administratively 
feasible, as no permits are required for in-river activities (although such activities would comply 
with substantive requirements of otherwise required permits), and construction would be 
performed in accordance with ARARs.  Permits would be obtained as needed for off-site work. 
 
There are no implementability issues for the No Further Action and MNR alternatives, which do 
not involve any active remediation.  
 
Based on site-specific experience during the CPS and ROPS, the design and placement of 
armored, main channel, and near shore caps/backfill (components of all active remedial 

                                                 
11  Construction time frame is anticipated to be 18 years because even though Alternative 10 has a much greater 

dredging volume (a million cy more than Alternative 9), the cost estimates anticipated the same number of 
dredging and capping equipments for Alternatives 3 through 10 to minimize re-contaminating adjacent dredged 
or capped areas.   
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alternatives) are expected to be technically implementable.  Some of the larger dredging 
alternatives (Alternatives 7 through 10) would require significant off-site landfill capacity for 
the dredged sediments.  Since all of the active alternatives require significant quantities of 
capping material, coordination with multiple cap material sources may be required to support 
the project.  Alternative 10, which requires the greatest amount of dredging, has a greater 
uncertainty regarding the local availability of necessary materials, equipment, supplies, and 
services including landfill capacity and capping materials over the extended project period. 
 
Dredging of various sediment volumes is a component of Alternatives 4 through 10.  
Operational problems with the hydraulic horizontal auger dredge were encountered during the 
NTCRA and ROPS in the main channel area.  The presence of complex site bottom conditions 
and debris is expected to reduce the practicability and/or efficiency of removing sediment from 
targeted main channel areas in Alternatives 7 through 10.  These limitations would be present 
for all main channel dredging alternatives; Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 do not include any main 
channel dredging.  
 
Unlike dredging in the main channel, dredging in the near shore under Alternatives 4 through 10 
would be more effective because the contaminated sediment can be fully captured by dredging 
as demonstrated by ROPS.  Near shore areas that are dredged will be backfilled with clean 
material to grade to provide appropriate depth of sediment to allow for habitat re-establishment 
and species use.   
 
10.7 Cost 
 
Cost includes estimated capital and annual operation and maintenance costs, as well as present 
worth cost. Present worth cost is the total cost of an alternative over time in terms of today's 
dollar value. Cost estimates are expected to be accurate within a range of +50 to -30 percent. 
(This is a standard assumption in accordance with EPA guidance.) 
 
The present-worth costs were calculated using a discount rate of seven percent and a thirty-year 
time interval for the post-construction monitoring and maintenance period. 
 
The estimated capital, long term monitoring, operation and maintenance (O&M), and present-
worth costs for each of the alternatives are presented in the table below.  As can be seen from 
the Table 10-3, costs progressively increase from Alternative 1 through Alternative 10.  Within 
the active Alternatives 3 through 10, the progressive cost increases are primarily driven by 
increasing amounts of dredging specified under the alternatives.   
 
The cost of designing and implementing the habitat reconstruction measures is not included in 
the cost estimates for Alternatives 3 through 10.  Because the scope of the habitat reconstruction 
work would be similar under Alternatives 3 through 10, however, the habitat reconstruction 
program does not change the relative cost effectiveness of each of those alternatives.   
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Note: Dollars rounded. 
 
 
Modifying Criteria - The final two evaluation criteria, 8 and 9, are called “modifying criteria” 
because new information or comments from the state or the community on the Proposed Plan 
may modify the preferred response measure or cause another response measure to be 
considered. 
 
10.8 State/Support Agency Acceptance 
 
State/Support Agency acceptance considers whether the State and/or Support Agency agrees 
with the EPA’s analyses and recommendations, as described in the RI/FS and Proposed Plan. 
 
10.8.1 State Acceptance 
 
The NYSDEC concurs with the selected remedy.  A letter of concurrence is attached in 
Appendix I.  
 
10.8.2 Tribal Acceptance 

The SRMT, a support agency for the Site, was consulted on the selected remedy, which calls for 
dredging and backfilling to grade of the polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-contaminated near 
shore areas of the Grasse River, and the capping of PCB-contaminated sediment in the main 
channel of the river.  The SRMT agrees with the near shore component of the selected remedy, 
but prefers the removal of PCB-contaminated sediments from the main channel of the river and 
therefore, does not agree with the selected remedy.  SRMT’s comment letter to the proposed plan 
is attached in Appendix II.  

Table 10-3: Cost Comparison 

Alternatives Capital 
(million) 

Long term 
Monitoring/ 

O&M (present 
worth, million) 

Total 
Present 
Worth 

(million) 
1. No Further Action $0 $0 $ 0 
2. MNR $0 $3.4 $ 3.4 
3. Capping  $74.2 $10.2 $ 114.1 
4. T1-T21 NS Dredge and Backfill, T21-T72 NS  
Capping, and T1-T72 MC Capping $97.6 $10.6 $ 147.2 

5. T1-T72 NS Surface Sediment PCBs > 10 mg/kg 
Dredge and Cap between 1 mg/kg and 10 mg/kg,    and 
T1-T72 MC Cap 

$117.3 $11.0 $ 175.2 

6. T1-T72 NS Dredge and Backfill, T1-T72 MC Capping $165.2 $11.8 $ 243.1 
7. T1-T72 NS Dredge and Backfill, T1-T19.5 Select MC 
Dredge and Cap Residuals, and Rest of MC Capping   $242.7 $11.8 $ 351.6 

8. T1-T21 NS Dredge and Backfill, T1-T21 MC Dredge 
and Cap Residuals, and T21-T72 NS and MC Capping   $269.6 $10.6 $ 388.0 

9. T1-T72 NS Dredge and Backfill, T1-T46 Select MC 
Dredge and Cap Residuals, and Rest of MC Capping   $411.9 $11.9 $ 588.5 

10. Dredging/Capping $901.2 $11.9 $ 1,273.5 



 

 
49 

 

 
10.9 Community Acceptance 
 
Community Acceptance considers whether the local community agrees with EPA's analyses and 
preferred alternative. Comments received on the Proposed Plan are an important indicator of 
community acceptance. 
 
Over 400 comment letters were received via fax, email, and U.S. mail during the comment 
period from September 28, 2012 through November 29, 2012.  A total of over 200 people 
attended the two public meetings and the public information sessions on November 14 and 15, 
2012 in Massena, NY and Akwesasne.  While the majority of the public who commented at the 
public meeting on November 14, 2012, supported the preferred remedy, all of the public who 
commented at the November 15, 2012, public meeting opposed EPA’s preferred remedy.  The 
community members at the Akwesasne meeting requested either complete dredging of the PCB 
contamination from the Grasse River Superfund site and return of the Grasse River to its pristine 
state, or preferred Alternatives 8 or 9 which have dredging in the main channel in addition to 
dredging in the near shore. 
 
EPA’s responses to the significant public comments received in response to the Proposed Plan 
are contained in the attached Appendix II Responsiveness Summary. 
 
 
11. PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTES 
 
The NCP establishes an expectation that EPA will use treatment to address the principal threats 
posed by a site wherever practicable (NCP § 300.430(a)(1)(iii)(A)).  In general, principal threat 
wastes are those source materials considered to be highly toxic or highly mobile which generally 
cannot be contained in a reliable manner or would present a significant risk to human health or 
the environment should exposure occur.  The “principal threat” concept is applied to the 
characterization of “source materials” at a Superfund site.  At the Site, the contaminated 
sediment from T1 to T21 and the contaminated surface sediment from T21 to T72 are considered 
to be a potential source of PCBs to surface water and fish and present a significant risk to human 
health and the environment should exposure occur.  Although EPA believes that the 
contaminated sediments in the main channel can be reliably contained under an armored cap and 
main channel cap, EPA nevertheless characterized the most highly contaminated sediments as 
principal threat wastes at the Site.  EPA does not believe that treatment of the principal threat 
wastes is practicable or cost effective given the widespread nature of the sediment contamination 
and the high volume of sediment that would need to be addressed.   
 
 
12. SELECTED REMEDY 
 
EPA’s selected remedy is Alternative 6: T1-T72 Near Shore Dredge and Backfill to Grade and 
T1-T72 MC Capping (see Figure 6).  This alternative includes the following components:  
 

• Dredging of near shore sediment between river transects T1 and T21 with SLWA or 
maximum surface sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg, 
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followed by backfill to grade;  
 

• Dredging of near shore sediment between T21 and T72 with maximum surface sediment 
PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg, followed by backfill to grade; 
 

• Placement of an armored cap over the T1 and T21 main channel sediments where either 
the SLWA or the maximum surface sediment PCB concentrations is greater than or 
equal to 1 mg/kg. During design, the composition and thickness of the capping material 
will be optimized to promote reliability and efficacy of the cap; 
 

• Placement of a main channel cap over sediments between T21 and T72 with maximum 
surface sediment PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg.  During design, 
the composition and thickness of the capping material will be optimized to promote 
reliability and efficacy of the cap;   
 

• Within the near shore area targeted for dredging, the goal is to remove all of the PCB-
contaminated sediments within these areas, leaving a residual of less than 1 mg/kg;  
 

• Backfill, capping, and habitat replacement and reconstruction material will be clean 
material.  Acceptance criteria for clean backfill quality are that no organic contaminants 
shall be detected using the following analytical methods, and concentration of inorganics 
shall be below Site-specific local background levels or will meet the LEL of NYSDEC’s 
sediment criteria for inorganics.  Analytical methods (or most current revision) to be used 
are:  TCL VOCs EPA SW-846 Method 8260B; TCL SVOCs EPA SW-846 Method 
8270C; Pesticide/PCBs EPA SW-846 Method 8082; Herbicides EPA SW-846 Method 
8150; TAL Metals EPA SW-846 Method 6000/7000 Series; Cyanide EPA SW-846 
Method 9012;   
 

• Treatment of process water from the sediment dewatering facilities to meet NYSDEC 
discharge limits; 
 

• A Phase 1A Cultural Resources Survey will be conducted during the pre-remedial design 
prior to any disturbance and/or in-river work;  
 

• Additional sampling and analysis of the relatively small area of floodplains present 
along the river will be performed concurrent with the design phase of the project to 
determine if additional actions are warranted in any of the floodplain areas; 
 

• Monitoring (during remedial construction and long-term) data will be collected and/or 
reviewed to demonstrate the effectiveness of the remedy in meeting the RAOs (see 
Section 9.2 Common Elements for more monitoring details).  Monitoring will include 
the Massena Power Canal;   
 

• Air monitoring to ensure that remedy implementation is protective; 
 

• Institutional controls in the form of informational devices to limit exposure to PCBs.  
EPA is relying on existing NYSDOH fish consumption advisories.  NYSDOH 
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periodically reviews fish PCB data to ensure the advisories are up to date and considers 
whether the fish consumption advisories need modification. Other informational devices 
would include outreach programs to inform the public to limit activities that could 
compromise the integrity of the cap (such as dredging) and to promote knowledge of and 
voluntary compliance with the fish consumption advisories; and, 
 

• Development of a habitat reconstruction plan.  The objective of the habitat 
reconstruction plan will be to identify impacts to habitat and species from the remedy, 
identify habitat re-establishment goals, provide design specifications for habitat 
recovery, and provide the scope for monitoring of habitat recovery. The plan will be 
developed and implemented during design and remedy implementation, will consider 
habitat and species management goals such as those stated in the NYS Comprehensive 
Wildlife Conservation Strategy, and will include the following components:   
 
A) Habitat assessment study for affected species would be conducted to assess the river 

for habitats that are present and use of the habitats by aquatic and semi-aquatic 
species.  The study would include a survey for the presence of federal and state listed 
aquatic species and the habitats used by these species in the remedial area. 
Additionally, the study will document the habitat characteristics (including but not 
limited to temperature regime, substrate type, structure, plant species and density) of 
all areas affected by the remedy and identify any fish and wildlife concentration 
areas.  Collected data would be used to determine the habitats affected by the 
remedy, any actions necessary to eliminate or minimize impacts to listed species, 
measures needed to protect existing habitats, and develop design specifications for 
the replacement and recovery of the all affected habitats following the remedy. 

 
B) Placement of clean substrate on top of the cap to allow for habitat re-establishment 

and species use, except where the material placed for the cap would be of sufficient 
quality and thickness to allow for omitting an additional habitat layer.  The design of 
the thickness of the habitat layer of the cap will include consideration of the potential 
for burrowing animals to compromise the integrity of the cap.  The habitat recovery 
material will be free of contaminants and would not require significant maintenance 
once habitat has been re-established.  After placement of the habitat recovery 
material, main channel areas should be returned to a stable condition.  The backfill 
material to return the near shore to initial grade should be of appropriate material 
conducive to habitat recovery.  The most appropriate substrate type will be 
determined based on the information collected during the habitat assessment and 
may vary depending on habitat re-establishment and species requirements or habitat 
reconstruction goals. 

 
C) Design for restoration of vegetation. In areas disturbed by the remedy or 

implementation of the remedy, vegetation will be re-established through a mixture of 
appropriate active planting and seeding and passive measures to allow for healthy 
and diverse habitat. Vegetation placement will be determined during the design; and,    

 
D) Monitoring habitat and biota recovery.  A monitoring plan will assess the success of 

habitat re-construction materials, plantings, and recovery of biota.  The monitoring 
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plan will include baseline sampling and corrective actions pertaining to habitat 
reconstruction, should they be necessary.  Additionally, monitoring of PCBs in biota 
will be conducted to track the success of the remedy in reducing PCB concentrations 
in aquatic and semi-aquatic species in the areas affected by the remedy.  A protocol 
will be developed to monitor the ecosystem recovery through the measurement of 
appropriate physical, chemical and biological parameters.  NYSDEC's Standard 
Operating Procedure: Biological Monitoring of Surface Waters in New York State 
(NYSDEC 2012) will be considered during the development of the protocol, as will 
EPA guidance.  The standard operating procedures will include planning, collection, 
assessment and reporting requirements to monitor the impact of the remedial action 
and ecosystem recovery.   

 
This alternative includes 59 acres of armored cap, approximately 225 acres of main channel cap, 
approximately 109,000 in-situ cy of sediment dredging in the near shore, and 41 acres backfilled 
to grade. Most of the dredged material (up to about 100,000 cy) would be disposed of in the on-
site permitted Secured Landfill.  During the design, the design team will evaluate the feasibility 
of expanding the on-site Secured Landfill to accommodate approximately 9,000 additional cy of 
dredged material.  The design team also will consult with the appropriate state and federal 
permitting authorities regarding substantive requirements for such an expansion.  In the event 
that it is not feasible to expand the existing on-site landfill, the additional 9,000 cy of dredged 
material will be disposed of at an off-site permitted TSCA/RCRA landfill.   
 
Based on current information, the 59-acre main channel area estimated for armored capping is 
from T1 to T21.  However, during the design further investigation may be necessary in the 
vicinity of T35, T37, T46, and any other areas where evidence of periodic high energy has been 
observed in the cores such that these areas may require more than a 12-inch sand/topsoil main 
channel cap.  As with all areas of remediation, EPA will optimize the dredging and capping 
components during remedial design to maximize the immediate risk reduction and long-term 
effectiveness.  
 
Based on the anticipated dredge material production rates, the current estimated construction 
period will extend over four construction seasons and include dredging, backfilling, and 
capping.  It is anticipated that it will take two years for remedial design and mobilization, so that 
dredging may begin in 2015.  Prior to construction, a remedial design would be developed that 
specifies details regarding the construction and implementation of the remedy.  Design plans 
would include Site health and safety measures for the workers and a Community Health and 
Safety Plan for the surrounding community.  In addition, habitat assessment would be conducted 
during the design.  Habitat will be reconstructed during implementation of the remedy in 
accordance with the site-specific habitat reconstruction plan.   
 
After construction is completed, this remedy relies on institutional controls, long-term 
monitoring, and sedimentation to support the remedy.  Currently, an informational institutional 
control in the form of fish consumption advisory is administered by the NYSDOH for the lower 
Grasse River.  EPA is relying on existing NYSDOH fish consumption advisories.  NYSDOH 
periodically reviews fish PCB data to ensure the advisories are up to date and considers whether 
the fish consumption advisories need modification.  Other informational devices would include 
outreach programs to inform the public to limit activities that could compromise the integrity of 
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the cap (such as dredging) and to promote knowledge and voluntary compliance with the fish 
consumption advisories. 
 
If monitoring reveals any portion of the various caps has been eroded, damaged areas would 
require maintenance/replacement.  If any portion of a capped area has been eroded, monitoring 
and sampling will determine whether other areas have been contaminated with PCBs released 
from the damaged areas.  Additional enhanced capping may be undertaken to cover any areas in 
the main channel where sampling shows surface sediment PCB concentrations greater than or 
equal to 1 mg/kg.  Monitoring will also be conducted to measure the success of habitat re-
establishment.  A review of site conditions would be conducted at least once every five years, as 
required by CERCLA.  
 
The total estimated present-worth cost for the selected remedy is $243,136,173.  A breakdown 
of the costs is presented in Table 12-1 and is based on the best available information. This is an 
engineering cost estimate that is expected to be within +50 to -30 percent of the actual project 
cost (based on year 2012 dollars).  Changes in the cost elements are likely to occur as a result of 
new information and data collected during the remedial design.  Changes to the remedy may be 
documented in a memorandum in the administrative record, an Explanation of Significant 
Differences (ESD), or a ROD amendment. 
 
12.1 Summary of the Rationale for the Selected Remedy 
 
The selection of the remedy is accomplished through the evaluation of the nine criteria as 
specified in the NCP.  The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment.  
Risk is reduced through removal of PCB-contaminated sediment from the near shore area and 
by isolating PCBs in the main channel under caps.  PCB-contaminated sediments in the scour-
prone areas of the main channel will be isolated and stabilized by armored caps, which will 
protect those sediments from future ice jam events.  The estimated modeled time periods to 
reach RGs are significantly shorter for the selected remedy compared to Alternatives 1 (No 
Further Action) and 2 (MNR).  The estimated time frames also are significantly shorter than the 
projected times to reach the target concentrations under Alternatives 7 through 10, which 
include main channel dredging.  The selected remedy is also protective of the environment, 
because it would reduce the PCB concentrations in fish and meet the RGs for ecological 
exposure within the 30-year modeled time frame.   
 
The selected remedy is cost-effective for the risk reduction achieved.  The selected remedy is 
more cost-effective than alternatives 7-10, which have higher present-worth costs, are projected 
to take longer to reach the interim target levels for PCBs in fish, and have greater short term 
impacts (e.g., more PCB resuspension).  Alternatives 1 and 2, which are the least expensive 
alternatives, would not significantly improve the unacceptable human health and ecological 
risks at the Site.  Although Alternatives 3-5 are less costly than the selected remedy, each of 
those alternatives includes near shore capping that would alter the near shore bathymetry.   
 
The MNR Alternative 2 relies more heavily on fish consumption advisories than the active 
remedial alternatives because of the significantly longer times needed to meet fish tissue target 
concentrations under MNR.  Institutional controls do not protect ecological receptors, and 
human health risk reduction relies on knowledge of and voluntary compliance with the 
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consumption and other advisories.  Consequently, the active remedial alternatives are 
substantially more protective of people who do not follow the fish consumption and other 
advisories, because of the residual risk in consuming fish and the shorter time required to reach 
fish PCB target levels under those alternatives.   
 
The selected remedy is also protective of the environment, because the selected remedy will 
reduce the average PCB concentrations in fish across the Site to levels that are within the range 
of 0.22 to 0.44 mg/kg in whole-body fish (brown bullhead and spottail shiner) based on the 
NOAEL and LOAEL for consumption of fish by the mink.  The selected remedy is therefore 
protective of the piscivorous mammal calculated to be at greatest risk from PCBs at the Site.  By 
removing PCBs exposures from the lower Grasse River, the selected remedy also is protective of 
other ecological receptors including fish, such as the brown bullhead and piscivorous birds, such 
as the belted kingfisher, which also are at risk at the Site.  Overall reductions in ecological risk 
achieved by the selected remedy are expected to be large, especially in comparison with the No 
Action and MNR alternatives.   
 
The selected remedy maximizes the benefit gained from successful dredging in the near shore 
where minimal or no residual PCBs are anticipated, such that near shore capping after dredging 
will not be needed.  The area where the near shore is dredged will be backfilled to grade and 
habitat reconstruction will re-establish healthy habitat for biota. 
 
The selected remedy will comply with all of the listed ARARs in Tables 13-1 through 13-3 
except two chemical-specific ARARs which are not expected to be met due to Site background 
PCB loading conditions.  Therefore, because of technical impracticability, those two ARARs are 
being waived.  Even the most aggressive dredging and no dredging alternatives would require 
these same waivers.  The preferred alternative is technically and administratively feasible and 
implementable.  All of the necessary personnel, equipment, and services required are expected be 
readily available.  
 
Implementation of the selected remedy will provide stability to the contaminated sediment that 
has the greatest potential for mobility due to severe ice jam events, reduce additional mass of 
PCBs in the sediments (complementing mass removed during the NTCRA and ROPS), and 
lower the average PCB concentration in surface sediments almost bank to bank throughout the 
entire 7.2 mile stretch of the lower Grasse River, which in turn will reduce PCB levels in the 
water column and fish and other biota, thereby reducing the level of risk to human and ecological 
receptors.  Reduced amounts of PCBs in the water column and reduced surface sediment 
concentrations will also reduce the long-term transport of PCBs from the Site to the St. Lawrence 
River.   Approximately by 2018, the selected remedy is anticipated to reduce average PCB 
loading to the St. Lawrence River by about 85%. 
 
EPA has identified Akwesasne as a Community with Environmental Justice Concerns, and the 
selected remedy includes a remedial goal that is specifically designed to protect the Mohawk 
community (see Sections 8 and 12).  EPA investigations revealed that culturally the Akwesasne 
is a subsistence fishing/high fish consumption community and thus a fish ingestion rate of 142 
grams/day was used in the risk assessment for the SRMT members (Forti et al, 1995), whereas 
the fish ingestion rate used for the non-SRMT adults was 31.9 grams/day.  The remedial goals 
for the SRMT and the non-SRMT adults were based on their individual ingestion rates i.e., 142 
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grams/day and 31.9 grams/day, respectively.  EPA utilized the fish ingestion rate that is specific 
to the Mohawk population in developing the remedial goal of 0.01 mg/kg PCBs in fish.  This 
remedial goal is designed to be protective of the Mohawk community that consumes fish from 
the Grasse River, and EPA will not deem the Site remedy to be complete until this goal is 
achieved (see Section 8).  In addition, following the 2003 ice jam event, and in consultation with 
the State of New York and the SRMT, the EPA re-evaluated two aspects of the 2003 Proposed 
Plan (which the EPA had at that time proposed but did not proceed with).  First, the EPA 
lowered the action level that would trigger dredging from 25 mg/kg in surface sediments to 1 
mg/kg in near shore sediments, and lowered the action level that would trigger capping from 5 
mg/kg to 1 mg/kg in main channel surface sediments.  The EPA also revised the 2003 proposed 
plan’s definition of surface sediments from the top 3 inches to the top 6 inches in the main 
channel, and the top 12 inches in the near shore, which increased the areas and sediment volumes 
subject to cleanup.  
 
 
13. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 
 
EPA and the State of New York believe that the selected remedy complies with the CERCLA 
and NCP provisions for remedy selection, meets the threshold criteria, and provides the best 
balance of tradeoffs among the alternatives with respect to the balancing and modifying criteria.  
These provisions require the selection of remedies that are protective of human health and the 
environment, comply with ARARs (or justify a waiver from such requirements), are cost 
effective, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource 
recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable.  In addition, CERCLA includes a 
preference for remedies that employ treatment that permanently and significantly reduce the 
volume, toxicity or mobility of hazardous substances as a principal element (or justify not 
satisfying the preference).  For the Grasse River Site, EPA does not believe that treatment of the 
sediments is practicable or cost effective given the widespread nature of the sediment 
contamination and the high volume of sediment that would need to be addressed.  The following 
sections discuss how the selected remedy meets these statutory requirements. 
 
13.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment 
 
The selected remedy, Alternative 6, is protective of human health and the environment.  Risk is 
reduced through removal of PCB-contaminated sediment from the near shore area, and by 
isolating PCBs in the main channel under caps.  PCB-contaminated sediments in the scour-prone 
areas of the main channel will be isolated and stabilized by the armored cap, which will protect 
those sediments from future ice jam events.  The modeling projects that the target concentration 
of 0.36 mg/kg in fish, which is protective of the average adult who consumes one fish meal every 
two months, would be attained in seven years from the start of the active remediation.  The 
modeling also projects that the target concentration of 0.26 mg/kg in fish, which is protective of 
the average adult who consumes one fish meal per month, would be attained eight years after the 
start of active remediation.  These time periods are significantly shorter compared to Alternatives 
1 (No Further Action) and 2 (MNR), under which attainment of the targets are greater than the 
30-year modeling time frame.  The time frames also are significantly shorter than the projected 
times to reach the target concentrations under Alternatives 7-10, which include main channel 
dredging.  The protectiveness of the selected remedy is further enhanced through the 
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implementation of institutional controls, such as the fish consumption advisories and other 
informational devices that would include outreach programs to inform the public to limit 
activities that could compromise the integrity of the cap (such as dredging) and to promote 
knowledge and voluntary compliance with the fish consumption advisories.   
 
According to the model projections, none of the alternatives will meet the human health RG of 
0.05 mg/kg PCBs in fish within the 30-year modeling time frame.  Also, although it was not 
modeled, none of the alternatives, including the selected remedy, are anticipated to meet the 
lower Mohawk human health RG of 0.01 mg/kg PCBs in fish within the 30-year modeling time 
frame for the same reasons why the 0.05 mg/kg RG would not be met. 
 
The selected remedy is also protective of the environment, because it would reduce the PCB 
concentrations in fish to concentrations that are within the range of 0.22 to 0.44 mg/kg (wet 
weight) in whole-body fish and a range from 0.1 to 0.2 mg/kg (wet weight) PCBs in brown 
bullhead fillet within the 30-year modeled time frame, which are the RGs for ecological 
exposure.  By removing the PCBs from the Grasse River and by providing chemical separation 
through capping, the remedy also is protective of piscivorous birds (belted kingfisher), mammals 
(mink), and insectivorous mammals (little brown bat) that consume fish and aquatic 
invertebrates.  
 
13.2 Compliance with ARARs 
 
The selected remedy will comply with the location-specific and action-specific ARARs 
identified, as well as the two out of four chemical-specific ARARs.  Because of technical 
impracticability, two chemical-specific ARARs pertaining to water column concentrations 
(0.001 ng/L NYS water quality PCB standards for the protection of human consumers of fish and 
0.12 ng/L for the protection of wildlife) are hereby waived (see CERCLA Section 121(d)(4)(c) 
and 40 C.F.R. 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(C)(3)).  Even the most aggressive remedy, Alternative 10, would 
require these same waivers. 
 
EPA and the SRMT have extensively discussed, on a government-to-government basis, whether 
to apply the SRMT’s sediment cleanup standard for PCBs (0.1 mg/kg) as “relevant and 
appropriate” or “to be considered” for the cleanup.   As noted above, the United States maintains 
that land reserved to the SRMT by the 1796 Treaty includes the Indian Meadows along the banks 
of the lower Grasse River, and EPA, of course, subscribes to the United States’ position 
regarding the Indian Meadows.  The status of the lands reserved by the 1796 Treaty is currently 
in dispute. See Canadian St. Regis Band of Mohawk Indians v. State of New York, et al., 5:82-cv-
783 (N.D.N.Y.).     
 
EPA evaluated the SRMT sediment standard as a “to-be-considered” requirement for the Grasse 
River cleanup.  EPA’s decision to evaluate the SRMT standard as a TBC was solely for 
purposes of developing the remedy, and was unrelated to the status of the SRMT’s land claim.  
The SRMT sediment standard was considered when EPA established a remediation goal for 
PCBs in fish that is protective of Mohawk health, although it is not being adopted as the cleanup 
standard for the sediment.  EPA notes that the SRMT cleanup standard is significantly lower 
than EPA’s action levels for sediment cleanup (i.e., >1 mg/kg PCB surface or SLWA 
concentration) in this Record of Decision.  Alcoa’s analysis conducted at the request of EPA 
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concluded that it is technically impracticable to achieve the SRMT’s sediment cleanup level of 
0.1 mg/kg, even with a combination of capping and dredging.  The ARARs, TBCs, and other 
guidelines for the selected remedy are provided in Tables 13-1 through 13-3.  
 
13.3 Cost Effectiveness 
 
The selected remedy is cost-effective.  The selected remedy’s overall effectiveness is determined 
based on a consideration of its long-term effectiveness and permanence (Section 10.3, above), 
reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment (Section 10.4, above); and short-term 
effectiveness (Section 10.5, above).  No Action and MNR would result in a continuation of 
unacceptably elevated concentrations of PCBs in fish at the Site, and the continued degradation 
of the sediments and surface water quality of the Grasse River, especially in the upper two miles 
of the Site where severe ice jam events can potentially scour the sediment and transport highly 
contaminated sediment downstream with a frequency as high as once every eight-to-ten years.  
While Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 are less expensive than the selected remedy, each of those 
alternatives will likely cause changes in the near shore bathymetry.  The selected remedy is more 
cost-effective than Alternatives 7 through 10.  The selected remedy is significantly less 
expensive than alternatives 7 through 10, which include dredging and are projected to take 
longer to reach the interim target levels for PCBs in fish.  
 
13.4 Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment (or Resource 

Recovery) Technologies to Maximum Extent Practicable 
 
EPA has determined that the selected remedy represents the maximum extent to which 
permanent solutions and treatment technologies can be utilized in a practicable manner at the 
Site.  Of those alternatives that are protective of human health and the environment and comply 
with ARARs (or provide a basis for invoking an ARAR waiver), EPA has determined that the 
selected remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs in terms of the five balancing criteria, 
while also considering the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element and the bias 
against off-site disposal without treatment, and after considering State/support agency and 
community acceptance.  Implementation of the selected remedy will additionally reduce the 
mass of PCBs in the sediments and lower the average PCB concentration in surface sediments, 
which in turn will reduce PCB levels in the water column and fish and other biota, thereby 
reducing the level of risk to humans and ecological receptors.   
 
13.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element 
 
The selected remedy results in the removal of approximately 109,000 cy of PCB-contaminated 
sediments from the Site.  This results in a long-term reduction in the mobility and volume of 
PCBs in the near shore of the river, even though treatment is not a principal element of the 
remedy.  As explained above (Section 10.4), EPA has determined that given the volume of 
material to be removed, treatment of the material prior to on-Site disposal (other than the 
stabilization of the sediments for handling purposes) would not be cost-effective.  During 
remedial design, EPA will consider whether there are any new treatment options for the dredged 
sediment and whether there are value engineering recommendations (e.g., waste volume or 
toxicity reductions) that could improve the cost-effectiveness of the remedy.  During the 
remedial design or implementation, EPA will determine whether beneficial use (i.e., the 
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manufacture of commercial products) is appropriate for some portion of the dredged material. 
 
13.6 Five-Year Review Requirements 
 
Because the selected remedy will result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants 
remaining on-Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a statutory 
review will be conducted within five years after initiation of the remedial action.  The five-year 
review will evaluate the results from monitoring programs established as part of this remedy to 
ensure that the remedy remains protective of human health and the environment, including 
whether the anticipated trajectory of decreasing PCB concentrations in fish tissue is occurring.  
The five-year review will also consider whether institutional controls are in place and effective.  
If warranted, the five-year review will identify additional measures or corrective actions to be 
implemented to ensure the protectiveness of the remedy. 
 
If at any time EPA determines that the remedial action is no longer protective of human health or 
the environment, EPA may select further response actions for the Site in accordance with the 
requirements of CERCLA and the NCP.  In addition, if any activities being conducted at the Site, 
or changes in conditions at the Site, pose a threat to public health or welfare or the environment, 
EPA may take or require other actions reasonably necessary to abate the threat, in accordance 
with the requirements of CERCLA and the NCP. 
 
 
14. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 
 
The Proposed Plan for the Grasse River Site was released in September 2012.  The Proposed 
Plan identified Alternative 6 as the preferred alternative for remediating the contaminated 
sediments.  Alternative 6 includes of near shore dredging with PCB concentrations equal to or 
greater than 1 mg/kg and backfill to grade in T1-T72, main channel armored capping of sediment 
where either the SLWA or the maximum surface sediment PCB concentration is greater than or 
equal to 1 mg/kg in T1-T21, and main channel capping of surface sediment where the maximum 
surface sediment PCB concentration is greater than or equal to 1 mg/kg in T21-T72.  EPA 
reviewed all written (including electronic formats such as e-mail) and oral comments during the 
public comment period.  EPA has determined that no significant changes to the remedy, as 
originally identified in the Proposed Plan, are necessary or appropriate.   
 
 
PART 3  RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 
 
The Responsiveness Summary is provided as a separate attachment to this Record of Decision. 
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Tables 7-1 through 7-9  Human Health Risk Assessment Tables  
Table 10-1 Approximate Time to Reach Target Concentration in Fish 
Table 10-2 Volume of Dredging and Area Capped 
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Table 12-1 Cost Estimate Summary for the Selected Remedy 
Table 13-1 Chemical-Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines 
Table 13-2 Location-Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines 
Table 13-3 Action-Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines 



Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future
Medium: Fish
Exposure Medium: Fish

Minimum Maximum
Units 1

Value Units Statistic2 Rationale

 Reaches 1 - 2 PCBs 0.06 1.45 mg/kg wet 
weight 8/39 0.075 mg/kg wet 

weight 95% UCL-T EPCs calculated using 
USEPA 1992 guidance

 Reaches 4 - 8 PCBs 0.24 29.7 mg/kg wet 
weight 420/422 7.25 mg/kg wet 

weight 95% UCL-T EPCs calculated using 
USEPA 1992 guidance

Reaches 7 - 8 (SRMT 
Exposures) PCBs 0.69 26.7 mg/kg wet 

weight 139/139 6.31 mg/kg wet 
weight 95% UCL-T EPCs calculated using 

USEPA 1992 guidance

Reaches 4 to 8 Dioxin (Total TEQ) (3) (3) mg/kg wet 
weight (3) 5.23 x 10-06 mg/kg wet 

weight 95% UCL ProUCL

(3)  The minimum, maximum, and frequency of detection depend on the individual congener concentrations.  Calculating the EPC for polychlorinated dibenzodioxins (PCDDs) and 
polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs) were based on congener data from 14 fish from Reaches 4 to 8.  The congener data for the 14 fish were converted to dioxin equivalent 
concentrations using the 2005 World Health Organization’s TEFs (Van den Berg et al., 2006, USEPA 2010), resulting in a “dioxin‐equivalent” concentration for each fish (i.e., fish tissue in 
TCDD equivalents). 

Table 7-1:  Summary Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs) for Chemicals of Concern - Fish
Grasse River Superfund Site

(1)  Units of detection were mg/kg wet weight in fish.  

(2)  The statistical analysis for PCBs were  based on USEPA 1992 Supplemental Guidance to RAGS.  Calculating the Concentration Term OSWER 9285.7-081.  The statistical methods 
used for calculating the EPC for the dioxin contaminants were based on recommendations from ProUCL version 4.1 available at: http://www.epa.gov/esd/tsc/software.htm.   The 
calculations were obtained from RAGS Part D Table 3.1 and ProUCL Statistical Outputs provided in the Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment.

Exposure Point 
Exposure Point Concentration - RME and CTE 

Chemicals of 
Concern

Concentrations 
Detected Frequency of 

Detection



Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future
Medium: Sediment
Exposure Medium: Sediment

Minimum Maximum Value Units Statistic 2 Rationale

Reaches 7 - 8 (SRMT 
Exposures) PCBs 0.24 132 mg/kg 78/83 34.3 mg/kg 95% UCL-T EPCs calculated using 

USEPA 1992 guidance.

Reaches 4 - 8 PCBs 0.11 3480 mg/kg 415/429 51.41 mg/kg 95% UCL-T EPCs calculated using 
USEPA 1992 guidance

Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future
Medium: Surface Water
Exposure Medium: Surface Water

Minimum Maximum Value Units Statistic 2 Rationale

 Reaches 4 - 8 PCBs 0.00048 0.237 ug/l 309/325 0.19 ug/l 95% UCL-T
EPCs calculated using 
USEPA 1992 guidance

Table 7-2:  Summary Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs) for Chemicals of Concern - Sediment
Grasse River Superfund Site

Exposure Point Chemicals of 
Concern

Concentrations Detected Exposure Point Concentration - RME and CTE 

Frequency 
of 

Detection

(1)   Units of detection were ug/l in surface water.  
(2)  The statistical analysis for PCBs were  based on USEPA 1992. Supplemental Guidance to RAGS.  Calculating the Concentration Term OSWER 9285.7-081.  

Units 1
Frequency 

of 
Detection

Table 7-3:  Summary Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs) for Chemicals of Concern - Surface Water
Grasse River Superfund Site

Exposure Point Chemicals of 
Concern

Concentrations Detected Exposure Point Concentration - RME and CTE 
Units 1



Scenario 
Timeframe Medium 

Exposure 
Medium

Exposrue 
Point

Receptor 
Population Receptor Age

Exposure 
Route

On-Site / 
Off-Site

Type of 
Analysis Rationale for Selection or Exclusion of Exposure Pathway

SRMT Angler Adult * Ingestion On-Site Quantitative PCBs have been widely detected in fish from all Reaches of the Grasse River.  Consumption of fish 
from the Grasse River has been identified as a completed exposure pathway in local creel surveys.

Local Angler Adult * Ingestion On-Site Quantitative PCBs have been widely detected in fish from all Reaches of the Grasse River.  Consumption of fish 
from the Grasse River has been identified as a completed exposure pathway in local creel surveys.

ingestion

Dermal

ingestion
Dermal

ingestion
Dermal

ingestion
Dermal

ingestion
Dermal

ingestion
Dermal

ingestion
Dermal

*  The cancr risks to the young child and adolescent are lower than those of the adult based on differences in ingestion rate, bodyweight and exp;soreu duration.  The non-cancer health hazards for a young child (1 to 6 years of age) would be 
approximately 1.6 times higher than thot of an adult assuming an ingestion rate of 1/3 of that of the adults for all stretches of the River.  The non-cancer hazards for the adolescent (7 to 18 years) would be aprpoximately 1.2 to 1.2 times higher 
than the adult Hazazrd Index assuming an ingestion rate of 32/3 that of the adult fro all stretches of the River.  The non-cnacer hazards in all reaches of the adoelscent and young child are above the goal of protection.

Adult 

Adult 

Adolescent
PCBs have been detected in sediment from all Reaches of the Grasse River.  Recreational use of 
the Grasse River may result in exposure to sediments. Sediment Sediment Grasse River 

Sediment
Recreational 

User

Surface Water Surface Water Grasse River 
Surface Water

Adolescent

Young Child

Quantitative

Quantitative

Table 7-4:  Conceptual Site Model
Grasse River Superfund Site

PCBs have been detected in sediment from Reaches 7 and 8 of the Grasse River where SRMT 
members may be exposed. SRMT anglers may be exposed during gill netting activities.SRMT AnglerGrasse River 

SedimentSedimentSedimentCurrent / 
Future

Fish Fish Grasse River 
Fish

Young Child

Recreational 
User

Adult 

PCBs have been detected in surface water from all Reaches of the Grasse River.  Recreational use 
of the Grasse River may result in exposure to surface water. 

Quantitative

Quantitative

Quantitative

On-Site Quantitative

On-Site Quantitative

On-Site

On-Site

On-Site

On-Site

On-Site



Aroclor 1016 Chronic 7 x 10-5 mg/kg-day NA NA NA NA reduced birth weight 100 IRIS 6/21/2001
Aroclor 1254 Chronic 2 x 10-5 mg/kg-day NA NA NA NA decreased immune response 300 IRIS 6/21/2001

2,3,7,8-TCDD Chronic 7 x 10-10 mg/kg-day NA NA NA NA

Decreased sperm count and 
motility in men exposed to 
TCDD as boys / Increased TSH 
in neonates

30 IRIS 2/17/2012

PCBs (fish and sediment) 2 (mg/kg-day)-1 2 (mg/kg-day)-1 IRIS 2 6/21/2001
PCBs (water) 0.4 (mg/kg-day)-1 0.4 (mg/kg-day)-1 IRIS 6/21/2001
2,3,7,8-TCDD 1.56 x 105 (mg/kg-day)-1 1.56 x 105 (mg/kg-day)-1 HAD 3 2/17/20123

Table 7-5:  Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

RfD Target (organs)

Value Reference Value Units Date 
(MM/DD/YYYY)

Grasse River Superfund Site

Chemicals of Concern

Oral RfD Oral Absorption Efficiency for 
Dermal Absorbed RfD for Dermal

Value

Value Units

Sources 

Chronic/ 
Subchronic

Pathway: Ingestion, Dermal

Units
Primary Target Organ

Combined 
Uncertainty/ 
Modifying 

Factors

Table 7-6:  Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
Grasse River Superfund Site

mg/kg-day is milligrams/kilogram bodyweight/day.

(2)  IRIS is the Integrated Risk Information System available at www.epa.gov/iris.
(3)  U.S. EPA. Health Assessment Document for Polychlorinated Dibenzo-P-Dioxins (1985). U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C., 
EPA/600/8-84/014F (NTIS PB86122546), 1985.

Weight of Evidence/ Cancer 
Guidelines Description 1

B2 (Probable)
B2 (Probable)
B2 (Probable)

Pathway: Ingestion, Dermal

Chemicals of Concern

Oral Cancer Slope Factor Dermal Cancer Slope Factor

Sources 
Value

(1) The B2 designation specifies a probable human carcinogen indicating there is sufficient evidence in animals and either inadequte but suggestive evidence in humans. 

Date (MM/DD/YYYY)
Units
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Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Local Angler
Receptor Age: Adult

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal
Exposue 

Routes Total
Fish (Reaches 1 - 2) Fish Fish PCBs 3 x 10-5 --  -- 3 x 10-5

Chemical Total 3 x 10-5 --  -- 3 x 10-5

Fish Ingestion Risk (Total) 3 x 10-5

3 x 10-5

Fish (Reaches 4 - 8) Fish Fish PCBs 3 x 10-3 --  -- 3 x 10-3

Dioxin TEQ 1 x 10-4 --  -- 1 x 10-4

Chemical Total 3 x 10-3 --  -- 3 x 10-3

Fish Ingestion Risk (Total) 3 x 10-3

3 x 10-3

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: SRMT Angler
Receptor Age: Adult

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal
Exposue 

Routes Total

Fish (Reaches 7 - 8) Fish Fish PCBs 2 x 10-2 --  -- 2 x 10-2

Sediment (Reaches 7 - 8) Sediment Sediment PCBs -- -- 3 x 10-5 3 x 10-5

Chemical Total 2 x 10-2 --  -- 2 x 10-2

Fish Ingestion Risk (Total) 2 x 10-2

2 x 10-2

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Recreational User
Receptor Age: Child (1 to 6 years)

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal
Exposue 

Routes Total

Sediment (Reaches 4 - 8) Sediment Sediment PCBs 2 x 10-6 -- 2 x 10-6 4 x 10-6

Dioxin TEQ 1 x 10-6 2 x 10-7 2 x 10-6

Chemical Total 3 x 10-6 -- 2 x 10-6 6 x 10-6

Sediment Risk (Total) 6 x 10-6

Surface Water (Reaches 4-8) Surface Water Surface Water PCBs 2 x 10-9 -- 1 x 10-7 1 x 10-7

Dioxin TEQ 8 x 10-9 2 x 10-9 1 x 10-8

Chemical Total 1 x 10-8 -- 1 x 10-7 1 x 10-7

Surface Water Risk (Total) 1 x 10-7

6 x 10-6

Total Risk

Total Risk

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemicals of Concern
Carcinogenic Risk

Table 7-7:  Risk Characterization Summary for RME  - Carcinogens
Grasse River Superfund Site

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemicals of Concern
Carcinogenic Risk

Total Risk

Total Risk

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemicals of Concern
Carcinogenic Risk
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Table 7-7:  Risk Characterization Summary for RME  - Carcinogens
Grasse River Superfund Site

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Recreational User
Receptor Age: Youth  (7 to 18 years)

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal
Exposue 

Routes Total
Sediment (Reaches 4 - 8) Sediment Sediment PCBs 4 x 10-6 -- 6 x 10-6 1 x 10-5

Dioxin TEQ 3 x 10-6 9 x 10-7 4 x 10-6

Chemical Total 7 x 10-6 -- 7 x 10-6 1 x 10-5

Sediment Risk (Total) 1 x 10-5

Surface Water (Reaches 4-8) Surface Water Surface Water PCBs 3 x 10-9 -- 4 x 10-7 4 x 10-7

Dioxin TEQ 2 x 10-8 2 x 10-9 2 x 10-8

Chemical Total 2 x 10-8 -- 4 x 10-7 4 x 10-7

Surface Water Risk (Total) 4 x 10-7

1 x 10-5

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Recreational User
Receptor Age: Adult

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal
Exposue 

Routes Total

Sediment (Reaches 4 - 8) Sediment Sediment PCBs 4 x 10-7 -- 2 x 10-6 2 x 10-6

Dioxin TEQ 3 x 10-7 -- 3 x 10-7 6 x 10-7

Chemical Total 7 x 10-7 -- 2 x 10-6 3 x 10-6

Sediment Risk (Total) 3 x 10-6

Surface Water (Reaches 4-8) Surface Water Surface Water PCBs 7 x 10-10 -- 1 x 10-7 1 x 10-7

Dioxin TEQ 3 x 10-9 2 x 10-9 5 x 10-9

Chemical Total 4 x 10-9 -- 1 x 10-7 1  x 10-7

Surface Water Risk (Total) 1 x 10-7

3 x 10-6

Total Risk (Adult, Adolescent, and Child) Total Risk (All Ages) 2 x 10-5
Total Risk

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemicals of Concern
Carcinogenic Risk

Total Risk

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemicals of Concern
Carcinogenic Risk
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Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total
Fish (Reaches 4 - 8) Fish Fish PCBs Immune 160 --  -- 160

Dioxin TEQ
Decreased sperm count and motility in men 
exposed to TCDD as boys / Increased TSH in 
neonates

3
3

163 --  -- 163
163
163
160

3.0

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total
Fish (Reaches 7 - 8) Fish Fish PCBs Immune 614 --  -- 614

Sediment Sediment PCBs Immune 0.8 0.80 0.8
615 -- 0.80 615

615
615
615

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total
Sediment (Reaches 4-8) Sediment Sediment PCBs Immune 0.6 -- 0.48 1.1

Dioxin TEQ
Decreased sperm count and motility in men 
exposed to TCDD as boys / Increased TSH in 
neonates

0.2
0.02 0.2

0.8 -- 0.5 1.3
1.3

Surface Water (Reaches 4 - 8) Surface Water Surface Water PCBs Reduced Birth Weight 0.00064 -- 0.041 0.04

Dioxin TEQ
Decreased sperm count and motility in men 
exposed to TCDD as boys / Increased TSH in 
neonates

0.00081
0.00095 0.0018

Chemical Total 0.0006 -- 0.04 0.04
0.04

1
1.1

0.04

Chemical Total
Fish Hazard (Total)

Chemical Total
Fish Hazard (Total)

Primary Target Organ

Total Hazard Index
Total (Immune) HI =

Total  (Decreased sperm count and motility in men exposed to TCDD as boys / Increased TSH in 
neonates) HI =

Receptor Age:  Adult

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future

Receptor Population:   Local Angler

Receptor Population:   SRMT Angler

Sediment Hazard (Total)
Chemical Total

Surface Water Hazard (Total)

Total Hazard Index

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemicals of Concern
Non-Cancer Hazards

Grasse River Superfund Site

Primary Target Organ

Receptor Age:  Adult

Table 7-8:  Risk Characterization Summary for RME - Non-Cancer Hazards

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemicals of Concern
Non-Cancer Hazards

Total (Immune) HI =

Total Hazard Index

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemicals of Concern
Non-Cancer Hazards

Primary Target Organ

Receptor Population:   Recreational User Receptor Age:  Child (1 to 6 Years)

0.2

Total (Immune) HI =
Total (Reduced Birth Weight) HI = 

Total  (Decreased sperm count and motility in men exposed to TCDD as boys / Increased TSH in 
neonates) HI =
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Table 7-8:  Risk Characterization Summary for RME - Non-Cancer Hazards

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total
Sediment (Reaches 4 - 8) Sediment Sediment PCBs Immune 0.58 -- 0.88 1.5

Dioxin TEQ
Decreased sperm count and motility in men 
exposed to TCDD as boys / Increased TSH in 
neonates

0.1
0.05 0.1

0.6 -- 0.9 1.5
1.5

Surace Water (Reaches 4 - 8) Surface Water Surface Water PCBs Reduced Birth Weight 0.00062 -- 0.08 0.08

Dioxin TEQ
Decreased sperm count and motility in men 
exposed to TCDD as boys / Increased TSH in 
neonates

0.00078
0.000013 0.001

0.0006 -- 0.08 0.08
0.08
1.6
1.6

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total
Sediment (Reaches 4 - 8) Sediment Sediment PCBs Immune 0.065 -- 0.33 0.4

Dioxin TEQ
Decreased sperm count and motility in men 
exposed to TCDD as boys / Increased TSH in 
neonates

0.017
0.02 0.03

0.082 -- 0.348 0.4
0.4

Surface Water (Reaches 4 - 8) Surface Water Surface Water PCBs Reduced Birth Weight 0.00014 -- 0.027 0.03

Dioxin TEQ
Decreased sperm count and motility in men 
exposed to TCDD as boys / Increased TSH in 
neonates

0.23
0.00027 0.23

0.23 -- 0.03 0.26
0.26
0.7
0.4

0.03

Primary Target Organ

Chemical Total

Chemical Total

Fish Hazard (Total)

Fish Hazard (Total)

Receptor Population:   Recreational UserScenario Timeframe:  Current/Future

Primary Target Organ

Chemical Total

Chemical Total

Sediment Hazard (Total)

Surface Water Hazard (Total)
Total Hazard Index

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemicals of Concern
Non-Cancer Hazards

Total (Immune) HI =
Total  (Decreased sperm count and motility in men exposed to TCDD as boys / Increased TSH in 

neonates) HI =

Receptor Age:  Adult

Scenario Timeframe:  Current/Future Receptor Population:   Recreational User

0.1

0.3
Total  (Decreased sperm count and motility in men exposed to TCDD as boys / Increased TSH in 

neonates) HI =

Total (Immune) HI =
Total (Reduced Birth Weight) HI = 

Receptor Age:  Adolescent (7 to 18 years)

Total Hazard Index

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemicals of Concern
Non-Cancer Hazards
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Scenario Timeframe: Future Receptor Population: Local Angler Receptor Age: Adult

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total

Fish (Reaches 4 - 8) Fish Fish PCBs 3 x 10-5 --  -- 3 x 10-5 immune 9.9 --  -- 9.9

Chemical Total 3 x 10-5 --  -- 3 x 10-5 immune 9.9 --  -- 9.9

3 x 10-5 9.9

Total Risk 3 x 10-5 Total Hazard Index 9.9

9.9

Scenario Timeframe: Future Receptor Population: SRMT Angler Receptor Age: Adult

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total

Fish (Reaches 7 - 8) Fish Fish PCBs 7 x 10-4 --  -- 7 x 10-4 immune 67 --  -- 67

Sediment Sediment PCBs 4 x 10-6 4 x 10-6 immune 0.35 --  -- 0.35

Chemical Total 7 x 10-4 --  -- 7 x 10-4 immune 67 --  -- 67.35

7 x 10-4 67.35

Total Risk 7 x 10-4 Total Hazard Index 67.4

67.4

Scenario Timeframe: Future Receptor Population: Recreational User Receptor Age:

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total

Sediment (Reaches 4 - 
8)

Sediment Sediment PCBs 1 x 10-7 -- 2 x 10-7 3 x 10-7 immune 0.4 -- 0.2 0.6

Chemical Total 1 x 10-7 -- 2 x 10-7 3 x 10-7 immune 0.4 -- 0.2 0.6

3 x 10-7 0.6

Surface Water 
(Reaches 4-8)

Surface Water Surface Water PCBs 1 x 10-10 -- 9 x 10-9 9 x 10-9
Reduced 

Birth 
Weight

0.00016 -- 0.02 0.02

Chemical Total 1 x 10-10 -- 9 x 10-9 9 x 10-9
Reduced 

Birth 
Weight

0.0002 -- 0.02 0.02

9 x 10-9 0.02

3 x 10-7 Total Hazard Index 0.6

0.6
0.02

Non-Cancer HI by Target Organ for Child
Total (Immune) HI =

Total (Reduced Birth Weight) HI = 

Non - Cancer Hazards

Sediment Risk (Total) Sediment Hazard (Total)

Surface Water Risk (Total) Surface Water Hazard (Total)

Primary 
Target 
Organ

Total Risk

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemicals of Concern
Carcinogenic Risk

Child (1 to 6 years)

Fish Ingestion Risk (Total) Fish Hazard (Total)

Non-Cancer HI by Target Organ for Adult
Total (Immune) HI =

Primary 
Target 
Organ

Non - Cancer Hazards

Fish Ingestion Risk (Total) Fish and Sediment Hazard (Total)

Non-Cancer HI by Target Organ for SRMT Adult
Total (Immune) HI =

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemicals of Concern
Carcinogenic Risk

Table 7-8:  Risk Characterization Summary for CTE
Grasse River Superfund Site

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemicals of Concern
Carcinogenic Risk Primary 

Target 
Organ

Non - Cancer Hazards
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Table 7-8:  Risk Characterization Summary for CTE

Scenario Timeframe: Future Receptor Population: Recreational User Receptor Age:

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total

Sediment (Reaches 4 - 
8)

Sediment Sediment PCBs 3 x 10-7 -- 8 x 10-7 1 x 10-6 immune 0.15 -- 0.44 0.6

Chemical Total 3 x 10-7 -- 8 x 10-7 1 x 10-6 immune 0.2 -- 0.4 0.6

1 x 10-6 0.6

Surface Water 
(Reaches 4-8)

Surface Water Surface Water PCBs 3 x 10-10 -- 4 x 10-8 4 x 10-8
Reduced 

Birth 
Weight

0.00015 -- 0.02 0.02

Chemical Total 3 x 10-10 -- 4 x 10-8 4 x 10-8
Reduced 

Birth 
Weight

0.0002 -- 0.02 0.02

4 x 10-8 0.02

1 x 10-6 Total Hazard Index 0.6

0.6
0.02

Scenario Timeframe: Future Receptor Population: Recreational User Receptor Age: Adult

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total

Sediment (Reaches 4 - 
8)

Sediment Sediment PCBs 3 x 10-8 -- 3 x 10-7 3 x 10-7 immune 0.016 -- 0.17 0.2

Chemical Total 3 x 10-8 -- 3 x 10-7 3 x 10-7 immune 0.0 -- 0.2 0.2

3 x 10-7 0.2

Surface Water 
(Reaches 4-8)

Surface Water Surface Water PCBs 6 x 10-11 -- 1 x 10-8 1 x 10-8
Reduced 

Birth 
Weight

0.000035 -- 0.0066 0.007

Chemical Total 6 x 10-11 -- 1 x 10-8 1 x 10-8
Reduced 

Birth 
Weight

0.00004 -- 0.007 0.01

1 x 10-8 0.01

3 x 10-7 Total Hazard Index 0.2

2 x 10-6

0.2
0.01

Total (Immune) HI =
Total (Reduced Birth Weight) HI = 

Total  (Decreased sperm count and motility in men 
exposed to TCDD as boys / Increased TSH in 

  

0.2

Sediment Risk (Total) Sediment Ingestion Hazard (Total)

Surface Water Risk (Total) Surface Water Hazard (Total)

Total Risk

Total Risk (Child, Youth, Adult) Non-Cancer HI by Target Organ for Adult

Non-Cancer HI by Target Organ for Youth
Total (Immune) HI =

Total (Reduced Birth Weight) HI = 

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemicals of Concern
Carcinogenic Risk Primary 

Target 
Organ

Non - Cancer Hazards

Total Risk

Youth (7 to 18 years)
Primary 
Target 
Organ

Non - Cancer Hazards

Sediment Risk (Total) Sediment Hazard (Total)

Surface Water Risk (Total) Surface Water Hazard (Total)

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemicals of Concern
Carcinogenic Risk
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Scenario Timeframe: Future Receptor Population: Local Angler Receptor Age: Adult

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total
Fish (Reaches 4 - 8) Fish Fish PCBs 3 x 10-5 --  -- 3 x 10-5 immune 9.9 --  -- 9.9

Chemical Total 3 x 10-5 --  -- 3 x 10-5 immune 9.9 --  -- 9.9

3 x 10-5 9.9
Total Risk 3 x 10-5 Total Hazard Index 9.9

9.9
Scenario Timeframe: Future Receptor Population: SRMT Angler Receptor Age: Adult

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total

Fish (Reaches 7 - 8) Fish Fish PCBs 7 x 10-4 --  -- 7 x 10-4 immune 67 --  -- 67

Sediment Sediment PCBs 4 x 10-6 4 x 10-6 immune 0.35 --  -- 0.35

Chemical Total 7 x 10-4 --  -- 7 x 10-4 immune 67 --  -- 67.35

7 x 10-4 67.35

Total Risk 7 x 10-4 Total Hazard Index 67.4

67.4

Scenario Timeframe: Future Receptor Population: Recreational User Receptor Age:

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total
Sediment (Reaches 4 - 8) Sediment Sediment PCBs 1 x 10-7 -- 2 x 10-7 3 x 10-7 immune 0.4 -- 0.2 0.6

Chemical Total 1 x 10-7 -- 2 x 10-7 3 x 10-7 immune 0.4 -- 0.2 0.6

3 x 10-7 0.6

Surface Water (Reaches 4-8) Surface Water Surface Water PCBs 1 x 10-10 -- 9 x 10-9 9 x 10-9 Reduced Birth 
Weight

0.00016 -- 0.02 0.02

Chemical Total 1 x 10-10 -- 9 x 10-9 9 x 10-9 Reduced Birth 
Weight

0.0002 -- 0.02 0.02

9 x 10-9 0.02

3 x 10-7 Total Hazard Index 0.6

0.6
0.02

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point
Chemicals of 

Concern
Carcinogenic Risk

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point Chemicals of 
Concern

Carcinogenic Risk

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point
Chemicals of 

Concern
Carcinogenic Risk

Sediment Risk (Total)

Surface Water Risk (Total)

Total Risk

Fish Ingestion Risk (Total)

Non - Cancer HazardsPrimary Target 
Organ

Fish Hazard (Total)

Primary Target 
Organ

Non - Cancer Hazards

Non-Cancer HI by Target Organ for Adult
Total (Immune) HI =

Fish Ingestion Risk (Total)

Table 7-9:  Risk Characterization Summary for CTE
Grasse River Superfund Site

Child (1 to 6 years)

Fish and Sediment Hazard (Total)

Total (Immune) HI =
Total (Reduced Birth Weight) HI = 

Non-Cancer HI by Target Organ for SRMT Adult
Total (Immune) HI =

Non-Cancer HI by Target Organ for Child

Primary Target 
Organ

Non - Cancer Hazards

Surface Water Hazard (Total)

Sediment Hazard (Total)
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Table 7-9:  Risk Characterization Summary for CTE
Scenario Timeframe: Future Receptor Population: Recreational User Receptor Age:

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total
Sediment (Reaches 4 - 8) Sediment Sediment PCBs 3 x 10-7 -- 8 x 10-7 1 x 10-6 immune 0.15 -- 0.44 0.6

Chemical Total 3 x 10-7 -- 8 x 10-7 1 x 10-6 immune 0.2 -- 0.4 0.6

1 x 10-6 0.6

Surface Water (Reaches 4-8) Surface Water Surface Water PCBs 3 x 10-10 -- 4 x 10-8 4 x 10-8 Reduced Birth 
Weight

0.00015 -- 0.02 0.02

Chemical Total 3 x 10-10 -- 4 x 10-8 4 x 10-8 Reduced Birth 
Weight

0.0002 -- 0.02 0.02

4 x 10-8 0.02

1 x 10-6 Total Hazard Index 0.6

0.6
0.02

Scenario Timeframe: Future Receptor Population: Recreational User Receptor Age: Adult

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposue Routes Total
Sediment (Reaches 4 - 8) Sediment Sediment PCBs 3 x 10-8 -- 3 x 10-7 3 x 10-7 immune 0.016 -- 0.17 0.2

Chemical Total 3 x 10-8 -- 3 x 10-7 3 x 10-7 immune 0.0 -- 0.2 0.2

3 x 10-7 0.2

Surface Water (Reaches 4-8) Surface Water Surface Water PCBs 6 x 10-11 -- 1 x 10-8 1 x 10-8 Reduced Birth 
Weight

0.000035 -- 0.0066 0.007

Chemical Total 6 x 10-11 -- 1 x 10-8 1 x 10-8 Reduced Birth 
Weight

0.00004 -- 0.007 0.01

1 x 10-8 0.01

3 x 10-7 Total Hazard Index 0.2

2 x 10-6

0.2
0.01

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point
Chemicals of 

Concern
Carcinogenic Risk

Carcinogenic Risk

Sediment Risk (Total)

Surface Water Risk (Total)

Sediment Risk (Total)

Surface Water Risk (Total)

Total Risk (Child, Youth, Adult)

Total Risk

Surface Water Hazard (Total)

Medium Exposure Medium Exposure Point
Chemicals of 

Concern
Primary Target 

Organ
Non - Cancer Hazards

Sediment Ingestion Hazard (Total)

Youth (7 to 18 years)
Primary Target 

Organ
Non - Cancer Hazards

Sediment Hazard (Total)

Surface Water Hazard (Total)

Total Risk

Total (Reduced Birth Weight) HI = 
Total  (Decreased sperm count and motility in men exposed 

to TCDD as boys / Increased TSH in neonates) HI =
0.2

Non-Cancer HI by Target Organ for Adult

Non-Cancer HI by Target Organ for Youth
Total (Immune) HI =

Total (Reduced Birth Weight) HI = 

Total (Immune) HI =



 

 
 

Table 12-1: Cost Estimate Summary for the Selected Remedy (Alternative 6) 
 

Cost Item Quantity Unit Cost ($) Unit Cost ($) 
Initial Mobilization – Dredging and Capping (year 1) 1 2,900,000 LS 2,900,000 
Mobilization – Dredging and Capping (year 2-4) 3 750,000 LS 2,250,000 
Access Area Development/Restoration 3 150,000 LS 450,000 
T1-T21 Dredging Near Shore Sediments 25,900 300 In-situ CY 7,770,000 
T21-T72 Dredging Near Shore Sediments 82,800 360 In-situ CY 29,808,000 
Silt Curtain System Materials/Installation/ 
Removal/Additional Silt Curtain Setup for Near 
Shore Dredging Activities 

5,000 373 LF 1,865,934 

T1-T72 Debris Removal 2,718  In-situ CY 1,878,900 
T1-T72 Sediment Dewatering 108,700 100 In-situ CY 10,870,000 
T1-T72 Water Treatment 108,700 30 In-situ CY 3,261,000 
T1-T72 Expanded Landfill Design and Permitting, 
Construction, Site Improvement 1 2,800,000 LS 2,800,000 

T1-T72 Transportation and Disposal of Sediments at 
On-Site Landfill 100,000 66 In-situ CY 6,630,000 

T1-T72 Transportation and Disposal of Sediments 
Off-Site  8,700 163 In-situ CY 1,419,840 

T1-T21 Near Shore Clean Backfill to Grade 25,900 186 In-situ CY 4,816,116 
T1-T21 Armored Cap Main Channel Sediments 59 400,000 Acre 23,520,000 
T21-T72 Near Shore Clean Backfill to Grade 82,800 205 In-situ CY 16,936,364 
T21-T72 Main Channel Cap Sediments 225 165,000 Acre 37,059,000 
Silt Curtain System Materials/Installation/ 
Removal/Additional Silt Curtain Setup for Near 
Shore Backfilling Activities 

1,500 35 LF 52,500 

Silt Curtain System Materials/Installation/ 
Removal/Additional Silt Curtain Setup for Main 
Channel Capping Activities 

10,000 35 LF 350,000 

T1-T72 Disposal of Project Related Materials 4,489 136 Tons 610,470 
Interim Demobilization (Years 1-3) 3 500,000 LS 1,500,000 
Final Demobilization (Year 4) 1 1,100,000 LS 1,100,000 
Construction Monitoring/Oversight 28 264,000 Month 7,392,000 

Construction Total:      $ 165,240,123     

 
Routine Engineering Design (15%):      $   24,786,019 

Construction Contingency (25%):      $   41,310,031 
Long-Term Monitoring/O&M Program (Present Worth):      $   11,800,000 

 
Total (Present Worth):      $ 243,136,173 

Rounded Total (Present Worth):     $ 243,100,000         
The present-worth costs were calculated using a discount rate of seven percent and a thirty-year time 
interval for the post-construction monitoring and maintenance period; 
 
CY = cubic yards 
LF = linear foot 
LS = lump sum 
 
  



 

 
 

 
Table 13-1: Chemical-Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines 

 
MEDIUM/REGULATION

/AUTHORITY CITATION REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

RIVER WATER 
 
Clean Water Act [Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act, 
as amended] 
 

33 U.S.C. §§ 1251-1387; 
40 C.F.R. § 129.105(a)(4) 

The ambient water quality criterion for navigable 
waters is 0.001 ug/L total PCBs. 

Clean Water Act [Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act] 

 
33 U.S.C. §§ 1314(a); 
63 Fed. Reg. 68354 
(December 10, 1998) 
 

Criterion for continuous concentration (chronic) for 
PCBs is 0.014 ug/L in freshwater. 

New York State Surface 
Water and Groundwater 
Quality Standards 

 
New York State 
Environmental 
Conservation Law (ECL) 
Article 15, Title 3 and 
Article 17, Titles 3 and 8,  
6 NYCRR § 703.5 
 

Establishes New York State Water Quality Standards 
for almost 200 contaminants.  For PCBs in surface 
water, the values are (a) 1x10-6 ug/L for protection of 
health of human consumers of fish; and (b) 1.2x10-4 
ug/L for protection of wildlife. 

AIR 
No promulgated chemical-specific ARARs identified for air. 
SEDIMENT 

St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 
Sediment Cleanup Standard 

Tribal Council Resolution 
No. 89-19 and Tribal 
Council Resolution No. 
2007-72.   

The SRMT has promulgated a 0.1 mg/kg cleanup 
standard for PCBs in sediments.  EPA evaluated the 
SRMT sediment standard as a “to-be-considered” 
requirement.  The SRMT sediment standard was 
considered when EPA established a remediation goal 
for PCBs in fish that is protective of Mohawk health, 
although it is not being adopted as the cleanup 
standard for the sediment. 
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Table 13-2: Location-Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines 
 

REGULATION/ 
AUTHORITY CITATION REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

FEDERAL ARARs 

 
Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act 
 

16 U.S.C. § 668 

Prohibits anyone, without a permit issued by the 
Secretary of the Interior, from knowingly taking 
and disturbing any bald eagle (commonly known 
as the American eagle), any golden eagle, or 
associated nest and/or egg.  

Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act 16 U.S.C. § 622 

Whenever the waters of any stream or other body 
of water are proposed or authorized to be 
impounded, diverted, the channel deepened, or 
the stream or other body of water otherwise 
controlled or modified for any purpose, by any 
department or agency of the United States, such 
department or agency first shall consult with the 
US Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the 
Interior, and with the head of the agency 
exercising administration over the wildlife 
resources of the particular State in which the 
impoundment, diversion, or other control facility 
is to be constructed, with a view to the 
conservation of wildlife resources by prevention 
loss or and damage to such resources.   

Endangered Species Act 1973, 
as amended 

 
16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1544; 
15 C.F.R. Part17, Subpart I; 
50 C.F.R. Part 402 
 

Federal agencies are required to verify that any 
action authorized, funded, or carried out by them 
is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence 
of any endangered species or threatened species, 
or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of a critical habitat of such species, 
unless such agency has been granted an 
appropriate exemption by the Endangered 
Species committee  

National Historic Preservation 
Act 

16 U.S.C. §§ 470-470x-6;  
36 C.F.R. Part 800 

Establishes that response actions must take into 
account effect on properties currently listed or 
eligible for inclusion on the National Registry of 
Historic Places.  Requires federal agencies to take 
into account the effects of their undertakings on 
historic properties and afford the council a 
reasonable opportunity to comment on such 
undertakings.  This will include consultation with 
state and local governments, Indian tribes, and 
private organizations as necessary.   
Previous correspondence made with the 
NYSDEC and the New York State Office of 
Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation 
which indicated significant archeological sites 
exist on or in the vicinity of the Site. Additional 
evaluations will be performed once remedy is 
selected.  These evaluations will include 
consultation with the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 
historic preservation officer.  
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Table 13-2: Location-Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines (cont’d) 
 

REGULATION/ 
AUTHORITY CITATION REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

FEDERAL ARARs (cont’d) 

Coaster Zone Management 
Act (CZMA) 

 
16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1465; 
15 C.F.R. Parts 923 and 930 
 

Establishes that federal agencies that conduct or 
support activities that directly affect a coastal use 
or resource must undertake those activities in a 
manner that is consistent, to the maximum extent 
practicable, with State coastal zone management 
programs that have been approved by the NOAA.  

Endangered Species Act 1973, 
as amended 

 
16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1544; 
15 C.F.R. Part17, Subpart I; 
50 C.F.R. Part 402 
 

Federal agencies are required to verify that any 
action authorized, funded, or carried out by them is 
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 
any endangered species or threatened species, or 
result in the destruction or adverse modification of 
a critical habitat of such species, unless such 
agency has been granted an appropriate exemption 
by the Endangered Species committee  

Statement of Procedures on 
Floodplain Management and 
Wetlands Protections 

40 C.F.R. Part 6,  
Appendix A 

Sets forth USEPA’s policy and guidance for 
carrying out Executive Orders 11990 and 11988. 
 
Executive Order 11988:  Floodplain management 
requires federal agencies to evaluate the potential 
effects of actions they may take in a floodplain to 
avoid, to the extent possible, adverse effects 
associated with direct and indirect development of 
a floodplain.  Federal agencies are required to 
avoid adverse impacts or minimize them if no 
practicable alternative exists.   
 
Executive Order 11990:  Protection of wetlands 
requires federal agencies conducting certain 
activities to avoid, to the extent possible, adverse 
impacts associated with the destruction or loss of 
wetlands if a practicable alternative exists.  Federal 
agencies are required to avoid adverse impacts or 
minimize them if no practicable alternative exists. 

 
New York State Freshwater 
Wetlands Act 
 

New York State ECL Article 
24; 6 NYCRR Parts 662-665 

Defines procedural requirements for undertaking 
different activities in and adjacent to freshwater 
wetlands, and establishes standards governing the 
issuance of permits to alter or fill freshwater 
wetlands.  In accordance with CERCLA Section 
121(e), a permit is not required for on-site 
CERCLA response actions, although such 
response actions must comply with substantive 
provisions of these regulations. 
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Table 13-2: Location-Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines (cont’d) 

 
REGULATION/ 
AUTHORITY CITATION REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

STATE ARARs (continued) 

New York Endangered 
Species Act 

 
New York State ECL 
Article 11, Title 5; 
6 NYCRR Part 182 
 

Lists endangered, threatened species and species of 
special concern. The taking of any endangered or 
threatened species is prohibited, except under a permit 
or license issued by NYSDEC. In accordance with 
CERCLA Section 121(e), a permit is not required for 
on-site CERCLA response actions. If it is determined 
that response actions may destroy or degrade the 
habitat of a New York State-listed endangered or 
threatened species or cause a "taking" of any 
endangered or threatened species, such response 
actions will comply with substantive provisions of 
these regulations.  

New York State Protected 
Native Plants 

 
New York State ECL 
Article 9, Title 16,  
6 NYCRR Part 193 
 

Lists endangered, threatened, rare, and exploitable 
vulnerable native plants.  All listed species are 
“protected plants” and may not be removed or 
damaged without consent. If it is determined that 
response actions may destroy or degrade New York 
State-listed protected native plants or cause a "taking" 
of any protected native plants, USEPA will consult 
with NYSDEC with respect to substantive 
requirements that NYSDEC would consider in 
determining whether to issue a permit in such a case. 

New York State Waterfront 
Revitalization of Coastal 
Areas and Inland Waterways 

New York State Law: 
Executive Article 42; 
Sections 910-923 

Defines policy on designation of use of coastal and 
inland waterway resources while preventing the loss 
of living marine resources and wildlife, diminution of 
open space area or public access to the waterfront, 
shoreline erosion, and impairment of scenic beauty or 
permanent adverse changes to ecological systems. 

Federal and STATE TBCs 

USEPA Office of Solid Waste 
and Emergency Response – 
Policy on Floodplains and 
Wetland Assessments for 
CERCLA Actions, August 
1985 

 
OSWER Directive No. 
9280.0-2 
 

Superfund actions must meet the  
substantive requirements of the Floodplain 
Management Executive Order (E.O. 11988) 
and the Protection of Wetlands Executive 
Order (E.O. 11990). This memorandum 
discusses situations that require preparation 
of a floodplains or wetlands assessment, 
and the factors that should be considered in 
preparing an assessment, for response 
actions taken pursuant t o Section 104 or 
106 of CERCLA. For remedial actions, a 
floodplain/ wetlands assessment must be 
incorporated into the analysis conducted 
during the planning of the remedial action. 
USACE, the federal natural resource 
trustees, and NYSDEC will be consulted 
during remedial design and remedial action 
in order to develop measures to mitigate or 
avoid impacts to floodplains or wetlands 
from implementation of the selected 
remedy. 
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Table 13-3: Action-Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines 

 
REGULATION/ 
AUTHORITY CITATION REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

FEDERAL ARARs 

 
Clean Water Act [Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act, 
as amended] 
 

Section 404(b) of the  
Clean Water Act,  
33 U.S.C. § 1344(b); 
40 C.F.R. Part 230 

Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for 
Dredged or Fill Material.  Except as otherwise 
provided under Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(2), 
no discharge of dredged or fill material shall be 
permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the 
proposed discharge with would have less adverse 
impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the 
alternative does not have other significant adverse 
environmental consequences.  If there is no other 
practical alternative, impacts must be minimized.  
Includes criteria for evaluating whether a particular 
discharge site may be specified.   

Section 404(c) of the  
Clean Water Act,  
33 U.S.C. § 1344(c); 
40 C.F.R. Part 231; 
33 C.F.R. Parts 320-329 
 

These regulations apply to all existing, proposed, 
or potential disposal sites for discharges of dredged 
or fill materials into US waters, including wetlands.  
Includes special policies, practices, and procedures 
to be followed by the US Army Corps of Engineers 
in connection with the review of applications for 
permits to authorize the discharge of dredged or fill 
material into waters of the US pursuant to Section 
404  of the Clean Water Act.  In accordance with 
CERCLA Section 121(e), a permit is not required 
for on-site CERCLA response actions, although 
such activities must comply with substantive 
requirements of these regulations.    

Clean Air Act 
42 U.S.C. §§ 7401-7671q; 
40 C.F.R. Parts 50, 51, and 
52; NAAQs 

Identifies emissions requirements for “major” 
sources of lead, NOx, CO, PM10, and SO2 in 
attainment and non-attainment areas. 

Solid Waste Disposal Act, 
as amended – 
Regulated Levels for TCLP 
Constituents 

 
42 U.S.C. §§ 6901-6992k; 
40 C.F.R. Part 261 
 

Specifies TCLP constituent levels for identifying 
wastes that exhibit toxicity characteristics.  

Solid Waste Disposal Act, 
as amended – 
Standards Applicable to 
Generators of Hazardous 
Waste  

42 U.S.C. §§ 6901-6992k; 
40 C.F.R. Part 262 

Includes manifest, record keeping and other 
requirement applicable to generators of hazardous 
wastes. 

Solid Waste Disposal Act, 
as amended – 
Standards Applicable to 
Transporters of Hazardous 
Waste 

40 C.F.R. Part 263 

Sets forth standard for transporters of hazardous 
wastes, including the receipt of an USEPA 
identification number and manifesting 
requirements.   

Solid Waste Disposal Act, 
as amended – Land Disposal 
Restrictions  

40 C.F.R. Part 268 

Places land disposal restrictions, including 
treatment standards and related testing, tracking 
and record keeping requirements, on hazardous 
waste(s). 
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Table 13-3: Action-Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines (cont’d) 
 

REGULATION/ 
AUTHORITY CITATION REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

FEDERAL ARARs (cont’d) 
Solid Waste Disposal Act, 
as amended – 
Standards for Owners and 
Operators of Hazardous 
Wastes, treatment and Storage 
Facilities 

40 C.F.R. Parts 264 and 
265 

Provides management standards including record 
keeping, requirements for particular units such as 
tanks or containers, and other requirements 
applicable to owners and operators of hazardous 
waste treatment, storage, and disposal facilities.  

Toxic Substances Controls Act 
(TSCA) 

15 U.S.C. § 2605; 
40 C.F.R. Part 761 

Provides regulations for storage, handling, and 
disposal of sediment containing PCBs greater than 
50 mg/kg.  

Hazardous Materials 
Transportation Law 

49 U.S.C. §§ 5101-5127; 
49 C.F.R. Part 171 

Provides transportation and handling requirements 
for materials containing PCBs. 

Rivers and Harbors Act 
(Section 10) 

33 U.S.C. § 403; 
33 C.F.R. Parts 320, 321, 
and 322 

Prohibits unauthorized obstruction or alteration of 
any navigable water in the US (dredging, fill, 
cofferdams, piers, etc.).  USACE approval is 
generally required to excavate or fill, or in any 
manner to alter or modify the course, location, 
condition, or capacity of the channel of any 
navigable water of the US.  On-site CERCLA 
response actions are exempt from permit 
requirements pursuant to CERCLA Section 
121(e), although such activities must comply with 
substantive requirements of these regulations.    

STATE ARARs 

Solid Waste Management 
Facilities 

New York State ECL 
Article 27, Title 7  
6 NYCRR Part 360 

New York State regulations for design, 
construction, operation, and closure requirements 
for solid waste management facilities. 

Standards for Waste 
Transportation 

New York State ECL 
Article 27, Title 3  
6 NYCRR Part 364 

Regulations governing the collection, transport 
and delivery of regulated wastes, including 
hazardous wastes. 

Identification and Listing of 
Hazardous Wastes 

New York State ECL 
Article 27, Title 9  
6 NYCRR Part 371 

Establishes procedures for identifying solid 
wastes which are subject to regulation as 
hazardous wastes.  

Hazardous Waste Manifest 
System and Related Standards 
for Generators, Transporters, 
and Facilities 

New York State ECL 
Article 3, Title 3;  
Article 27, Title 7 and 9;  
6 NYCRR Part 372 

Hazardous Wastes Manifest System requirements 
for generators, transporters, and treatment, storage 
or disposal facilities, and other requirements 
applicable to generators and transporters of 
hazardous waste. 

Hazardous Waste Treatment, 
Storage, and Disposal Facility 
Permitting Requirements 

New York State ECL 
Article 3, Title 3;  
Article 27, Title 7 and 9;  
6 NYCRR Part 373 

Establishes requirements for treatment, storage, 
and disposal of hazardous waste; permit 
requirements (from which on-site response actions 
are exempt, although substantive requirements 
would be met); and construction and operation 
standards for hazardous waste management 
facilities.  

Land Disposal Restrictions 
New York State ECL 
Article 27, Title 9  
6 NYCRR Part 376 

Identifies hazardous wastes that are restricted 
from land disposal and defines those 
circumstances under which an otherwise 
prohibited waste may be land disposed. 
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Table 13-3: Action-Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines (cont’d) 
 

REGULATION/ 
AUTHORITY CITATION REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

STATE ARARs (cont’d) 

Use and Protection of Waters 

New York State ECL 
Article 15, Title 5;  
Article 17, Title 3;  
6 NYCRR Part 608 

A permit is required to change, modify, or disturb 
any protected stream, its bed or banks, or remove 
from its bed or banks sand or gravel or any other 
material; or to excavate or place fill in any of the 
navigable waters of the state.  Any applicant for a 
federal license or permit to conduct any activity 
which may result in any discharge into navigable 
waters must obtain a State Water Quality 
Certification under Section 401 of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act, 33 U.S.C. §1341.  In 
accordance with CERCLA Sections 121(d)(2) and 
121(e), neither a permit nor a water quality 
certification is required for on-site CERCLA 
response actions, although such actions must 
comply with substantive requirements of these 
regulations.    
 

New York State Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System 
(SPDES) 

6 NYCRR Part 608 

Details the specific permit requirements for the 
discharge of chemicals to the waters of New York 
State.  In general, no person shall discharge or 
cause a discharge to New York State waters of 
any pollutant without a permit under the SPDES 
program.   In accordance with CERCLA Section 
121(e), a permit is not required for on-site 
CERCLA response actions, although such actions 
must comply with substantive requirements of 
these regulations.    
 

Surface Water Regulations 

New York State ECL  § 
17-0501 and 17-0301;  
6 NYCRR Parts 701 and 
703 

Establishes that it shall be unlawful for any person 
directly or indirectly, to throw, drain, run or 
otherwise discharge into such waters organic or 
inorganic matter that shall cause or contribute to a 
condition in contravention of applicable standards 
adopted by NYSDEC pursuant to §ECL 17-
0301.12 
 

Air Pollution Control Law 

New York State ECL 
Article 19, Title 3, 
Promulgated pursuant to 
the federal clean Air Act, 
42 U.S.C. § 7401 

Establishes that the emission of air contaminants 
to the outside atmosphere that jeopardize human, 
plant, or animal life, or are ruinous to property, or 
which unreasonably interfere with the comfortable 
enjoyment of life or property, is prohibited (6 
NYCRR 211.2), New York State Air Quality 
Standards are promulgated at 6 NYCRR Part 257. 
 

                                                 
12  6 NYCRR Part 703.2:  When applied to the superfund cleanups, EPA and DEC have developed projects specific 

numeric turbidity and or TSS criteria during design. 
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Table 13-3: Action-Specific ARARs, TBCs, and Other Guidelines (cont’d) 
 

REGULATION/ 
AUTHORITY CITATION REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

STATE ARARs (cont’d) 

Fish and Wildlife 
Management Practices 
Cooperative Program – 
Polluting Streams Prohibited 

New York State ECL § 11-
0503 

Establishes that no deleterious or poisonous 
substances shall be thrown or allowed to run into 
any public or private waters in quantities injurious 
to fish life, protected wildlife or waterfowl 
inhabiting those waters, or injurious to the 
propagation of fish, protected wildlife or 
waterfowl therein. 

Village of Massena Floodplain 
Use Permit (to comply with 
the New York State 
Emergency Compensation 
Program and National Flood 
Insurance Program) 

New York State ECL 
Article 36, 6 NYCRR Part 
502 and 44 C.F.R. § 
60.3(d)(3) 
 

Establishes that work within a river channel that 
contains a defined special flood hazard area (i.e., 
implementation of the ice control structure) 
requires a floodplain use or development permit 
issued by the local floodplain use or development 
permit issued by the local floodplain administrator 
in order to comply with the requirements of the 
National Flood Insurance Program.  In accordance 
with CERCLA Section 121(e), a permit is not 
required for on-site CERCLA response actions, 
although such actions must comply with 
substantive requirements of these regulations.    

 



APPENDIX I: NEW YORK STATE CONCURRENCE LETTER 



New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Environmental Remediation 
Office of the Director, 12th Floor 
625 Broadway, Albany, New York 12233-7011 
Phone: (51 8) 402-9706 • Fax: (518) 402-9020 
Websit e: \WIW dec ny.gov 

Mr. Walter Mugdan, Director 
Emergency and Remedjal Response Division 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 2 
290 Broadway. 20111 Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

OCT 0 5 2012 

Re: St. Lawrence-Grasse River: Massena area Site 
S ite No.: 6450 15 

Dear Mr. Mugdan: 

St. Lawrence County 
Proposed Plan 

Joe Mart~:os 
Commissioru:r 

T he New York State Deparlment of Environmental Conservatjon (DEC) and the New 
York Stare Deparunem of Health (DOH) have reviewed the September 27, 2012 United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Proposed Plan for the ALCOA, St. Lawrence-Grasse 
River~ Massena area Site, loc-ated in Massena, New York. 1 want to thank you for incorporating 
OEC"s concerns into the proposed remedy, which demonstrates that the EPA shares the State·s 
views on the importance of the cleanup ofthe Lower Grasse River. 

The preferred remedial alternative identified in the Proposed Plan is an appropriate and 
effective way to mitigate the unacceptable risks that the contaminants pose to public health and 
the environment. DEC recognizes that the PCB contaminated sediments in the Lower Grasse 
River are signi ficant ongoing sources of PCBs to the Grasse River. Removal of contaminated 
near shore sed iments is warranted, as there is va luable and cliverse vegetation and habitat for 
aquatic species. The cappmg in the main channel should be effective in mitigating the impacts 
of the contaminated sedi ments there. provided that the engineering evaluations undertaken 
during the analysis of alternatives are confirmed during the remedial design process. DEC 
anticipates that., should the design assumptions based upon these engineering analyses requi re 
modification; EPA will factor this new information in and in any subsequent evaluations 
completed as part of the remedial design of the remedy to ensure the protectiveness of the 
remedy. 

It is a point of &rreat importance to DEC that Lhe preferred a lternative include measures to 
ensure the pro tection of fi sh and wildlife habitat in tbe portion of the Grasse River to be 
disturbed by the remedy, and that the design specifically include a habitat assessment to guide 
the detailed design of habitat reconstruction. DEC believes that the habitat assessment and 
reconstruction measures to protect habitat for Grasse River species, including the lake sturgeon, 
are key elements of l.be preferred alternative. Given this, DEC expects that its natural resources 
staiT will be directly involved in both the development of the habitat assessment and the 
determination of appropriate habitat reconstruction measures. 



DEC hereby concurs with the EPA's Superfund Proposed Plan for the St. Lawrence
Grasse River; Massena area Superfund Site, dated September 27, 2012. 

ec: J. LaPadula, EPA 
D. Garbarini, EPA 
P. Mannino, EPA 
Y. Chang, EPA 
D. Ripstein, DOH 
S. Messier, DOH 
J. Drabicki, DEC 
W. Daigle, DEC 
K. Farrar, DEC 
D. Tromp, DEC 
R. Quail, DEC 
C. Dowd, DEC 
C. Grosier, DEC 

~4:1 ~bert W. Schick, P.E., Director 
Division of Environmental Remediation 
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Figure 4-18. Comparison of Heights of Tree Scars from the 2003 Event and Older Events 

Boxes represent height of 2003 tree scars. 
Arrows represent older tree scars. 
Blue line represents maximum height of historic tree scars. 
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Although all stratigraphic core data were considered, only cores lying along the channel centerline are presented for the purpose of simpli fication. 
See Appendix P for detailed graphic logs. 
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Although all stratigraphic core data were considered, only cores lying along the channel centerline are presented for the purpose of simplification. 
See Appendix P for detailed graphic logs. 
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Figure 2.10 Ice Jam Model Results at 8:30am - March 28 
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Figure 2.11 Ice Jam Profile at 8:30 am - March 28 
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Figure 2.12 Simulated Ice Jam Thickness Distribution at 8:30 am - March 28 
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Figure 2.13 Predicted Ice Jam Thickness in Vicinity of T16 at 8:30 am - March 28 
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Figure 2.14 Pred icted Water Depth Under Ice Jam at 8 :30 am - March 28 
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Figure 2.15 Predicted Current Velocity Under Ice Jam Near T16 at 8:30 am - March 28 

Hour 26:00:00 
T17 

T16 

T15 

T14 

T13 

Water Velocity (m/s) 

2 
1.8 
1.6 
1.4 
1.2 
1 Water Velocity 
0.8 

1 m/s 0.6 
0.4 
0.2 

0 
0.1 
0 

Alcoa Inc. Page 15 of 51 April2009 



J--·..1·-·-~.J"- ~-!lrr.i~ • - .. -ll.o·-· . ...__....__ ..-~.. ... "~. . . - - . . . . 

Figure 2.17 Ice Jam Model Results 15 minutes after Ice Jam Release (12:45 am- March 29) 
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Figure 2.18 Ice Jam Model Results 30 minutes after Ice Jam Release (1 :00 am - March 29) 

Hour 42:30:00 

60 10 

Top of ice 9 
Bottom of ice 

55 W.S. elevation 8 
Bed elevation 
Water velocity 

7 - (i) E 50 6 -- E 
t:: -0 5 z. .. 
«< 'i3 
> 

45 4 ..Q 
~ Q) 
w > 

3 

40 2 

35 
10 5 00 

Distance (km) 

Alcoa Inc. Page 17 of 51 April 2009 



-E 
c 
0 
~ 
~ 
> 

.9:! 
w 

E -c 
0 

";p 
~ 

> 
.9:! 
w 

Alcoa Inc. 

Figure 2.19 Ice Jam Model Results at 8:30 am - March 29 
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Figure 2.20 Ice Jam Model Results at 6:30 pm - March 29 
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Figure 2.21 Ice Jam Model Results at 4:30 am- March 30 
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Figure 3.30 Ice Jam Profile with a Downstream Water Level Decrease of 0.5 m 
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Figure 3.31 Ice Jam Profile Near T16 with a Downstream Water Level Decrease of 0.5 m 
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Figure 3.32 Simulated Water Velocity Distribution Under Ice Jam with a 
Downstream Water Decrease of 0.5 m 
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APPENDIX II – a:  COPIES OF COMMENT LETTERS SUBMITTED 

 DURING THE COMMENT PERIOD 
 
 
 

The copies of the comment letters received during the comment period are provided as a separate 
attachment to this Record of Decision.  
  



Grasse River PRAP comments 
Jacob Terrance 
to: 
Y oun:g Chang, Pietro Mannino 
11129/2012 01:45PM 
Cc: 

Page 1 of2 

"'Ken Jock"', "'Privitera, John J."', '"John D. Ciampa"', "'Jessica Jock"', "'Barbara Tarbell"', 
"'Ron Lafrance"', "'Paul Thompson"', "'Randy Hart"', "'Eric Thompson"', "'Shelley Jacobs"', 
"'Michael Conners"' 
Hide Details 
From: "Jacob Terrance" <jacob.terrance@srmt-nsn.gov> Sort List... 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA, Pietro Mannino/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Cc: '"Ken Jock"' <ken.jock@srmt-nsn.gov>, "'Privitera, John J."' 
<PRIVITERA@mltw.com>, '"Johri D. Ciampa"' <jciampa@spectraenv.com>, "'Jessica 
Jock'" <j essica.j ock@srmt -nsn.gov>, "'Barbara Tarbell'" <barbara. tarbell@srmt -nsn.gov>, 
"'Ron Lafrance"' <ron.lafrance@srmt-nsn.gov>, "'Paul Thompson"' <paul.thompson@srmt
nsn.gov>, '"Randy Hart"' <randy.hart@srmt-nsn.gov>, "'Eric Thompson"' 
<eric.thompson@srmt-nsn.gov>, "'Shelley Jacobs"' <shelley.jacobs@srmt-nsn.gov>, 
'"Michael Conners"' <michael.conners@srmt-nsn.gov> 

History: This message has been forwarded. 
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She:kon Young, 

Attached to this email is copy ofthe Tribe's comments on the Grasse River proposed plan .. 
Also attached are: 

1) Sept. 7 letter with August 2012 PRAP comments 
2) Sept. 7 comment letter 
3) Sept. 111etter to the Sec. of Indian Affairs 
4) EPA Memo from Hobbs-Straus 
5) Sept. 20 comment letter 
6) Technical letter from Spectra 
7) NRDA DVD (available in hard copy only) 

Niawen, 

Jacob Terrance 
Alcoa Superfund Oversight Specialist 

. (P): 518-358-5937 ext 135 
(F): 518-358-6252 
St. Regis Mohawk Tribe Environment Division 
412 State Route 37. 
Akwesasne, NY 13655 

Page 2 of2 
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St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 

November 29, 2012 

Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 · 

Re: Grasse River Superfund Site Proposed ~emedial Action Plan 

She:kon/Greetings Young: 

Chief Randy Hart 
Chief Ron LaFrance Jr. 

Chief Paul 0. Thompson 
Sub-Chief Shelley Jacobs 

Sub-ChiefMichael L. Conners 
Sub-Chief Eric Thompson 

.The Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe (SRMT/the Tribe) is pleased to submit these comments 
regarding the Grasse River September 2012 Proposed Remedial Action Plan (proposed plan). 
The previous comment letters (see attachments) have stated our concerns with the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEP A) proposed plan for remediating the Grasse River on 
the Akwesasne Mohawk Reservation. As stated in the previous letters SRMT strongly believes 
that by not performing any main channel dredging, the proposed plan is not a truly protective or 
permanent remedy. The Tribe believes that capping must be relied on as a secondary measure 
after dredging has taken place (see section August 2012 PRAP of Sept. 7 comment letter). 
SRMT is doubtful that the uniformity required to construct an effective protective armor cap will 
be achieved due to the depths at which it must be placed (see section August 2012 PRAP of Sept. 
7 comment letter). This letter adds further comments to those that submitted by the SRMT and 
our Environment Division. We respectfully request that all of our comments are reconsidered 
and responded to. 

As an initial matter, the SRMT officially requests a delay in the EPA'S Decision for at least 6 
months. SRMT requests this delay to allow EPA the time necessary to evaluate additional 
information regarding all dredging methods and containment combinations. Alcoa has had over 
twenty years to study the river and analyze data to justifY capping of contaminated river 
sediments while the SRMT and other government agencies, and communities have had only two 
months to analyze and comment on the proposed plan. The tribe believes that a different method 
or methods of dredging and containment will be more effective than the previously practiced 
method in the 2005 ROPS. It is during this extension that Alcoa should investigate and present 
their full findings to USEP A and SRMT along with New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and the other 
agencies. 

Helping Build A Better Tomorrow 

160778 

1111111111111111111111111111111111111111 

412 State Route 37 
Akwesasne, New York 13655 

Phone: 518-358-2272 



Additional information has already been requested by EPA in the "Addendum to July 2012 
Analysis of Alternatives Report- Grasse River Study Area:" 

- (pg. 4) 5. "The attached July 12 Alcoa AofA Report lacks sufficient information 
regarding habitat assessment, reconstruction, and monitoring." The extension should 
be sufficient time for Alcoa to present all the data in order to satisfy the lack of 
information as previously stated. 

- (pg. 5) 6. "EPA and New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
· (NYSDEC) disagreed with some line items of the cost estimates provided for the 
alternatives, believing that the costs listed for several of these line items were too 
high, particularly for the alternatives that included more significant amounts of 
dredging, and that these line items significantly impacted the overall estimate for 
those alternatives." Alcoa could use this time to further refine a more realistic cost 
estimation and remedial action length table along with new information regarding other 
dredging and containment techniques. As cost is a factor that the USEP A is required to 
consider, any decision based on the information currently provided would be a guess, at 
best. 

- (pg. 5) 7. "EPA disagrees with Alcoa's suggestion in the July 12 Alcoa AofA Report 
that dredging is not an appropriate component of a Site remedy ... " Although the 
USEPA believes that dredging will only be effective for the near-shore, perhaps a new 
dredging and containment method could prove to be more effective and efficient for the 
main channel as well and therefore enable a more protective and permanent remedy. 

SRMT believes that the addition and evaluation of the requested information is necessary in 
order for the USEPA to fully evaluate the alternatives presented and has the potential to alter the 
ROD and therefore must be analyzed and presented before the ROD can be finalized. 

In order to demonstrate the validity and efficacy of dredging as a remedial alternative please 
consider the following information. In the Hudson River, another Superfund Site that utilized 
dredging, the remedial action started in May 2009. In 2009, the amount dredged was estimated 
to be 270,000 cubic yards. In 2011, 363,000 cubic yards were dredged as well. In 2012, 650,000 
cubic yards were also dredged. The total amount dredged for those three years is about 1.3 
million cubic yards. That amount is comparable to the 1.5 million cubic yards that is targeted for 
Alternative 10 in the Grasse River proposed plan. However, in the Grasse River proposed plan, 
the 1.5 million cubic yards dredging in the 7.2 mile stretch of river is slated to take about 18 
years to complete. Obviously the amount of debris does play a role in the rate of dredging but 
debris is not specifically unique to the Grasse River and it was most certainly encountered in the 
Hudson River. 

In the Ashtabula River, 500,000 cubic yards of sediment was dredged in one season in 2009. The 
Reynolds Metals dredging project successfully removed contaminated sediments from the St. 
Lawrence River using mechanical dredging. During the 2005 Remedial Options Pilot Study 
(ROPS), dredging and containment measures were investigated to a limited degree. The main 
method used was horizontal auger dredging with some mechanical dredging with silt curtains. 



The Tribe feels that all methods of dredging with accompanying containment measures must be 
more fully investigated in order to decide on a method or combination of methods that will 
enable main channel dredging. 

In the September 2012 proposed plan, in order to give a more historically accurate and complete 
picture of Alcoa's previous actions, the following language change is proposed: In the column on 
the right on page 2, the second to last sentence in the first paragraph should read: "The Site poses 
an increased risk to human health and the environment due to the illegal and irresponsible 
release of hazardous substances into the Grasse River. According to a July 12, 1991 New York 
Times article, Alcoa agreed to pay $7.5 million dollars for "improperly possessing, transporting 
and disposing of hazardous waste" and "endangering the environment." This criminal action 
resulted in the presence of PCB contamination in Grasse River sediment 

EPA has agreed to designate the Grasse River site as a potential Environmental Justice Site for 
consideration in remedial decision-making. The delay in decision making on the PRAP should 
be used to confirm the EJ designation before a decision is made on this site since the Mohawk 
community will be the most directly and seriously affected minority community. EPA's draft 
policy on Enviromnental Justice for Tripes and Indigenous People states, 

"The EPA defines environmental justice as: 
the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national 

origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of 

environmental laws, regulations, and policies. " 

We are asking for the fair treatment and meaningful involvement EPA defines as environmental 

justice. 

In the view of the SRMT and the broader Akwesasne community, "Environmental Justice" 
means that when a clear environmental injustice is identified, as here, EPA must take action to 
correct the injustice. Just as, in an ordinary case of illegal disposal ofhazardous waste, EPA 
requires the polluter to clean up the waste as part of the resolution of the case, ALCOA's illegal 
pollution ofthe Grasse River must require removal of the hazardous waste from the river if 
environmental justice is to be achieved. 

The finding that Akwesasne is an environmental justice community must necessarily change the 
course of decision making if EPA's Environmental Justice Policy is to have any meaning. It is 
simply unfair and unjust to the Akwesasne community to give ALCOA the financial benefit of 
their illegality, particularly when that illegal behavior saved the company millions of dollars in 
proper disposal costs and the past corporate behavior continues to carry such a devastating 

ecological and cultural consequence. Equity can only be gained by a complete cleanup. 

Meaningful environmental justice policy must also breathe life in to the long term; detailed 

ecological and cultural restoration plan designed and agreed upon among the NRD Trustees by 
guarding against any risk that the proposed remedy of a thin sand cap ever fail. Nothing in the 
PRAP provides this level of confidence. An environmental justice community such as 



. ' ' 

Akwesasne is entitled to a complete, permanent remedy, as CERCLA requires, to protect against 
an unforeseen event in the millennia to come that could expose old PCB' s to biota to any 
degree. The contamination must be removed from the river to ensure the hope of long term 
natural resource restoration. 

The Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe is lead administrator for the St. Lawrence Environmental Trustee 
Council, "the Trustees" which includes the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
the United States Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service, and New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation. The Trustee goal is to protect and restore the 
ecosystem and its services to compensate the general public and tribal community for injuries 
resulting from releases of hazardous materials. 

The Federal, State and Tribal trust resources that have been injured by releases of hazardous 
material include but are not limited to, lands, sediment/benthos, flora and fauna, water, birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, fish, mammals and/or their associated habitats and services provided by 
these natural resources. 

The Trustees have identified candidate restoration projects for the St. Lawrence watershed 
including the Grasse River. Restoration projects must be designed to restore, enhance, create, 
and/or otherwise acquire the equivalent of injured resources and services. The SRMT believes 
the uncertainties associated with EPA's preferred remedy and the potential for recontamination 
of sediments will hinder Trustee implementation of any restoration for the Grass River on behalf 

of the public. 

The implementation of traditional cultural practices among the community of Akwesasne is also 
at risk with the chosen remedy. The historical release of hazardous materials has severely 

impaired the traditional resource harvesting practices by Mohawks in the Grasse River area. As 
a result, the community as a whole has been denied the ability to provide their families with 
healthy foods; denied the ability to fulfill traditional obligations toward the land, waters, plants 
and animals; and denied the ability to pass on practical, theoretical, philosophical and linguistic 
knowledge of what it means to be Mohawk. To restore this relationship and connection to the 
Grasse River and its resources, it is intended that Mohawks will revive this traditional knowledge 
through a mentoring project that utilizes key individuals to teach other committed Mohawks 
various harvesting practices over a sustained period of interaction on the land. It would be 
detrimental and demoralizing to Akwesasne community to have invested the time and 
commitment then suffer a potential resuspension of contamination in the Grasse River. 

To demonstrate the devastating effects already endured by the Mohawks of Akwesasne from the 

release of hazardous substances, the SRMT attached a short informative video "Cultural Impact 

Assessment". The video presents a summary of research conducted and encourages public 
involvement in the cultural restoration component. See enclosed video. 



. . . 

SRMT truly appreciates the opportunity to comment on the September 2012 proposed plan and 
thanks the USEP A for their consideration of these comments. 

Niawen/Thank you, 

CC: Walter Mugdan, EPA Region 2 
Pietro Mam1ino, EPA Region 2 
Douglas Fischer, EPA Region 2 
Doug Garbarini, EPA Region 2 

Enc: Sept. 7 letter with August 2012 PRAP comments 
Sept. 7 comment letter 
Sept. 11 letter to Sec. of Indian Affairs 
EPA Memo from Hobbs-Straus 
Sept. 20 comment letter 
NRDA DVD (hard copy only) 
Technical Letter from Spectra 

&La.~~ Chief Paul OOTh;;on 
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Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe 
Environment Division 

September 7, 2012 

Mr. Walter Mugdan, Director 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 2- Emergency and Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway, 161

h Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Re: Grasse River Superfund Site 
Remediation alternatives Analysis 

She:kon/Greetings Mr. Mugdan: 

Ken Jock, 
Director 

As you are aware, the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe (SRMT) previously provided you comments on 
EPA's August 2012 Draft PRAP for the Grasse River Site. In that letter, we expressed our 
concern about EPA's preferred remedy (Alternative 6), which would include dredging of the 
sediment located in the Near Shore and capping of the Main Channel. Since this proposed 
remedy only permanently removes about 7% of the impacted sediment in the project site and the 
river is subject to unpredictable ice scour events, SRMT believes that the selected remedy must 
include dredging of the Main Channel. Without Main Channel dredging, the vast majority of 
PCB impacted sediment will remain in the river and be subject to potential remobilization from 
future ice scour events. While Alcoa has proposed an armored cap to resist ice scour, SRMT 
believes that this only provides a false sense of security. The ice scour events are not well 
understood and unpredictable. The 2003 ice jam at transect T16 resulted in the mobilization of 
32,000 cy of sediment in a single, dynamic event that most likely occurred in only a few hours. 
Scour depths of up to 5 feet were measured and sediment was transported at least 4,000 feet 
downstream. While Alcoa has presented a conceptual design for an armored cap to protect 
against ice erosion, SRMT is fearful that this cap cannot be placed effectively through water 
depths that can exceed 15 feet. Nor was it conclusively established that it will withstand the 
extreme erosive forces. Because of this, it is only prudent to remove as much sediment as 
possible to minimize recontamination and future releases of PCBs to the water column and fish. 

While we recognize that Main Channel dredging will not be easy or inexpensive, we believe that 
it provides the best long term solution. Certainly the interest of SRMT and the greater 
community is not well served by a remedy that does not include Main Channel dredging. 
Leaving 93% of the PCB sediment in the river presents a significant future risk of 
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Mr. Walter Mugdan, USEP A September 7, 2012 Page2 

recontamination that would require additional site characterization, engineering evaluation, and 
further remediation. The monetary cost of such activities is difficult to quantify and was not 
considered by Alcoa or EPA. 

In addition to the need for Main Channel dredging, SRMT also believes that the capping design 
below transect T21 should be improved. As presented in our previous correspondence to you 
(date), there is evidence that sediment is not stable throughout this entire section of the river. 
Below T21, Alcoa has proposed to utilize a 12-inch thick cap composed of a sand/topsoil 
mixture. Since sediment cores indicate that coarse grain deposits are present to at least transect 
T46, SRMT believes that the proposed design should be improved to mitigate episodic high 
energy events. Although Alcoa should be responsible for completing a thorough engineering 
evaluation in this area, we recommend that a six-inch thick gravel layer be placed on top of the 
12-inch sand/topsoil cap below T21. It appears that this cap enhancement should extend at least 
to transect T46, but additional sediment cores should be collected to more clearly establish a 
downstream limit. 

SRMT appreciates your consideration of these ·suggestions and we are certainly available to 
discuss them in the near future. 

· - Skennen/Peace, 

Ken Jock 

CC: Young Chang, EPA Region 2 
Pietro Mannino, EPA Region 2 
Douglas Fischer, EPA Region 2 
Doug Garbarini, EPA Region 2 



St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 

September 7, 2012 

Walter Mugdan, Director 
Emergency and Remedial Resource Division 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region2 
290 Broadway 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Dear Mr. Mugdan: 

Chief Randy Hart 
Chief Ron LaFrance Jr. 

Chief Paul 0. Thompson 
Sub-Chief Shelley Jacobs 

Sub-Chief Michael L. Conners 
Sub-Chief Eric Thompson 

The Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe is in the process of reviewing the draft Proposed Plan for the 
Grasse River Superfund Site, and we require additional time to prepare for consultation with 
EPA about some concerns with language used in the draft. We understand that a deadline of 
Sept. 7 for submitting technical comments was communicated to the Tribe's staff. However, we 
are concerned that the Proposed Plan does not properly address the status of the Tribe and its 
reservation with regard to the Grasse River, and we want to have a chance to fully communicate 
and consult with your office before the Proposed Plan is finalized. There are some important 
principles about the sovereign status of the Tribe and its treaty rights that we believe need to be 
fully discussed and reflected in the Proposed Plan. 

We request that the consultation be delayed for approximately 30 days so that the Tribe may 
submit additional comments into the record and the Departments of Justice (DOJ) and Interior 
(DOl) can be asked to provide information on the points discussed below before we meet and 
prior to publishing the Proposed Plan. 

In that vein, the Tribe also requests that the EPA formally seek the views of the Department of 
the Interior who are tasked with protecting tribal lands and resources. The Secretary of the 
Interior is generally given deference on the determination of tribal sovereignty and land interests 
and, based on our discussions with the DOl, we understand that EPA Region 2 has failed to 
contact or otherwise coordinate with the Secretary of the Interior on this question. The Secretary 
has already taken positions regarding the Tribe's reservation and the interpretation of the Sherrill 
case as it applies to this analysis. The Tribe requests that EPA defer to the DOl positions which 
have also been asserted in litigation by the Department of Justice. 

Helping Build A Better Tomorrow 
412 State Route 37 

Akwesasne, New York 13655 
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We have examined the record of communications up to this point, and we believe 
that we have failed to present clear and convincing information on two primary 
issues: I) the Reservation status of the Grasse River meadows, and 2) the status 
of the Tribe's PCB sediment standard as a relevant and appropriate requirement. 
We have asked our attorneys to prepare a thorough review of these important 
issues and to prepare detailed comments for your information. Some of the 
information is briefly discussed below. 

So as not to delay the process, we are attaching the Tribe's technical comments on 
the draft PRAP. We will however, provide further suggested edits with our 
detailed comments that directly address the issues discussed below. 

The first issue concerns the reservation status of the Grasse River meadows 
bordering the Grasse River. It is important for EPA to recognize that the meadows 
bordering the Grasse River were specifically reserved by Treaty of 1796, and 
have reservation status. As we understand it, the EPA regards the "Akwesasne 
Reservation" as referred to in the draft PRAP, as those lands set aside in the 1796 
Treaty that are currently undisputed as reservation land. 

The 1796 Treaty states, in part: 

" ... that there shall be reserved, to be applied to the use of the Indians of 
the said village of St. Regis, in like manner as the said tract is to remain 
reserved, a tract of one mile square, at each of the said mills, and with the 
meadows on both sides of the said Grass river from the said mill thereon, 
to its confluence with the river St. Lawrence." 

Thus, it is important for the Proposed Plan to recognize that the meadows on both 
sides of the Grasse River are lands that were set aside for the Tribe by Treaty and 
are still part of the Tribe's reservation, "in a like manner" as the lands of the 
Akwesasne Reservation. 

It is true that the Tribe has an existing land claim for land along the Grasse River 
that is being pursued, not only by the Tribe, but also the United States. While the 
Grasse River lands were sold to the State in the 1800's, that sale was not approved 
by the Federal Government under the Nonintercourse Act. 25 U.S.C. § 177. But 
well-established case law has found such lands in similar circumstances were not 
legally acquired and still retain reservation status. See e.g., Oneida Indian Nation 
v. Madison County, 665 F.3d 408, 444 (2d Cir. 2011). 

We will show in our detailed comments that the United States has consistently 
taken the position that the Tribe's 1796 reservation has never been diminished and 
that the boundaries established by that treaty still exist. The DOJ and the DOl 
Office of the Solicitor agree with the Tribe with regard to the reservation status of 
the lands on both sides of the Grasse River. That is, the land is still within 
original reservation boundaries. 



To be clear, the purpose of this discussion is to request that EPA's Proposed Plan 
properly identify the Grasse River meadows as reserved land, not just reserved 
resources. The Tribe is not asking EPA to make a finding of Tribal jurisdiction 
over these lands. Instead, EPA is asking that the Proposed Plan, in the last 
paragraph of the Site Description (bottom of p. 3), properly describe the 
meadows, and we will provide our suggested language separately. The principle 
that is important to the Tribe is that EPA properly recognize, in the Proposed 
Plan, the reservation status of the meadows, consistent with the positions of DOJ 
and DOL 

A second issue concerns how the Proposed Plan addresses the status of water 
quality standards for PCBs in sediments that have been promulgated by the Tribe 
and approved by EPA. After EPA granted "treatment as a state" status to the 
Tribe under the Clean Water Act, it approved the Tribe's water quality standards 
promulgated by the Tribe by letter dated Sept. 14, 2007. The standards approved 
by EPA include a standard for PCBs in sediments, which is 0.1 mg/kg. The draft 
Proposed Plan labels this standard as "to be considered" rather than an ARAR. 
We appreciate that the Plan establishes a stringent standard for fish tissue that 
reflects the fish consumption patterns of Tribal members. We also recognize that 
the Tribe's other water quality standards would not be considered ARARs 
because there are other federal and state standards that are more stringent than the 
Tribe's, as communicated in a letter from Mr. Mugdan dated Sept. 28, 2011. 

However, the Tribe believes that its sediment standard for PCBs should be 
considered an ARAR, as a "relevant and appropriate" standard. It has been clear 
since the 1990 amendments to the National Contingency Plan that properly 
promulgated tribal standards are treated as ARARs consistently with State 
requirements. 55 FR 8741 (March 8, 1990); ARARs Q's & A's, Q7, OSWER 
9234.201/FS-A; and Contaminated Sediment Remediation Guidance for 
Hazardous Waste Sites, Sec. 3.3, OSWER 9355.0-85. 

The sediment standards are relevant and appropriate for the cleanup of the 
sediments in the bed and banks of the Grasse River because Tribal members use 
the waters of the Grasse River in the same manner as they use water bodies on the 
Akwesasne Reservation and other nearby water bodies. While the Tribe is not at 
this time asserting that its standards are "applicable" for the cleanup of the river 
bed, we believe that the Tribe's sediment standards address a situation that is 
similar to that found at the Akwesasne Reservation. As noted in the Treaty, the 
Grasse River meadows were reserved to be used "in like manner" as the main 
reservation. 

The Tribal members have historically fished in all the water ways in the area, and 
there is a great deal of information that shows Tribal members have traditionally 
fished in the Grasse River. We believe that Tribal members who would consume 



fish from the Grasse River should be protected in the same way as Tribal 
members who consume fish from water bodies on the Akwesasne Reservation and 
other nearby rivers. We also note that in the draft Proposed Plan, EPA agrees 
with the Tribe that risks to Tribal members are at issue in the Grasse River 
cleanup by establishing a more stringent fish tissue level to be reached. 

Still, we recognize that the Tribe's PCB sediment standard would be difficult, if 
not impossible, to meet in the Grasse River. Therefore, it may be necessary for 
EPA to decide that it is technically impracticable to achieve the Tribe's PCB 
sediment standards. The draft Proposed Plan already includes technical 
impracticability waivers for two New York State standards. The Tribe would 
like the Grasse River sediments to be cleaned to meet the Tribe's standards, and 
for the cleanup to allow for unrestricted fishing in those waters. However, we 
recognize that may not happen in the near future. We can accept an EPA decision 
that would waive the Tribe's sediment standard as an ARAR based technical 
impracticability. The principle that is important to the Tribe is that EPA 
recognize that the Tribe's validly promulgated and EPA-approved PCB sediment 
standard is an ARAR at the Grasse River Superfund Site, as a relevant and 
appropriate standard. 

We recognize that EPA in anxious to issue the Proposed Plan and proceed with 
the cleanup. The Tribe is requesting that EPA provide a little more time for the 
Tribe to prepare comments and meet so that the Proposed Plan when issued will 
be as accurate as possible ami will properly recognize the status of the Tribe. 

To that end, Rich McAllister, one of our attorneys from Hobbs, Straus who is 
assisting in this matter will be contacting you to have a preliminary discussion 
regarding these concerns. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Young Chang, Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2 

Doug Fischer, Counsel 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2 

~~~~ Paul 6. Thompson, hief 
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Washington, DC 20240 
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Solicitor 
Office of the Solicitor 
Department ofthe Interior 
1849 C Street, NW, Mail Stop 6415 
Washington, DC 20240 

Patrice Kunesh 
Deputy Solicitor 
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Department of the Interior 
1 R49 C Street, NW, Mail Stop 6415 
Washington, DC 20240 
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ST. REGIS MOHAWK TRIBE, TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT (AUGUST 2012) SUPERFUND PROPOSED PLAN (PRAP) 

GRASSE RIVER SITE 
9/7/12 

The Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe (SRMT) appreciates this opportunity to provide technical 
comments on EPA's draft of the PRAP for the Grasse River Superfund Site. We recognize the 
effort that EPA has put forth in reviewing Alcoa's site-related information and developing this 
proposed plan. SRMT concurs with EPA's desire to dredge sediment from the entire Near Shore 
area of the Lower Grasse River (transects Tl through T72). However, SRMT strongly believes 
that the remedy selected by EPA does not adequately address the Main Channel sediment areas, 
which contain the overwhelming majority of PCB-impacted sediment. As summarized in the 
table on page 17 of the Draft PRAP, the Near Shore area contains 108,700 cubic yards (cy) of 
sediment impacted by PCBs at a concentration of 1 part per million (ppm) or greater. In contrast, 
the Main Channel contains about 1.554 million cy of sediment impacted by PCBs at the 
equivalent 1 ppm concentration. As such, EPA's preferred remedy (Alternative 6), only 

·proposes to remove a very small fraction (less then 7%) of the impacted sediment. 

While SRMT recognizes that EPA's selected remedy will address the Main Channel sediment 
with a cap, we believe that there is a high degree of uncertainty associated with the permanence 
and protectiveness of a capping-only remedy. This uncertainty is primarily related to the ability 
to effectively place the capping materials in an underwater riverine environment and, more 
importantly, to the lack of understanding of the erosive forces associated with ice jams in the 
river. 

Based upon previous pilot dredging efforts during the ROPS and NTCRA, SRMT recognizes 
that dredging in the Main Channel will not always achieve the sediment cleanup objective of 1 
ppm at all locations. Because of this, we agree that a capping component will be necessary in 
both the Near Shore and Main Channel areas. However, SRMT believes that the capping 
component should generally be considered a "secondary" remedy to be utilized after best efforts 
have been made to remove the impacted sediment through dredging. Mass removal of 
contamination from the river is the preferred remedy to reduce risk of future mobilization of 
PCBs into the environment. There are a number of concerns associated with the wide-scale 
implementation of cap placement through the water column in a river setting. Included are 
concerns about the uniformity of cap thickness, stability of the cap in steep-sloped areas, and the 
ability to place an effective armored cap that would require the "dumping" of cobbles onto a 
previously placed sand/topsoil layer. Although an armored cap was installed during the ROPS 
project in 2005, it was difficult to assess its effectiveness since physical samples could not be 
collected through the armored layer. As indicated on page 47 of the A of A Report (July 2012), 
only about 35% of the upstream portion of the armored cap area achieved the design thickness, 
while only 23% of the downstream cap area achieved the target thickness. 
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Suggested PRAP Revisions 

Requirement for Main Channel Dredging - As indicated above, the vast majority of PCB 
sediment in the Lower Grasse River is present within the Main Channel. While EPA proposes to 
address these areas by capping alone, SRMT does not believe this goes far enough in developing 
a long-term permanent remedy that reduces the availability of PCB to the biota and water 
column. The need for additional sediment removal is necessary due to significant uncertainties 
associated with the site conceptual model and the physical limitations of effectively placing caps 
through the water column. As such, SRMT believes that Alternatives 9 and I 0 are superior 
compared to EPA's preliminary selection of Alternative 6. SRMT's preferred alternatives 
include the complete removal of impacted Near Shore sediment consistent with EPA's 
recommendation, but with the addition of dredging from the Main Channel. 

SRMT recognizes that sediment dredging in the Main Channel may temporarily cause PCB 
concentrations to increase in the water column and biota due to resuspension during the dredging 
program. However, we believe that the permanent removal of PCBs from the system outweighs 
the short-term risk of this increase. In addition, it is important to recognize that Alcoa's model 
projections of the future remedy effectiveness (page ES-15, A of A Report, July 2012) does not 
include potential impacts from an ice-scour event. It also assumes that the capping materials can 
be successfully placed as designed. These serious shortcomings limit the usefulness of the 
modeling projections. 

With respect to ice scour, it has only been recently learned that this is the most dramatic and 
significant mechanism by which sediment is eroded and transported. In fact, in a prior version of 
the Analysis of Alternatives Report (June 2002), Alcoa made no mention whatsoever of ice scour 
and ice jams. This prior report was prepared after I 0 years of studies and collection of more than 
3,500 environmental samples. In that report, Alcoa claims that they had a "comprehensive 
understanding of the river" (page 2, Executive Summary) and in the listing of Key Findings 
(page 3, Executive Summary), Alcoa also stated that "buried sediments are isolated and 
sequestered and expected to remain stable." It was not until 2003 that Alcoa realized that the 
erosive forces associated with ice jams could scour up to 5 feet of sediment from the riverbed. In 
spring 2003, a sand cap placed by Alcoa that was intended to isolate PCBs was completely 
eroded by an ice event and deeper PCB sediments, believed to be "sequestered", were scoured 
and transported downstream. Alcoa estimates that about 32,000 cy of material was scoured in 
that single event. 

Since the 2003 ice jam, additional studies have been conducted to better assess this phenomenon 
and understand its potential impacts to remedial alternatives in the river. However, SRMT is not 
fully confident that there is an adequate understanding of ice jams and resultant scour forces in 
the Main Channel to rely solely on capping as a long-term remedial solution. Specifically, the 
studies to date leave doubt with regard to the downstream limit of ice jam formation, the 
magnitude of the scour forces, and the lateral extent to which erosion occurs. 
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Specific Technical Concerns 

Ice Jams 

1. Frequency and Extent - As previously indicated, prior to the 2003 event at transect T16, 
Alcoa was not aware that ice jams occurred in the river even though they had been studying 
the river for more than 10 years. Subsequent to this event, research has indicated that 6 jams 
are believed to have occurred in the past 40-50 years. In addition, meteorological conditions 
suggest that 5 other events could have occurred in that time period but no physical evidence 
confirmed this (Addendum to the CCLGR, April 2009). To better understand the 
downstream extent of the occurrence of ice jams, Alcoa primarily relied upon physical 
evidence of tree scars along the edge of the river. As indicated in Figure 4-2 of the CCLGR 
Addendum, tree scars were observed along the edge of the river as far downstream as 
transect T49. However, in Alcoa's judgment, it is not believed that tree scars below T16 
were related to ice-jam events. In their opinion, these scars were attributable to sheet-ice 
floes rather than jams based on the lower elevation of the scar. While this is one theory, it is 
certainly not definitive proof that ice jams don't occur below T16. It may suggest that the 
magnitude of the jams is less in this section of the river but jams could occur and produce 
higher erosive forces than currently anticipated. Higher erosive forces would most likely 
effect caps below T21 since no armoring is proposed in these areas. It is interesting to 
consider whether the scars below T21 could be related to the 5 other ice-jam events that may 
have occurred based upon meteorological conditions. 

2. Erosive Force of Jams - In observing the effects of the 2003 ice-jam event, it is readily 
apparent that erosive forces associated with jams and the subsequent release, are dramatically 
more significant than 100-500 year flood events in the river. According to Alcoa's analysis, 
a maximum scour depth of 5 feet was observed in 2003. In contrast to this, it is estimated 
that a 500-year open flow flood event would only erode the top few millimeters of the Main 
Channel sediment. To better understand the erosive forces associated with ice jams, Alcoa 
utilized a series of complicated models that required a large number of assumptions. The 
results indicated that turbulent flow beneath the ice jam produced much higher effective 
bottom shear stresses than would be predicted by a more standard transport model such as 
DynaRICE. The studies also indicated that the turbulent kinetic energy was very sensitive to 
the assumed geometry at the bottom of the ice jam in relationship to the profile of the river 
bed. Although this modeling effort has been utilized to design an armored cap for the 
project, SRMT believes that there is significant uncertainty associated with the understanding 
of ice jam geometry and resulting turbulent flow beneath the jams. In addition to this 
concern, it cannot be ruled out that the bottom of the ice jam itself will actually extend into 
the river sediment resulting in direct physical contact and gouging of the sediment. Certainly 
the armored cap could not withstand this type of "plowing" force. Although Alcoa maintains 
that "ice-grounding" did not occur at T16 in the 2003, modeling studies of ice jams 
(Appendix Q, CCLGR Addendum, April 2009) indicate that it could have occurred. Section 
2.1.3 of Appendix Q states that "In the vicinity of the toe, the jam was predicted to be 
partially grounded at the toe." This ice-grounding phenomenon is depicted on Figures 2.11 
and 2.14. 
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Cap Placement 

3. Sediment Stability Downstream of 1'21 -As currently envisioned, the PRAP proposes to 
utilize armored caps above transect T21 to better withstand erosive forces related to ice jams. 
The caps in this section of the river have a proposed thickness of 25 inches, including an 
upper layer of gravellcobbles. Below T21, the proposed cap is 12 inches thick and comprised 
of a sand/topsoil mixture. In this lower section of the river, Alcoa maintains that sediments 
are not subject to ice-related impacts and that current velocities are low enough that the sand
size particles within the proposed cap will be stable. SRMT has previously raised the 
concern that the erosive effects of ice jams may extend below T21. As we have previously 
indicated, bathymetry analysis suggests that between 0.5 and 1 foot of erosion may have 
occurred down to transect T34 and lower as a result of the 2003 ice-jam event (Figure ES-
3C, A of A Report, July 2012). Although Alcoa has dismissed this data in the past, sediment 
core data from this lower section of the river indicates that there are periodic high energy 
events as evidenced by coarse sand and gravel layers intermixed with fmer grained silt and 
clay deposits. These coarser high energy zones, which were observed at cores located in the 
vicinity of T35, T37, and T46 also contained elevated PCB concentrations. Although Alcoa 
initially claimed that these deposits may have been related to dredge residuals related to the 
deepening of the Lower Grasse River, EPA's consultant (Dr. Dave Richardson, Tetra Tech) 
supports the position that the sediments have been subject to a "flood event that mobilized 
sand" and that the "layer post dates the PCB contamination" and is "unlikely due to 
dredging." These data are critical since they establish that water velocities in this reach of 
the river are high enough to mobilize gravel-sized particles. Two cores near T35 contain 40 
- 50% gravel. It is also interesting to note that these cores are generally located in the 
vicinity of tree scars observed at T42, T43, and T49. This evidence raises serious concerns 
about the site conceptual model and the predicted long-term stability of the proposed caps 
belowT21. 

4. As indicated in comment 3 above, SRMT is concerned about sediment stability below 1'21 
because of the presence of sand and gravel layers within several cores collected at T35, T37 
and T46. Two of the cores at T35 contain 40-50% gravel, which indicates that water 
velocities were periodically high enough to transport gravel sized particles downstream of 
T21. Based on this evidence, it is doubtful that a cap composed of a sand/topsoil mix will be 
stable. As such SRMT, requests that the PRAP clearly state that enhancements to the cap be 
required downstream of T21 to address higher energy flows. At a minimum, the enhanced 
cap should extend between T21 and T46. 

5. Need for "Re-opener" Language- All river systems are a dynamic environment that present 
many challenges for permanent remedial solutions. However, the Lower Grasse River is 
especially unique due to the relatively frequent occurrence of ice-jam events, its physical 
setting as a tributary to a major international river, and its importance to the people of 
Akwesasne. Given the significant uncertainty associated with the conceptual site model for 
the river and the limitations associated with installing caps through the water column, SRMT 
feels strongly that very specific language be placed in the PRAP that recognizes these 
uncertainties and sets the tone for future re-evaluation of the remedy based upon monitoring 
results. SRMT does not believe that the standard CERCLA requirement for reviews at five-
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year intervals is adequate. We believe that monitoring should be conducted at a much more 
frequent interval and that any signiftcant changes in site conditions be evaluated by the 
Agencies. If site conditions indicate that the basic assumptions made by Alcoa in developing 
the remedy are flawed to such an extent that long-term performance is in question, the 
Record of Decision for the Site should be re-opened. 
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" ~~~-----------------------------------------------, 

St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 

September II, 20 I2 

Hand Delivered· 
Mr. Donal "Del" Laverdure 
Assistant Secretary for Indian Affairs (Acting) 
Office of the Assistant Secretary 
Department of the Interior 
I849 C Street, NW, Mail Stop 4I4I 
Washington, DC 20240 

Chief Randy Hart 
Chief Ron LaFrance Jr. 

Chief Paul 0. Thompson 
Sub-Chief Shelley Jacobs 

Sub-Chief Michael L. Conners 
Sub-Chief Eric Thompson 

Re: St. Regis Mohawk Tribe and Consultation with EPA Regarding Alcoa Superfund Site 

Dear Mr. Laverdure: 

Enclosed is a letter and briefing memorandum to the Environmental Protection 
Agency Region 2 regarding the Alcoa Superfund site. The EPA did not have a full briefing 
of the reservation status of the Grasse River lands from the Tribe or the Department of the 
Interior and, as a result, the agency has not given proper recognition to the Tribe's interests in 
the preparation of the remedial plan for the site. 

Based on the EPA's understanding that the site is not adjacent to or part of the Tribe's 
reservation, among other reasons, the EPA has decided in its discretion to give the Tribe's 
clean up standards "to be considered" treatment, rather than being recognized as "relevant 
and appropriate" as would be permitted and fully supported under EPA policy. 

The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe has requested that EPA consult with the Department 
regarding the status ofthe Tribe's lands along the Grasse River, which we understand EPA 
has never done. We ask the Department to support the Tribe's assertions, as laid out in the 
attached briefing memorandum, that the land along the river remains within the original 
reservation boundaries as delineated in the I796 Treaty with the Seven Nations of Canada, 7 
Stat. 55. We attach to this letter, the proposed changes the Tribe would like to see made to 
the proposed remedial action plan that would give full recognition in a way satisfactory to the 
Tribe in stating its interest in the river and its resources and the land adjacent. 

We would like to set up a meeting with the Department to discuss the EPA's position 
and our request for EPA to consult with the DOl on this matter. The EPA has set a deadline 
of September 30, 2012 to publish its proposed remedial action plan. A consultation meeting 

Helping Build A Bener Tomorrow 
412 State Route 3 7 

Akwesasne, New York 13655 
Phone: 518-358-2272 
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between the Tribe and the EPA is currently scheduled for September 21, 2012. It would be 
important to have a DOl representative at that meeting. We also hope the DOl can consult 
with EPA prior to that meeting. 

Respectfully, 

The Saint Regis Mohawk Tribal Counci 

Kc~~tJu.±-
Chief, y Hart 

cc: 

Hilary Chandler Tompkins 
Solicitor 
Office of the Solicitor 
Department of the Interior 
1849 C Street, NW, Mail Stop 6415 
Washington, DC 20240 · 

Patrice Kunesh 
Deputy Solicitor 
Office of the Solicitor 
Department of the Interior 
1849 C Street, NW, Mail Stop 6415 
Washington, DC 20240 

David Moran 
Attorney-Advisor 
Department of the Interior 
1849 C Street, NW, Mail Stop 6513 
Washington, DC 20240 



HOBBS 
STRAUS 
DEAN & 
WALKER 

:2120 l.Street, NW SIJite 700 T 202 822.!!182 ~<PB6SSTRAUs c;oM 

Washington, OC ](1037 f 202.296.8834 

September 1 J, 2012 

VIA Federal Express 
Mr. Walter Mugda~ Director 
Emergency and Regional Resources Division 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 2 
290 Broadway 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Re: Alcoa Superfund Site Draft Proposed Remedial Action Plan 

Dear Mr. Mugdan: 

We are writing on behalf of our client the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe. Our firm 
represents the Tribe in many matters including its land claim and boundary claims against the 
State of New York. The Tribe has asked us to respond to the recently provided draft PRAP. 
The Tribe also asked us to specifically to the Alcoa comments that were provided to the EPA 
in a February 8, 20 I 0 memorandum from Thomas Walsh to G. Pfeiffer, entitled "Initial 
Comments on ARAR Selection for the ROD.'' 

Our briefing memorandum is attached this letter. The Tribe has already outlined the 
issues that it has with the EPA's draft Proposed Plan in its letter of September 7, 2012. This 
briefing paper provides more specific information and legal analysis of the Tribe's position 
with respect to the meadow land adjacent to the Grasse River, land in which it holds a 
reserved treaty interest. 

The Tribe has received a copy ofthe memorandum of Sept 28,201 1 summarizing the 
meeting between EPA Region 2 and representatives of the Tribe on September 16,2010. The 
Tribal Council only learned of the existence of this memorandum and the substance of those 
discussions when that memorandum was shared with the Tribe in July of this year. The fact 
that no tribal council member was present at the September 20 I 0 meeting is troubling 
because we believe that true govenunent-to-govemment consultation should include elected 
leaders of the Tribe. We are also puzzled why it took so Long for EPA to prepare the memo 
and for the Tribe to receive it. The Council has concluded that another consultation is 
appropriate given the importance of the issue and we appreciate that you have scheduled a 
consultation September 21 in Albany, New York. 

The attached briefing memorandum addresses more fully the issues discussed in that 
meeting and in the Alcoa memo regarding the applicability of the Tribe's sediment cleanup 
standard as an ARAR. As we have argued throughout, and as more fully addressed in the 
attached briefing memo, the SRMT claims land on both sides of the River, the meadows 
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which were specifically set aside and reserved in the Tribe's Treaty of 1796. As the Tribe 
wrote in the September 7, 2012 letter, Tribal members have traditionally fished in the Grasse 
River, a traditional fishing site is located near the confluence of the Grasse River and the St. 
Lawrence River, and some Tribal members live in the meadows. While the EPA has been 
clear that the Tribe's PCB water quality standard would not apply because it is not as 
stringent as the federal and state standards, the Tribe has a PCB sediment standard while no 
other entity does. For these several reasons, the Tribe requests that EPA treat its PCB 
sediment standards as a relevant and appropriate ARAR. 

We expect that we will discuss this briefing memorandum in more detail at the 
meeting to be held in AJbany on September 21 , 2012. 

cc: Douglas Fischer, Counsel EPA 
Michele Mitchell 
Ken Jock 
John Privitera 
Rich McAllister 
David Moran 
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HO BB S 
ST RAU S 
DEAN &. 
WALKER 

.!120 L::.tr>?el , NW, ~1He 700 1202 822 8282 ttOUUTRAI.I~ COM 
Washington, DC 20017 f 202 296 8834 

September 11 , 201 2 

Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe's Response to Alcoa's 
Initial Comments on ARAR Selection for the ROD1 

I. INTRODUCTION 

This memorandum specifically addresses the EPA's conclusions regarding the Tribe's 

interest in the Grasse River and, based on those conclusions, EPA's failure to apply the Tribe's 

ARAR as a relevant and appropriate standard. The Tribe recognizes the EPA has proposed the 

Tribe's standards are to be considered for the remediation of the site and that the EPA is taking 

the Tribe's standard into account in setting the preliminary remediation goal for the protection of 

the health of the Mohawk people. 

However, the Tribe's view is that the EPA has not fuJly recognized the Tribe's significant 

sovereign interest in the river and the Tribe's reservation Lands that are adjacent. These interests 

serve as a clear basis to treat the Tribe's standards as relevant and appropriate.2 We understand 

the EPA was briefed in a Feb. 8, 2010 document entitled "Initial Comments on ARAR Selection 

for the ROD" ("Comments" herein), which was a response by Alcoa to the Tribe's March 13, 

2003 comment letter that its tribal laws should apply to the Site, The Tribe did not respond to 

those comments but has determined that it must do so for the record. 

1 Prepared on behalf of the Tribe by Hobbs, Straus, Dean & Walker, LLP. 

2 Because of the complexity of the jurisdictional and land movement issues, the Tribe is not 
arguing here that is standards are "applicable." However, the facts and legal analysis below 
support the treatment of the Tribe's standards are relevant and appropriate. 
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Memorandum to EPA 
September 11 , 2012 

Page 2 

The Tribe also requests that the EPA seek the views of the Department of the Interior 

who is tasked with protecting tribal lands and resources. The Secretary of the Interior is 

genera!Jy given deference on the determination of tribal sovereignty and land interests and, based 

on our discussions with the DOl Office of the Solicitor, we understand that EPA Region 2 has 

failed to contact or otherwise coordinate with the Secretary of the Interior on this question. As 

you will see below, the Secretary has already taken positions regarding the Tribe's reservation 

and the interpretation of the Sherrill case that is discussed at length in the Alcoa Comments. The 

Tribe requests that EPA defer to the DOl positions which have also been asserted in litigation by 

the Department of Justice. 

II. Language of Draft PRAP 

There are a few passages that the Tribe takes issue with in the draft PRAP but the most 

erroneous one is found in the draft PRAP, p. 3, which states: 

Also, the lower Grasse River is part of a 1796 Treaty with the Seven 
Nations, by which the Mohawks reserved its resource rights to the meadows 
on both sides of the lower Grasse River and the rights to fish, collect, hunt and 
conduct spiritual ceremonies in the Grasse River though the Grasse River is 
not within the Akwesasne, Mohawk reservation. The lower Grasse River is of 
sjgnificant cultural resource uses of fish, wildlife, and plants to the Mohawks 
of Akwesasne. 

We have several objections to this description, which are more fully addressed below. 

But in sum. they are: 

1. The 1796 Treaty did not simp! y reserve "resource rights" to the meadows on both 

sides of the Grasse River. The Treaty reserved to the Mohawks title and ownership to land on 

both sides of the river, as well as islands in the river, and those rights appurtenant. 

2. While the Grasse River is not "within'' the Tribe's undisputed reservation presumably 

that area referred to in the draft PRAP as the "Akwesasne, Mohawk" reservation, the Grasse 
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River does flow through reservation ]and on both sides of the river that was originally set aside 

for the Tribe in the J 796 Treaty and which remains within the boundaries of that original 

reservation. The official position of the United States, as asserted by the Justice Department in 

the Mohawk land chum and in other forums, is that the purchase of the Tribe's reservation land 

by the State, including those parcels along the river, was illegal under federal law. Further, the 

U.S. position is that the Tribe's 1796 reservation bas never been diminished or disestablished by 

Congress. There is simply no record of any Act of Congress to approve the State's illegal land 

purchases, or any other act of Congress that could be construed as diminishing the Tribe's 

reservation. Thus, the land a]ong the river is tribal reservation land, even though there is a 

current dispute over title being Htigated in the land claim. 

3. The Tribe agrees with the EPA's recognition that the Mohawks never ceded fishing, 

hunting or subsistence rights in the waters historically used by the Tribe and that as such, the 

Tribe has a continuing right to "fish, collect, hunt and conduct spiritual ceremonies in the Grasse 

River." These rights are impliedly reserved by treaty since they were never ceded and can only 

be abrogated by Congress. Contrary to Alcoa's contention, City of Sherrill has never been 

interpreted to allow a State or the federal agency to deny the full exercise of those sovereign 

rights including the protection of the fishing rights, resources and health of its tribal members. 

ill. ARGUMENT 

Land Along Both Sides of the Grasse River as well as Islands in 
the River Were Reserved to the Tribe in the 1 '196 Treaty with 
the Seven Nations of Canada. 

For hundreds of years, the St. Regis Mohawks have lived along the St. Lawrence River, 

in what are now Franklin and St. Lawrence Counties, New York. As was true of all lands within 

the original colonies, settlers pressured the Mohawks to move from these lands but the Tribe 
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refused to do so. Even so, in the late 1700's non-Indian speculators purported to purchase from 

the State land that was actually owned and occupied by the Mohawks. The Mohawks protested 

these purported purchases. 

In an effort to set aside land for the Mohawks that would be federally protected from any 

further encroachment, in a treaty negotiation conducted by the federal government. the State of 

New York agreed in return for a land cession in New York, to set aside land for the Mohawks as 

a federal reservation. 1796 Treaty with the Seven Nations of Canada, 7 Stat. 55. Those lands 

consisted of a six-mile square and other identit1ed areas occupied by the Mohawks. The lands 

set aside included parcels along the Grasse River. Congress ra1ified this treaty and since that 

time, has never enacted any law, which would change the boundary of the 1796 reservation. 

The 1796 Treaty, Exh. I, simply identified the land along the Grasse River as 

"meadows.11 

It is therefore agreed ... there shall be reserved to be applied to the use of 
the Indians of the said village of St. Regis, in like manner as the said tract 
is to remain reserved, a tract of one mile square at each of the said mills 
[Massena and Fort Covington Mile Village Squares] and the meadows on 
both sides of the said Grass River from the said mills thereon, to its 
confluence with the river St. Lawrence. 

The federal government did not survey the meadows after the Treaty. The State made its 

own detennination as to what constituted "meadows" and had a survey conducted in both 1801 

and 1845. The 180 1 survey was prepared to identify tribal lands so that there was a clear 

delineation between the tribe's land and the non-Indian settlers. The 1801 Amos Lay map found 

that the meadows and islands contain 21 0 acres. Ex b. 2. 

The "meadows" were once again surveyed in 1845. The 1845 state ''treaty," Exh. 3, 

which purported to purchase the Tribe's land along the river explained that, "Whereas the said St. 
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Regis Indians own certain lands in the County of St. Lawrence known and distinguished as the 

Indian Meadows or Grass River, on both sides of the said river or as Islands in the said river" 

which were reserved in 1796, were to be sold to the state for $3 per acre, once they were 

surveyed. The purpose of the 1845 survey was to identify those lands the State intended to 

purchase from the Mohawks. 

According to the Annual Report of the Comptroller, upon the re-survey, the area was 

found to be 191 acres, more or less. See Exh. 4, Documents of the Assembly of the State of New 

York, Vol. l, 1846, at Report No. 25, p. 36, Exh. 5, 1845 resurvey map. Once surveyed, the 

lands were patented by the State to non-Indians between 1846 and 1851 . 

The State's purchase was not approved under federal law and is being challenged in the 

pending land claim filed by the Tribe and the United States? The United States' posiHon in the 

land claim is that this purchase was not made in accordance with federal law and is therefore null 

and void under the Nonintercourse Act. 25 U.S.C. § 177. Alcoa states that the EPA need not 

determine if this transaction Was illegal. See Comments, p. 3. It is true that EPA need not make 

this determination, but that is because the United States has already come to a conclusion on that 

score and the official position of the U.S. is that the state "treaties " were illegal under federal 

3 Canadian St. Regis Band of Mohawk Indians v. New York, Dkt. Nos. 82-cv-783, 82-cv-1114, 
and 89-cv-829 consolidated~ N.D.N. Y. (with U.S. intervention into all cases). Alcoa describes 
the Tribe's land claim as one where the Tribe is "attempting to re-establish its jurisdiction'4 over 
the meadows. See Comments, p. 3, note 1. The land claim is a claim to title and to establish that 
the transaction by which the State purchased the land was null and void. The issue of title is 
distinct from jurisdiction and a tribe may still have jurisdiction within the boundaries of its 
reservation, even if non-Indians hold title. See Thompson v. Franklin County, 15 F.3d 245, 250 
(2d Cir. l994)(Thompsonl) . "[T]he mere conveyance of property to non-Indians does not 
necessarily disestablish the reservation boundaries for jurisdictiohal putposes." ld., citing MattL 
v. Arnett, 412 U.S. 481,497 (1973). 
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law. The land claim brought by the U.S. claims just thal A map of the approximate areas at 

issue in the Jand claim is attached as Exhibit 6. 

B. Congress Has Never Disestablished the 1796 Reservation. 

The land set aside for the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe in the 1796 Treaty includes the lands 

known as the Grasse River meadows. Since the land in this area was not legally purchased by 

the State of New York in 1845, that action did not remove the land from the reservation. There 

has never been an act of Congress approving the purchases or changing the boundaries of the 

original reservation.4 There is no evidence, and Alcoa has brought forth none, that Congress 

ratified or otherwise approved the diminishment of the Tribe's reservation. 

It is settled law that once set aside, only Congress may disestablish or diminish a 

reservation. United States v. Celestine, 215 U.S. 278 (1909); Solem v. Bartlett, 465 U.S. 463 

(1984); DeCoteau v. District County Court, 420 U.S. 425 ( 1 975)~ Seymour v. Superintendent, 

368 U.S. 351 (1962); Rosebud Sioux Tribe v. Kneip, 430 U.S. 584 (1977); Hagen v. Utah, 510 

U.S. 399 (1994); Cf City of Sherrill, 544 U.S. at 216 n.9. Courts are admonjshed not to "lightly 

4 Any reliance on the U.S. Geologic Survey map or any other modem map is erroneous since 
these maps are not definitive. Simply because a map depicts a reservation boundary does not 
mean it is the "legal boundary. " The only legal boundary is the one defined in the Treaty. Courts 
are reluctant to use maps alone as determinative evidence of reservation diminishment or 
disestablishment. See, e.g., Oneida indian Nation v. City of Sherrill. 337 F.3d 139, 162 n.20 (2d 
Cir. 2003) (noting that ''the fact that certain . .. maps of the area . . . omit mention of an Oneida 
reservation in New York State does not conclusively indicate disestablishment."), rev'd on other 
grounds and remanded, 544 U.S. 197 (2005); Yankton Sioux Tribe v. Gaffey, 188 F.3d 1010, 
I 029 n. I I (8th Cir. 1999) (noting that maps which either refer to the Yankton Sioux Reservation 
or lack any such reference were found by the Supreme Court in South Dakota v. Yankton Sioux 
Tribe to have ''limited interpretive value,"), cert. denied, 530 U.S. 1261 (2000); United States v. 
S. Pac. Transp. Co., 543 P.2d 676, 690 (9th Cir. 1976) (approval of map does not purport to 
terminate reservation); Wisconsin y. Stockbridge-Munsee Community, 366 F.Supp.2d 698, 772 
(E.D. Wis. 2004) (refusing to rely on government-created maps in finding that reservation was 
diminished because "the maps do not reflect any legal analysis of reservation boundaries and, 
therefore, are of little value in the court' s analysis."), aff'd, 554 F.3d 657 (7th Cir. 2009). 
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find diminishment." Hagen, 510 U.S. at 411. Thus, under federal law, unless Congress has 

enacted a law altering the boundaries of a reservation, that boundary remains intact. The 

Supreme Court in Solem affrrmed this view, citing to the longstanding rule that, "The first and 

governing principle is that only Congress can divest a reservation of its land and diminish its 

boundaries. Once a block of land is set aside for an Indian reservation and no matter what 

happens to the title of individual plots within the area, the entire block retains its reservation 

status until Congress expUcitly indicates otherwise." 465 U.S. at 470; Mattz v. Amett. 412 U.S. 

481 ( 1973) (holding that the mere fact that a reservation has been opened to settlement does not 

mean that it has been diminished). 

Notably. the Supreme Court in City of Sherrill v. Oneida Indian Nation, 544 U.S. 197 

(2005)("City of Sherrill" or "Sherrill" hereafter), recognized this principle affinning that only 

Congress can diminish a reservation. 544 U.S. at 216, n.9. The Sherrill Court relied on the 

distinction between reservation status and land ownership reflected in the boundary cases, i.e. , 

land ownership does not necessarily decide the reservation status or the question of sovereignty. 

The Second Circ1.1it recently affirmed that ruling. holding that the Oneida Nation's reservation 

had not been disestablished and the Supreme Court's decision in Sherrill "did not upset that 

determination.'' Oneida Indian Nation v. Madison County, 665 F.3d 408, 444 (2d Cir. 201 J ), 

rehearz'1zg denied (2012). 

Based on its own analysis, however, Alcoa asserts with no support whatsoever, that the 

Tribe's PBC clean up standard, as enacted by Tribal Resolution in 1989, could not apply to the 

Grasse River meadows because these areas "are not currently part of the reservation." See 

Comments, p. 6. To the contrary, the reservation and boundary for the Grasse River meadow 

land bas never been diminished and those lands remain within the original reservation 
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boundaries. Alcoa has not presented any evidence to the contrary and there is none. Further, the 

United States has already taken a position as to whether the 1796 Reservation was diminished or 

disestablished and it has asserted 1t was not.5 

Alcoa argues that, by its own terms, the 1989 Resolution does not apply because it only 

applies only to the Tribe's Reservation. Comments, p. 6. That is true. The Tribe's resolution 

applies to "the Saint Regis Mohawk Reservation.'' The only such reservation is that created by 

the 1796 Treaty. 

Alcoa argues similarly that the resolution is not relevant or appropriate because the 

resolution only applies to the "the quality of the reservation environment" and the reservation is 

not on the Grasse River. Comments, p. 9. Additionally, in discussing whether the Tribe's 

standards are applicable to the Site, Alcoa argues the Site is not on "or contiguous to the 

Akwesasne Reservation." Comments, p. 9. 

All of the Alcoa assertions fall into the same fallacy-that the Grasse River parcels are 

not part of the reservation. In fact, those parcels are within the boundaries of the lands reserved 

by the 1796 Treaty that has never been diminished. Tribal members own land and live along the 

river in those land claim areas. Thus, the Site is contiguous to the Tribe's 1796 reservation and 

its members may be impacted by the remedial plan. Until Alcoa can produce evidence that 

Congress has changed the terms of the treaty or changed the reservation status of those lands, 

any assertion to the contrary is false and should be given no weight. 

5 See Exh. 7. Excerpts from U.S. v. Wilson., No. ll-915, Brief for Appellant United States (2nd 
Cir. filed July 11, 2011 )(in regard to Hogansburg Triangle land claim area); See also Exh. 8, 
Excerpt from Decision of Regional Director, dated August 17, 2011 , (finding the reservation has 
not been diminished in regard to Fort Covington land claim area). This decision is now on appeal 
to the Interior Board of Indlan Appeals in State of New York v. Acting Eastern Regional 
Director, Dkt. Nos. 12-006, 12-010. 
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C. The Question of Whether the Tribe has Jurisdiction over the 
Grasse River Meadows for the Purposes of Exercising its Sovereign 
Rights to Protect the Health of its Reservation and it Members Was 
Not Addressed in City of Sherrill. 

ln a related argument, Alcoa relies on the Supreme CoUii's ruling in City of Sherrill to 

assert thal the only way for the Tribe to have "sovereignty" over the Grasse River meadows and 

for the Tribe's clean up standard to apply is for the Tribe to take the land into trust. Comments, 

p. 5. To the contrary, the United States has argued in several different forums that City of 

Sherrill does not preclude the United States from recognizing a tribe ' s governmental jurisdiction 

over its original reservation if it has never been disestablished. 

ln Sherrill, the Trihe asserted its sovereignty over land located wjrhin its reservation 

boundaries and which it had recently acquired. It asked the Court to hold, as a remedy against 

the imposition of property taxes by the local and state government (and as a remedy for its land 

claim). that its lands were not subject to state jurisdiction. See Sherrill. 544 U.S. at 221. The 

United States has argued correctly that Sherrill held the Oneida Nation's ability to assert its 

sovereignty was impaired for equitable reasons, which precJuded the Oneida Nation from the 

j udirial remedy it sought. But the Supreme Court did not hold the reservation itself was 

disestablished or diminished. Nor did the Court hold that the Oneidas lacked governmental 

jurisdiction over its members within its original reservation or even mention the extent of rhe 

Tribe's general government authority over the reservation in any other context. 6 

6 Sec Exh. 9, Excerpts from Brief fi led by the United States in State of New York v. Salazar, 
Civil Action No. 6:08-cv-00644-LEK-DEP (N.D.N.Y.) fi led Jan. 30. 2012. 
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Similarly, the United States recognizes the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe as having 

governmental jurisdiction over its reservation lands and has recognized this jurisdiction since the 

Seven Nations of Canada Treaty of May 31, 1796, 7 Stat. 55, set aside the six-square mile 

Reservation and other lands. 7 Nothing in the City of Sherrill decision disturbs the applicable 

federal Indian Jaw principle that the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe has governmental jurisdiction over 

its members within its entire reservation. 8 The Tribe continues to bold. governmental authority 

over its reservation, including the Grasse River parcels, even if that authority does not entitle the 

Tribe to certain remedies, which are now precluded in the City of Sherrill decision. 

The limits of Sherrill have also been confirmed by the Second Circuit in County of 

Madison v. Oneida Indian Nation, 665 F.3d 408 (2d Cir. 2011) where the Court rejected an 

argument that the decision in Sherrill resulted in an abrogation of sovereign immunity. The 

Circuit held that those same lands at issue in Sherrill could not be foreclosed upon because the 

Oneida Nation retained its absolute sovereign immunity from suit and that immunity precluded 

the foreclosure. While the Supreme Court later vacated this ruling for procedural reasons (the 

Oneida Nation later waived its .immunity), a federal district court has reiterated this principle in a 

case concerning the Cayuga Nation. See Ex h. 11 , Cayuga Indian Nation v. Seneca County of 

New York, 2012 WL 3597761 (W.DN.Y. Aug. 20. 2012). 

Given these jnterpretations, it would be a stretch to suggest that the Sherrill case 

somehow resulted in the Tribe being barred from exercising or protecting its Treaty rights or 

7 See Exh. l 0, Excerpts from Brief fLied by the Department of the Interior in State of New York v. 
Acting Eastern Regional Director, ffilA Dkt.,12-006 and 12-010, fLied June 15,2012. 

8 The Tribe has the inherent sovereign and governmental authority to proteet the health and 
welfare of the Tribe and its members. See Montana v. United States. 450 U.S. 544, 566 (1981); 
Wisconsin v. E.P.A .. 266 F.3d 741 (7111 Cir. 2001). 
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from protecting the health of its members on its original reservation land. Certainly, Sherrill has 

never been read and cannot be read as diminishing the Tribe's reserved Treaty rights, something 

only Congress can do. Alcoa's broad reading of Sherrill is not supported by the ruling itself and 

is not one that has been adopted by the United States is assessing the extent of tribal 

governmental jurisdiction. 

D. The Mohawks Never Ceded Fishing Rights in the Waters 
Historically Used by the Mohawks. 

While EPA has recognized the Tribe's fishing and resource rights in the draft PRAP, 

Alcoa bas presented arguments in the record that contest the existence of these rights. 

The Mohawks have fished in the waters of the St. Lawrence River and other rivers in and 

around area. including the Grasse River, since its settlement by the Mohawks. At no time during 

the negotiations of the l 796 treaty did the Mohawks or the State representatives discuss the issue 

of whether the Mohawks could continue to fish in the rivers. See discussions detailed in Exh. 12, 

Hough, F.B. , A History of St. Lawrence and Franklin Counties, New York, p. 128-146 (1853). 

Alcoa claims that the 1796 Treaty did not express an intention to provide the Tribe with 

either "fishing rights or sovereign jurisdiction" on the Grasse River because the Treaty mentions 

that the Tribe uses the meadows for hay and the mile square mill sites for the mill. Comments, p. 

6. While the Treaty preamble does mentions these uses, the actual land set aside does not limit 

the land use in any way. Rather, the treaty language setting aside the Grasse River lands does 

not limit its use, but is unconditional--the lands are to be applied to the use of the Mohawks and 

treated in the same manner as the six-mile square. The Treaty expressly states, ''there shaH be 

reserved to be applied to the use of the Indians of the said village of St. Regis in a like manner as 
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the said tract [six-mile square] is to remain reserved the meadows on both sides of the said Grass 

River from the said mills thereon, to its confluence with the river St. Lawrence." 

In no instance does the Treaty cede fishing or any other resource rights for the land. The 

fact that the Treaty does not mention fishing rights means the Tribe had no intention of ceding 

them.9 In fact3 the Mohawks were so sure of their rights at the time of the Treaty, that in 1796, 

followjng the Treaty with the Seven Nations, the St. Regis Mohawks entered into 999 year leases 

for fourteen islands in the St. Lawrence River. "The lease explicitly reserved fishing rights to the 

St. Regis Mohawk Indians, notably, for a point on Long Sault Island, and in all other areas and at 

all times when the lessees were not present ... . " See Ex h. 13 (Excerpts from Declaration of 

Whitely, filed in the Mohawk Land Claim). 

Fishing continued over generations. In an 1845 report by the Canadian Indian 

Department, it was noted that the Indians frequently fished the Thousand Islands. Ex h. 13, 

Whitely Dec. , p. 32. The 1890 Census also noted that, "fishing still occupies a few families of 

the Saint Regis at the mouth of the Raquette River.'' Td. at 39. Various news articles establish 

the continuing exercise of fishing rights in the adjacent rivers. 1n 1885, 1886 and 1889, it was 

reported that Indians were using seine nets for fishing. Exh. 14. In a feature news article from 

the 1890's, the reporter noted that, "Fishing is the occupation of quite a number. Great eels are 

caught and splendid sturgeon, whole even the fast vanishing muskellunge is still from time to 

time the prize of the more fortunate." Exh. 13, Whiteley Dec., p. 41 . 

Historically, fishing in these waters has always been contested. Protests over Indian 

rights were ongoing from the 1880's to the 1930's. Exh. 13, Whiteley Dec., p . 64-73. In an 1890 

9 Alcoa takes the position that "exclusive fishing rights" cannot be implied. Comments, p. 6. 
The Mohawks are not asserting exclusive tights and it is not seeking to regulate the fishing rights 
of non-members. Therefore, the case cited by Alcoa is inapposite. 
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census report, it was remarked that "The Indians claims that their fishing rights under formal 

treaties can not be set aside by state statutes." ld. at 33. Mohawk fishermen resisted the 

application of stale law, including being jailed over their assertion of fishing rights. Exh. 13, 

Whitely Dec., p. 32. In 1901 , the Mohawks succeeded in establishing their rights tmder Treaty. 

Three Mohawks were arrested for ilJe.gal fishing and while they were originally convicted, that 

conviction was overturned on appeal. The State court appeal judge. held that the Indians had a 

right to fish under their Treaty and dismissed the charges. Exhs. 14 and 15. 

The exercise of fishing rights has continued to the present and bas never been abandoned 

or ceded by the Mohawks. In fact, there is currently pending a case in state court in which a 

tribal member is asserting an unfettered Treaty right to fish in waters adjacent to the reservation. 

See People v. Roger Thomas, County Clerk Index No. 20904 (on appeal). 

Since the Mohawks lived for hundreds of years along the St. Lawrence in and around the 

Village of St. Regis, the Indians would have assumed that the reservation set aside by the 1796 

treaty, being adjacent to the river, included the continuing right to fish in the river as they had 

always done. The Mohawks would never have ceded that important right without doing so 

explicitly and the treaty cannot be construed otherwise. 

1. The Mohawks Fishing Rights Were Reserved by Treaty. 

Treaties must be interprete-d according to the Indian canon of construction-the treaty 

must be construed according to the terms as the Indians would have understood them and 

ambiguous terms must be resolved in favor of the Indians. Worcester v. Georgia, 31 U.S. 51 5. 

581 (1832); Jones v. Meehan, 175 U.S. l , LO-ll (1889); Choctaw Nation of Indians v. United 

States, 381 U.S. 423,431-432 (1943); United States v Winans, 198 U.S. 37 1, 380-381 (1905); 

Winters v. United States, 207 U.S. 564, 576 (1908). 
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Aboriginal rights to hunt and fish may be expressly or impliedly reserved in a treaty. 

Reservation by implication occurs when fishing is necessity to the Indians' way of life. For 

example, in Colville Confederated Tribes v. Walton, 647 F.2d 42, 47-48 and n. 10 (9th Cir. 

1981 ), the Court found that because the Colville traditionally fished and it was of economic and 

religious importance, the reservation of the Tribe's access to fishing grounds was implied in the 

treaty. 

In United States v. Michigan, 471 F .Supp. 192, 259 (W.O. Mich. 1979), 653 F.2d 277 (6th 

Cir. ), cert denied, 454 U.S. 1124 (1 981 ), the court held that because Indians were heavily 

dependent upon fish as a food source and for their livelihood, they would not have relinquished it 

without doing so explicitly. As such, the right to hunt and fish was impliedly reserved. See also 

Alaska Pacific Fisheries v. United States, 248 U.S. 78 ( 1918)(exclusive right to fish implied 

when necessary for self-sustaining community). 

Similarly, in People v. Jandreau, 384 Mich. 539 (1971), the Supreme Court of Michigan 

recognized that a treaty included the right to fish in the Great Lakes because the Indians were 

living on land bordered by the lake ·and would have assumed that the right to fish was included 

with land set aside for them along that water. See State v. Edwards, 188 Wash. 467,472 

( 1936)( continuous use of tide lands bas demonstrated understanding of treaty language); Mille 

Lacs Band of Chippewa Indians v. State of Minnesota, 952 F. Supp. 1362, 1375 (D. Minn. 

1997)(Bands would not have understood that they could not fish on a boundary lake outside of 

ceded territory) affd, Minnesota v. Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa Indians, 526 U.S. 172, 196 

( 1999)(interpret treaty to include the "practical construction" adopted by the parties.) 
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As such, the right to fish in waters that bound the reservation lands was impliedly 

reserved by the 1796 treaty. In fact, the history presented above shows the Mohawks have long 

understood their rights had been reserved and never ceded in the 1796 Treaty. 

2. In Order to Effectuate the Purpose of the Treaty, the Right to Fish 
in Adjacent Waters Must be Included in the Treaty. 

Courts must construe a treaty in a way to reserve to the tribe all rights necessary to 

effectuate the purpose of the Treaty. Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians, 

141 F.3d 635, 639 (6th Cir. 1998)(citations omitted). In so doing, the purpose of creating the 

reservation must be carried out in interpreting rights, such as hunting and fishing. Winans, 

supra. As explained in Menominee Tribe of Indians v. United States, 391 U.S. 404, 406 ( 1968) 

"Nothing was said in the 1854 treaty about hunting and fishing rights. Yet we agree with the 

Court of Claims that the language ' to be held as Indian lands are held ' includes the right to fish 

and to hunt. . . . The essence of the Treaty of Wolf River was that the Indians were authorized to 

maintain on the new lands ceded to them as a reservation their way oflife which included 

hunting and fishing.'' 

In assessing the purpose for creating the reservation, the stated intention of the 1796 

treaty was to set aside a large tract of land and accompanying meadows "to be applied to the use 

of the Indians of St. Regis" and "in the same manner" as the larger six mile square . There are no 

restrictions on the use of the land. Generally, a set aside of land to be used as the Indians would 

normally have done includes the right to hunt and fish, particularly where, as here, the land 

which has been set aside abuts traditional fishing grounds. Colville Confederated Tribes v. 

Walton, supra; People v. Jandreau, supra; Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa Indians v. State of 

Minnesota, supra. 
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In entering into the 1796 Treaty, the St. Regis Indians sought to settle a claim to land in 

order to have an area in which to live without interference from the State. Since the Mohawks 

traditionally fished the rivers for economic and subsistence purposes, there can be no doubt that 

the preservation of that right to fish in the waters adjacent to the reservation was necessary to 

continue the Mohawk way of life. If that right was exercised without question on the six-mile 

square, it must be similarly permitted in the same manner on the waters adjacent to the meadows 

and other land set aside along the Grasse River. 

E. The Tribe's Sediment Standard is Relevant and Appropriate Under EPA 
Regulations and Policy. 

Alcoa makes a wholly unsupportable and clearly incorrect argument that the standards of 

Indian tribes cannot be considered ARARs. See Section C. I of the Comments. EPA bas 

established by regulation and policy that tribal standards may be identified as ARARs applicable 

to a Superfund site. 

The EPA acknowledges that there is no federal or state PCB sediment clean up standard. 

The only standard that may apply to the Site is that adopted by the SRMT. The SRMT 

Resolution Number 89-19 states that Tribe's PCB cleanup standards apply to the soils, lands, 

vegetation, air, sediment, surface waters of the Saint Regis Mohawk Reservation. These SRMT 

PCB sediment standards are a part of the Tribe 's water quality standards, which have been 

approved by EPA. After EPA granted "treatment as a state" status to the Tribe under the Clean 

Water Act, by letter dated Sept. 14, 2007, EPA approved the water quality standards 

promulgated by the Tribe. The standards approved by EPA include a standard for PCBs in 
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sediments, which is 0.1 mg/kg.10 The SMRT water quality standards specifically state: "The 

Tribal Water Quality Standards apply to aJl Tribal Surface Waters, that is, all surface waters 

within the exterior boundaries of the Saint Regis Mohawk Territory. " 

Both of these tribal laws apply to the Tribe's reservation. As established above, the 

reserved Saint Regis Mohawk Territory includes the Grasse River meadows. Contrary to Alcoa's 

assertion, the SRMT is not asserting that its PCB sediment standard is an ARAR simply because 

the Site is "upstream" of the Akwesasne Reservation. Rather, the Tribe asserts that its PCB 

sediment standards are relevant and appropriate requirements for the cleanup of the Grasse River 

sediments because the Tribe's reservation bounds both sides of the Grasse River and the Tribe 

has treaty rights in the River's resources. In protecting those interests, the Tribe has adopted 

sediment clean up standards that are relevant and appropriate. 

Section 12l(d}(2) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 

Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 USC 9621(d)(2), and the National Contingency Plan of 1990 (NCP) 

establish that on-site remedial actions must attain (or waive) Federal and more stringent State 

"applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements" (ARARs) of environmental Jaws upon 

completion of the remedial action. The NCP defines "applicable" and ''relevant and appropriate" 

in 40 CFR § 300.5. An "applicable" requirement is defined as a cleanup standard promulgated 

by a government agency, which is enforceable and within the jurisdiction of the issuing agency. 

lf a standard js not directly applicable, the standard may still be a "relevant appropriate 

requirement," which the NCP defines as promulgated standards that "address problems or 

10 The Tribe acknowledges that in its 2003 decision on the treatment of the Tribe as a state, the 
EPA reserved for a future time whether the Tribe's water quality standards applied to the entire 
reservation, even that area claimed by the Tribe and which is part of the original reservation. 
Thus, the Tribe has never stated it does not claim that area is under its laws. simply that it was 
not seeking T AS status for those lands at that time. 
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situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at the CERCLA site that their use is well 

sujted to the particular site." See 40 CFR § 300.5. 

In the 1990 NCP, EPA interpreted that section 121 ofCERCLA to mean that it is 

appropriate to treat Indian tribes as states for the purpose of identifying ARARs. The 1990 

amendments to the National Contingency Plan clarified that properly promulgated tribal 

standards may be treated as ARARs consistently witb State requirements. The preamble to the 

NCP at 55 FR 87 41 states: "EPA believes, as a matter of policy, that it is similarly appropriate to 

treat Indian tribes as states for the purpose of identifying ARARs under section 12 l(d)(2)." In a 

July 1991 publication entitled "ARARs Q's & A's,'' OSWER 9234.201/FS-A, Q7 asks: ''Are 

environmental standards and requirements of Indian Tribes potential ARARs?" The answer 

provided is: "Yes. " In a more recent EPA guidance entitled "Contaminated Sediment 

Remediation Guidance for Hazardous Waste Sites," OSWER 9355.0-85, at Sec. 3.3 EPA writes: 

"Also, the preamble to the final NCP (55 FR 8741) states that, as a matter of policy. it is 

appropriate to treat Indian tribes as states for the purpose of identifying ARARs. '' 

The Tribe's standards fit the NCP definition of relevant and appropriate standards, which 

are those that "address problems or situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at the 

CERCLA site that their use is well suited to the particular site.'' See 40 CFR § 300.5. The Tribe 

adopted PCB standards to address pollution problems encountered in its reservation waters. The 

Tribe's standard was promulgated at a level designed to minimize the accumulation of PCBs in 

fish tissue so that Tribal members can consume the quantities of fish as they have traditionally. 

The Tribe's sediment standards are relevant and appropriate for the cleanup of the sediments in 

the bed and banks of the Grasse River because the Mohawk use of the Grasse River is very 

similar to member use of "Akwesasne Reservation" waters. 
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For example, Tribal members own lands on the Grasse River meadows over which the 

Tribe bas jurisdiction and which may be impacted by any remediation. The Mohawk people have 

long been heavily dependent upon fish as a food source and for their livelihood, and have 

traditionally fished the Grasse River. There is a great deal of information, as outlined above, 

showing that the Grasse River has been fished by SRMT members for hundreds of years. 

Moreover, the Grasse River must be used to access the meadows of the Reservation and other 

lands, which were described in the 1796 Treaty. Tribal members have long-used a location near 

the confluence of the Grasse River and the St. Lawrence Seaway as a fishing spot. There is 

ample evidence that those tribal fishers who use the Grasse River are at risk from consuming fish 

whose tissue is contaminated with PCBs that are in the contaminated sediments of the River. 

Since there are no other PCB sediment cleanup standards, the Tribe's standards are relevant and 

appropriate for cleanup decisions regarding Grasse River sediments. 

In Section C.2 of its comments. Alcoa argues that the SRMT sediment clean-up s tandard 

is not "Applicable" to the Site. Alcoa again makes the incorrect argument that the Tribe's 

standards only are in effect within the Akwesasne Reservation limiting that to the undisputed 

Reservation recognized by the State. As .already discussed, the Tribe's position, consistent with 

that of DOJ and DOl, is that the St. Regis Mohawk Reservation includes all lands that were 

reserved by the 1796 Treaty. 

In addition, although the Grasse River, as it flowed in 1796, was not included in the 

reservation, there is a possibility that the River has changed course in some way as the Grasse 

River was deepened or when the water works for the St. Lawrence Seaway were constructed. We 

understand that the river boundaries may have moved over time, and that certain islands in the 

Grasse River that were reserved have since been covered by water. This movement is indicated, 
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for instance, in a comparison of the 1801 map with a current satellite image of the confluence of 

the Grasse River and the S. Lawrence. Se Exh. 16. A small island identified as "Fishery Island" 

on the 1801 map is no longer in that area. The movement is also indicated by the change in 

acreage between the 1801 and 1845 survey. Compare Ex.hs. 2 and 5. 

At this time, the Tribe is not asserting that any part of the bed of the Grasse River is 

within the boundaries of its reservation, although the Tribe does not concede that the standards 

are not "applicable." Specifically, it may be that the rules of water law could have effect to show 

that portions of the Grasse River actually flow over land that was reserved for the SRMT. 

Black's Law Dictionary defines "avulsion" as "A sudden and perceptible loss or addition of land 

by the action of water, or a sudden change in the bed or course of a stream." The definition goes 

on to state ''if a stream from any cause, naturally or artificial, suddenly leaves its old bed and 

forms a new one by the process known as 'avulsion,' the resulting change of channel works no 

change of boundary . .. . " The federal government has never surveyed the Tribe's reservation 

along the Grasse River and We are not aware of any recent survey of the River channel that could 

be compared with earlier surveys of the River channel to determine whether an avulsive change 

has moved the channel so that surface waters of the Grasse River now flow over land reserved in 

the meadows. 

Even if it remains unsettled as to whether the SRMT PCB Sediment standard is 

"applicable'' to the bed of the Grasse River, at the very least the Tribe's PCB sediment standard 

must be recognized as a relevant and appropriate requirement for the cleanup of the Grasse River 

sediments. In the draft Proposed Plan~ EPA agrees with the Tribe that Tribal members are at risk 

from consuming fish captured in the Grasse River. As stated in the draft Proposed Plan, "EPA is 

taking [the SRMT PCB sediment standards] into consideration by estabJishing a more stringent 
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fish tissue level to be reached as a PRG for the protection of the Mohawk human health." Given 

the Tribe's significant interest in protecting the health of Mohawks, the protective water quality 

standards established by the SRMT for its members who consume fish is clearly a relevant and 

appropriate standard for the cleanup of the Grasse River. 

The Tribe has attached hereto an edited draft PRAP so that the EPA can consider the 

specific changes sought by the Tribe. We recognize that the Tribe's PCB sediment standard 

would be difficult~ if not impossible, to meet in the Grasse River. Therefore, it may be necessary 

for EPA to decide that it is technically impracticable to achieve the Tribe' s PCB sediment 

standards. The draft Proposed Plan already includes technical impracticability waivers for two 

New York State standards. The Tribe would like the Grasse River sediments to be cleaned to 

meet the Tribe's standards, and for the cleanup to allow for unrestricted fishing in those waters. 

However, we recognize that may not happen in the near future. We can accept an EPA decision 

that would waive the Tribe' s -sediment standard as an ARAR based technical impracticability. 

The principle that is important to the Tribe is for the EPA to recognize that the Tribe's validly 

promulgated and EPA-approved PCB sediment standard is an ARAR at the Grasse River 

Superfund Site, as a relevant and appropriate standard. 
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Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe 
Environment Division 

September 20, 201 2 

Mr. Walter Mugdan, Director 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 2- Emergency and Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway, 16111 Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1 866 

Re: Grasse River Superfund Site 
Remediation Altematives Analysis 

She:kon/Greetings Mr. Mugdan: 

Ken Jock, 
Direcror 

As you are aware, the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe (SRMT) previously provided you comments on 
EPA's August 2012 Draft PRAP for the Grasse River S ite. In that letter (dated September 7, 
20 12), we expressed our concern about EPA's pre ferred remedy (Alternative 6), which would 
include dredging of the sediment located in the Near Shore and capping of the Main Chan nel. 
Since this proposed remedy only pe1manently removes about 7% of the impacted sediment in the 
project site and the ri ver is subj ect to unpredi ctable ice scour events, SRMT believes that the 
selected remedy must include dredging of the Main Channel, such as Altem ative 9. W ithout 
Main Channel dredging, the vast majority of PCB impacted sediment will remain in the river and 
be subject to potenti al remobilization from future ice scour events. While Alcoa has proposed an 
annored cap to resist ice scour, SRMT believes that this only provides a false sense of security. 
The ice scour events are not well understood and unpredictable. The 2003 ice jam at transect 
T 16 resulted in the mobilization of 32,000 cy of sediment in a single, dynamic event that most 
likely occurred in only a few hours. Scour depths of up to 5 feet were measured and sediment 
was transported at least 4,000 feet downstream . While Alcoa has presented a conceptual design 
for an annored cap to protect against ice erosion, SRMT is doubtful that thi s cap can be placed 
effectively through water depths that can reach 20 ft. or greater. Nor was it conclusively 
established that the armored cap will withstand the extreme erosive forces associated with an ice 
jam. Because of this, it is only prudent to remove as much sediment as possible from the Main 
Channel to minimize recontamination and future releases of PCBs to the water column and fish. 
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While we recogni Le that Main Channel dredging wi ll not be easy or inexpensive, we beli eve that 
it provides the best long tenn solution. Certainly the resources of SRMT and the immediate 
surrounding community are not well served by a remedy that docs not include Main Channel 
dredging. Leaving 93% of the PCB sediment in the ri ver presents a significant future ri sk or 
recontamination that would require additional site characterization, engineering evaluation. and 
further remediation. The monetary cost or such activities is difficult to quantify and was not 
considered by Alcoa or EPA. 

In addition to the need for Main Channel dredging, SRMT also believes that the capping design 
below transect T21 should be improved. As presented in our previous correspondence to you, 
there is evidence that sediment is not stable throughout this entire section of the river. Below 
T21, Alcoa has proposed to utilize a 12-inch thick cap composed of a sand/ topso il mixture. 
Since sediment cores indicate that coarse grain deposits are present to at least transect T46. 
SRMT believes that the proposed cap design should be enhanced wherever dredging docs not 
occur under Alternative 9 to mitigate episodic high energy events. Although Alcoa should be 
responsible for completing a thorough engineering evaluation in this area, we reCl)lllmend that at 
least a six-inch thick gravel layer be placed on top of the 12-inch sand/topsoi l cap below T2 1. It 
appears that this cap enhancement should extend at least to transect T 46, but additional sediment 
cores should be collected to more dearly establish a do\\ nstream limit. 

SRMT prefers A lternative 9 rather than Altem ativc 6 and we believe that it offers several 
advantages. 

I. Whi le Alternative 9 wil l not remove all of the PCB impa<.:ted sediment from the lower 
tiver, it will result in a fi ve-fold increase in source removal compared to Alternative 6. 
Most importantly, nearl y 50% of the impacted sediment in the Main Channel upstream of 
T21, which is most likely to be affected by ice scour, wi ll be removed. 

2. While A ltemative 9 will still require annored capping, it will be less reliant on this 
measure since significant Main Channel sediment removal would occur wi th Altemative 
9 but not Alternative 6. As EPA is aware. the armored cap reli es on a " layer-cake" design 
comprised of an ideal construction of 6 inches of sand/topso il , 6 inches of gravel, and 13 
inches of stone. While uniform construction would be possible in dry condi tions, it is not 
realisti c to believe that thi s layered system could be placed through the water column on 
an itTegular river bottom. As we previously indicated in our September 7'11 

cotTespondencc, only about one-third of the ROPs test area for the armored capping 
achieved the design thickness. In add ition, no cores were collected to establish the 
thi ckness and continuity of the lower 6-inch base layer. This finer grained material. 
comprised of sand/topso il , is critical to isolate the PCB containing river sediment. 
Additionally, its integrity could be affected by the impact of dropping I 0-inch stones 
through the water column. 
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The fact that the design thickness was only partially achieved in the ROPs project is even 
more of a concern considering that the river bed profile in this area was relatively unifonn 
with a generall y consistent water depth of 15 feet. In contrast to this, there are sections 
immediately below transect Tl6 where the ri ver bottom is much more in·et,JU!ar and 
effective armored-cap placement would be even more diffi cult. Attached arc several river 
bottom profiles in the T l6-Tl7 area that were presented in the "Final Report Remote 
Sensing Survey. T l to T38"(0SI. S~ptember 2003). As shown on profiles 172- I 75, water 
depths can exceed 20 feet and s igniticant incgularities can be present on the river bottom. 
Main Channel sediments in this section of the ri ver would be subject to dredging under 
Alternati ve 9. which is prefcned by SRMT. 

3. As SRMT indicated in our September 7, 20 12 conespondencc, the erosive forces associated 
with ice jams are not well understood and are far greater than high flow (I 00-500 year) flood 
events. Analysis performed by Alcoa indicates that the effective bottom shear stress beneath 
an ice jam increases significantly as the ice layer thickness increases and the water column 
between the bottom of the ice and the river bed decreases. In addition, Alcoa's model 
suggested that the base of the ice jam may have actually become partially "grounded" onto 
the river bottom. With Alternative 6, no Main Channel dredging is proposed and the annon.:d 
cap \vill decrease the water column depth by 2 feet after the cap is placed. SRMT is 
concerned that this decrease in the water co lumn wi ll result in even greater erosive forces 
beneath future ice jams s ince there will be less area for the water to pass beneath the jam. In 
addition. there wi ll be a greater likelihood that the bottom of the ice wi ll contact the sediment 
causing direct physicHl scour by the icc. Alternative 9 will reduce this possibility in at least 
some areas above T21 because they will be subject to Main Channel dredging. Even if an 
armored cap is required after dredging, the river bed will be deepened first by sediment 
removaL which should serve to reduce the eventual scour forces beneath future ice jams. 

4. Altemative 9 also offers the advantage of Main Channel sediment removal between T27 and 
T46. As SRMT indicated in our September 7, 20 12 conespondence. we are concemed that 
sediment is not stable in thi s section of the river based on the existence of gravel lens 
observed in several cores. Alternative 9 provides for the removal of nearly 375.000 cy of 
impacted sediment from river reaches between T27-T37 and T43-T46. Some of these areas 
contain up to 7 feet of PCB impacted sediment (e.g. T33) with PCB concentrations exceeding 
I 000 ppm (T28). 

5. While SRMT recognizes that there were difficulties associated with the Main Channel 
dredging during the ROPs in 2005. thi s removal effort was primaril) conducted using a 
hotizontal auger hydraulic dredge. Problems were associated with presence of debris, 
boulders and an inegular ri ver bottom. Although u mechanical dredge was brietly utilized 
during the ROPs project, limited conclus ions were drawn regarding its effectiveness due to 
the short duration of its work. Because of this and the success of mechanical dredgmg at 
recent environmental projects (e.g. Iludson Ri ver), it is possible that technolob'Y advances 
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since 2005 may lead to improved dredging performance in the Grasse River. In addition, 
Alternative 9 includes Main Channel sediment removal in the lower section of the liver (T27-
T37, T43-T46) where core data indicates that sediments are finer grained. These sediment 
types should allow more effective removal. 

SRMT appreciates your consideration of these comments and we are certainly avai lable to 
discuss them in the near future. 

Sincerely, 

CC: Young Chang, EPA Region 2 
Douglas Fischer, EPA Region 2 
Pietro Mannino, EPA Region 2 
Doug Garbarini, EPA Region 2 
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Mr. Kenneth Jock 
Director of Environment Division 
St. Regis Mohawk.Tribe 
412 State Route 37 
Akwesasne,:New York 13655 
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Re: Grasse River Superfund. Site 
Remediation Alternatives Analysis 

Dear Mr. Jock: 
·, . 

November 29,2012 

Spectra Environmental Group, .Jn~. (Spectra), has been providing technical consulting services on 
th~ Grasse River Superfund Site for· the . St. Regis Mohawk Tribe·· (SRMT) since' 2002. I have 
closely studied this riv~r for about 10 years,. including . the review of environmental site 

. investigation plans, ·evaluating· the nature and extent· of PCBs _in the river system, studying the 
dramatic effects of jce-scour ·events, and assessing potential remedial measures to protect and 
restore the ecosystem. Based upon my review of the-techri.ical record. for the Grasse River project 
and-the .Environmental-Protection Agency's (EPA) Proposed Remediation Plan, the following 
comments are presented: · · · · 

Uncertainties with Site Co~ceptual Modei and EPA's Preferred Remedy (Alternative 6). 

1. Frequency and Extent oflce Jams- Prior to the 2003 ice-scour event at.tr~sect Tl6, Alcoa 
was not aware ~at ice jams occurred_ in the river even tho!Jgh they hadbeen studying the 
river for more than 10 years. Subsequent to this event, research has indicated that 6 jams are 
believed to have occurred in the past 40-'50 years. In addition, meteorologic conditions 
suggest that.5 other events could have occurred in that time period but.no physical eyidence 
confirmed this (Addendum to the· CCLGR, April' 2009). To. better understand the 
downstream extent of the occurrence of ice jams, Alcoa 'primarily relied upon p_hysical 
evidence oftree scars along the edge of the river. As indicated in Figure 4-2 ofthe.CCLGR 
Addendum, tree sc~ were observed·along the edge of the riv~r as far downstre'am as transect· 
T49. However, in Alcoa's judgment,. it is not believed that tree scars below T16 were related 
to ice-jam events. In th~ir opinion, these scars wer~ attributable to sheet-ice floes ~ather than 

· jams based on the lower ele:vation of the scar. While this is one. theory, it is certainly ·not 
definitive proof that ice ·Janis don't occur belo:w. T.l6. It may suggest that the· magnitude of . 
the jams· is less in this section of the river but jams could occur and produce higher erosive 
forces than· currently anticipated. Higher erosive forces would most likely effect caps below 

.. T21 since' no armoring is proposed .in these areas. It is interesting to_ consider whether the 
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scars below T21 could be related to the 5 other ice-jam events that may have occurred based 
upon meteorologic conditions. 

2. Erosive Force of Ice Jams - In observing· the effects of the 2003 ice-jam event, it is readily 
apparent that erosive forces associated with ice jams and their subsequent release, are 
dramatically more significant than 100-500 year flood events in the river. According to 
Alcoa's analysis, a maxim~ scour depth of 5 feet was observed in 2003. In contrast to this, 
it is estimated that a. 500-year open flow flood event would only erode the top few 
millimeters of the Main Channel sediment. To better understand the erosive forces 
associa,ted with ice jams, Alcoa utilized a series of complicated rp.odels that required a large 
number of assumptions. The results indicated that turbulent flow beneath the ice ·jam 
produced much higher effective bottom shear stresses than would be predicted by a more 
standard transport model such as DynaRICE. · The studies also indicated that the turbulent 
kinetic energy was very sensitive to the assumed geometry at the bottom of the ice jam in 
relationship to the profile of the river. bed. Although this modeling effort has been utilized to 
design an armored cap for the project, Spectra believes that there is significant uncertainty 
associated with the understanding of ice jam geometry and resulting turbulent flow beneath 
the jams. In addition to this concern, it cannot be ruled out that. the bottom of the ice jam 
itself will actually extend into the river sediment resulting in direct physical contact and 
gouging of the sediment. Certainly the proposed arn1ored cap could· not withstand this type 
of "plowing'' force. Although Alcoa maintains that "ice-grounding" did not occur at T16 in 
the 2003, their own modeling studies of ice jams (Appendix Q, CCLGR Addendum, April 
2009) indicate that it could have occurred. Section 2.1.3 of Appendix Q states that "In the 
vicinity of the toe, the jam was predicted to be partially grounded at the toe." This ice
grounding phenomenon is depicted on Figures i 11 and 2.14. 

3. Cap Placement- Based upon previous pilot dredging efforts during the ROPS and NTCRA, 
it is recognized that dredging in the Main Channel will not always achieve the sediment 
cleanup objective of 1 ppm at all. locations. Because of this, Spectra agrees that a capping 
component will be necessary in both the Near Shore and Main Channel areas. However, the 
capping component should genel$llly be considered a "secondary'' remedy to be utilized after 
best efforts 'have been made to remove the impacted sediment through dredging. Mass 
removal of contamination from the river is the preferred remedy to reduce risk of future 
mobilization of PCBs into the environment. There are a number of concerns associated with 
the wide-scale implementation of cap placement through the water column in a river setting. 
Included are concerns about the uniformity of cap thickness, stability of the cap in steep
sloped areas, and the ability to place an effective armored cap that would require the 
"dumping" of cobbles onto a previously placed sand/topsoil layer. Although an armored cap 
was installed during the · ROPS project in 2005, it was difficult to assess its effectiveness 
since physical samples could not be collected through the armored layer. As indicated on 
page 47 of the Analysis of Alternatives Report (July 2012), only about 35% of the upstream 
portion of the armored cap area achieved the design thickness, while only 23% of the 
downstream cap area achieved the target thickness: 
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4. Sediment Stability - Spectra is concerned about ·sediment stability below T21 because of the 
presence of sand and gravel layers within several cores collected at T35, T3T and T46. Two 
of the-- cores at T35 c~ntain 40-50% ·gravel, which indicates that water velocities were 
periocij.cally high enough to tranSport gravel sized particles downstream of T21. Based on this 
evidence, it is doubtful that a cap composed of a sand/topsoil mix will be stable. Spectra 
concurs with EPA's position in the Proposed Plan that enhancements to the cap be evaluated 
downstream of T21 to address higher energy ·flows and that additional engineering 
improvements b~ evaluated .. 

Rationale for Main Channel Sediment Removal 

5. Requirement for Main Channel Dredging- As indicated in Table 2 of the Proposed Plan, the 
vast majority of PCB sediment in _ the Lower Grasse River is present within the Main 
Channel. While EPA proposes to address these areas by capping alone, this does not go far 
enough in developing a long-term permanent remedy to reduce the availability of PCBs to 
biota and water column. The need for additional sediment removal is necessary due to 
significant uncertainties . associated with the site conceptual model and the physical 
limita~ons of effectively placing caps through the water column. 

Spectra recognizes that sediment dredging in the Main Channel may temporarily cause PCB 
concentrations to increase in the water column and biota due to resuspension during the 
dredging program. However, the· permanent removal of PCBs from the system should 
outweigh the short-term risk of this increase. In addition, it is important to recognize that 
Alcoa's model projections of the futUre .remedy effectiveness (page ES-15, A of A Report, 
July 2012) does not include potential impacts' from an ice-scour event. It also assumes that 
the capping materials can be successfully placed as designed. These serious shortcomings 
limit the usefulness of the modeling projections. 

6. Advantages of Main Channel Sediment Removal - Alternative 9, which includes Main 
Channel sediment removal, offers several potential advantages compared to EPA's preferred· 
remedy (A~ternative 6): · 

a While Alternative 9 ~II not remove all of the PCB impacted sediment from the lower 
river, it will result in a five-fold 'increase in source removal compared to Alternative 6. 
Most importantly, nearly 50% of the impacted sediment in the Main Channel upstream of 
T21, which is most likely to be affected by ice scour, will be removed. 

) 

b. While Alternative 9 will still rpquire armored capping, it will be less reliant on this 
measure since significant Main Channel sediment removal would occur with Alternative 
9 but not Alternative 6. As EPA is aware, the armored cap relies on a "layer-cake" design 
comprised of an ideal construction of 6 inches of sand/topsoil, 6 inches of gravel, and 13 
inches of stone. While unifo~ construction would be possible in dry conditions, it is not 
realistic to believe that this layered system could be placed through the water column on 
an irregular river bottom. This was demonstrated during the ROPs phase of the project 
where only about one-~d of the test area for the armored capping achieved the design 
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thickness. In addition, no cores were collected to establish the thickness and continuity of 
the lower 6-inch base layer. This fmer grained material, comprised of sand/topsoil, is 
critical to isolate the· PCB containing river sediment. Additionally, its integrity could be 
affected by the impact of dropping 1 0-inch stOnes through the water column. 

The fact that the design thickness was only partially achieved in the ROPs project is even 
more of a concern considering that the river bed profile in this area was relatively uniform 
with a generally consistent water. depth of 15 feet. In contrast to this, diere are sections 
immediately below transect T16 where the .river bottom is much more irregular and 
effective armored-cap placement would be even more difficult. Attached are several river 
bottom profiles in the T16-T17 area that were presented in the "Final Report Remote 
Sensing Survey, Tlto T38"(0SI, September 2003). As.shown on profiles 172-175, water 
depths can exceed .20 feet and significant irregularities can be present on the river bottom. 
Main Channel sediments in this section of the river would be subject to dredging under 
Alternative 9. 

c. Since the erosive forces aSsociated with ice jams are not well understo~d and are far 
greater than high-flow (1 00-500 year) flood events. Analysis performed by Alcoa 
indicates that the effective bottom shear stress beneath an ice jam increases significantly 
as the ice layer thickness increases and the water column between the bottom of the ice 
and the river bed decreases. In addition, Alcoa's model suggested that the base of the ice 
jam may have actually become partially "grounded" onto the river bottom. With 
Alternative 6, no Main Channel dredging is proposed and the armored cap will decrease 
the water column depth by 2 feet after the cap is placed. Spectra is concerned that this 
decrease in the water column will result in even ·greater. erosive forces beneath future ice 
jams since there will be less· area for the water to pass beneath the jam. In addition, there 
will be a greater likelihood that the bottom of the ice will contact the sediment causing 
direct physical scour by the ice. Alternative 9 will reduce this 'possibility in at least some 
areas above T21 because they will be subject to Main Channel dredging. Even if an 
armored cap is required after dredging, the river ·bed will be deepened first by sediment 
removal, which should serve to reduce the eve~tual scour forces beneath future ice jams .. 

d. Alternative 9 also offers the advantage of Main Channel sediment removal between T27 
and T46. As previously indicated, Spectra is concerned that sediment 'is not stable in this 
section of the river based on the existence of gravel lens observed· in several cores. 
Alternative 9 provides for the removal of nearly 375,000 cy of impacted sediment from 
river. reaches between T27-T37 and T43-T46. Some of these areas contain up to 7 fee~ of 
PCij impacted sediment (e.g. T33) wi$ PCB concentrations exceedirig 1000 ppm (T28). 

7. Prior Dredging Tests - While Spectra recognizes ~at there were difficulties associated with 
the Main Channel dredging during the ROPs in 2005, this removal effort was primarily 
conducted using a horizontal auger hydraulic dredge. Problems were associated with the 
presence of debris, boulders and an irregular river bottom. Although a mechanical dredge was 
briefly utilized during the ROPs project, lititited conclusions were drawn regarding its 
effectiveness due to the short duration of its work. Because of this and the success of 
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mechanical dredging at recent environmental projects (e.g. Hudson River), it is possible that • 
recent technology advances since 2005 may lea~ to improved dredging performance in the 
Grasse River. In addition, Alternative 9 includes Main Channel sediment removal in the 

'lower section of the river (T27-T37, T43-T46) where core data indicates that sediments are 
finer grained. These sediment types should allow more effective removal. 

Yours truly, 

PECTRA ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP, INC. 

:!) ~L-' 

JDC/em 
G:\2002\02412\Correspondence\Technical Review Summary ltr ll-29-12.doc 
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to: 
Young Chang, Pietro Mannino 
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"'Mark Barash"', anne_secord, "'Lisa Rosman- NOAA Federal"', "'Laurie Lee"', "'Nathaniel 
Barber"', "'Privitera, John J."', "'Ken Jock"', "'Jessica Jock"', "'Jacob Terrance"', tony.penn, 
robert.haddad, alyce.fritz, "'Julie Sims"' 
Hide Details 
From: "Barbara Tarbell" <barbara.tarbell@srmt-nsn.gov> Sort List... 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEP A/US@EPA, Pietro "Mannino/R2/USEP A/US@EP A 

Cc: "'Mark Barash"' <Mark.Barash@sol.doi.gov>, <anne_ secord@fws.gov>, "'Lisa Rosman 
-NOAA Federal"' <lisa.rosman@noaa.gov>, "'Laurie Lee"' <laurie.lee@noaa.gov>, 
'"Nathaniel Barber"' <nhbarber@gw.dec.state.ny.us>, "'Privitera, John J."' 
<PRIVITERA@mltw.com>, "'Ken Jock"' <ken.jock@srmt-nsn.gov>, "'Jessica Jock"' 
<jessica.jock@srmt-nsn.gov>, "'Jacob Terrance"' <jacob.terrance@srmt-nsn.gov>, 
<tony .penn@noaa.gov>, <robert.haddad@noaa.gov>, <alyce.fritz@noaa.gov>, '"Julie 
Sims"' <Julie.Sims@noaa.gov> 

1 Attachment 

~ 
Signed SLETC Comments GR PRAP 112912.pdf 

She:kon/Hello Young, 

The St. Lawrence Environment Trustee Council are pleased to submit comments regarding EPA's Proposed Plan 
for Remedy of the Grasse River Superfund Site. 
If you have any questions regarding the attached letter, I can be reached at 518-358-5937 ext. 123. 

Please acknowledge receipt of this message. 

Nia:wen/Thanks, 
-. .. ----- --- --~ 
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Barbara Tarbell 
Natural Resource Damage Assessment Program Manager 
St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 
518-358-5937 x.123 
barbara. tarbell@srmt-nsn.gov 
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November 29,2012 

Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Young: 

The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe, the United States Department of the Interior (U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service) and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, who are the tribal 
and federal natural resource trustees ("the Trustees") for the Grasse River appreciate the 
opportunity to comment on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) September 2012 
Proposed Plan for the Grasse River Superfund Site an<f the agency's preference for Remedial 
Alternative 6 (T1-T72 Nearshore Dredge and Backfill to Grade, T1-T72 Main Channel 
Capping). The EPA and the Trustees have a great opportunity to integrate remediation and 
restoration for this ecologically, culturally and historically significant river. We trust that these 
comments will be useful to the EPA in -furthering our mutual goals of a cleaner and healthier 
river .. 

Cultural and Ecological Significance of the Grasse River 

·The grass meadows on both sides -of the Lower Grasse River, within the boundary of the Grasse 
River Superfund Site, were set aside by the Seven Nations of Canada: Treaty of 1796 for the 
Mohawks of Akwesasne. Tribal members fished and hunted the ·Grasse River prior to issuance 
of PCB-based fish advisories and harvested sweet grass and other medicines for traditional 
practices from Indian meadows. Removal of a substantial volume ofPCB-contaminated · 
sediment is the only action that will provide assurance to the Mohawk community that the fish, 
wildlife and habitats of the Grasse River will be available for traditional tribal uses for all future 
generations. The main channel of the river has the potential to serve as foraging, breeding, or 
nursery habitat for some fish species, (e.g., sturgeon, walleye) and should require similar 
remedial measures as the nearshore areas .. 

Prior to European township names, place names in the Mohawk language were assigned to rivers 
and land surrounding Akwesasne. The Mohawk name for Grasse River is Nikentsiake, which 
translates to "full of large fishes". This is significant due to the importance of known fish 
migration, foraging, and spawning of significant large St. Lawrence River fish species in the 
Grasse River tributary. The earlier Mohawk name assigned to the Grasse River accurately 

160773 
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identified what resource scientists know today about the high value of the Grasse River as fish 
and wildlife habitat. The Mohawk name of the Grasse River is just one line of cultural evidence 
of the significance of the Grasse River to Mohawk uses, and intended future protection and 
restoration needs. 

The Lower Grasse River also falls within the boundaries of the Grasse River Significant Coastal 
Fish and Wildlife Habitat and serves as current or historic habitat for Atlantic salmon, American 
eel, lake sturgeon, and other designated or proposed protected species as well as non-listed 
potamodromous (such as walleye, suckers, yellow perch) and resident species. 

The Massena Area of Concern (AOC) includes the Lower Grasse River and Power Canal. This 
area was designated an AOC due to the presence of persistent toxic substances released from 
local industries. Several beneficiai use impairments are linked to PCB contamination (e.g. fish 
consumption restrictions, degradation offish and wildlife populations; degradation of benthos). 
In the Grasse River, the concentration ofPCBs upstream of the Alcoa Grasse River Site ("the 
Site") is low compared to downstream and adjacent to the Site. Trans-boundary jurisdictions and 
impacts to downstream areas are relevant considerations for delisting impaired beneficial uses in 
this AOC and are driven in the Grasse River by contaminant releases from the Site. Alternative 
9 would achieve better progress toward delisting the AOC than Alternative 6 because it poses 
less of a long term threat to downstream areas in the AOC. 

Remedy Selection Can Influence Location ofNRDA Restoration 

The Trustees goal, to protect and restore injured natural resources, motivates us to pursue the 
selection of a permanent and effective remedy for the Grasse River, settlement of natural 
resource damages, and design and implementation of restoration projects to compensate the 
public for injuries from releases of hazardous waste from 3 Massena sites; The Trustees have 
successfully settled a natural resources damage claim with GM in bankruptcy court and are 
pursuing settlement with Alcoa. . 

The Trustees have initiated efforts to identify candidate restoration projects for the St. Lawrence 
watershed including the Grasse River. Restoration projects must be designed to restore, enhance, 
create, and/or otherwise acquire the equivalent of injured resources and services. The Trustees 
are evaluating potential ecological, human use, and cultural restoration. Selection of Alternative 
9 provides greater assurance to the Trustees that selection and implementation of restoration 
actions within the Grasse River will not be compromised by remedy failure. 

Trustees Previous Recommendations on Grasse River Remedial Alternatives 

The Trustees seek permanent and protective remedies for natural resources (e.g., water, 
sediment, biological and cultural resources) in the Grasse River under our stewardship. In partial 
fulfillment ofthis responsibility, the Trustees expressed a lack of support for EPA's preferred 
remedy, as proposed in the EPA 2002 Draft Proposed Plan for the Grasse River Study Area 
(dredge~ 25 ppm PCB, cap~ 5 ppm PCB) for the 7.2 miles of the Lower Grasse River. The 
Trustees' concerns were 'documented in an April 19, 2002 letter to the National Remedy Review 
Board (NRRB). The NRRB formally recognized many of the· Trustees' concerns in a 
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memorandum dated May 29, 2002. The Trustees appreciate that the 2012 Proposed Plan for the 
Grasse River Superfund Site addresses many of the issues raised about the 2002 Proposed Plan. 
The NRRB noted that "any selected remedy may require a combination of capping and dredging 
to ensure appropriate risk reduction as well as long-term reliability and there may be high, 
localized PCB concentrations that warrant removal as well." The NRRB recommended Region 2 
"optimize the dredging and capping components during remedial design to maximize the 
immediate risk reduction and relatively low cost achieved through an engineered cap, and the 
longer-term reliability achieved through mass removal in appropriate areas of the river bed." 
EPA supported this concept and affirmed "that the removal of highly-contaminated sediments, 
including those in near-shore areas, may result in a more reliable and permanent remedy than the 
capping of such sediments." 

Comparison of Alternative 6 and Alternative 9 

Alternative 6 and Alternative 9 both dredge Tl-T72 nearshore sediments and then restore 
nearshore bathymetry through placement ofbackfill. The tw.o alternatives differ in their 
remediation approach for the main channel of the Lower Grasse River. In Alternative 6, the 
construction of a main channel armored 25-inch cap between Tl-T21 and a main channel 
unarmored 12-inch cap between T21-T72 to sequester PCB-contaminated sediments (with no 
main channel dredging) will leave in place a substantial inventory of PCBs. Riverine caps will 
be subject to erosion and bioturbation. Cap construction will significantly reduce water depths 
of the Lower Grasse River. Water depths will be further reduced by placement of a habitat layer 
on top of the cap, especially in areas of the river where armored stone is utilized. Reductions in 
water depth will alter the river·profile and dimensions, contributing to river instability and 
increasing the probability of erosive forces acting upon the capped river bottom from ice scour 
and high flow events. 

In contrast, Alternative 9 dredges a substantial portion of the main charinel ofthe Grasse River. 
PCB contaminated sediments in the main channel are removed and residuals are then capped 
between Tl and T46 and a 12-inch non-armored cap is placed between T46 and T72, where 
predominantly lower concentrations ofPCBs are found. Alternative 9 removes significantly less 
sediment than Alternative 10, but generally removes the most highly contaminated sediment 
from the river and thus represents a reasonable compromise because it balances protectiveness 
and permanence with cost-effectiveness. Selection of Alternative 9. reduces the likelihood of cap 
disturbance and contaminant migration due to inventory removal prior to capping and the 
resultant increased water depths compared to placement of a cap without any inventory removal 
in the main channel and the resultant decrease in water depths associated with Alternative 6. 
We remain concerned about the stability of caps placed on top of sediment inventory in dynamic 
river environments because their ability to withstand future erosional events is uncertain. For the 
Trustees, Alternative 9 meets the spirit of the NRRB consultation process because this alternative 
minimizes exposure potential, and maximizes riskreduction and long-term reliability. 
Alternative 6 affords greater exposure potential and less long term protection and permanence 
because PCB inventory in the main channel is capped in the ice scourprone section of the river 
(T1-T21) and in high energy areas downstream of T21. · 
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Greater Mass ofPCBs Removed Under Alternative 9 than Alternative 6 Lessens Exposure 
Potential 

The 2012 final version ofthe Analysis of Alternatives Report did not include estimates of mass 
removed and the September 20I2 Proposed Plan did not compare the pounds ofPCBs removed 
when comparing the I 0 remedial alternatives against the 9 evaluation criteria. The Trustees 
relied upon the 20 I 0 estimates of PCB mass removed for a subset of alternatives reported in a 
20II draft of the Analysis of Alternatives to evaluate the amount ofPCBs likely targeted for 
removal by Alternative 6 and Alternative 9. 

Alternative BI ofthe 2002 Proposed Plan proposed to dredge/cap TI-T72 to I ppm PCBs, · 
equivalent to Alternative I 0 of the 2012 Proposed Plan, with the removal of an estimated 18,700 
kg ofPCBs. Alternative C3 (2002 Proposed Plan), most similar to Alternative 6 (2012 Proposed . 
Plan) was estimated to remove I,lOO kg ofPCBs. Alternative B2 of the 2002 Proposed Plan 
proposed to dredge/cap Tl-T72 to I ppm PCBs. This alternative has no comparable equivalent 
in the current Proposed Plan but is likely to be most similar to Alternative 9 in PCB mass 
targeted for removal (~13,600 kg). EPA's preferred Alternative 6 is likely to leave about an 
order of magnitude more PCBs in the Grasse River than Alternative 9 which significantly 
increases future PCB exposure potential from cap failure. The Trustees support Alternative 9 
over Alternative 6 because significantly greater mass of PCB is permanently removed from the 
aquatic environment, making Alternative .9 more likely to permanently and reliably achieve all of 
the Remedial Action Objectives (RAO)s. 

Bottom Conditions and Remedy Selection 

Capping of the main channel is selected as EPA's preferred action based on the irregular hard 
bottom of the river and the intermixing of rock and cobble with sediment. Site investigations 
suggest that these conditions are more prevalent upstream of T2I than downstream of T21. Main 
channel river bottom conditions have been influenced by dredging and deepening of the river 
channel by Alcoa in the early 1900's and subsequent deposition of upstream sediment and PCBs 
originating from the Alcoa Grasse River Site. Remediation of PCB-contaminated sediment in 
the St. Lawrence River at the GM and Reynolds Sites encountered similar constraints related to 
rock and cobble in the channel, but mechanical dredging successfully removed most of the 
targeted inventory and remaining residual contamination was capped. The rationale against 
dredging does not appear to be supported by previous work at these other Massena sites. The 
Trustees recommend that EPA select a remedy for the Grasse River that is more similar to the 
one implemented at Reynolds and GM Sites, which are both located just downstream of the 
mouth of Grasse River and could become re-contaminated ifthe Grasse River remedy is not fully 
effective in sequestering PCB-contaminated sediments. The Reynolds and GM Records of 
Decision selected dredging as the primary action for remediating contaminated river sediments. 

Cost Effectiveness, Time to Remedy Completion and Attainment of Remedial Action Objectives 

The Trustees are concerned that the costs and the duration of construction for remedial 
alternatives with a dredging component are inflated and do not reflect costs or time frames 
experienced at other Superfund sites. The time frame required to achieve RAOs for remedial 
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·alternatives that include some amount of dredging are protracted due to the protracted 
construction period. While costs and productivity were based on the site-specific Remedial 
Options Pilot Study (ROPS), they likely are not characteristic of a full scale dredging operation. 

During the ROPS 2005 construction season, the sediment removal rate of 20 to 38 cy/hr was 
achieved. Low sediment renioval productivity was related to damaged equipment, difficulty in 
removing residual sediments, problems deploying and maintaining silt curtains, bottlenecks in 
water treatment and dewatering due to insufficient capacity, and attainment of a 2 ug/1 PCB 
water column criterion. At Reynolds, 86,600 cy of sediment were dredged during the 2001 
construction season where an action level of2 ug/1 was used. Improving the depth of the cut 
line, modifying dredging procedures, and improving capacity at the dewatering facility should 
significantly improve sediment removal rates, Greater economies in scale would seem 
reasonable when implementing a multi-year >600,000 cy removal compared to a 25,000 cy one 
year pilot study. Using updated estimates and assumptions for productivity would reduce costs 
of construction, reduce the length of the construction period and provide more similanties in the 
years required to attain RAOs. In addition, the potential hidden costs of dealing with an· 
erosional event or cap failure due to a major storm could be significant, resulting in the future 
need for additional sampling, mass removal, recapping, and monitoring, thereby substantially 
increasing the cost of Alternative 6 and time to attainment of RAOs. 

Selection of ARARs 

Members of the tribal community traditionally use the Grasse River and water bodies within and 
near Akwesasne. The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe promulgated a sediment standard for PCBs of 
0.1 ppm on April30, 1989. The federal Tntstees support the Tribe in their request that their 

. sediment standard be considered as a "relevant and appropriate" standard for the cleanup of the 
Grasse River since the United States maintains that Akwesasne, Mohawk territory of the 
federally-recognized SRMT, as described in the 1796 Treaty with the Seven Nations of Canada, 
7 Stat. 55, includes land on both banks of the Grasse River, as well as land located along the St. 
Lawrence River downstream of the Site, together known as the Indian Meadows. 

Mohawk Special Fish Advisory 

The Proposed Plan should acknowledge the Mohawk Special Fish Advisory for consumption of 
lake sturgeon issued in 1995 by NYSDOH based on elevated PCB concentrations in flesh and 
roe. The Mohawk population was advised to eat no more than one meal per month of flesh or 
roe of lake sturgeon from the St. Lawrence River. Women of childbearing age and children 
under the age of 15 were advised to not eat any lake sturgeon flesh or roe. No advisory was 
issued for the gene~ angling public since sport angling for lake sturgeon is prohibited in New 
York State. 

Potential Extent and Degree of lee Jam Formation 

In the. main. channel of the Grasse River, Alternative 6 proposes construction of an armored cap · 
between Tl-T21 and a non-armored c~p between T21-T76 without any sediment removal. Cap 
construction and placement of a habitat layer on top of the cap will raise the elevation of the river 
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bottom. The capped PCB inventory will protrude significantly into the water column exposing it 
to the erosive forces of high flow and ice jam formation. Information is insufficient to rule out 
·historic or future ice scour or high flow erosional events downstream ofT21. Lines of evidence . 
documenting areas prone to ice scour provided by Alcoa included tree scars, core stratigraphy 

·and geochronology, and changes in bathymetry. While EPA may ultimately place armored caps 
in high energy areas in the main channel downstream of T21, this will create greater 
discrepancies in sediment elevations due to the approximate I foot differences in armored and 
unarmored cap thicknesses. Modifications to the river hydrodynamics and bathymetry by 
remedy implementation will likely change erosional and depositional patterns that the current 
conceptual site model does not capture: Removal of significant PCB mass and contaminated 
sediment inventory reduce the potential for breaching or catastrophic failure of the caps and 
lowers the risk of future exposure, recontamination of remediated areas and downstream 
transport within the Grasse River and into the St. Lawrence River. 

Effect of Global Climate Change on Remedial Decision Making 

EPA issued a policy statement on climate change adaptation in 2011 that included application of 
the guiding principles and planning framework for climate change adaptation, understanding the 
environmental justice implications of climate change on vulnerable communities, and 
incorporating said issues into design and evaluation. Selection of Alternative 9 significantly 
reduces the degree of uncertainty in.long term permanence, reliability and protectiveness posed 
under changing climate scenarios compared to selection of Alternative 6 due to the greater 
vulnerability of sequestered large volumes and mass ofPCBs to projected increased frequency 
and severity of storms and changes in climatological conditions relative to those assumed by 
model runs. 

Habitat Reconstruction 

Habitat reconstruction should ameliorate impacts from the remedy on the ecosystem and enhance 
the ecosystem services provided to the general public and the tribal community and be consistent 
with general AOC delisting goals. The Trustees request that EPA coordinate with us on baseline 
habitat conditions, other natural resource and habitat reconstruction approaches (e.g. freshwater 
mussels, thickness of habitat layer) as the remedy is designed and implemented. 

Concluding Remarks 

The preferred Alternative 6 in the September 2012 Proposed Plan includes placement of an 
armored cap to sequester PCBs in the upper portion of the main channel of the Lower Grasse 
River that is most prone to ice scour and a non-armored cap for the remainder of the main 
channel. These caps may not protect against future non-modeled conditions of more extreme 
and frequent storms and erosion (due to ice scour, high flows) and other unknowns. Outcomes 
may be significantly different from model projections, including increased potential for 
recontamination of sediments or release ofPCBs into the aquatic system, or catastrophic cap 
failure. Monitoring and maintenance of Alternative 6 will not adequately protect against 
breaching of the cap or downstream and trans-boundary issues. Selection of Alternative 9 
provides greater confidence that human and environmental health will be protected over the long 
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Federal and Tribal Trustee Comments on the Alcoa Grasse River Superfund Site Proposed Plan, September 2012 
(11/29/12) 

tenn. The more protective the selected remedy the greater the opportunities for: 1) lifting 
beneficial impainnents within the Massena AOC; 2) restoring ecosystem services and the full 
use of the river by the general public and tribal community; and 3) reducing exposure, risk, and 
injury to the fish and wildlife that inhabit the. river. • · 

If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

cc: Mark Barash, DOl 
Anne Secord, USFWS 
Lisa Rosman, NOAA 
Laurie Lee, NOAA 
Nathaniel Barber, NYSDEC 
John Privitera, SRMT 
Barbara Tarbell, SRMT 

On behalf of the Trustees, 

Robert Haddad 
Director, Assessment and Restoration Division 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
United States Department of Commerce 

David Stilwell 
Supervisor, NY Field Office, Fish & Wildlife Service 

Uzyartrnent of the Interior 

KenJock · 
Director, Environment Division 
St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 

7 



Federal and Tribal Trustee Comments on the Alcoa Grasse River Superfund Site Proposed Plan, September 2012 
(11/29/12) 

term. The more protective the &elected remedy the greater the opportunities for: .1) lifting 
beneficial impairments within the Massena AOC; 2) restoring ecosystem services and the full 
use of the river by the general public and tribal community; and 3) reducing exposure, risk, and 
injury to the fish and wildlife that inhabit the river. 

If you have any questions or conunents, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

cc: MarkBarash, DOl 
Anne Secord, USFWS 
Lisa Rosman, NOAA 
Laurie Lee, NOAA 
Nathaniel Barber, NYSDEC 
John Privitera, SRMT 

·sarbara Tarbell, SRMT 

On behalf of the Trustees, 

'i ._..,_ . (L f~ ~ 
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Director, Assessment and Restoration Division 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
United States Department of Commerce 

David Stilwell 
Supervisor, NY Field Office, Fish & Wildlife Service 
United States Department of the Interior 

Ken Jock 
Director, Environment Division 
St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

. Dear Young: 

U.S.DEPARfMENTOFCOMMERCE 
NationalOceanicandAtmosphericAdlninNration; , 
Naticml Ckean &Iv:ice 
Officeo~arxlResorntion 

Assessment and Restoration Division 
· 290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
· New York, New York 10007 

November29, 2012 

The Proposed Plan for the Grasse River Superfund Site has been reviewed by the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). NOAA prefers Alternatives 9 and 10 over EPA's 
preferred Alternative 6. The following comments are offered for consideration by EPA during the 
public comment solicitation period. 

Summary of EPA's 2012 Proposed Plan for the Grasse River Superfund Site 

The Proposed Plan for the Grasse River Superfund Site describes the history of the site, the 
contaminant of concern, human health and ecological risk assessments findings, the remedial 
alternatives evaluated to address PCB-contaminated sediments and EPA's preferred remedial 
alternative. 

The human health risk assessments determined the following: 
• Carcinogenic risk and non-carcinogeniC hazards was due to ingestion of PCB-contaminated 

fish by local adult anglers from the Grasse River adjacent to and downstream of the Alcoa 
facility (Reaches 4-8), and by local adult Mohawk from the Grasse River in the Lower Reach · 
(Reaches 7 -8) of the lower Grasse River; 

• For young children and adolescents consuming contaminated fish, cancer risks exceeded the 
risk range of 104 to 1 o·6 for Reaches 4-8 while non-cancer health hazards were above the goal 
of protection for all reaches. · · 

• Potential risks from exposure to PCB-contamiilated sediments and surface water for the 
recreational user were within EPA's range of acceptable cancer risk for adults, adolescents, and 
children (Reaches 4-8) but were above the goal of protection from non-carcinogenic hazards 
for adolescents and children (Reaches 4-8); 
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• Risks to Mohawk anglers from PCB-contaminated sediments and surface water were within 
the goals of protection for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic hazards; and 

• The goal of protection for adult angler from non-cancer hazards from non-PCB contaminants 
of potential concern was exceeded. 

The 2010 update to the ecological risk assessment identified potential adverse effects to the 
reproduction, growth, or survival of aquatic organisms, piscivorous receptors, and insectivorous 
receptors in sediments, surface water and/or prey items as follows: . 
• Unacceptable risk to aquatic organisms from exposure to maximum concentrations of Aroclors 

· 1016, 1221, 1232, 1242, 1248, 1254, and 1260, total PCBs, and dioxin-like PCB congeners in 
Grasse River sediments; 

• Unacceptable risk to aquatic organisms from exposure to mean concentrations of Aroclor 1221, 
1242, 1248, 1254 and total PCBs in Grasse River surface water; · 

• Unacceptable risk to aquatic organisms from exposure to maximum concentrations of total 
PCBs and dioxin-like PCB congeners in Grasse River surface water; 

• Unacceptable risk to fish (i.e., reduced survival, growth, and/or reproduction) based on mean 
and maximum concentrations of total PCBs and dioxin-like PCB congeners in fish; 

• Unacceptable risk to insectivorous mammals from dietary exposure to various Aroclors 1248 
and 1260, and total PCBs; and 

• Unacceptable risk to piscivorous birds and mammals from di~tary exposure to Aroclors 1232, 
1248, 1254, and 1260, and total PCBs. 

Remedial action objectives (RAOs) include the following: 
• Reduce cancer risks and non-cancer health hazards for people eating fish from the Grasse 

River by reducing the concentration of PCBs in fish; 
• Reduce the risks to ecological receptors by reducing the concentration of PCBs in fish; 
• Minimize the current and potential future bioavailability of the PCBs in sediments; 
• Protect the ecosystem of the lower Grasse River; and 
• Minimize the long-term transport of PCBs from the lower Grasse River to the St. Lawrence 

River. 

Preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) of0.05 ppm and 0.01 ppm PCBs in fish were calculated to 
protect the general public and Mohawks, respectively from fish consumption. Interim goals 
include 0.26 ppm and 0.36 ppm PCBs based on an average 0.5 pound consumption rate every one 
or two months, respectively. PRGs of0.22 ppm- 0.44 ppm PCBs (wet weight) in whole body 
brown bullhead and spottail shiner and 0.1 ppm - 0.22 ppm PCBs (wet weight) in brown bullhead 
fillet were developed to protect ecological receptors. 

Remedial alternatives cleanup trigger is 1 ppm PCBs based on maximum surface concentration or 
segment length weighted average concentration except for Alternatives 1, 2 and 5 where either 
there is no active remediation or the trigger is as high as 10 ppm PCBs. Surface is defined as the 
top 6 inches in the nearshore and the top 12 inches in the main channel. Armored and non-armored 
main channel caps are designed at 25 inches and 12 inches thick, respectively. The nearshore cap 
is 6 inches thick. Dredged nearshore areas are returned to pre-existing grade with backfill 
placement. 
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The ten remedial alternatives evaluated include: 
• Alternative 1: No Further Action (NF A); 
• Alternative 2: Monitored Natural Recovery (MNR); 
• Alternative 3: Capping: Main Channel Armored Cap T1-T21 (59acres), Main Channel Non

armored Cap T21-T72.(225 acres), Nearshore Cap T1-T72 (41 acres) 
• Alternative 4: Main Channel Armored Cap T1-T21 (59 acres), Main Channel Non-armored 

Cap T21-T72 (225 acres), Nearshore Dredge T1-T21 (26,000 cubic yards (cy)), Backfill T1-
T21 (10 acres), Nearshore Cap T21-:T72 (31acres); · 

• Alternative 5: Main Channel Armored Cap T1-T21 (59 acres) and Main Channel Non-armored 
Cap T21-T72 (225 acres);::: 1 and <10 ppm PCBs, Dredge Nearshore T1-T72;::: 10 ppm PCBs 
(46,000 cy), Backfill Dredged Nearshore T1-T72 (13 acres), Cap Undredged Nearshore (31 
acres);· · 

• Alternative 6: Main Channel Armored Cap T1-T21 (59 acres), Main Channel Non-armored 
Cap T21-T72 (225 acres), Dredge Nearshore T1-T72 (109,000 cy), Backfill Dredged 
Nearshore T1-T72 (41 acres); · 

• Alternative 7: Dredge Select Main Channel T1-T19.5 and Nearshore T1-T72 (259,000 cy), 
Main Channel Armored Cap T1-T21 (59 acres), Main Channel Non-armored Cap T21-T72 
(225 acres), Backfill Dredged Nearshore T1-T72 (41 acres); 

• Alternative 8: Dredge Main Channel and Nearshore T1-T21 (355,000 cy), Armor Cap 
Dredged Main Channel T1-T21 (59 acres), Main Channel Non-armored Cap T21-T72 (225 
acres) and Nearshore T21-T72 (31 acres), Backfill Dredged Nearshore T1-T21 (10 acres); 

• Alternative 9: Dredge Select Main Channel T1-T46 and Nearshore T1-T72 (634,000 cy), 
Armor Cap Dredged Main Channel T1-T21 (59 acres), Non-armored Cap Dredged Main 
Channel T21-T72 (225 acres), Backfill Dredged Nearshore T1-T72 (41 acres); and 

• Alternative 10: Dredge Main Channel and Nearshore T1-T72 (1,664,000 cy), Armor Cap 
Dredged Main Channel T1-T21 (59 acres), Non-armored Cap Dredged Main Channel T21-T72 
(225 acres), Backfill Dredged Nearshore T1-T72 (41 acres). 

EPA's preferred remedy is Alternative 6: T1-T72 Nearshore Dredge and Backfill to Grade, T1-
T72 Main Channel Capping. · 

NOAA Seeks Permanent and Protective Remedies 

NOAA seeks permanent and protective remedies for its trust resources (water, sediment and 
biological resources) in the Great Lakes. The river is designated as a Significant Coastal Fish and 
Wildlife Habitat and is situated within the St. Lawrence River at Massena Area of Concern. 
Selection of a remedy that is protective for lake sturgeon and American eel is of particular concern 
to NOAA. Lake sturgeon is threatened in New York State (NYSDEC 2012a) and recent studies 
have demonstrated adverse effects to sturgeon speCies from PCB 126 and TCDD (Buckler et al. 
2009, Roy et al2011, Wirgin and Chambers 2011, Chambers et al. 2012) and Doering eta al. 
(2012a,b) work on aryl hydrocarbon receptors in white sturgeon suggest greater sensitivity than 
some other fish species. Federal endangered species status is being considered for the American 
eel (USFWS 2011) and their decline in the St. Lawrence River have been partially attributed to 
environmental contaminants (Castonguay·et al. 1994). Remedy implementation serves as primary 
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restoration of the Grasse River. The more protective the selected remedy the greater the 
opportunities for restoration of ecosystem services, for the full use of the river by the public, and 
for reduced exposure and risk to. the fish and wildlife that inhabit the river. Compensatory 
restoration may be implemented in the future by the St. Lawrence natural resources trustees 
(NOAA, USFWS, SRMT, NYS) once an agreement qn natural resource damages with Alcoa is 
resolved (Rosman et al. 2012). 

Grasse River Remediation Benefits the St. Lawrence River at Massena Area of Concern 

Numerous Areas of Concern (AOC) within the Great Lakes Basin have been identified by the 
International Joint Commission (IJC) where persistent toxic substances, such as PCBs, impair the 
use of resources. Waters within the St. Lawrence River at Massena AOC are within the 
jurisdiction of New York State, Canada and the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe. The Massena AOC 
includes the Grasse River (from its mouth upstream to the breached Massena dam) and the Power 
Canal. Impairments to the Massena include but are not limited to restrictions on fish and wildlife 
consumption, loss offish and wildlife habitat, transboundary impacts, degradation ofbenthos, fish 
and wildlife populations, wildlife deformities or reproduction problems, and restrictions on 
dredging due to PCBs and other containinants. The goal of the Massena Remedial Action Plan 
(RAP) is to restore, protect and maintain the physical, chemical and biological integrity of the 
AOC in accordance with the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (NYSDEC 1991) .. 

Recommendations #1 and #2 of the RAP recognize hazardous waste sites as likely sources of 
contaminants to the Massena AOC and call for full consideration oftrans-boundary effects (e.g., 
impacts on downstream areas originating from the Massena AOC). Recommendation #8 
recognizes the potential for recontamination of remediated areas and advocates for remediation of 
upstream sediment sources prior to downstream sources. Remediation of downstream 
contaminated sediments in the St. Lawrence River offofthe Reynolds Metals (now Alcoa East) 
and General Motors Central Foundry (GM) Sites were conducted prior to issuance ofthe current 
Proposed Plan. Future implementation of Grasse River remedy relative to the GM and Reynolds 
remedies will not follow the sequencing recommended in the RAP. NOAA believes Alternative 9 
provides the best opportunity to balance the goals of the AOC and CERCLA because Alternative 9 
provides greater assurance that trans-boundary effects will be minimized, lowers the probability of 
recontamination of downstream sediments once the remedy has been implemented, and makes 
significant strides towards the goal of lifting beneficial use impairments relative to the majority of 
alternatives including EPA's preferred alternative. 

EPA's 2002 vs. 2012 Proposed Plan for the Lower Grasse River 

In 2002, EPA presented their proposed remedy (Dredge Sediments with Surface PCBs 2: 25 ppm, 
Cap Sediments with Surface PCB concentrations 2:5 ppm, Construct an Engineered Cap at 
Outfalls 001 and 004) for the Grasse River to the National Remedy Review Board (NRRB) and 
drafted a Proposed Plan. The natural resource trustees, NOAA, the Department of Interior and the 
St. Regis Mohawk Tribe, submitted comments to EPA's NRRB in a letter dated April19, 2002. 
NOAA subsequently submitted comments on the June 2002 Proposed Plan for the Grasse River on 
June 25, 2002. These comments expressed support for 

4 



NOAA Corriments on the Alcoa Grasse River Superfund Site Proposed Plan, September 2012 (11129/12) 

• the selection of a lower cleanup triggers (i.e., 1 ppm PCBs) comparable to nearby Reynolds 
and GM sites and other PCB sites nationwide; 

• the identification of areas for remediation based on the full sediment column rather than the 
top 3 inches; 

• · the evaluation and mitigation of impacts to habitat from remedy implementation; and 
• a preference for removal of PCB-contaminated sediments relative to construction of 

isolation caps. 

The current draft of the Proposed Plan takes into account the various studies conducted by Alcoa 
and the risk assessment updates completed by EPA since 2002. EPA's currently preferred 
remedial alternative targets similar volumes of sediment as the 2002 preferred alternative but the 
area of river targeted for removal has changed. Instead of dredging sediment from both the main 
channel and nearshore environments, EPA's current proposal dredges sediment solely from the 
nearshore environment, because of the expectation that these sediments pose a greater exposure 
potential for fish and wildlife than main channel sediments. 

NOAA appreciates that many of the concerns we raised about the 2002 Proposed Plan have been 
addressed. A new RAO has been inserted in the current Proposed Plan that specifically requires 
ecosystem protection, habitat replacement and reconstruction to support fish and wildlife, and 
monitoring of ecosystem recovery. The preponderance of active remedial alternatives evaluated in 
the 2012 Proposed Plan utilize 1 ppm PCB as the cleanup trigger and evaluates remediation areas 
based on segment length weighted average concentration and or the top 6 to 12 inches of sediment 
rather than the top 3 inches. The importance of habitat is acknowledged through the requirement 
for baseline biological surveys of biota and habitat, reconstruction of remediated habitat, and the 
restoration of nearshore bathymetry by placing backfill to pre-existing grade following dredging. 

Consistency with EPA Responses to NRRB Recommendations 

EPA responded to the NRRB recommendatio-ns on April 30, 2003. At that time, the region 
concurred that "deCision documents will darify the benefits of the preferred alternative over the 
other alternatives, with an emphasis on the improvements in risk reduction, permanence and long~ 
term reliability gained from removing the most contaminated sediments from the Grasse River, as 
well as the cost-effectiveness of the preferred remedial alternative." NOAA believes that 
Alternative 9 provides the permanence, risk reduction, long-term reliability and removal of the 
most contaminated sediments. Alternative 9 would also be cost effective because of the added 
insurance it provides agains~ remedy failure and the potential reduction in costs associated with 
full scale dredging compared to pilot study dredging. 

NOAA's Preferred Remedial Alternative 

Past removal actions and pilot studies in the Lower Grasse River resulted in capping of 15 acres, 
and removal of29,000 cy of sediment and 15,200 pounds ofPCBs. EPA's 2012 preferredremedy, 
Alternative 6, dredges 41 acres of nearshore sediment and caps 289 acres of main channel 
sediment in the lower 7.2 miles of Lower Grasse River. Based on our analysis of the various 
alternatives, and for reasons detailed in these and previous comments to EPA (see for example, 
NOAA comments dated May 18,2010 on the Analysis of Alternatives Report), the remedy 
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preferred by EPA provides a lower probability oflong-term protection ofNOAA's trust resources 
than Alternatives 9 or 10 because ofthe inass ofPCBs that will remain in the river and the reduced 
cross-sectional area of the river. 

NOAA prefers Alternative 10 because of it comprehensiveness but Alternative 9 would be 
acceptable since it substantially reduces the inventory of PCBs in both the nearshore and main 
channel and the risks from exposure to contaminated media'without significantly reducing the 
depth of the water column and is more likely to sustainably achieve all the RAOs over the long 
term compared to Alternative 6. Alternative 6 caps T1-T21 main channel sediments that were 
recorded with similar range and average PCB concentrations as near shore sediments targeted for 
removal. Alternative 6 removes nearshore sediments between T21-T72 that are less contaminated 
and caps more contaminated main channel sediments. The main channel of the river is important 
habitat for lake sturgeon, walleye and other species that use deeper channel areas for foraging, 
reproduction and as a migratory corridor. The PCB exposure potential from main channel 
sediments should be treated consistent with nearshore exposure to similarly or lesser contaminated 
nearshore sediments and trigger removal to reduce exposure and risk consistent with nearshore 
sediments. 

Alternative 9 (and other dredging alternatives) could be more cost-effective than currently 
estimated with improved dredging efficiencies using methodologies and experiences gained at 
other sites that could provide improved estimates compared to those generated from the 2005 
Remedial Operations Pilot Study. Mass removed by each remedial alternative should have been 
quantified and reported in the Proposed Plan. Based on earlier estimates, Alternative 9 might 
remove about 10 times the PCBs as Alternative 6. Mass removal confers a greater degree of 
protection than capping and permanently removes the potential for remobilization of and exposure 
to PCBs within the Grasse River and further downstream in the St. Lawrence River. 

Comparison of EPA's vs. NOAA's Preferred Remedial Alternative for the Lower Grasse River 

EPA's preferred remedy doesn't consider the legacy of capping large volumes of PCB
contaminated sediment (e.g. recontamination through catastrophic failure of the cap), increased 
uncertainty of cap stability and permanence due to reduced water depths from capping without 
some dredging, and precludes potential future uses of the river by isolating PCB inventory in the 
main channel The Proposed Plan also accepts Alcoa's estimates of low dredge production rates 
and protracted construction periods for dredging remedies which increases the costs of the 
alternatives more weighted toward dredging and significantly extends the time frame required to 
achieve targeted PCB concentrations in fish specified in the RAOs. 

Of the remedial alternatives evaluated, Alternatives 1 and 2 are non-active, Alternative 3 is a 
capping remedy, Alternatives 4, 5, and 8 partially dredge the nearshore and cap all or part of the 
main channel, Alternatives 6 dredges the nearshore and caps the main channel, Alternatives 7 and 
9 dredge the nearshore and partially dredge tl!e main channel, and Alternative 10 dredges the main 
channel and nearshore. NOAA does not support Alternatives 1 and 2 as a primary remedial 
strategy because exposure and risk from PCBs is not resolved since neither alternative reduces the 
toxicity, mobility or volume ofPCBs and contamination left behind will continue to be 

· redistributed and transported downstream perpetuating human and ecological risks. Alternative 3 
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caps 325 acres of the lower Grasse in both the nearshore and main channel. This alternative does 
not provide a thick enough cap in the nearshore to prevent biological exposure, nearshore cap 
construction decreases water depth adversely affecting nearshore habitat and significant inventory 
in the main channel of the river is isolated rath~r than removed. Alternative 4 provides for 
dredging of the upper 2 miles of nearshore habitat but caps the remaining 5 miles of nearshore 
habitat and 7 miles of the main channel. This alternative raises similar concerns as does 
Alternative 3. Alternative 5 uses a higher PCB concentration to trigger clean up so this alternative 
is less protective than Alternatives 3, 4, 6-10. Alternative 6 dredges the nearshore and caps the 
main channel. The T1-T21 armored cap could be susceptible to erosional events; the T21-T72 
unarmored cap would be vulnerable to bioturbation and erosion. The cap and overlying habitat 
layer proposed for 225 acres in the main channel will raise, the sediment bed by several feet, 

. increasing the probability of scour potential. Alternative 7 requires some main channel dredging 
that combined with nearshore dredging removes ~46% more PCB-contaminated sediment than 
Alternative 6 with focused main channel removal in the upper reaches of the lower Grasse River. 
While Alternative 8 removes more of the inventory in the main channel than Alternative 7, it 
allows for capping of nearshore sediments in T21-T72 and impairs nearshore habitat similar to 
Alternatives 3 and 4. Alternative 9 dredges nearshore sediments from T1-T72 and targets areas for 
dredging in the main channel from T1-T46, thereby removing more than twice the contaminated 
sediments as Alternative 7 and is the closest in scale to our recommendations for an alternative that 
was protective but less comprehensive than dredging all 7 miles of the lower Grasse. Alternative 
1 0 is the most protective and permanent since it removed the most inventory of PCBs, dredges 
then caps residuals in the main channel, and would be the most preferable and consistent with the 
remedies selected at two other Massena Sites (GM and Reynolds). However, Alternative 9 affords 
the next best opportunity for minimizing the exposure potential, and maximizes permanence and 
protection more cost-effectively than Alternative 10. While capping is slated for all alternatives 
with a main channel dredge component, in dredged areas capping is conducted to sequester 

· residuals rather than inventory and is not likely to raise the elevation of the river bed. Time and 
money could be saved during remedy implementation if dredging does not leave residuals in some 
areas of the river and capping is not required or a different type of cap could be utilized. 

While the cleanup goal for the preferred alternative is 1 ppm, no inventory will be removed from 
the upper 2 miles ofthe main channel between T1-T21 in the section of river identified as most 
prone to ice scour or to the lower 5 miles of main channel between T21-T72. While the Grasse 
River is net depositional, specific areas of the river have been identified as depositional or 
erosional. Those patterns can change over time. EPA's preferred remedy primarily utilizes 
armored and unarmored capping to address sediment contamination in a dynamic riverine main 
channel environment, which is not a demonstrably permanent solution. An extensive capping 
program of inventory PCBs incurs greater risks of catastrophic failure, requires more extensive 
maintenance and monitoring, and leaves the river more vulnerable to resuspension of contaminated 
sediments during thick ice or high flow events, dam failure, or to alterations in local river 
hydrology from future changes in land use practices and climate change than remedial alternatives 
that dredge and cap residuals in the main channel. 

Solutions to the ice scour issue evaluated over time were dredging, construction of an ice control 
structure or capping. In light of the ice jam event that scoured about 5 feet of cap and underlying 
sediment in the Capping Pilot Study area, NOAA expected EPA to select a remedy that called for 
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the removal of inventory in the most ice prone section of the fiver. Investigations into the 2003 
scour event lend to observations of ice-jam related tree scars and core stratigraphy confirmed T1-
T21 as an ice scour prone region. Scarred trees were also observed down river ofT21 but scarring 
was at a height of 1-2 feet above mean low water and attributed to normal sheet ice floe. While 
cores were collected for stratigraphic analysis downstream of T21, the furthest downstream cores 
were obtained was at T37 to represent the lower downriver alluvium. No evidence of ice scour 
was observed but these cores were collected in an area where there was no evidence of tree scars 
of any kind. Core stratigraphy was not conducted between T40 and T50 where tree scars were 
recorded at near normal water levels. Core data is not available to confirm that ice jams have not 
occurred in the lower reach of the Grasse River. 

NOAA is not confident that the proposed armored cap will permanently sequester the estimated 
330,000 cy ofPCB-contaminated sediment in this section of the river. Concentrations range up to 
3,106 ppm and average 82 ppm between T1 and T21 in the main channel. Average concentrations 
are somewhat higher in the main channel than in the adjacent nearshore targeted for dredging but 
concentration ranges are comparable. While modeling suggests that the capping may be effective 
in isolating the PCBs, the current model may not account for future changes in hydrology and 
precipitation associated with climate change or with changes in deposition and erosion zones once 
the surface elevations of the river are significantly raised post-remediation due to the placement of 
cap and habitat material on top of the unremediated sediments. The long-term risks of not 
removing the PCB inventory in this region are too great for ecological and human receptors and 
should lead to the dredging of portions of the main channel to remove PCB inventory particularly 
those subject to scour events. The exposure, recontamination and downstream transport risks 
associated with remobilization of PCB inventory are much greater than remobilization of PCB 
residuals that would remain post-dredging. In addition, the cost, construction period, and time to 
recovery estimates are based on a low dredge production rates that provide a more protracted 
construction period for dredging. Increased dredging production rates, separation of TSCA and 
non-TSCA waste, and other efficiencies that could be incorporated during design and 
implementation could reduce the cost and years to construct for alternatives containing a main 
channel dredging component thereby achieving target PCB concentrations in fish for protection of 
human health and the environment sooner than time frames presented in the Proposed Plan. The 
various alternatives with a main channel dredging component also have the potential to better 
achieve the non-numerical RAOs and for those goals to be sustained over the long term. 

Remedial Options Pilot Study Used to Drive the Preferred Remedial Alternative for Main Channel 
Sediments · 

The results of the Remedial Options Pilot Study (ROPS) are used in the Proposed Plan to support 
main channel capping due to the uneven hard bottom (bedrock and till) and boulders. During the 
design of the ROPS, NOAA and other resource agencies raised questions about the suitability of 
the horizontal dredge given the sediment type and bottom conditions in the Grasse River. In 
addition, insufficient time and effort was spent mechanically dredging main channel during the 
ROPS to reliably conclude the outcome under full scale dredging operations and productivity was 
low in part to meet the 2 ug/1 PCB water column action level. While capping of residuals will be 
required under any dredging scenario, dredge production rates should greatly improve relative to 
the ROPS by selection of appropriate equipment for debris and sediment removal, eliminating or 
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minimizing bottlenecks for sediment transport and processing, and working without the PCB water 
column action level restriction. 

Sediment Deposits Above and Below T21 

Sediment deposits in the Grasse River upstream of T21 generally overlay the irregular hard bottom 
while sediment deposits downstream of T21 typically overlay silts and clays. Because of these 
differences, Alcoa initially assumed an overdredge allowance in their dredging cost estimates for 
T21-T72. In the Final Analysis of Alternatives Report, a factor of 1.1x was applied to main 
channel dredging between T1-T34 and T49-T59. A factor of 1.5x was applied to main channel · 
dredging T34-T49 and T59-T72 and to T1-T72 near shore dredging T1-T72. The premise that 
dredging will be ineffective for all or part of the T21-T72 section of the Grasse River seems in 
conflict with Alcoa's assessment of bottom conditions and with cost assumption. The ability to 
overdredge areas downstream ofT21 suggests that dredging ofthese areas is more practical than 
presented in the Proposed Plan. Costs for dredging alternatives could also be reduced since target 
cleanup concentrations are more likely to be achieved where overdredging is conducted, reducing 
the need for caps. 

· Grasse River Preferred Option Compared to Other PCB Sites 

The St. Lawrence River sediments adjacent to the Reynolds Metals and General Motors Foundry 
Site have irregular bottom topography, debris, boulders and cobbles, conditions similar to the 
Grasse River. Contaminated sediment (86,000 cy) in the StLawrence River adjacent to the 
Reynolds Metal Site was remediated in 2001 using mechanical dredges (Bechtel 2000) and 
residuals were capped (Alcoa 2010). At the General Motors Central Foundry Site, boulders and 
debris were excavated with a mechanical dredge (BBL 1996) and about 99% of PCB mass were 
removed with a horizontal auger dredge, and residuals were capped (EPA 2005). Capping of 
dredged sediments comprised approximately 20-40% of the remediated area at either of these two 
sites (EPA 2005), compared to the 100% assumed in the Grasse River Proposed Plan. At the 
Hudson River PCBs Superfund Site, between 283,000 cy and 650,000 cy of sediment have been 
dredged in each of the three years dredging has been conducted. The Hudson River remediation 
program differs from Alternative 6 in that dredging is the primary remedy where the objective of 
capping was to sequester residual PCBs arid address areas posing engineering constraints once the 
extent of dredging technically practical was accomplished without generally exceeding the pre
dredge bathymetry. Isolation capping has been significantly less than the 50% assumed during the 
remedial design (EPA 2010, EPA 2012a,b). 

Potential Extent and Degree oflce Jam Formation 

The frequency and intensity of future ice jams events is unknown but in the past, ice jams are 
believed to have occurred decadally in the Lower Grasse River. As a result of the 2003 ice scour 
event and subsequent investigations, the revised conceptual site model assumes ice jams form in 
the Lower Grasse River upstream of T21 and sheet ice floes act upon the river downstream of T21. 
Under EPA's preferred remedial alternative, no inventory will be removed from the ice jam prone 
upper 2 miles ofthe main channel between T1-T21; instead an armor cap will sequester PCB
contaminatedsediment. A non-armored cap will sequester contaminated sediments between T21 
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and T72 because stratigraphic cores showed no evidence of ice scour between T21 to T3 7 but 
these cores were collected from transects where there was no evidence of tree scars of any 
kind. Cores collected downstream of T21 contain sand and gravel layers that post-date PCB use 
suggesting sediment transport into these areas from erosive events. Confirmatory evidence is 
lacking to support the sheet ice floe hypothesis because core stratigraphy was not conducted 
between T40 and T50 proximate to areas where tree scars were recorded. The protectiveness of 
the main channel non-armored cap between T21 and T46 is uncertain due to the lack of 
confirmatory evidence to rule out past ice scour events. Selection of Alternative 9 removes 
sediments above 1 ppm PCB between T21 and T46, thereby, reduces the likelihood of significant 
remobilization and redistribution of PCBs. Bathymetric data collected in 1998 and 2001 only 
extended downstream to T38 which hampered analysis of the change iri sediment elevations 
following the 2003 ice jam scour event. These baseline surveys cannot provide supporting 
evidence about the lack of ice jams downstream of T38 where tree scars have been observed. 

Ice jam formation is dependent on river discharge rates and ice thickness. Bottom shear stress 
created by turbulent flow beneath the jam and the depth of erosion depend upon the geometry of 
the ice jam relative to the river bottom profile. Placement of armored cap material between T1-
T21 and non-armored cap material between T21-T72 will alter the river bottom microtopography 
and profile and reduce water depths. Modifications to the river hydrodynamics and bathymetry by 
remedy implementation will likely change erosional and depositional patterns that the current 
conceptual site model does not capture. Removal of significant PCB mass and contaminated 
sediment inventory reduce the potential for breaching or catastrophic failure of the caps. 

Effect of Global Climate Change on Remedial Decision Making 

Climate change can affect the stressors to arid responses of ecosystems. Since past conditions may 
not reflect current or future conditions, conceptual site models and model parameterization may 
not reflect a changing environment. Failure to ask the right questions when assessing and 
managing human health and ecological risk could produce model predictions that are highly 
uncertain and potentially wrong (Stahl2012). Model scenarios for the Lower Grasse River 
assessed the effect of the cap and habitat layer construction on river hydrodynamics but did not 
assess cumulative impacts of or the potential for increased frequency and intensity of storms, and 
could overestimate the protectiveness of the armored and unarmored caps. Model output is 
uncertain until it is verified and validated; and global climate change increases the uncertainty of 
model predictions. A 13% difference in flow velocity for 100 and 500 year flood events was 
reported in the 2012 Final Analysis of Alternatives Report where the 500 year flood event was 
from a 1980 FEMA flood insurance study. The increase in velocity for the 500 year flood event 
was associated with a 28% increase in shear stress, and a 64% increase in erosion ( ~ 1.5 em). The 
estimates for the 500 year flood event estimates may not reflect current or future conditions due to 
climate change. 

The occurrence and frequency of extreme and atypical storms are projected to increase in the 
Massena Area with, for example, increased precipitation of 5-15% projected during winter months 
(Rosenzweig 20 n ). Changes in frequency and intensity of storms have the potential to re-expose 
PCBs as a consequence of significant or catastrophic failure of the cap. Alternative 9 is preferred 
because it significantly reduces the degree of uncertainty in long term permanence and 

10 



NOAA Cominents on the Alcoa Grasse River Superfund Site Proposed Plan, September 2012 (11/29/12) 

protectiveness posed under changing climate scenarios compared to selection of Alternative 6 due 
to the vulnerability of caps sequestering high volumes and mass ofPCBs. 

Prior actions at the Grasse River site relied upon conceptual site models and model outputs to 
support the placement of a 1-foot thick cap as a pilot. The 7 -acre cap constructed during the 2001 
Cap Pilot Study was subjected to an ice jam event in March 2003 that eroded portions of the 1-foot 
thick cap and almost 4 feet of sediment below the cap (~32,000 cy) 1

• The model used to assess the 
impact of this pilot cap did not predict erosion of the cap since ice scour was not incorporated into 
the model. As a consequence the conceptual site model was revised. Although an armored cap is 
proposed as a component of Alternative 6 for the ice scour prone section of the river, the 2003 
event highlights the potential impact of the unknown that could be magnified over a broader 
expanse of th~ river if Alternative 6 is selected. 

Habitat Reconstruction 

NOAA appreciates EPA's recognition of the importance and significance of the natural resources 
of the Lower Grasse River in the Proposed Plan and its requirement for habitat surveys and · 
reconstruction. NOAA would like to work with EPA during the remedial design process to ensure 
that baseline ·sampling conducted prior to remedy implementation assessing the habitats and the 
resources those habitats support are adequately characterized and delineated. In addition, we have 
a strong interest in assuring replacement and reconstruction of all habitat types impacted by the 
remedy in a timely and successful manner such that function and structure of the Lower Grasse 
River ecosystem is returned as quickly as technically possible. NOAA's Restoration Center 
expertise in restoring habitats provides an invaluable resource fqr EPA during development of 
design documents, drawings and contract specifications. Performance criteria should be 
developed during remedial design to access success. An adaptive management framework should 
be followed to ensure that reconstructed habitats are sustainable. NOAA would appreciate the 
opportunity to review thes~ documents as they are developed. 

Loss of Freshwater Mussel Habitat 

The dredging and capping remedial alternatives (Alternative 3 -Alternative 1 0) will likely destroy 
freshwater mussel beds in the Lower Grasse River through removal and/or burial. Tributaries of 
the St. Lawrence River, including the Grasse River currently serve as refugia for freshwater 
mussels. Ecosystem services such as stabilization of substrates, increased structural complexity, 
filtering of suspended sediments, nutrient cycling, water quality improvement, increased 
macrobenthos densities, and increases in fish are attributed to freshwater mussels (Kreeger 2005, 
Metcalfe-Smith et al 1998, Spooner and Vaughn 2008, USFWS and Commonwealth of Virginia 
2004, Vaughn and Spooner 2006, Vaughn et al. 2008). Of the 17 species of freshwater mussels 
found in the Grasse River drainage, the eastern elliptio (Elliptio complanata) dominants the mussel 
fauna (Erickson and Fetterman 1996, Erickson and Fetterman 1997, Erickson and Garvey 1997, 
Normandeau 2008). Less corrlinon species include New York State species of Greatest 
Conservation Need (NYSDEC 2012b) and species of special concern in North America (Metcalfe
Smith et al. 1998). NOAA recommends that a mussel study be conducted as part ofthe baseline 

1 More sediment was eroded during the 2003 ice jam event than was excavated during the 2005 ROPS. 
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habitat surveys to identify the location of beds and assess whether any protected species might be 
within the remediation zone. Habitat reconstruction efforts should consider temporarily relocating 
adult mussels from the remediation area to a hatchery or upstream area until they can be 
transplanted once the contaminated sediments are cleaned up. Alternatively or as a companion 
effort, juvenile mussels can be released into the river along with fish infected with glochida (larval 
stage of mussels). · 

Power Canal 

The Proposed Plan does not include a remedial alternatives analysis for PCB contamination in the 
Power Canal but indicates that monitoring of this area will continue. NOAA's preference would 
have been for EPA to propose a remedial alternative, e.g., monitored natural recovery, and 
evaluate remedy effectiveness as part of the five-year review process. 

Specific Comments 

Page 2 and elsewhere: The Power Canal and Robinson Creek are initially mentioned in the Site 
Description section but the Proposed Plan is silent on whether these areas pose a risk to human 
health or the environment. 

Page 2, Figure 1: This or another figure should show the site relative to Akwesasne, the Indian 
Meadows, Alcoa East, and the former GM site. 

Page 2: The breached condition of the Massena Dam should be included in the site description. 

Page 3, Bottom to Page 4, Top, "Multiple studies conducted by academic researchers have 
demonstrated the successful spawning, juvenile rearing, and adult population of lake sturgeon, a 
New York State (NYS)-listed threatened species, in the Grasse River.": . Research on lake 
sturgeon in the Grasse and St. Lawrence Rivers have been conducted by state and federal 
government agencies, consultants, and academics. Sturgeon from the Grasse River, St. Lawrence 
River, Black River and Des Praires River comprise one of the six Great Lakes Basin genetic 
stocking units (Welsch et al2010). 

Page 3, What are PCBs, Box, Para 5: The focus should be expanded to include ecological as well 
as human health effect. PCBs are probable human carcinogens and known carcinogens in 
animals. PCBs also cause non-cancer health effects including adverse effects on the immune 
system, reproductive system, endrocine system and nervous system (EPA 2012c). 

Page 4 to Page 5, Site History: The release and control of other COCs from the Alcoa West 
Facility should be described. A description of the National Remedy Review Board 
recommendations on the 2002 Grasse River preferred remedy and the subsequent studies and 
reports that were completed to be responsive to their recommendations should be summarized in 
the Proposed Plan. 

Page 5, Para 2: The 2003 ice scour event eroded up to 5 feet of sediment with the greatest amount 
of scour occurring in pilot cell #4 where 2 feet of cap was placed (McShea et al. 2005). · 
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Page 5, Sediment, Para 2: The estimated 355,000 cy of contaminated sediment removal in 8 years 
under Alternative 8 is about 46.5% less volume than the cubic yards of sediment mechanically 
dredged from River Section 1 of the Hudson River during the May-through November 2012 
dredge season. Similarly, the estimated volume of sediment (634,000 cy) targeted for removal 
under Alternative 9 in 7 years is approximately 4.4%.less than the volume of sediment currently 
dredged from the Hudson during 2012. While 350,000 cy was the target removal volume for the 
Hudson this year, thafis still substantially higher than production estimates for the Grasse. 
Although conditions in the Grasse River differ somewhat from the Hudson, we believe that 
dredging can be done more quickly and cost-effectively than predicted, e.g., the 8 years (355,000 
cy), 7 years (634,000 cy) and 18 years (1,664,000 cy) projected to complete Alternatives 8, 9, and 

. 10. 

Page 8and Page 10: A map should identify each of the 8 the Reaches described in the Proposed 
Plan. 

Page 11, Sediment: The 2010 Updated ERA found unacceptable risk to aquatic organisms from 
exposure from maximum concentrations of Aroclors 1016, 1221, 1232, 1242, 1248, 1254, and 
1260, total PCBs, and dioxin-like PCB congeners in Grasse River sediments based on current data. 

Page 11, Surface Water: The 2010 Updated ERA determined there were unacceptable risk to 
aquatic organisms from exposure to maximum concentrations of Aroclor 1221, 1242, 1254, 
dioxin-like PCB congeners, and aluminum and from mean and maximum total PCBs in Grasse 
River surface water . 

Page 13, Second Bullet: The design of the thickness of the cap should consider the depth of 
rooting plants in addition to the potential for burrowing or disturbance of the cap by biota. 

Page 18, Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment, Fifth Para; and Page 20, 
Reduction in Residual Risk: The time to reach target fish concentrations protective of human 
health is compared across remedial alternatives. A similar analysis should be presented against 
ecological PRGs. 

Page 22, Para 5: Short term impacts to aquatic and wildlife habitat from dredging are mentioned. 
There are also potential short- and long-term impacts from capping. Similar to dredging, some of 

. these impacts can be mitigated through placement of a habitat layer on top of the cap. 

NOAA welcomes the o·pportunity to offer technical assistance on this site. Should you have any 
questions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact me at 212-637-3259. 
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ALC:OA 

October 24, 2012 

Ms. Young Chang, Remediation Project Manager 
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region II 
Emergency and Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Subject: Grasse River Project 
Administrative Order Index No. II-CERCLA-90229 
Proposed Plan Comments 

Dear Ms. Chang: 

Alcoa Remediation 
Management 

Alcoa Technical Center 
100 Technical Drive 
Alcoa Center, PA 15069-0001 USA 

Attached are Alcoa's comments on the September 2012 Proposed Plan for the Grasse River 
Superfund Site. Alcoa believes that a capping remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment, is effective over the long term, and complements the natural recovery already 
occurring in the river. However after two decades of expert study and stakeholder input, Alcoa 
wants the process to move forward and will work with USEP A to implement the 
recommendation contained in the Proposed Plan (Alternative 6). 

Note that we may submit additional comments as we continue our review of the subject 
document. Please contact me at (724) 337-5458 if you have any questions regarding this 
information. 

Very truly yours, 

LPwVI/Vli'L- J>. v?{c.Stvo.-..,;: .r 
Lawrence J. M~ea, P.E. { Hwt 
Project Manager 
Alcoa Inc. 

cc: Douglas Fischer, New York/Caribbean Compliance Branch Alcoa Site Attorney 
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Grasse River Superfund Site 
Comments on the Proposed Plan (September 2012) 

Below are Alcoa's comments on the Proposed Plan for the Grasse River Superfund Site dated September 

20 I2. Alcoa appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments to the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA). 

I. Alcoa believes the Analysis of Alternatives Report (Alcoa, July 20 I2), which forms the basis for the 
Proposed Plan, demonstrates that alternatives that cost significantly less than Alternative 6 can 

achieve equivalent protectiveness. Specifically, alternatives with capping only and capping plus 
focused near shore dredging (Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 in the Proposed Plan) achieve similar risk 
reduction as measured by reductions in polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) levels in fish and equivalent 
or better reductions in PCB loading to the St. Lawrence River, at costs ranging from $I29 million to 

$68 million less than the USEPA preferred alternative. In view of this information, Alcoa asks that 
USEP A evaluate opportunities to reduce the overall project cost while maintaining the overall 
protectiveness of the remedy, and that USEPA structure the Record of Decision such that these 
opportunities can be realized during project implementation. 

2. The preferred remedy includes the following element: "Within the near shore area targeted for 

dredging, the goal is to remove all of the PCB-contaminated sediments within these areas, leaving a 

residual of less than I mg/kg" (pg. 23). Experience at other sites and the site-specific pilot near shore 
dredging conducted as part of the 2005 Grasse River Remedial Options Pilot Study (ROPS) indicate 

that it is frequently difficult to meet this goal. In the ROPS, the average post-dredging residual PCB 
concentration in the near shore area was I.9 mglkg, consistent with the observation of dredging 
residuals at other environmental dredging sites (National Research Council, 2007; Patmont and 

Palermo, January 2007; Bridges et al., February 2008). Efforts to meet a residual sediment PCB 
concentration standard of less than I mg/kg could result in multiple redredging attempts that would 

slow the progress of the remedy with no net environmental benefit. Based on these considerations, 
Alcoa believes a more appropriate approach would be to develop a dredge residuals management plan 

for the near shore areas during remedial design that includes a specified level of effort on dredging 
followed by backfill or capping, consistent with the approach that has been used by USEP A at other 
sediment sites. 

, 3. Alcoa has previously provided comments on the assumptions used in the human health and ecological 
risk assessments. These comments were included in the Human Health Risk Assessment Update 
(Alcoa, July 2002) and the December I2, 20II Responses to Agency Comments on the Draft 
Analysis of Alternatives Report. Alcoa requests that these comments be included in the 
Administrative Record for the project. 

4. As provided in previous comments to US EPA, Alcoa does not believe that there is a legal basis for 

the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe (SRMT) sediment quality criterion for PCBs to be identified as an 

Applicable, Relevant, and Appropriate Requirement (ARAR) for the Grasse River Superfund Site. 

10/24/2012 Page 1 of3 
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5. Alcoa believes that the Record of Decision should clarify that the habitat restoration plan to be 
developed as part of remedial design should take into consideration the fact that site-specific studies 

have indicated that natural recovery of habitat at the site via natural re-colonization can be an 
effective process for habitat restoration and that habitat restoration efforts that are undertaken as part 

of the remedy must be constructible, sustainable, and cost effective. The Record of Decision should 
also clarify that habitat restoration efforts will be limited to those areas directly impacted by remedial 
actions. 

Alcoa also recommends that restoration first be implemented on a small scale in phases as portions of 
the remedy are completed, such that restoration methods can be tested for effectiveness, and lessons 

learned can be appropriately incorporated into other areas of the river as remedy implementation 

progresses. Alcoa also believes that the process should allow for the modification of the habitat 
restoration plan as information is developed from initial site restoration efforts based on the criteria of 
constructability, sustainability, and cost effectiveness noted above. 

6. Consistent with the approach employed during prior in-river activities as well as USEP A guidance 
(USEP A, 2004 ), Alcoa recommends that the approach to during- and post-remedy monitoring provide 
the flexibility to modify the sampling program based on the evaluation of data as they are generated. 

The details of the during- and post-remedy monitoring plans should be developed during remedial 
design. 

7. References to cultural significance of the Grasse River do not clearly state whether they are based on 

comments from the United States on behalf of SRMT or independent evaluations and conclusions by 
USEP A. The document also does not address the fact that Alcoa has worked diligently with SRMT 
and other natural resource trustees to reach a settlement providing compensation for claimed cultural 
impacts associated with the presence of PCBs. 
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~ 
ALCOA 

November 29, 2012 

Ms. Young Chang, Remediation Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region II 
Emergency and Remedial Response Division 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

RE: Grasse River Project 
Administrative Order Index No. II-CERCLA-90229 
Proposed Plan Comments 

Dear Ms. Chang: 

Alcoa 

Alcoa Corporate Center 
201 Isabella St at 7th St Bridge 
Pittsburgh, PA 15212-5858 USA 
Tel: 1 412 553 2521 
Fax: 1 412 553 1402 

SENT VIA UPS OVERNIGHT 

Given the brief recently filed by the U.S. Attorney General's office in support of the St. Regis 
Mohawk Tribe's ("SRMT") position in litigation involving claims on lands in the vicinity of the 
lower Grasse River, Alcoa wishes to augment and clarify its comment number 4 submitted by letter 
dated October 24, 2012. 

The above-referenced Proposed Plan states as follows: "Because it is doubtful that the SRMT 
sediment standard can be achieved, and may therefore need to be waived due to technical 
impracticability if it is identified as an applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement (ARAR), 
EPA does not believe that the SRMT sediment standard would necessarily lead to a remedy that is 
different from the preferred remedy in the Proposed Plan." (emphasis added) 

Alcoa believes the Record of Decision should clarify this language and any other language 
concerning the SRMT sediment standard to be more specific and more definitively ensure finality of 
the selected remedy regardless of the outcome of various legal proceedings concerning land claims by 
the SRMT. The Record of Decision should clarify this by including a statement that there is no legal 
basis for the SRMT sediment quality criterion for PCBs to be identified as an Applicable, Relevant, 

160771 
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Ms. Young Chang, Remediation Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region II 
November 29, 2012 
Page Two 

and Appropriate Requirement (ARAR) for the Grasse River Superfund Site, even if SRMT were to 
prevail in its claims regarding land in the area. In addition, the Record of Decision should revise the 
above language from the Proposed Plan to eliminate the terms shown in emphasis and thereby 
eliminate the potential uncertainty they could create. 

Very truly yours, 

r· )/ . 4/1 I 
~t;;;{pfe~;;;rv 
Counsel 

cc: Douglas Fischer, New York/Caribbean Compliance Branch Alcoa Site Attorney 
Young Chang, via both facimile to (212) 637-3966 and email to Chang.Young@epa.gov 



·,:; ....... . 

Date:A 
//) 9/12. 
I I 

Your Name and Address: 
3iJIJ;y A. ttt<R&A-f 

RE: Grasse River Remediation 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

I write to express my strong support for Alternative Six and the quick remediation of the Grasse 
River. 

A capping rem'edy is protective of human health and the environment, effective over the long 
term and complements the natural recovery already occurring in the river. While the 
recommendation contained in the PRAP goes beyond capping, I urge the EPA to move forward 
with Alternative Six. 

The cleanup of the river has been studied for two decades with lots of involvement from 
agencies and people in the community, now it's time to move forward. 

As a North Country resident I can testify to the importance of the Grasse River and Alcoa's 
presence in this community, Alcoa is the largest private employer in the North Country and a 
major supporter of the region's non-profit and civic organizations, The entire community relies 
on the jobs and goodwill provided by this important corporate citizen. 

The community deserves a clean Grasse River. Alcoa deserves a cost-effective remedial plan 
that protects human health and the environment. Alternative Six achieves both. 

Again, I strongly support Alternative Six and the quick remediation of the Grasse River. 

Sincerely: 

--

,r- ---·- ---·-----·~ 

160785 
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·ALCOA PRAP Comment 
. Matthew Thompson 
to: 

~-~>: Young Chang 
10/16/2012 10:29 AM 
Hide Details 
From:· Matthew Thompson 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA .. 

Follow Up: 
Urgent Priority. 

History: This message has been replied to. 

1 Attachment 

''t!J 
ALCOAPRAP Comment Letter. pdf 

She:kon/ Greetings Young, 

· Page 1 of 1 

Please accept the attached document as my official comment to the proposed ALCOA remedi.al action 
plan. 

Niawen/ Thank you, 

Matthew V. Thompson 

12/5/2012 
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Matthew V. Thompson 
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I 
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Kentenha/ October 16, 2012 

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental ProtectionAgency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 
Fax: (212) 637-3966 
Email: chang.young@epa.gov 

She:kon/ Greetings Young, 

I am a lifelong member and resident of Akwesasne. I have fished my whole life on the St. 
Lawrence River including all of the local tributaries. In my youth I even did extensive fishing on 
the Grasse River before 1989 and the subsequent fish advisory was released. I have thus seen the 
dramatic effects of the pollution ALCOA has released into the waters and I am very pleased to 
fmally see a potential clean up solution. · 

That being said I do not agree with the proposed remedial action plan (PRAP) that the EPA has 
chosen. After reading all of the documents that lead up to the PRAP, I believe there is one major 
factor that ~annot be overlooked. To me not knowing how ice scouring is going to affect the river 
below T21 is a major variable that I am not comfortable with. If ice scouring were to occur 
between T21-T72, all of the cap placed in this section would be removed where the scour 
occurred and PCB's that were supposed to be capped would be re-released into the water 
column, and potentially resettle on top of cap further downstream. 

In the current world of climate change to try to manage and predict the zone of ice scouring, and 
to say it is most likely to occur only in zone T1-T21 is foolish and unrealistic. The EPA should 
look at a more logical solution and be prepared for ice scouring along the entire stretch of the site 
area from T 1-T72. 

Based upon all of the data collected thus far I feel the most appropriate remedial action plan is 
one that has not been presented. It is simply an addition to Alternative 6. The best remedy is: T1-
T72 NS Dredging and Backfill to grade, T1-T72 MC Armored capping. This alternative has 
removed MC dredging which has proven to be very costly and potentially not that effective. Also 
this remedy removes the dangers of ice scours by armor capping the entire main channel. As 
with alternative 6, the rest of the conditions would be the same with respect toNS dredging and 
long term monitoring of the site. 



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to call 

Niawen/ Thank you, 

M tt h
. ~- Digitally signed by Matthew a ew \1 Thompson 

;,+\pN: cn=Matthew Thompson, o, au, 

h 
1/ email=matthew.thompson@srmt-

-ri'SO:g;;;c=US T omps9n Date,2012.10.161Q,U54.()4'00' 

Matthew V. Thompson 
Akwesasne Tribal Member 



Proposed Remediation of the Grasse River - Superfund- Letter Dated 
October 1, 2012 
Marilyn White to: Young Chang 10/17/2012 08:05PM 

From: Marilyn White 
To: Young Chang/R2/USEPNUS@EPA 

Dear Ms. Chang, 

I have received. your letter dated October 1, 2012 regarding the Proposed Plan, Grasse River Superfund 
Site, Massena, St. Lawrence County, New York. 

Here are my comments. 

1. I agree with the dredging of all contaminated areas. I do understand that with dredging that 
contanimants may be dispersed. 

2. I do NOT agree with capping of any of the sites on the Grasse River. The whole river should be 
dredged. In my research, this is what is recommended, 

3. All the PCBs should be removed by dredging and capping is NOT an answer to this. 

4. I live on the Grasse River. The ice moves in and out and it may disturb the "caps". I just want Alcoa to 
take out all the PCBs that they have left over the decades with their industry. 

5. I know the EPA or Alcoa has manually broken the ice in the past and this does not set well with me. 
The ice going out of the river is a normal "cleaning" of debris from the river. By the breaking of the ice 
prematurely disturbs the normal cleaning of the river from organic material. I know you worry about the ice 
"disturbing the caps" ... but ifthere were no caps, this would not be an issue. 

6. I've been told by the EPA that they break the ice prematurely to prevent "scouring" of the caps of 
PCBs. I just want the PCBs out of the Grasse River. 

7. Charles Schumer (probably spelled his name wrong) wants you to act fast, but I do not want you to act 
fast. I want you to clean up the Grasse River for me and my children and grandchildren. We swim in it! 

8. I am leaving you my name, address and phone number and email, if you want to contact me. I did not 
see anything about public meeting times in this letter, but I hope you let me know. Let me know if any 
meetings are in the works ... l'll be there. · 

Marilyn White 

I'm hoping the EPA is on my side, 

I will forward this to any concerned parties and attorneys, because I am disclosing my intentions. 

Thank you, 

Marilyn White 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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,OCT-17-2012 12:33 PM ALCOA MASSENA SERVICES 3157644781 P.02/02 

Date: 

Name an. I Address; 

RE: Gras!;e River Remediation 

Remedial ~roject Manager Chang: 
. . :; . . . ; ~ . . . . 

I write to e- <press my strong support for a G~a~~e River c;leanup plan that is based on sound 
science. · · -. · · · ' · ·· ... · - · . · .. · .. · .. 

Fifteen ye;.-rs of ~~i~IJ~I~lc; stygy_shows a.capg!~g rem~dy is __ p~o.te.ctiY~.of~yrnaQ h~~lth ang th_e 
env!~onrne'··1t. eff~ctiv~ -py~r th~-j9ng tf{rm anq q~rr.tPie.ments .the n~t~r~l'r~c;overy ·alr~~~y ...... 
~c~~~ri~~ i I ·t~e rj_y~r· .TD~ alt~~ratlye recomm~ndrd ~y fPf'_ i~ al~o r~~s~nable appr:pa,c~: -

; '. ~ ~ ' - I 

Aft~r:!"~C1rl: two ~e9~t1~§ Af ~~P.ert ~tudy and ~t.~ke.holder· input. th~·- p'r9ce.~~ 11;1ust m9ve tqrwi\'rd. 
. ~a·9~r cqr:t niunity~ c~ri -p~gi'" -~'xperier:Jcjng th~ b~n~fits of thi$ reme.qi~tiqr:j ~ffort! · · ··: · -
· .. ;.- ·_:·~~:: .. ::· ·-',·:·· '·~_::\:~.~_:..::f-_}\:~.:~;·~~··i~'f/·: ··.:r::·~-_. ·· .=::~_-:-;/-~ .. ~---.-~ ... ::_· ! ... :. .. -:·> .. ·~-~.¥~:._ ... ·.~ ....... -.: ·:· · .. _ · 

~~ ap Al~o 'I ~~R'PYr~ IR~n t~~FfY t~ Jh~ Jmp9~~~ce pf tb~ Gr9!;S~ Ri~e,r ~('!~ A'G?~·~ ~resence 
rn m17 qom n~nltY·.::f\!9.9~- !~ th~ __ lar~~~t ~rnploy~(H) Ma~~~~a. !he ~prpp~n,~ pr~v~~~~ J9b~ for 
~w~ man . 1 1PO b~!~·~?r~,n~·,m~n ~~9 womem,· T~e .<'r~~se RIV~r r~m~q!a!J~n IS 'n!~O~~mt to 
ev~.l)'~~,e a! Alpq~ 1 , ; ~- ' • • . ·,. ·: • • •. , • · .. ; •• • · · ' · 

·- ~:. ',' ', .: .. ·::_ ·:'_;.;' ~ . .'. _.. · .. ·. ;·.I ~·-. ' ... ~ .... ·····~- -~_;_. ',. ,- ,.:: __ ··)· ..... !,:·~ ~ ,· . .. ' ...... ~ ~-

The q~mm_~.nit_y ~~~,~~~~ -~ ql~~n q~~~~e RiVf#f. A!fo~ ·d~~~rv~~ ~--~~~~.;~ff~pti~~ r~rp~dial ~~~n 
that P,rotecn ~~ma.n-h~al~h artc;l ~he ~riy1ronmj!t(!t... · · " · ,. :. . _ 

• ' • • .' • ! : ·, . • : · .. : ; • ·. • ' : ·~ ; •. : I:~· ':: . '~ ·. ' '. • • 
, I •, /·~ 

. . r - : . ·;-: ir~~ •t:7~·-·:::~~·"'.:.·~::· = · 
• •' "- • ' ': ~ ' I.;.. •.'''•, '~ :: '• ,'' ; 
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OCT-17-2012 12:32 PM ALCOA MASSENA SERVICES 3157644781 P.01/02 

RE: Grasse· River Remediation 
', ~ ~ t ' •• d' ;'. • ". ·:,f .: 

Remedial F ·eject Maryag~r: Chang: 
I • • • V-:- •. ~~ ,;. ;' ~ ~ • < 

I ~rite to express my ~~r~~9, ~u,pport for·~ Gr~§.~~ ~iver ~;l~anup pi~~~~~~ i~ 9a?~~ 2n ~q~nq 
sc1ence. ·:··~----- ::·<''.·'"····~"'-,··.-- · · :o,.7,, ..... • •.. _·,. ·.·• .: · 

Fift:en yea1 s qf s~!~n~!fi~ ~tf,!dy show~~ a cappjrJg remedy is prot~ctjv~ qf huiT)al') health ar:~d the 
env1ronm~r t, ~ff~ctive over th~ long term and c:qmple,;,ems t~e-,atural ~e~oyery alre~dy _ 
occurring ir thff-r!v~r.' Th~ ~lterD~tiv~ recomm!!f'l~~d py ~PA is §ll~p.rea~o.napl!3 apP.rpaFh~. . "_ 

. . -. ' ~~ . . . . . . . ·. . ' -·_ :.·· . . . ~ . ': . . . . . . · .. _. . . .... ' 

After ne.arl) t~p der;a?e~ qf ~xpert sWdy and ~t~k~hoiQEJ~ if1put. the pr~~e'~~ ·mLJ~t 11'10~~ f~rW~rg. · 
so our com n~!'lity can bf!gir e~perier)cing the pen~fits of this rem~dia~i91'J ~ffqrt. . · . 

• •• • - ·' ' 1.__ .'. • • " ' ' • • • t -

As an Alco;< emp!qye~ I C!~r" te~tify to the impprtan~e ~f the Grasse ~{!V,er ~ng-~lco~·~ pr~~~nq~ 
' ·, 'in this com1 11.11'1itY.. Af~o~ is ~hE: l~rQ'e-st employ~r in Mas~~.na., T~e _c(;lrn'parw prpvi9~~jops fgr, 

more tpan 1,1 00, hard~,r~rkipg m~enand wom~n:: _._p1e qr.t:t~~e ~iyer re,m~di~ti<H1 is id'p9rt~~t tp 
. everyone a· Alcqa. - · · · · ·· - _ , · 

The comm; .nit_y deser:ves a cl~an Gr?JSSe Riv~r. Alcoa deserve·~ a co~t:c;Jff~c;ti.ve re.mi!J~i~l P.!~n 
th"~.t;protec1·; h~man ~;lalth_ ~nd the environm-nt: · · . ·· · ·. · . ~ . · •· · · . . · • · :_ -

~lnqerely: 124 -H. 
"., ' . ' _.- ·CJ·· 0 • 

•, .... 

:·: 

' .~· 

• • ..... t->o; 



Alcoa/Grasse River Cleanup 
Peets, Darren J. to: Young Chang 

From: "Peets, Darren J." <Darren.Peets@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Ms. Chang, 

10/18/2012.01 :44 PM 

I am writing you to show my support for Alcoa and the plan to clean up the Grasse River here in 
Massena. I have lived here all 41 years of my life. My father retired from Alcoa. My brother, nephews, 
uncles and many cousins all work for Alcoa. I have worked at Alcoa for the past 14 years and spent 2 
summers working in the Summer Program at the East Plant when it was Reynolds Metals. Prior to 
working at the plant I worked for Toomey Bros Logging which practiced environmentally friendly logging to 
protect and preserve the Adirondack State Park. I am very concerned about the Environment and Alcoa 
and how one may impact the other on this important decision. While I personally do not agree with the 
proposed plan, I believe capping is the best solution as opposed to stirring up what is harmful, I also feel 
as an Alcoan a certain responsibility to ensure that future generations will be able to enjoy our waterways 
here in the North Country. It has been 20 years. It is time to start cleaning up the mess. I understandwhy 
compromises have been made and therefore whole heartedly support the Plan to clean up the Grasse 
river and urge the decision be made as soon as possible. For the good of the Grasse River, Alcoa, 
Massena and the surrounding communities ... 

Respectfully yours, 

Darren Peets 
Line 1 Process Flow Leader 
Alcoa Massena East Plant 
315-764-6339 
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To: 

Follow Up: 
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Grasse River Remediation 
· Rombough, Steve M. to: Young Chang 

"Rombough, Steve M." <Steve.Rombough@alcoa.com> 

·Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Urgent Priority. 

Remedial Project Manag.er Chang, 

10/18/2012 06:05AM 

Good morning Ms. Chang, my name is Steve Rombough and I am a born & raised Massena, NY resident, 
an Alcoa employee and the Manufacturing Manager at the Massena West Primary Metals Plant. 

I write to express my strong support for a Grasse River Clean-up plan that is based on sound science. 

Fifteen years of scientific study shows a capping remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment, effective over tlie long term and complements the natural recovery already occurring in the 
river. The alternative recommended by the EPA is also a reasonable approach. 

After nearly two decaqes of expert study and stakeholder input, the process must move forward so our 
communitycan begin experiencing the benefits of the remediation effort. 

As an Alcoa employee and someone born and raised in Massena, NY, ·I can testify to the importance of 
the Grasse River and Alcoa's presence in this community. Alcoa is the largest employer in Massena. The 
company provide jobs for more than 1, 1 00 hardworking· men and women. The Grasse River remediation 
is important to everyone at Alcoa. 

The community deserves a clean Grasse River. Alcoa deserves a cost-effective remedial plan that 
protects human health and the environment. After many years of strong scientific studies and the 
collection of valuable data, it is time to move forward with the proposed solution. 

Sincerely, 

Steve Rombough 
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VILLAGE OF MASSENA 
Town Hall Building 

Massena, New York 13662 

Ms. YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang: 

October 18, 2012 

I am writing to convey my strong support to the ALCOA I Grasse River 
remediation project. 

As mayor of a community that has been the home to one of the largest 
employers of the North Country, I could not begin to illustrate how devastating 
this region would become without ALCOA's presence. ALCOA and the vast 
number of families its fed over the years continues to be the lifeline of what
remains after the downturn in the economy that claimed General Motors Corp. 
and Reynolds Aluminum Inc. also major contributors to a once thriving 
community. 

Without a doubt, the cleanup of the Grasse River is of great importance as it 
should be. However, it should be done in a most cost effective way that 
protects human health, the environment and ALCOA's commitment to continue 
operations in Massena. This region needs the jobs. 

/JFH 



Grasse River Remediation 
Hughes-LePage, Linda J. 
to: 
Young Chang 
10119/2012 02:13PM 
Hide Details 
From: "Hughes-LePage, Linda J." <Linda.Hughes.,.LePage@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

I would like to express my support for the proposed Grasse River cleanup recommended by the EPA. 

Page 1 of 1 

Years of study have shown that a capping remedy meets the overall goal, which is to reduce PCB·Ievels in fish 
and other organisms in the river with a resulting long-term protection of human health and the environment. 
While I feel that is the ideal solution, I strongly believe that it is more important to move forward on this 
cleanup. That is why I support the EPA's recommendation. 

As a 30 year employee of Alcoa, I understand the importance of Alcoa's presence to this community and to the 
North Country. Alcoa provides jobs to 1,100 employees directly, and to many businesses indirectly. The Grasse 
River remediation is an important step towards keeping the community, the environment and Alcoa healthy and 
viable. 

Everyone benefits from a cost-effective remedial plan that protects health and environment. Please move this 
process forward as soon as possible. 

Sincerely, 
Linda Hughes-LePage 

10/24/2012 
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Grass River 
stacy Ashley-Parent 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/19/2012 06:45 PM 
Hide Details 
From: stacy Ashley-Parent 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Page 1 of 1 

I'm a member of the Massena community and have family that works at Alcoa. I support the remedy that EPA 
proposed in the PRAP because I believe that it will reduce the human exposure and risk associated with PCBS, 
while maintaining the cost to do so within a range that allows Alcoa to Modernize and remain a source of 
employment in Northern NY. As a US Citizen and concerned stakeholder, I am requesting that EPA move forward 
with the final remedy (ROD) as soon as possible, but no later than March 2013 when Alcoa's board must decide 
on the future of The Massena Plants. Stacy Ashley-Parent 

10/24/2012 
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Grasse River Remediation 
Richard Byrne to: Young Chang 

From: Richard Byrne 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPNUS@EPA 

Dear Mr. Chang: 

10/19/2012 06:54PM 

I am in support of accepting the plan submitted by EPA-for the remediation ofthe Grasse River in 
Massena, New York. 

Fishing is a staple of life in Massena and its surrounding areas. While I can appreciate the reticence of 
some stakeholders allowing remediation that you do·not feel is effective, I believe that if you review the 
data.which shows that there is a layer of bedrock below the soil, you would agree that. a remediation plan 
that includes all dredging would be physically impossible and elevate contamination levels for years to 
come; 

I recommend that this stalled project move forward timely, by March 20, 2013. 

Tank you for the chance to review my suggestions and comments. 

Richard. Byrne 

Sent from my iPad 
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Grasse River Remediation 
Richard LePage 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/21/2012 12:55 PM 
Hide Details 
From: "Richard LePage" 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

I write to express my strong support for a Grasse River cleanup plan that is based on sound science. 

c Page 1 of 1 

Fifteen years of scientific study shows a capping remedy is protective of human health and the environment, 
effective over the long erm and complements the natural recovery already occurring in the river. The alternative 
recommended by the EPA is also a reasonable approach. 

The process must move forward so our community can begin experiencing the benefits of this remediation. 

As a 39 year Alcoa employee, I can testify to the importance of the Grasse River and Alcoa's presence in this 
community. Alcoa is the largest employer in Massena. The company provides jobs for more than 1,100 men and 
women. ' 

The community deser-Ves a clean Grasse River and Al~oa deserves a cost-effective remedial plan that protects 
human health and the environment. 

Sincerely, 
Richard LePage 

10/24/2012 
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Grasse Rive~ Cleanup PRAP 
Lucey, Derrick W. to: Young Chang 

From: "Lucey, Derrick W." <Derrick.Lucey@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA!US@EPA 

1 attachment 

r;ID 
Picture (Device Independent Bitmap) 1.jpg 

Dear Young, 

10fi212012 07:36AM 

I am an Alcoa employee in Massena, NY. I have been employed for about 6 years and Alcoa has played 
an important part in my life for many more years as family members including my father-in-law and my 
grandfather were both career Alcoa employees. After having sat through an informational meeting on the 
proposed remediation action plan that was put forth by the EPA, I just wanted to express my support of 
the proposed cleanup. · 

As a scientist (Ph.D Inorganic Chemistry) and an avid outdoor enthusiast, I really do not understand why 
the suggested cleanup doesn't involve less dredging as it appears the dredging process stirs up PCB's 
and increases the levels in fish tissues. My belief is that we should cap the contamination with a sufficient 
layer of material so that the PCB levels in the river do not get re-entrained. There is scientific evidence 
that the capping works with armored capping where necessary to avoid the ice jam incident that occurred 
in 2003. But with this said, I am confident that.you took everything into consideration when you developed 
the PRAP so my vote is that we get started fixing this river as soon as possible. It is going to take about 
7-8 years from completion of the projectfor the PCB levels in the fish to drop to the appropriate levels for 
them to come off of the unsafe to consume list. 

Thanks,· 
Derrick 
Derrick W. Lucey, Ph.D 
Massena Technical Manager 

Alcoa Primary Metals 
Massena West Electrode 
Park Avenue East 
Massena, NY 13662-0500 USA 
Cell: 1 315-296-6605 
Fax: 1 315-764-4736 
Derrick. Lucey@alcoa.com 



Grasse River PRAP 
Alvarez, Marcela to: Young Chang 10/22/2012 09:50AM 

From: "Alvarez, Marcela" <Marcela.Aivarez@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPNUS@EPA 

1 attachment 

Picture (Device Independent Bitmap) 1.jpg 

Dear Mr. Chang, 

As an Alcoa employee, I want to express my support for the Grasse River cleanup and the fact that the 
EPA is moving forward with the project and has proposed a remediation plan. This is not only going to 
help the environment, our health, but it is also going to benefit the community in Massena. As Alcoa being 
the largest employer in Massena, Capping remedy is protective of human health and the environment, 
effective over the long term and complements the natural recovery already occurring in the river. Alcoa 
wants the process to move forward and will work with the EPA to implement the recommendation 
contained in the PRAP. 

Thank you, 

Marcela Alvarez 
TICoE Rotational Engineer 
Massena Operations 
(865) 335-7614 
[cid:image002.png@01CB8198.AA395FDO] 
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From: 

· To: 

Grasse River Cleanup 
Salgado, Janette to: Young Chang 

"Salgado, Janette" <Janette.Salgado@alcoa.com> 

Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Dear Young S. Chang, 

10/22/2012 03:14PM 

As an Alcoa employee, I want to express my support to the Grasse River clean up. We are excited that 
the plan is moving forward after two decades of expert study so that the community can begin 
experiencing the benefits of the remediation. Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

Janette Salgado 



Grasse river 
David O'CONNELL 

. to: 
Young Chang 
10/23/2012 09:27AM 
Hide Details 
From: "David O'CONNELL"  

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

From: David A O'Connell 

To: Chang Young 

Page 1 of 1 

I live on the Grasse river and support the the recommendation contained in the PRAP, given to ALCOA to clean 
up the Grasse River. I have a home and have lived on the river for 12 years. I see this recommendation as 
positive way to have a clean river with a cost effective solid plan. The river is important and so is ALCOA to the 
community. This is a very postive and responsible plan ar'ld it needs to move forward. It has been a lot of years in 
the study and now is the time to move forward. 

Thank you 

David A O'Connell 

10/24/2012 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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Grasse River Clean up 
David O'CONNELL 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/30/2012 10:01 AM 
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From: "David O'CONNELL" 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEP A/US@EP A 

TO: YoungS. Chang 

From: David A O'Connell 

 

: :. 
.: .·;:; 

Page 1 of 1 

I live on the Grasse River in Massena N.Y. and I fully support the Grasse River cleanup plan propsed to ALCOA 
by the EPA. I belive the years of study by competent people have come up with a very workable plan that 
address the problem in a cost effective way. I think enough time and study have been put into this plan and it is 
time to move forward. ALCOA is very important to the comunity and so is the river. I think the plan address both 
in a very positive way. 

Thank You 

David A O'Connell 

10/30/2012 
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to: . Young :s ctiang 

From:_.David A.. O'Connell 

I live on the Grasse River in Massena N.Y. and I fully su_pport the Grasse River clean up plan 
nronosed to AT ro A hv the F.PA. T hetive the venTS of stni!V hv cnmnetent ne.nnlf~ h:lVP. c.om.f' H!" 
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with a very effective and long term solution and in a cost effective way. I think enough time and 
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crucial to the Massena area and every effort to keep them here is needed. 

David A. 0' Connell 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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RE: Grasse River Remediation 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

l write to express my strong support for Alternative Six and the quick remediation of the Grasse 
River. 

A capping remedy is protective of human health and the environment, effective over the long 
term and complements the natural recovery already occurring in the river. While the 
recommendation contained in the PRAP goes beyond capping, I urge the EPA to move forward 
with Alternative Six. 

The cleanup of the river has been studied for two decades with lots of involvement from 
agencies and people in the community, now it's time to move forward. 

As a North Country resident I can testify to the importance of the Grasse River and Alcoa's 
presence in this community. Alcoa is the largest private employer in the North Country and a 

· major supporter of the region's non-profit and civic organizations. The entire community relies 
on the jobs and goodwill provided by this important corporate citizen. 

The community deserves a clean Grasse River. Alcoa deserves a cost-effective remedial plan 
that protects human health and the environment. Alternative Six achieves both. 

Again, 1 strongly support Alternative Six and the quick remedi.ation of the Grasse River. 

Sincerely: 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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Alcoa and the Grasse River clean-up 
Jrmchoice 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/24/2012 02:10PM 
Hide Details 
From: 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Follow Up: 
Urgent Priority. 

Page 1 of 1 

Sir: My name is Roy F. Mittiga Sr., I am 88 years old. I have lived in Massena, N.Y. all my life. I 
have many memories ofthe area and the Grasse River. When, I was a young boy, my friends father 
was the manager of the Mica Plant, located on Center Street next to the Grasse River. My friend and I 
would often go the the Mica Plant and on occasion wander onto the Grasse River in our bare feet. The 
waste Mica was thrown out in large quanities. So large that we would be standing on Mica way over a 
foot deep. It covered a very large area of the river bottom. There are many factors that have 
contminated the Grasse River, including the Grist Mill across form the Mica Plant. and more. I cannot 
blame Alcoa for the total contamination of the river bed downstream. All through out past history 
they used that river as a dumping place; even before Alcoa located here in Massena, N.Y. They 
removed ice from the river in the early spring by the Horto.n Ice Company, we children were adviced 
not tho eat the ice from the ice trucks as they made delivery to the homes, because of the 
contamination ofthe river. So, why blame Alcoa for all the ills ofthe river, I ask? Thank you for 
your time reading this. Roy F. Mittiga Sr. 

' 12/5/2012 
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October 25, 2012 

YoungS. Chang 

Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 1 0007-1866 

RE: Grasse River Remediation 

Remedial Pr9ject Manager Chang: 

I write to express my strong support for a Grasse River cleanup plan that is based on sound 
science. 

Fifteen years of scientific study shows a capping remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment, effective over the long term and complements the natural recovery already 
occurring in the river. The alternative recommended by EPA is also reasonable approach. 

• r • -·::-, ~\ ' • '. " ' ;,. ' • 

As someone who cares deeply about the Massena community and this important waterway, I 
believe the outcom'e ofthe EPNs'prdcess is 'of upmost importance. After nearly two decades of 
expert study and stakeholder input, the process must move forward so our community can 
begin experiencing the benefits of this remediation effort. 

The community I live deserves a clean Grasse River. Alcoa deserves a cost-effective remedial 
plan that protects human health and the environment. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

_;;;n~ -
John M. Wicke 

Former Village Trustee, Village of Massena 

Former Town Coun·Cilman, Town of Massena 

Former Past President of the St. Lawrence County Chamber of Commerce 
. .. " r. ,: ,. . -~ •. •. . . 
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EPA Proposed Remedial Action Plan for Grasse River 
Martin, John D. to: Young Chang 

From: "Martin, John D." <John.Martin@alcoa.com> 

To Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA · 

Project Manager Chang, 

10/25/2012 07:06 PM 

Hello Ms. Chang, my name is John Martin, and I am the Location Manager for the Alcoa plants in 
Massena, NY. We met during one of your visits to Massena. I am .writing today, not in my role as Location 
Manager, but as a resident who lives on the Grasse River, and a proud American who wants what is best 
for our country. My family and I care deeply about both properly cleaning up the Grasse River and 
responsibly maintaining a manufacturing base for a strong U.S. economy. 

I live on the Grasse River and enjoy fishing, boating, kayaking, and swimming activities and believe it is 
one of the nicest recreational rivers anywhere. I want a comprehensive solution that gives us the most 
reduction of PCB levels in fish tissue, the least intrusive to the residents, birds, and animals during the 
remediation process, and creates long term sustainability for the Grasse River ecosystem. 

I support the EPA's proposed remedial plan for the Grasse River Clean-up because it is based on sound 
science. Fifteen years of scientific study shows a capping remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment, effective over the long term, and complements the natural recovery already occurring in the 
river. Although I believe the capping only option is still the best overall solution, the alternative 
recommended by the EPA is a reasonable approach. 

After nearly two decades of expert study and stakeholder input, I believe the process must move forward 
so our community can begin experiencing the benefits of the remediation effort. It is also important to get 
a final decision so that Alcoa can properly plan both the remediation of the river and modernization of its 
facilities. Alcoa is the largest employer in the Massena area and contributes $340M annually to the North 
Country economy and provides jobs for 1,100 hardworking men and women. 

The community deserves a clean Grasse River and Alcoa deserves a cost-effective remedial plan that 
protects human health and the environment. 

Thank you for all your efforts as Project Manager, and thank you for reading my feedback. My family and I 
look forward to many years of enjoyment and beauty the Grasse River provides. 

Sincerely, 

John Martin 



Support for EPA PRAP- Grasse River- Massena, NY 
O'Connell, Robert J. to: Young Chang 

From: "O'Connell, Robert J." <Robert.O'Connell@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

To: 

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang, 

10/25/2012 03:11 PM 

My name is Robert O'Connell and I was born and raised in Massena, NY. I currently live in Massena with 
my wife and three children. I am also a third generation Alcoa employee, as both my Grandfather and 
Father were Alcoa employee's. I have also had many relatives work for Alcoa both in Massena and 
Pittsburgh. To say the least, Alcoa has provided for my family for many years, and we have provided 
Alcoa with quality employee's to help ensure their success. The reason for this letter is to tell you that I 
support the Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the Grasse River and urge you to issue a Record of 
Decision based upon the PRAP, without modification, as soon as practical. The two main reasons I 
support this is to properly address the environmental PCB contamination in the Grasse River, and to 
ensure that Alcoa remains in Massena for generations to come. Another reason that I support this PRAP 
is that my Father and Mother currently reside on the Grasse River and we utilize it for recreation and enjoy 
its beauty when visiting them on a routine basis. We would like to maintain that enjoyment, and feel that 
the remedy proposed will allow us to do so. 

Thank you for considering my opinion. 

Respectfully, 
Robert J. O'Connell 
Robert J. O'Connell 
Alcoa Massena Primary Products 
315-323-3904 Cell 
315-764-4189 Office 
robert.o'connell@alcoa.com 



Mr. YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

· Re: Proposed Cleanup of The Grasse River. 

Since I will be unable to attend any meetings regarding the proposed $243 million plan set forth by the 

U. S. E. P. A. for remediation of the Grasse River, I would like to voice my support. 

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion: 

Sincerely 

Thomas L. Doud. 



( ·. 
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Mr. Thomas L. Doud 
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Mr. Young S. Chang 
Project Remedial Manager, 
U.S. lnvironmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 
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Grass River Project 
Seguin, Brenda L. to: Young Chang 10/26/2012 06:14AM 

From: "Seguin, Brenda L." <Brenda.Seguin@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Date: 10/25/2012 

Name and Address: Bren~a Lee M. Seguin 

RE: Grasse River Remediation 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

I write to express my strong support for a Grasse River cleanup plan that is based on sound science.~ 

Fifteen years of scientific study shows a capping remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment, effective over the long term and complements the natural recovery already occurring in the 
river. The alternative recommended by EPA is a reasonable approach. 

As an Alcoa employee and someone who has lived near this important waterway, the outcome of this 
process directly affects me and my family. After nearly two decades of expert study and stakeholder 
input, the process must move forward so our community can begin experiencing the benefits of this 
remediation effort. 
I can testify to the importance of the Grasse River and Alcoa's presence in this community. Alcoa is the 
largest employer in Massena. The company provides jobs for more than 1,1 00 hardworking men and 
women. The Grasse River remediation is important to everyone at Alcoa. The community deserves a 
clean Grasse River and Alcoa deserves a cost-effective remedial plan that protects human health and the 
environment. 

Sincerely: Brenda Lee M.Seguin 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Grasse River Cleanup (Massena, NY) 
Gary Novosel 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/26/2012 08:35AM 
Cc: 
Gary Novosel 
Hide Details 
From: Gary Novosel 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Cc: Gary Novosel 

Please respond to Gary Novosel 

26 October, 2012 

Page 1 of 1 

I am writing to you as a citizeri of Massena to voice my support for the cleanup option 
proposed for ~he Grasse River in Massena, New York; combined capping and dredging. 

I feel that this approach is appropriate as it seems to provide a good balance of 
removing and isolating the contamination while not further stirring up more 
contamination in the river. 

Time is of the essence. This process has dragged on way to long. Let's get a move on 
with this process and let the remediation begin. It is vital to the North Country 
first and foremost to deal with the contamination and additionally to guarantee the 
future of Alcoa in this area and the economic benefit that this provides to us all. 

Thank you, 

Gary Novosel 

10/26/2012 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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From: 

To: 

Mr. Chang 

Grass River Cleanup 
Cusworth, Lucas E. to: Young Chang 

"Cusworth, Lucas E." <Lucas.Cusworth@alcoa.com> 

Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

10/26/2012 08:38 AM 

/ 

I have lived in Massena all my life(32 yrs) and have worked for ALCOA for 7. I support your proposal for 
Grasse river cleanup. · · 
Lucas Cusworth 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Alcoa and the Grass River Clean-u,p 
LaClair, Timothy P. to: Young Chang 

From: "LaClair, Timothy P." <Timothy.LaCiair@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

10/26/2012 08:45AM 

As a life-time citizen of Massena, NY, I fully support the EPA proposed Grass River clean-up plan. I feel 
this is an excellent long-term solution to fix any contamination that may exist in the river. 

Sincerely, 

Tim LaClair 

Massena resident and Alcoa employee 



Support for Grasse River Cleanup II Remedial plan to move forward 
Huczel, Heath S. 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/26/2012 10:46 AM 
Hide Details 
From: "Huczel, Heath S." <Heath.Huczel@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chan.g/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Engineer 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 
Fax: 212-637-3966 
Email: chang.young@epa.gov 

Dear Young, 

Page 1·of2 

I am a third generation Alcoan and I have worked at the Massena plant for over 20 years, 17 of 
which was in the environmental department working as the Lead PCB analyst. I was involved in the 
original wastewater pilot treatment studies for the outfalls, cleanup activities for our super-fund sites, 
and served in the last two pilot studies for the Grasse River, as well as a variety of other roles over my 
career with the environmental department. Due to the age of our plant, current river conditions, 
strives we have taken to ensure no new contaminants reach beyond our borders, and data collected 
over the past years, I feel that leaving the sediments in place and capping is the best solution to the 
current problem in order to the meet goals set for reaching the reduced levels of contaminants in the 
river. I also feel that this will be effective over the long term and will promote the natural recovery 
already occurring in the. river. Additionally I reviewed the alternative recommended by EPA and found 
it to be a reasonable approach as well. 

Alcoa, Massena Operations has been a major presence and supporter of the community 
providing jobs and funding for many local organizations and is the largest employer in Massena. I 
support the Grasse River cleanup plan th~t is based on sound science and is also cost-effective, that 
protects human health and the environment. 
I would like to see the remedial plan and cleanup process move forward. 
Sincerely, 

10/26/2012 



HH 
Heath Huczel 

Massena Operations 
East Plant Office: (315) 764-6227 

East Fax: (315) 764-6366 

West Plant Office: (315) 764-4368; actnet:8-240-4368 

West Fax: (315) 764-4329; actnet 8-240-4329 

Mobile: (315) 854-4812 

Page 2 of2 

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail and any attachments are for the exclusive and confidential use of the intended recipient and contain confidential and proprietary information. If you are not 
the intended recipient, be aware that any reading, distribution, disclosure. copying, printing or taking action in reliance upon this e-mail is prohibited. If you have received this in error, please 
notify us immediately by replying to this e-mail and promptly delete this e-mail and its attachments from your computer system. We do not waive attorney-client or work product privilege by 
the transmission of this message 

10/26/2012 



Support for Alcoa Remediation Proposal 
Nicholson, Dale C. to: Young Chang · 

From: "Nicholson, Dale C." <Dale.Nicholson@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Mr. Chang, 

10/26/2012 09:28AM 

This letter is to express my support for the remediation proposed for the Grasse River in Massena. The 
recommended action plan seems like a reasonable way to contain the existing PCB's and protect the 
aquatic wildlife there. While more extensive options are available, the benefits don't increase with the 
costs of those options. · 

Alcoa has a finite amount of money available, and would like to use it to modernize the East Plant. This 
project is crucial to the long-term survival of manufacturing in Massena. Without it there will be very little 
left to support this region. As of January I will have worked here for 15 years, and have at least 15 years 
to go before I am in a position to retire. I very much enjoy living here with my family, and employment with 
Alcoa makes that possible. I would like to see this relationship continue. 

EPA approval to move forward with this remediation plan will be appreciated. 

Thank you, 
Dale C. Nicholson, PE, CMRP 
U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Letter to EPA on Grasse River Remediation 
Mast, Peter D. 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/26/2012 11:34 AM 
Hide Details 
From: "Mast, Peter D." <Peter.Mast@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

1 Attachment 

·y~l 
Grasse River Letter.pdf 

Mr. Chang, 

Page 1 of 1 

Attached are my written comments concerning the Grasse River Remediation plan. I hope that you consider 
these in your review of the plan and subsequent actions. Also please note that while I am an Alcoa employee, 
these comments are written on behalf of myself and my family as residents of Massena. They ar~ not to be 
considered official comments from Alcoa. 

Thank you;. 

Pete ?dast, cMRP 

A Alcoa Primary Metals 
Maintenance Operational Excellence Leader 
Massena Operations, West Plant 

·Office: (315) 764-4905 or ACT 240-4905 
Mobile: (315) 296-7126 
Peter.Mast@Aicoa.com 

10/26/2012 



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

Yotif!g s. Ciiartg. 
Remedial.'Pto]ettManager .. 
U.S. P:iwironmentaLProt:edion Agency · 

. . th' 
290 Broadway; 20. Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Mr. Chang: 

,._ .. ,, . ., 
-. ·~ f 

. ·.· . 

I am,writirig'to:.stippott tJie'.9JJitt<·.d.~~'isi:().IJ:·:3Jl.c:l 'i!Jlple,rp~ntationofa Grasse;RiverdeartiiP,. 
plan affecJingfue clhz;yg~i.hhii1\®fhi1ear::to Maisen~,/l';~y·; 'thot~ghl hax¢ oJily ,lived;;{~ 
th.e regi<;>_!iJqr:~lJ9~~!(l:Y~?n;;this is. a vecy.tfuportantlss(ie' to me. My family liyes.Cfit:~ct;Iy· 

··<>11 the 'Gr?S~~;,Riyer, and mY,;«i[e~diiiCl t ate botn;empt~y¢"e$~ofAlcog, Nfa.sl)~ga" 
Operations.· We cleru'Lyseethe needs:qf'aso1ution thaiadequ.ately:removesthe threato{ 
PCB'sin btiiWater stream, as well as thepqsitiveeconomic impactthatAlcoa provides 
to the community. 

Though not.ar1 enyironmental,expert, 1 do hold a degree in engineering and havetaJ<en 
t:he time to r~viewthesolu:tions proposed for remediation. I hav~ personal concerns 
ab~mranY solUtion that disturbs and .agitates tbe PCB's that hf~Ye alre<:u;iy settled into the 
ri:verbed. lthas.taken ov~r twenty years for the PGB,contamination.leVeiswit.llln.the 
Grasse~Riverfish tq :d:t;qp·w,a..~ low ~th~y,aretoday. That is:.not a Clo.ckthad·wc:fut to 
see I"es~t; Tb<;>.ughihe;proposalto dredge:instead ofcapsel¢ctt.~d.ai~~:n:¢ax:tl:le ri;ver 
banks concems,irie, I.understruidth:e.:potehtiru fisl<:,oJtlf.ese,ar:~~s \J:~iqg;.qis!J,l,rbed by 
mitiin1Emeans. Tbell¢'Ze tlia;(i~ .vitally iWP<?Xt.<Uit that~we a.vpid any'solution, however; .. 
With.increas¢cl Jeyel~ · dt,eqging, The 'comn1~nity .ancfthe,envirofun~iitcahhcit wait another 
20 yea,rs fodh~~e contaminants to settle again .. 

The other issue·at.hand is the ecohomic benefit' that Alcoa ha.s to tl:l~;region,. 'With the 
closure ofthe GM.Engihe ~lant, Al¢qa has noW l;>ecome thei911.e commercial economic 
dtiverfo~ tli¢'c~mllll!l1ity;. proyiding e:ver l,OOOjobs.to the area. This dwarfs aU but 
NYPA~d·the US. Border EatioJ and' is·the Sf?ecift9:i'eglon why my Ianji,ly relocated to 
the region. Tfieccompany has clearly indiCated its· desire to cinvest:significantly ihto the 

· M~sena East,plant Butai1Y\~otporation would.'byill..;~dv:i~~d to,.;fu.yestintoaJocatiort 
with such: a significant liability a.s theGra~se River Remediation beilig heid in an 
undecided condition. AlCoa has shown impressive levels ofcooperatiori in thls effortand 
has publicallysupported the EPA's recommend solution despite initially recommending a 
capping-onlyapproach .. ·I beseech: the Agency to: move asqu.ickly @ppssiple to lock 
doWn this solution, .a'Uowi,pg Alco11'·s Ex;(!cu.tiye Cou11cil tp recogliize Massena as a 
locati;o)l worth'inVesti'n:~ an·4 grpwi,ng; 



'YoungS. Chang 
Octob~r 26,20l2.'. 
Page2 

li1 the-c:o.urse ofthe EPA's publiciheadrrgs· arid.communityinput·period, I have no .doubt 
that there will be indiViduals or groUps who allow Cll1 emotionalresponse to the prqppsal 
to cloud their judgment. They may very W¥11 believe that the solution with the highest 
price tag must be the most effective one. Fifteen.-years of s9ien~ific. st_u,4y qyAlcoa·and 
external· e}_{pep:~:i,ndicate, however, thatcappi'rig the river. bed_proyiq~~ a11 extremely 
effectivc.long~tenn-solutioil that c.oti:fpl¢rti¢nts the .na}ur~)ecoy~ry:of the river withOut 
the short-,term detriment o:fa·gitatil1g th~. PO:!?' f>.Withi.Qtl;ie ·riverbe& :Fitlly.;dteagihgJhe 
rivet notonfy was~es mo.neJ;; bt!t ¢J~~ly'is no't-ithe'besfen:Jironrrt¢ntaisoh~iion. :Sd~::n.ti[lc 
evi.dence ~hol}ld be ciriving;:this.decisiori, not.emotioil and·po.litics. 

In ~lJ.mmary;:T encourage the EPA to move quickly to 'hn:plem¢nt.the<so.Jutiol). 
reco1TllTI~nded bxyour agency to cJe·anup artd :ren:wdiate. tlw~Gmsse River: You have 
Alcmi:'sc:toop¢ratloh and the .Mas.s~)l~ cgmrnyp:ity deser-ves-needs' both lhe.;economic 
investment AJGoa is WiUinw-to::rn,~ke C~:I14 ~ clean;• safe Grasse:River. 

Sincetel,y, 
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Grasse River Clean Up Project 
· Timothy Kass 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/26/2012 01:42PM 
Hide Details 
From: Timothy Kass 

. ·" ~ ' 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Dear Ms. Chang, 

Page 1 of2 

Timothy H . 
. Kass, MS, 
CIH, CSP 

I am writing this email to express my support for ensuring that the Grasse River is cleaned up in a safe, sound 
and responsible manner. 

I have a vested interest in this project on many levels. First, I with my family live near and utilize the river for 
recreational use. Second, I have spent the majority of my working career in the environmental, health and safety 
field .. And, finally, I am an Alcoa employee (although relatively new to the company having only hired on in 
August 2011). 

I appreciate the many years of scientific study done on the river to determine the various options to clean up the 
PCB's that had accumulated. Determining the best option is a difficult decision because you always wonder if 
there is some more knowledge out there that's yet to be discovered (to which the answer is always yes) that will 
significantly change or affect any decision made now (to which the answer is not always). ·In a perfect world, all 
of the PCB's would be removed, but the world is not perfect. We make decisions based on the best knowledge 
that can be obtained at the time. 

The Grasse River is an important resource to the area and Alcoa, who would bear the cost of the cleanup, is 

10/26/2012 
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likewise a important employer to the area. While the community deserves a clean river, Alcoa should only have 
to bear the burden of a cost-effective remedial plan that protects human health and the environment. 

It is time to move forward with a plan from these near two decades of expert study and input from many people 
so that the community can begin experiencing the benefits of the remediation. I have reservations about 
dredging because it would release PCB's from the soil into the ecosystem, not only here, but downstream. So, I 
tend to want to leave the material in place by capping it. This is protective of humar health and the 
environment, effective over the long term and complements the natural recovery already occurring in the river. 
However, I can see where some areas (due to the level of contamination) might be worthwhile removing. This 
makes the option recommended by the EPA a reasonable alternative. 

I fully support this reasoned approach and am against the more radical remediation options. 

Please move forward with this project so everyone may benefit. 

Sincerely, 

Timothy H. Kass 

10/26/2012 



Alcoa and the Grasse River Clean Up 
Lakins, Tammy L. to: Young Chang 

From: "Lakins, Tammy L." <Tammy.Lakins@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIU,S@EPA 

1 attachment 

Picture (Device Independent Bitmap) 1.jpg 

October 26, 2012 

From: Tammy L. Lakins 

Dear Mr. Young Chang, 

: · .. 

10/26/2012 04:38 PM 

. ·• .. 
: • • • ~ 'i .: 

I am writing to express my support for the Grasse River cleanup proposed plan. As someone who utilizes 
this waterway for recreation purposes, the outcome of this process directly affects my family and friends. 
The outcome should be balanced between a. clean river for the community and a cost-effective remedial 
plan for Alcoa to ensure protection of the environment and human health. 1 :>:::: ·: ;: , : 

Both the Grasse River and Alcoa are important to my community. Alcoa employs more than 1,000 local 
men and women and supports many community organizations. I encourage this process to move forward 
with final resolution, so the community can begin to experience the benefits of the remediation. 

Tammy L. Lakins. 
ABS Manager r _~~ 

GPP-US: Massena Operations 
Office: (315)764-4748 
Mobile: (315)842-6287 

,1(' 

' •: :: '·· 1"1·<: .. · 

'!·'' . .' ,, :::: .. 
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Remedial action in the Grasse River 
Susan W.olf 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/26/2012 10:23 AM 
Hide Details 
From: Susan Wolf 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPNUS@EPA 

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 20th Floor· 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang. Y oungCaiepa.gov 

Fax: (212)637-3966 

Dear Young Chang, 

Page 1 of2 

I am writing to express my concerns about the remedial alternative selection regarding the USEP A 
Grasse Rover PRAP decision. This plan has serious flaws which do not provide for environmental and 
human health protection, and these measures will not provide a permanent solution. 

" 

10/26/2012 
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I think it will be more effective to do more main channel dredging. This will have less impact on the 
environment and on human health and will decrease the amount ofPCBs left in the river. Using a 
regular cap in the main channel will not hold up over time because the Grasse River has a history of ice 
scouring and a single ice event has the potential to devastate the sediment capping layer. 

Please consider more main channel dredging as a more protective and permanent alternative to address 
the issues in the Grasse River. · 

Sincerely, 

Susan H. Wolf 

What we choose to emphasize in this complex history will determine our lives ... The 
future is an infinite succession of presents, and to live now as we think human beings 
should live, in defiance of all that is bad around us, is itself a marvelous victory. Zinn 

10/26/2012 
-------------- ---· --
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Office Supply, Inc. 

RE: Grasse River Remediation 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

I write to express my strong support for Alternative Six and the quick remediation of the Grasse 
River. 

A capping remedy is protective of human health and the environment, effective over the long 
term and complements the natural recovery already occurring in the river. While the 
recommendation contained in the PRAP goes beyond capping, I urge the EPA to move forward 
with Alternative Six. 

The cleanup of the river has been studied for two decades with lots of involvement from 
agencies and people in the community, now it's time to move forvilard. 

As a North Country resident I can testify to the importance of the Grasse River and Alcoa's 
presence in this community. Alcoa is the largest private employer in the North Country and a 
major supporter ofthe region's non-profit and civic organizations. The entire community relies 
on .the jobs and goodwill provided by this important corporate citizen. 

The community deserves a clean Grasse River. Alcoa deserves a cost-effective remedial plan 
that protects human health and the environment. Alternative Six achieves both. 

Again, I strongly support Alternative Six and the quick remediation of the Grasse River. 

219 Center St. 
Box 420 
Massena, NY 13662-0420 

315-764-0295 
Fa.x 315-764-1589 

~BeH.ticudans.o.s. 1-800-553-1120 
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Office Supply, Inc. 
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PO Box 420 
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Grasse River Remediation Plan 
' Dave 

to: 
· ··' Young Chang 

10/28/2012 04:51PM 
Hide Details 
From: "Dave" 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

:\. .. · 

October, 28, 2012 

Sir, 

, , , , ' • I . ' 

I have been following the Grasse River remediation plan since moving to the area 15 years ago. 

Page 1 of 1 

6 

As an electrical engineer, I am familiar with the dangers that PCBs cause and the difficulty of cleanup. 
- . .· . 

The pilot projects and studies seem to point to the present solution being the most effective.· • 
Full river dredging could release more contaminants into the St. Lawrence creating an even bigger problem for 
all parties involved. 

I urge the EPA to accept the plan presented by ALCOA and to implement this plan as soon as scheduling permits. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

David J. Nowak 

:'• ~ . · ~ • I .' ; . , ·., : I 11/19/2012 
. ! . I! I. ·. I .• :! . ( ··! 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, nunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
· benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 

resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armore~ cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): r!lr"' o lcL L Pr 1 ~:ft.. D ;rg:; , 
U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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§J 
-- ,_ 

St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 
412 State Route 37 
Akwesasne, New York 13655 

II
. {Jtt;.t-'\f;S~~ 
• ~ ~· P' .;;,""iil..::;;r:;;;;.g~ • z 4 ~~.= 

:l ~r PITNEY BOWES 

02 1R $ 00.45° 
0002004667 OCT 29 2012 
MAILED FROM ZIPCODE 13655 

US Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 
C/o YoungS. Chan 
Remedial Project Manager 

10007$1866 C014 \11,11\\ ... 1\ ... IJ ••• I ••• IIIIIIIIIIIIIllllllllll L .I. 1 .... 1\.1 



KAREN M. ST. HILAIRE 
County Administrator 

October 29, 2012 

To: Young S Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 

St. Lawrence County 
BOARD OF LEGISLATORS 

48 Court Street, Court House 
Canton, New York 13617-1169 

(315) 379-2276 
FAX (315) 379-2463 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

From: Tony Arquiett 
St. Lawrence County Legislator 
County Courthouse . 
48 Court Street 
Canton, NY 13617-1169 

Re: Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the Grasse River 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

SALLIE A. BROTHERS 
Chair, Board of Legislators 

I hope that the fall season finds you well. I write to you today to offer my full support for . 
the Proposed Remedial Action Plan as it relates to the Grasse River in Massena, New York. I 
believe that the nearly two decade study proves that a capping remedy is protective of the 
environment and most importantly protective of human health. I am anxious to move this project 
forward to show that this sound scientific method works in protecting the health and welfare of 
the surrounding communities. 

I am a Legislator in a county that is presently experiencing over 10% unemployment. As 
a result of this, I cannot stress enough to you the importance of keeping ALCOA Corporation 
and the hundreds of jobs that it creates here in St. Lawrence County. 

Please contact me immediately if I can be of any future assistance in this process. 

Respectfully, 

Tony Arquiett 
St. Lawrence County Legislator 
District 13 



Grass River Remediation 
Demers, Laurie 
to: 
Young Chang 
11/01/2012 12:05 PM 
Cc: 
"Arquiett, Tony", Laurie.Marr 
Hide Details · 

·, ,_.,: 

From: "Demers, Laurie" <LDemers@co.st-lawrence.ny.u~ 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

: .:··. 
. . ~ 

··. 
: : ~ ; i.: ' : -: 

Cc: "Arquiett, Tony" <arquiettw@yahoo.com>, <Laurie.Marr@alcoa.com> 
. .··/\·: :. : ;,.. ~ ;·.< :· 

1 Attachment 

10.29.12 ltr to EPA re grasse river remediation.docx 

Page 1 of2 

Please see attached letter from .Legislator Tony Arquiett to Remedial ProjeCt Manager YoungS. Chang, US 
EPA. 

Laurie K. Demers 
Secretary to the Board of Legislators 

48 Court Street, Court House 
Canton, NY 13617 

Telephone: (315) 379-2276 

*********************** ATTACHMENT NOT DELIVERED ******************* 

This Email message contained an attachment named 
imageOOl. jpg 

which may be a computer program. This attached computer program could 
contain a computer virus which could cause harm to EPA's "computers, 

11119/2012 



network, and data. The attachment has been deleted. 

This was done to limit 
into the EPA network. 
sent from the Internet 

the distribution of computer viruses introduced 
EPA is .deleting all computer program attachments 
into the agency via Email. 

If the message sender is known and the attachment was legitimate, you 
should contact the sender and request that they rename the file name 
extension. and resend the Email with the renamed attachment. After 
receiving the. revised Email, containing the renamed attachment, you can 
rename the file extension to its correct name. 

For further information, please contact the EPA Call Center at 
(866) 411-4EPA (4372). The TDD number is (866) 489-4900. 

Page 2 of2 

*********************** ATTACHMENT NOT DELIVERED *********************** 
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. : ~ 
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KAREN M. ST. HILAIRE 
County Administrator 

October 29, 2012 

To: YoungS Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 

St. Lawrenc:e County 
BOARD OF LEGISLATORS 
. . 48 Court Street, Court House 

Canton, New York 13617-1169 
(315) 379-2276 

FAX (315) 379-2463 · : 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

From: Tony Arquiett 
St. Lawrence County Legislator 
County Courthouse 
48 Court Street 
Canton, NY 13617-1169 

Re: Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the Grasse River 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

.. ' I .. 

\. 

:-·.' 

SALLIE A. BROTHERS 
Chair, Board of Legislators 

. : ,·;. ·< 
.. · 

i 1: 
: :. : .·. ·.:; 

i I [ .k il: 11 •• ' 

l i .: i:: :.:.i 

I hope that the fall season finds you well. I write to you today to offer my full support for 
the Proposed Remedial Action Plan as it relates to the Grasse River in Massena, New York. I 
believe that the nearly two decade study proves that a capping remedy is protective of the 
environment and most importantly protective of human health. I am anxious to move this project 
forward to show that this sound scientific method works in protecting the health and welfare of 
the surrounding commuriities.' ' ,, 

I am a Legislator in a county that is presently experiencing over 10% unemployment. As 
a result of this, I cannot stress enough to you the importance of keeping ALCOA Corporat.ion 
and the hundreds of jobs that it creates here in St. Lawrence County. 

Please. contact me immediately if I can be of any future assistance in this process. 

Respectfully, 

Tony Arquiett 
St. Lawrence County Legislator 
District 13 

!I .. t !' .! t' ; ; 
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Mr. Chang, 

Move Forward with the Grasse River Remediation Paln · 
Bill Jaggers 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/29/2012 08:56AM 
Hide Details 
From: Bill Jaggers 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

., . .. 

Page 1 of 1 

... · .. 
:. ·' 

' .·'; 

',,I: 

.. ~ : ' ' : I 

,'· L.. . ·. : :. : , ·: . . , 

I am writing to you as a long time community member of Massena, NY. I ani strongly in favor of the 
EPA's current plan to remediate the Grasse River. I sincerely want the Remediation Pan to move 
forward. · · · 

Thank you, 
William Jaggers 

11/19/2012 
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alcoa clean up . 
Jonnie Dorothy 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/29/2012 01 :49 PM 
Hide Details 
From: "Jonnie Dorothy" <jdorothy@massenahospital.org> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

: ·: L 

}.: 

! ~ : : 

.. l::.;! . t 

!'· i/' 
.;·: .· 

)''·, . ·.:. ·, l·:· 

1 Attachment 

~I 
20121029122642772.pdf 

Dear Remedial Project Manager 
Please accept the attached letter of support for Alcoa and the Grasse River cleanup. 
Sincerely, 

J annie ]. 'Dorothy 
Sr. 'Director of J-(uman 'Resources 
:Massena :Memoria{ J-(osyita{ 
One Jfosyita{ 'Drive 
:Massena, NY 13662 
(P) 315-769-4339 
(:f) 315-769-4344 
jaorotfiy@massenafiosyita[org 

! :·· 

Page 1 of 1 
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Remedial. Project l\lle1nag~[ ¢nang: 

I write to express lilY strong,slippdrt for Alterna.tive Six and the quick rert:u:~&ation of th~ c,3rt.is~e 
River. · .1 

A capping remedy is pr<)t~9tlY~"ofhumah health and th~~eqyironmEJ,Q~; ~ffeetive over':the:king 
term ~u'lcfcornpleme'nts tl"fe.'fdatutal tecovery already occurring in theiriv~t, ·Y¥~.ile'!tl~ · · 
recomrnend~tlo!'l conJCiiDe~fihthe PRAP goes beyong c.appipg\,tlirg·e th'e£PActo~m8ve forwe~rcf 
witb Alternative Six. · · · · 

Th.e cle.C18t:JP ofthe river be~s b~em,,st~died fortW'o ciecaae·swHhl'cits·.t)f:involvemerit froni 
agencies aoc,rpeqple, ip the"co'mmuntty~! hoW it's tirn~tq movehfoi:Watd . 

. As:a:!Siortli country·res'ioet;it 1 :can:.testify to tbe. trnportariced:>f the·Grasse River:~nsi;.A,Iqoa!s 
presehce in this community: Alcoa is the larges.tprlvate em~lqyer in.the North CoU?tr:y;am~ .a 
rnajor suppc:>rter of theTegion's• ne>,l'l:-Profi~ and civic organizatiOf;l§! The, en~\re,:comrnuriity relies 
on :the jobs and,goqdyyill provided by this irnport~n~ c;0rpotate citizen, · 

The community d~~erves a ciean:Gra~?e River: A leba deser\t,es a co~h~ff~ctiye remedial. plan 
that protects:hurnan h~a..lt.l1,and the environment. Alt~rnative··Six achieves:t:>oth. 

Again,, }:stron~ly !?!JPP9r1-Alternative $b< and the qtJick remediatlon~ofthe Grasse,Rive'r~ 

Sincerely: 
._ ll !:: ·! :;1 i. ;'1 : i ~. l .. - . :.· 

... .. :.:· I . 
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From: 

To: 

Grass River Remediation Support Letter 
Reynolds, Sharon J. to: Young Chang 
Cc: "Reynolds, Sharon J.", Reynolds Home 

"Reynolds, Sharon J." <Sharon.Reynolds@alcoa.com> 

Young Chang/R2/USEPNUS@EPA 

;~: ·~ ... ~ . : 

. . ~ ; . ~ ; ~ 

10/29/2012 03:48 PM 

Cc: "Reynolds, Sharon J." <Sharon.Reynolds@alcoa.com>, Reynolds H6.nie
· · ;: : ! : 

·:,,1::; .. 

To: Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

I write to express my strong support for a Grasse. River cleanup plan that is based on sound science. 

. . ·.>!:i... . :{: : ::,.: .·· . 
Fifteen years of scientific study shows a capping remedy is protective of human· health and the 
environment effective over the long term and complements the natural recovery already occurring in the 
river. The alternative recommended by EBA is also a reasonable approach.'· · : · · · ' · · · 

After nearly two decades of expert study and stakeholder input, the process· must move forward so our 
community can begin experiencing the benefits of this remediation effort. 

As an Alcoa employee, I can testify to the importance of the Grasse River and Alcoa's presence in the 
community. Alcoa is the largest employer in Massena. The company provides jobs for more the an 1,1 00 
hardworking men and women. the Grasse River remediation is important to everyone at Alcoa. 

The community deserves a clean Grasse River. Alcoa deserves a cost-effective remedjaJ: plan that 
protects human health and the environment. · · 

Also I am a resident of Massena and own a residence on the Grasse River in Massena. This is a beautiful 
river that is enjoyed by many home owners and by all residents of Massena as it runs through the center 
of downtown Massena all the way to the St Lawrence River. We all want to see the river issues resolved 
and remediated so our community can continue to enjoy the Grasse River for years to come. The 
outcome of this process directly affects me and my family. · 

. . 

Again, I pledge my strong support for the Grasse River cleanup plan that is being consider~d ~t this time. . . 

Sincerely, 

Sharon Reynolds 

Sharon Reynolds 
Sr Systems Analyst 
Alcoa - Massena West Operations 
sharon. reynolds@alcoa. com 
Office: 315-764-4765 Act Net 240-4765 
Cell: 315-842-637 4 
Fax: 315-764-4460 

,,'J; 

: . 
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Grasse River 
FRED CONN 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/29/2012 05:00 PM 
Sent by: 

Hide Details 
From: FRED CONN 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Sent by: 

Would like to see the Grasse River remediation move forward . 

. ,. \'·'' 

,. I. •.,· 

" .. 

I' ',i ·:·: :. ' . ·:.. . Page 1 of 1 

'.; 

' •';·, ,' .. ·. ,·,_ 
.. · .. ·'. ·.: , i .·:; !·.:.•. 
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Grasse River 
Bonnie Conn 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/29/2012 05:03 PM 
Hide Details 
From: Bonnie Conn 

:· .· -~L .. 
:-; '·· 

· .. ; : :' -~· 
- :-" 

l :. 

' ... To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA : '' : ~ : : : : . : ; 
. ~ ( :· : .. 

; : ~· .. ~ . 

Would like to see the Grasse River remediation move forward as soon as possible. , . 

Page 1 of 1 
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Ms Young 

Grasse River Cleanup Plan 
Tim Ahlfeld 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/29/2012 06:53PM 
Cc: 
"Tim Ahlfeld" 
Hide Details 
From: "Tim Ahlfeld" 

To: Young Chang/R211J.SEPA/US@EPA 

Cc: "Tim Ahlfeld" 

..... · .. 
: ;: . 

Page 1 of2 

: ~ .: : . 

J • :· 

·.;; i: . . ,. 
; ~: : . 

'' 

As a member ofthe Village Board in Massena, NY, I implore you and your agency to moved fo.rward with the 
proposed Grasse River Cleanup Plan. ALCOA fully supports the plan and the grossmajorityof the local 
communities support the plan as well. 

One only needs to watch the evening news to see the impacts that "runaway" legislation can have on industry. 
ALCOA is the lifeblood of this community, and is seeking to infuse vast sums of ~oney into another large capital 
project. Care must be taken to avoid allowing the voices of a few to dictate the future of.our area. 

If my memory serves me right, I believe that ALCOA had worked with the Massena Electric Department (MED) to 
come up with an alternate plan a few years ago. Massena Electric spent million~ of dollars only to have the rug 
pulled out from underneath them at the end. I am quite surprise that several people in different alphabet 
agencies, including yours, weren't fired over their part in the charade. 

Let's quit the gamesmanship and have the courage to stand up and move forward. !he group opposing the plan 
is largely divided. Trying to even reach a middle ground within their constituents is nearly impossible . 

. Do the right thing. 

PS-I will be forwarding this email to all of our local, state and federal representatives. 

( '·· . i I I ( • : : ; ~ ; :. ' ' ( 1 l . L ;1 ' ! I ' ' ' . . 

~! . 'i_:'i ::: I" ' J"· :. : ," .. , \ ; 
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Tim Ahlfeld 
Trustee- Village of Massena 

;i 

·.·.,; 

,. : 

,· 
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Grasse River 
Melissa Scudder 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/30/2012 08:56AM 
Hide Details 
From: Melissa Scudder 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEP AIUS@EP A 

Page 1 of 1 

. ~> : : .. ·· 
•' '. 
'] .' ,' -,.': ... 

:.·:·:.: 

'. . : . : : ; ~ ; : 
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·.· ..... 

. . ~ ·' ' . . .. ; -~ : 

. :-, 

i :···· 

' : ·. ': ' ~ .... 

' . . ··;. 

I am writing this email as someone who lives near the Grasse river and I wanted you to know that I am 
supporting the EPA's Proposed Remedial Action Plan to address the PCB contamination in the Grasse 
River. I also support making a resoulution on this as soon as possible. · 

I am asking that you please encourage the process to move forward NOW after nearly two decades of 
expert study and 
input from many people, so that the community can begin experiencing the benefits of 
the remediation. 

Remember the importance of the Grasse River and Alcoa to the North Country Economy. Alcoa 
is the largest employer in Massena, The company provides jobs for more than 1,000 
hardworking men and women and supports many community organizations. · · · · 

The community deserves a clean Grasse River. Alcoa deserves a cost-effective 
remedial plan that protects human health and the environment. This plan does all that, and I hope you 
will help ensure that the EPA to move forward with this PRAP, and issue aRecord of Decision as 
soon as possible that would legally bound Alcoa to fund and execute the cleanup~ 

Thank you 

Melissa 

Melissa Scudder 

• f' ' ,i. 1.' 

11119/2012 



Mr. Chang, 

ALCOA - GRASSE RIVER REMEDIATION 
Darren Wilson 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/30/2012 09:19AM 
Cc: 
"'James Ward"' 
Hide Details 
From: "Darren Wilson" <djwilson@stlawrencegas.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Cc: "'James Ward"' <jpward@stlawrencegas.com> 

Page 1 of 1 
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I am writing to support the EPA's Proposed Remedial Action Plan to address the PCB contamination in 
the Grasse River in Massena, NY. Alcoa is the largest employer in Massena, providing more than 1000 
jobs. It is also En bridge St Lawrence Gas' largest and most critical customer. I believe Alcoa 
deserves a cost-effective plan that protects the local environment and the health of those living in the 
area. If Alcoa is forced into a plari other than a capping remedy or the EPA plan, the potential impact to 
Alcoa and the local economy as a whole could be devastating. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Darren J. Wilson 
Manager Distribution Operations 
Enbridge St. Lawrence Gas 
33 Stearns Street, P.O. Box 270 
Massena, NY 13662 

(P) 315.842.3609 
(C) 315.250.0632 
(F) 315.764.9226 

, ••• ,J 
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Grasse River PRAP 
Ryan Hayes 
to: 
Young Chang. 
10/30/2012 09:25AM -
Hide Details 
From: Ryan Hayes •••••••••• 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

;· ~ : . . 

Page 1 of 1 

. . '= ~ ' ~ ' \ . ' • . .. ; : . 

. · .. ' 
. ' : :~ . ' . . . 

. . ' ' : . 

. ;.. : ~ ·.: : . 

I am in support of the Grasse River PRAP that has been issued by the EPA. I feel that the EPA should 
issue the Record of Decision as soon as possible so the cleanup process can get started. 

Thank you 
Ryan Hayes 

', ·:·. 

'tl 't ;,: lk:· 

! '' .:1 '.o,',i,' 
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From: 

To: 

The Grasse River Cleanup 
Kramer, Susan D. to: Young Chang 

"Kramer, Susan D." <Susan.Kramer@al~oa.com> 

Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Dear Young Chang, 

I am writing to express my support for the proposed Grasse River cleanu·p ~l~h:. ; 

10/30/2012 09:50 AM 

'' 
::: 
:L:.· 
;: •', . 

·.·:·. 

' : ·; . -~.: ' 

. ~ ~ ; ·. : ; r. . , 1:: 
: :' ~ :.,-' . ;. 

I have lived on the Grasse River, at a location with planned near-shore dredging, for the last 11 years. 
During these 11 years, I have enjoyed both swimming and boating in and on the river and expect to do so 
for years to come. I also have family members that fish on the river regularly. I have been a resident of 
Massena for 21 years and have worked at Alcoa for 30 years. · :- :' ;: ;.;:::: ;~ . 

I am satisfied with the EPA choice for a solution but will mention that I would be ~atisfied\vlth'capping 
only. I believe that the dredging portion of the plan will cause unnecessary disruption to the river and the 
river property owners. · 

I also strongly believe that this plan is best for the future of my community and Alcoa in Massena. 

Please proceed with this plan. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Kramer 

I' 

, ' .. .J:;Ilo 

;J,,< li 1.' !;•:;: ) I ':· 
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From: 
To: 

EPA, 

Tad Ward 

Grasse River remediation 
Ward, Tad D. to: Young Chang 

"Ward, Ta~ D." <Tad.Ward@alcoa.com> 

Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

,'(' 

,.;• 

'·. :··· 

: ,:.: 

10/30/2012 09:57AM 
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John Horan to: Young Chang 

From: 

To: 

"John Horan" 

Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

To Whom it may concern, 
Please be advised that I support the remedial plan as put forth by the 
EPA for the clean up of the grasse river in Massena. I believe it is a 
responsible approach. 
John J Horan . 

.'' '. 

... 
,:; : ,' .... 

~ . ; . > ~. ~ i: 
. !.·· 
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Alcoa remediation 
Dan Hubert 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/30/2012 11:02 AM 
Hide Details 
From: Dan Hubert 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Please respond to Dan Hubert 

' . : ' ~ .. : ·: . . . .. : 

,'·': -: ·. 

:' i:; :! ;_ 
:;!,'." 

I :'• 

.:·:: : 

., . : . ·.: ' . .· '·· .. 

Page 1 of 1 

Just a short email to show my support for the Proposed Remedial Action Plan to address the PCB 
contamination in the Grasse River issued by the US Environmental Protection Agency. Alcoa's proposal 
is a reasonable plan and would also ensure the modernization of the plant in an area which is in dire 
need of jobs. thanks for your attention ... dan hubert , 

.... 
... !' '. ! :·. ' -: . '·1 : \_,. _.,: '• 
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Chang, 

Grasse River 
Arthur Cross 
to: 
Young Chang , 
10/30/2012 12:02 PM 
Hide Details 
From: "Arthur Cross" <across@atlantictesting.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEP A/US@EP A 

·, .. _ (' 

.. ,: 

. ; ~ ... 
. ,; ~ . ' 

. ·.; 

:.· '·' . :·· 
·-;. 

~ .' : ::,: t' ·;· ~ . 

:~ ~ : :: . ~ . 

'' 

.. , . . , 

Page 1 of 1 

I am writing to express my support in the PCB cleanup of the Grasse River. The Grasse River needs to get cleaned 
up based on science. Alcoa is also a valuable resource to our local communities and needs to remain in Massena. 
Please se to it that decisions are made timely and in everyone's best interest. 

Thank You for your time, 
Art Cross 

Arthur Cross 
Operations Manager 

ATL 
130 Arizona Avenue 
Suite 1540 ' 
Plattsburgh,NY 12903 
Phone: 518-563-5878 
Fax: 518-562-1321 
www.atlantictesting.com 

'. 

The information contained in this e-mail (including any attachment) is privileged and confidential, intended only for the authorized use of. the individual or. 
entity named above. and shall not be modified without prior written consent of ATL. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender by 
return-email and delete this message and any attachment(s) from your system. Any unauthorized use. dissemination, distribution. copying, or 
disclosure of this e-mail communication is strictly prohibited. 

:il . .l ''·' t.: 
; l 
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Alcoa Remediation .of the Grasse River 
Greco, Frank 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/30/2012 01:40PM 
Hide Details 
From: "Greco, Frank" <Frank.Greco@nypa.gov> 

To: Young Chang!R2!VSEPAIUS@EPA 

Dear Mr. Youngrv 

Page 1 of 1 

. ,'f 

·.' . ', 

·!.·;·; 

>: 

I support the EPA's Proposed Remedial Action Plan to address the PCB contamination in the Grasse River. I do 
not believe forcing Alcoa to dredge the entire 7 miles of the river to make sense, environmentally speaking. As a 
resident of the lower part of the Grasse River i fully support the EPA's ProposaL 
Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Frank Greco 

getgreco@hotmail.com 
frank.greco@nypa.gov 
262 fregoe road 
Massena, New York 13662 
cell (315)842-6910 

11119/2012 



Alcoa Grass River Clean-up Proposal 
Bruce Beckstead 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/30/2012 03:34PM 
Hide Details 
From: Bruce Beckstead 

To: Young Chang/R2!USEPA!US@EPA 

Please respond to Bruce Beckstead 

Dear Young Chang, 

Page 1 of 1 

I strongly urge the EPA to agree to and go forward with Alcoa's proposed $243 million plan in the 
Massena, NY area. As one of the area people that use the river recreationally to swim and waterski in, I 
believe this proposal adequately and reasonably covers the risks. Please do not consider the voice of 
irrational people who overreact andwilllikely not rest with any option. · 
Thank you, ' ' , 
Bruce Beckstead 

11/19/2012 
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Grasse River Remediation Project 
Donald Curry 
to: 

" Young Chang 
10/30/2012 03:48PM 
Hide Details 
From: Donald Curry 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Dear Mr. Chang, 

~ ~ ' . ' ' : . ~ . . :.. . 

~' . : . -~ .. 
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I am writing this email to let you know as a resident of Massena for the past 26 years that I am in favor 
of the Grasse River Remediation moving forward without any delay. I have· · 
reviewed "thegrasseriver.com" website, read through the options, and am fully support the $243 million 
Remediation project moving forward. 

Thank you for considering my request. 

Sincerely, 

: i! ' . . ·,: 

11119/2012 
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remediation would 
cecilia kim 
to: 
Young Chang · 
10/30/2012 03:59 PM 
Hide Details 
From: cecilia kim 

·To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

_.· .. ·: ; 

. ' . . . 
; , : ; . ! ~ ' ~. ~ . 

. :'. 

We would gladly welcome the Remediation project that would cost $ 243 million 
to Alcoa. 
Please move forward with the .Grasse River remediation project as proposed~ .. · •... 

Luke and cecilia Kim 

'll ·. ,:: i 'I: 

. '. ·'· 
:,. ·' :, ~ .: I, _~;'· 'l 
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From: 

To: 

Massena Grasse River Remediation Project 
Mary Perry to: Young Chang 

"Mary Perry" 

Young Chang/R2/USEPNUS@EPA 

10/30/2012 05:05PM 

. :,, .·.· 

;'': 
. ~!····. ' ·:· .-.·· 

I would like to see this remediation project move forward so we can have the Grasse: Ri\fer cleaned up and 
so Alcoa can move forward in their modernization plans. · ' · ' · ' : ' · 

Thank you for allowing me to give my opinion. 

Mary E Perry 

·'· 

"·: 
:1 .. 
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U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 RedactionFrom: 

To: 

Grasse river remediation action 
Tim & Lisa Long · to: Young Chang 

Tim & Lisa Long 

Young Chang/R2/USEPNUS@EPA 

Young S. Chang, 

; .. ,, 

.::. ~ i.;:<.; .. 
. ::::.:: 

: · 10/30/2012 05:08 PM 

! ' 1 : ;:~: ~ ~ / 

My name is Tin:Jothy P Long . I am an Alcoa employee but even more I : 
am a life long residence of Massena NY. My children, wife and I have · · · · · 
had lived and been active in this community for 51 years. We believe 
that you have taken all of the scientific information and have made a 
well educated decision iri the proposed PRAP recently announced. We 
believe this is the best alternative for both Massena residents and 
employees of Alcoa. We are all well informed of the economic climate 
we now face as a company, community and nation and believe this 
determination will allow Alcoa to continue to view the upcoming 
modernization in a favorable light. I have been watching the removal 
of PCB in the Hudson and believe dredging of the water basin in this 
case would be a mistake. The fact that the levels have been 
consistently dropping over the last ten years in the fish population 
should be an indicator that suspension of this material is NOT in the 
best interest of the environment or human health. No one decision will 
satisfy all parties fully, but we believe this one will come as close 
as possible when you look at the total picture and all stake holders. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Timothy P Long and Family 
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Grass River cleanup 
Jerry Aiken to: Young Chang 

From: Jerry Aiken 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

I support the current proposal to clean the Grass River. The river and the wildlife that inhabit it deserve to 
thrive after years of abuse by industry, but I believe that we cannot destroy the economY of Northern New 
York by disapproving of the recommendation that has been made to clean up the river. In the best of 
worlds, this would not have happened, but it did and we should take the best pat~ to solye the problem of 
the river and the economy. ' '! · ; .~ , • · · 

. \. : ~: .. : L 

Sent from my iPad 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Engineer of the U.S. E,nvifollinent~lProtection Agency 
Tom Saxby 
to: 

' Young Chang 
10/30/2012 07:22PM. 
Hide Details 
From: "Tom Saxby" 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 
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I am in favor of the remediation project for the clean up in the Massena ;:~rea. I support Alcoas efforts.. Thomas 
A. Saxby · · · · 

~ .'· I • • 
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Hello, 

Brittany Groebler 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/30/2012 08:29PM 
Hide Details 
From: Brittany Groebler 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPNUS@EPA 

Page 1 of 1 
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·.·> ) ·. : :· ~ : ::.·. 

~ i.. . 

; : .. 

: ...... 

I am e-mailing to express my deep desire to see the Grasse River remediation move forward in 
Massena, NEW YORK. . 

Thank you, 
B. Groebler 

. _; 

...... , 
·' ... ,f 

,, I 
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Alcoa clean up pf Grass River 
Bruce and Rosalie Smith to: Young Chang · 

From: Bruce and Rosalie Smith 

To Young Chang/R2/USEPNUS@EPA 

Sirs 

The proposed cleanup of the Grass river, with some removal of 
contaminated earth, and capping. the remainder 
seems to me to be an excellent plan. The only alternative I can see 
is to dredge everything which I believe will · 
result in further contamination down stream. This proposal has my 
full support 

Bruce Smith 

''I 

·:· 

-~. ~. 
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':,:1013012012 09:12PM 
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llllll- MASSENA 
SAVINGS 

111111-111111- . & LOAN 

Main Office 
255 MAIN STREET 
MASSENA, NY 13662 

YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway 201

h Floor 
New York NY 10007-1866 

Re: Grasse River Remediation 
Massena New York 

Mr. Chang; 

Branch Office: 
155 LINCOLN AVENUE 
WADDINGTON, NY 13694 

October 30, 2012 

As a lifelong resident of Massena NY I am writing this letter in support ofthe current proposed 
plan to cap the river and not to go forward with an extensive dredge project. Throughout the course of 
my life, 47 years I have spent considerable amounts oftime swimming and fishing in this river as 
recently as last week. I am no scientist however I can say without any reservation that this river, as is 
probably does not pose any threat to human health. That said I fully understand that when tested 
foreign byproducts of industry for over 100 years are bound to be evident. (Probably not all from ALCOA 
but by others upstream also) The best method for cleanup is probably the one that has been in practice 
for the last 10 to 15 years natural cleanup by God. However I understand other factions of society that 
have nothing better to do than see others spend ungodly sums of money to attempt to fix something 
that will rectify itself seems to be par for the course. After reading the proposed project scope of 
capping it seems to me to be the best solution for the long term viability of the river. I firmly believe 
with the seasonal swift currents of the river combined with ice flows, a dredge project would create a 
far worse problem to the river for many years into the future. Capping the current sediment with a 
sturdy top coat method is the best alternative to doing nothing which should satisfy all parties. The 
most important part of the project is to strike a viable solution to the problem at hand while attempting 
to maintain fiscal responsibility insuring longevity for ALCOA to support the community by providing 
numerous good paying jobs and stable employment for the region. 

z~ 
Kirk Wilmshurst 
President 
Massena Savings & Loan 

www.massenasaving.sloan.com 

Phone (315) 764-0541 • Fax (315) 769-6542 
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Grasse River remediation 
Kirk Wilmshurst to: Young Chang 

From: "Kirk Wilmshurst" <kwill!lshurst@mass·enasavingsloan.com> 
To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

1 attachment 

~ 
20121031 092934.pdf 

Attached please find Support letter for Grasse river project Massena NY .• 
Original to follow in mail 
Thank You · 

Kirk Wilmshurst 
315-764-0541 wrk 
kwilmsh u rst@massenasavingsloan. com 
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MASSENA 
111111111 

111111111111111111 

SAVINGS 

Main Office 
255 MAIN STREET 
MASSENA, NY 13662 

YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 

&LOAN 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway 201

h Floor 
New York NY 10007-1866 

Re: Grasse River Remediation 
Massena New York 

• . Branch Office:·.·. .. 

. , , 15S LINCOLN AVENUE 
· ·. ,. ,,. wAnniN(;ToN, NY 13694 

October 3c)/2b12 

. ,· 
·;: ·: ... ··, 

Mr. Chang; . · · '"· ... : ··· ~.i,,.: .. , , ..... 
: , . . . .. , ··:•1111·., .\1. ' .. I! !:'f:;rl:;q,, i''!·<•i ·' . 
··~· .. . . . '\·, :::.! .,.-:, -~~ lil:l ·:t>ll,l•'dl!.iF:.:!, .: 

' ·~ r · '• · · ' : .: ·: ! 1 ~~ .. ~ 'il i 1jt ;: ~ j.,.::~r ! .... _ .... ·· .. 

As a lifelong resident of_Massena NY I am writing this letter in supp9.1 9fit~e 1FY~~~:~~proposed 
plan to cap the river and not to go forward with an extensive dredge project. Througnoufthe'course of 
my life, 47 years I have spent considerable amounts oftime swimming and fishing in th!~. tiver as 
recently as last week. I am no scientist however I can say without any reservation that this river, as is 
probably does not pose any threat to human health. That said I fully understand that when tested 
foreign 'byproducts of industry for over 100 years are bound to be evident. (Probably not all from ALCOA 
but by others upstream also) The best method for cleanup is probably the one that has beeri in practice 
for the last 10 to 15 years natural cleanup by God. However I understand, oth~r.factions of society that 
have nothing better to do than see others spend ungodly sums of money to attemptto fix something 
that will rectify itself seems to be par for the course. After reading the proposed project scope of 
capping it seems to me to be the best solution for the long term viability of the river. I firmly believe 
with the seasonal swift currents of the river combined with ice flows, a dredge project would create a 
far worse problem to the river for many years into the future. Capping the current sediment with a 
sturdy top coat method is the best alternative to doing nothing which should satisfy all parties. The 
most important part of the project is to strike a viable solution to the problem at hand while attempting 
to maintain fiscal responsibility insuring longevity for ALCOA to support the community by providing 
numerous good paying jobs and stable employment for the region. · 

Massena Savings & Loan 
1; : ' ' ' 

www.massenasavingsloan.com. · • ·.:J ·' r :: ,;:, .:--.:! ... 

Phone (315) 764-0541 • Fax (315) 769-6542 
1 ·: ! i·,.:.j; : .. t 
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YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang: 

', 

My name is Martha Slack and I am a retired school teacher. As a teacher in Massena I 
have come to know truly thousands of students, most from Massena but many from 
Akwesasne. Through my tenure as a teacher I have come to know so many of these 
students from our region and have come to recognize the many strengths and commonalities 
we have as well as our differences. 

You are presently deciding one of the major issues that looms over our community, 
young and old. I understand the science, emotion and economics of many who are involved 
on the various sides of this issue. I empathize with all of them. 

It is my sincere hope and expectation that EPA has developed this proposed plan with 
sufficient technical input and has set emotion aside. For the good of our community, for the 
·good of our largest employer, and the good of the Grasse River I offer my support to the 
plan that the EPA has endorsed. 

Martha Slack 
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MASSENA ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT 
71 E. Hatfield Street • PO Box 209 • Massena, New York 13662 
Office: (315) 764-0253 • Fax: (315) 764-1498 
www.massenaelectric.com 

October 30, 2012 

Ms. Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
NewYork,NY 10007-1866 

Dear Young Chang, 

My name is Richard Blais, and I am Vice Chairman of the Massena Electric Utility Board. 

I am aware of EPA's requirement to make a scientifically wise decision for the long term health 
of the lower Grasse River. rhave reviewed the basic material on the website, including the 
scope of work that EPA has put forward in the PRAP. I have also familiarized myself with the 
other options which were considered as part of this prolonged process. Given the studies that 
have been done and the extensive review that has been undertaken I have little doubt that the 
proposal is adequate. 

While I, and my colleagues, on the MEUB would have enjoyed to have been a part of the 
solution of the Grasse River PCB issue, I feel the plan proposed is a justifiable decision and a 
logical path forward. 

Best Regards, 

/w~ 
Richard Blais 
Vice Chairman 
Massena Electric Utility Board 

"" TREE LI~"E USA. 



YoungS. Chang,- Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

Dear Young Chang, 

I, c~ u~ W'i ~ M we~()( full name) wis~ to express my concerns and comments about the remedial 

alternative selection in regards to the USEPA Grasse River PRAP decision. I have concluded that the proposed plan 

lacks environmental/human health protection and permanence. Although there is dredging along the near shore, 

I feel that more main channel dredging would help to promote environmental/human health while decreasing the 

amount of polychlorinated biphenyls left behind in the river. I also feel that the use of a regular cap in the main 

channel will not stand the test of time. The Grasse River has a history of ice scouring and a single ice event has the 

potential to devastate the sediment capping layer. 

In conclusion, please consider more main channel dredging as a more protective and permanent alternative to 

remediate the Grasse River. 

Sincerely, 

(Name) CE u f1r N't k~W e~o 
(Addr

(City)

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



ST. LAWRENCE UNI~,ERSITY 
ANTHROPOLOGY 

23 Romoda p~iv_e__ .. 
Canton, New York 13617 

·- ---- --- - -------- --- ----- - - - -
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Grasse River - Support 
Ike Bogosian 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/31/2012 07:37AM 
Hide Details 
From: "Ike Bogosian" 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 

: ~; !· • 

Page 1 of 1 

·. ; 
: : ~. : ; !: :. 

. ·. 

' ;·; 
)· : .. ~: 

. '.· .. ·-

·:, .·.-:: . :.:' 

' . . . 
·.·'··· 

I'm sending you & your ~gency this e-mail in support of the EPA's Proposed Remedial Action Plan to address the 
PCB contamination in the Grasse .River. · 

Thank You, 

Ike Bogosian . 

11119/2012 
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EPA'S Plan 
Steve Mailhot 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/31/2012 06:20AM 
Hide Details 
From: "Steve Mailhot" 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEP AIUS@EPA 

: ·./ Page 1 of 1 
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I support the Proposed Remedial Action Plan set by the the EPA. I feel it's a good plan .of attack and lets 
get this thing underway ASAP., · 

Steve Mailhot 

11119/2012 
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··.Heritage 
Homes Inc. 

Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
lJ.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang, 

October 31, 2012 

My name is Richard Maginn. I am a Massena Businessman and a member of the Massena 
Electric Department Board. 

In this latter role, I was able to work extensively with Alcoa to understand the environmental 
problems and potential solutions on the Grasse River as we evaluated a hydroelectric generating 
option. While I am profoundly disappointed that a solution that involved MED's proposed hydro 
plant could not be reached, I am completely satisfied that Alcoa is willing to act in the most 
scientifically pmdent manner possible. To that end, with decades of scientific data now completed, I 
believe now is the time to conclude studies and enact the proposed Action Plan. 

Richard Maginn 
President 



_J 

October 31, 2012 

Ms. Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Project Manager Chang, 

My name is Albert Nicola and I am: a retired teacher from Massena and a Town Councilman in 
Massena. . ' 

I am a lifelong resident of Massena, so I have known Alcoa, for better or worse in my 
· community for my entire life. 

" I have been a Councilman since 1986 and it seems in that time we have always been monitoring 
PCB problems. Between Alcoa and GM we have demonstrated and studied and collected data 
related to PCB' s in this community for decades. 

It has cast a pall over the community. 

No doubt, the clean up at GM and Alcoa needed to happen. Now, they need to end and this 
community to begin again! 

If you have not figured out the solution in twenty years we should all be ashamed. But you have, 
figured out the best remedy. Admittedly it is not a solution. The solution was for the damage 
never to have been done. The remedy is to make tQ.e best of the situation. It is time to come out 
of this dark period with a cleaner environment and with a community that does not have the 
constant distraction of cleaning this river. 

I support the proposal EPA has endorsed to cleanjhe river. 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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clean up 
bhazelton2 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/31/2012 12:10 PM 
Hide Details 
From: 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Page 1 of 1 

,:,,, 

'' ·~· 
~. : :: 

. . .· .. · ·· .. :· :.: .: .:: .. 
. ' . .. . 

My name is Bernard M Hazelton and I wish to voice my support forth~ proposedcl~~n-up plan that 
the EPA has suggested for Alcoa to follow. 

..'·. : 

· .... 
.. ;·,.·; 

··.'!. 

11/19/2012 



From: 

To: 

Grass River cleanup 
Beaulieu, William C. to: Young Chang 

"Beaulieu, William c.:· <William.Beaulieu@alcoa.com> 

Young Chang/R2/USEPNUS@EPA ".-: ... ·, 

"!· i 
i 

;·::; ·! .. 

.:;.;::·· .. 

.10/31/2012 02:32PM 

.:; ' 
. .... · 

Hi Yol)ng, i~);; ·:: .< . ::~ 

I wish to add my support for recommendation contained in the PRAPfor the Grass river cleanup 
and a speedy record of decision so Alcoa will move to modernize. I have worked for Alcoa for 23 years 
and my father worked for them for more than 41 years and his father my grandfather also worked for 
Alcoa, I now have my youngest son working for Alcoa. So you can see how Alcoa plays an important part 
in generations of families in the area. Massena and surrounding areas will be,c::ome ghost_towns if this is 
not settled in the very near future as this area cannot afford to lose Alcoa. + ·· • : ,; · :,;· < · :: 

..... :.·.···,· .. 

Thanks for listening, 
Willie 

Willie Beaulieu 
ALCOA 
Maintenance Planning and Scheduling 
Process Flow Leader 
eAM Funct-Admin 
Massena East Plant 
Phone, 315-764-6304 
E-Mail william. beaulieu@alcoa.com 
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Grasse River 
BJ Cardinal 
to: 
Young Chang 
10/31/2012 06:19PM 
Hide Details 
From: BJ Cardinal 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Dear Mr. Chang, .· . . , ·.···· .. ·.•.· . · • · 

: Page 1 of 1 

As a resident of Massena since 1989 and a retired firefighter I code offichil, ALCOA has meant a great 
~~ . . 

to the people of this community and survival of our economy . 
ALCOA has complied with the EPA over many years as they became aware of the contamination they . . 
un- . ·:· .,. . . . . . ·. . 
knowingly caused.Therefor, I would like to offer my support of the proposed and EPAapproved cleanup 
and · · · 

capping of the Grasse River. I believe this is the least disturbing to therivefand ar~asonable solution to 
this problem; · · 
that hopefully will keep ALCOA in our community for many more years providing jobs for generation 
to come. 
Respectfully, 
Bernard J. Cardinal 

~ ~.. ' 

.. i 1.'; j:.J':. ;, . 11119/2012 



Grasse River Remediation plan 
Rozon, James R. to: Young Chang 
Cc: "Rozon, James R.", "jrozon@twcny.rr.com" 

. , 10/31/2012 07:15PM 

From: "Rozon, James R." <James.Rozon@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Cc: "Rozon, James R." <James.Rozon@alcoa.com>, 
> '•: · 

Please consider this as my expression of support for Alternative 6: t1-t72 ·Near shore dredge and backfill 
to Grade and t1-t72 me Capping. As a resident of Massena ,New York and a 38 year employee of Alcoa 
(PowerSystem Electrician), I see this as the best overall solution to Remedrating the Grasse River. I do 
not believe the added cost of dredging the total length of the contaminated section would provide any 
additional benefit. In my opinion it would only stir up more contaminant that would not or could not be 
contained and may spread downstream to other areas of the river. I believe the best possible outcome 
and solution may be achieved through partial dredging and capping. It is by this reasoning that I fully 
support EPAs Alternative 6 as the most viable Remediation Plan for the Grasse River. 

· Sincerely yours, 
James R. Rozon 

• '! 

• ':' I ' ~ ' • 

L .·/t; ... :1 
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YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Project Manager Chang, 

October 31, 2012 

Please accept these brief comments on the Grasse River Remediation Project. In short, 
! am willing to support the proposal though I think it goes too far. 

According to the Alcoa website the following tests have been done over the last 15 
years: 

• Measurement of river velocities; 

• Comparison of sediment bed elevation measurements collected at different 
times; 

• Development of a hydrodynamic model to predict river velocities during high flow 
events; 

• Study of suspended solids and PCB levels during high flow events; 

• Measurement of erosion potential and grain size distribution of the sediments; 

• Development of a sediment transport model to predict erosion during high flow 
events; 

• Radiochemistry analysis of finely-sliced sediment cores; and 

• Comparison of surface sediment, fish, and water column PCB levels before and 
after an extreme high flow event that occurred in January 1998. 

I suspect this is only a partial list. There have also been numerous demonstration 
projects. 

While I think the EPA has demanded too much of Alcoa in this cleanup, I think if Alcoa 
is willing to accept it, then it is time to move forward. 

I am dubious of those who would suggest that more. studies need to be done. In '15 
years- it has all been done. 

\. 



I am also very dubious of those who would suggest that dredging the river is the proper 
solution. To me, if there was one demonstration project that was conclusive it was the 
dredging effort in '05 which was a disaster. As you know, while it was well ir)tentioned, it 
did far more harm than good. 

If you are looking for the most beneficial solution for the environment, I think the option 
proposed is close. If you are going to be driven by politics, then all bets are off, and 
Massena and the environment will lose. 

~:;r 
David Squires · 
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Ms. YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th F~loor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Project Manager Chang, 

November 1, 2012 

I have been quite involved with the Grasse River Remediation project for a number of years. Alcoa and 
EPA have been involved in some worthwhile studies and some that were clearly a waste of time. 

This community has suffered enough while others have yanked us around. The river has been getting 
cleaner in spite of any actual work on the river. In fact, when you did try to "actively clean" the river by 
dredging it only made the situation worse. 

It is time for Massena and Alcoa to move forward. T~e proposed plan is reasonable. The EPA had a 
mission to clean-up the river. Among the options which were considered this is among the best. While I 
think leaving the river alone at this point is the best option, I also think the greatest risk to the river is to 

J 

stir everything up again. In retrospect, EPA should now agree that MED's hydro project would have been 
the most beneficial environmental solution as it would have precluded scour events. Unfortunately, 
other parties had a different agenda and in the process Massena and the environment got thrown under 
the bus. 

As far as this plan, Alcoa and the community are clearly ready to support it. I think the EPA should be 
prepared to stop the near shore dredging if it goes as badly as previous dredging efforts have gone. 
However, there is no doubt that the EPA, Alcoa' and the community need to put this behind us. 

Sincerely, 

~13~ 
Robert B. Squires 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Ms. Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 

November 1, 2012 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang: 

I want to express my support for the PCB Cleanup of the Grasse River. 

I live on Plum Street which is just upstream of the cleanup zone. My sons 
and I are able to fish and enjoy other activities on the Grasse River just by 
walking out our back door. It is a convenience we greatly appreciate. Given my 
location, and use of the river, I have tried to stay up to date on what Alcoa and 
EPA are doing. 

While I am not a scientist, I know that the river is getting cleaner year by 
year. I have also seen the documentation from the EPA/ Alcoa study that said 
the dredging did not work at all. 

Given all of these factors it is obvious that EPA has a fairly easy decision 
-keep things going in the right direction and don't re-contaminate the river. 

Thank you, 

"4& . rc:u. Paul Brownell 



Grasse River Plan for Massena, NY 
Robert J. Davis- rjdavis 
to: 
Young Chang ' 
1110112012 12:07 PM 
Hide Details 
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From: "Robert J. Davis - rjdavis" <rjdavis@clarkson.edu> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

.:·! 

1 Attachment 

imageOO 1. png ,., 

Dear Mr. Young, •·• .·{, . I 

Page 1 of2 

: .:' · .. 
: :·: 

. ~ .-r: .. : 
< 

I am writing to you today to express my opinion on the Grasse River clean-up plan for Massena, NY. As an 
outdoorsman who uses the Grasse River for recreation and a member of the Clarkson University community I 
urge you to make sound decisions based on scientific data when you make your final decision for the 
remediation of this unique river system. Please do what is right for the ecosystem, community and economy in 
this case and support the Alcoa plan as it currently stands. 

Sincerely I Robert J. Davis 

Robert J. Davis 
Director-
Student Projects for Engineering Experience and Design 
W.H. Coulter School of Engineering 
Clarkson University 
8 Clarkson Ave. Box 5700 
Potsdam, NY 13699 

Office: 315-268-3960 
Cell: 315-212-2592 
Mail: rjdavis@clarkson.edu 

,, .... ,·It' !" :: i·,' .}·· .: . 
:. I· 11119/2012 
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JOSEPH A. GRIFFO 
SENATOR. 47TH DISTRICT 

THE SENATE 
STATE OF NEW YORK 

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang 

November 1, 2012 

ALBANY OFFICE: 
ROOM 30/,. 

LEGISLATIVE OFFICE BUILDING 
ALBANY. NEW YORK 12247 

(518) 455-3334 
FAK (518) 426-6921 

UTICA OFFICE: 
207 GENESEE STREET 

UTICA, NEW YORK 13501 
(315) 793-9072 

FAX, (315) 793-0298 

EMAIL ADDRESS: 
griffo@senate.state.ny.us 

I 
I 

I am writing to express my strong support for a Grasse River cleanup plan that is based on sound 
science and will help the people of New York's North Country have the action they deserve on 
this important issue. 

Fifteen years of scientific study shows a capping remedy is protective of human health and the 
envi~onment, effective over the long term and complements the natural recovery already 
occurring in the river, The alternative recommended by EPA is also reasonable approach. As 
someone who cares deeply about the community I represent and this important waterway, I 
believe the outcome of the EPA's process is of upmost importance. After nearly two decades of 
expert study and stakeholder input, the process must move forward so our community can begin 
experiencing the benefits of this remediation effort. It is not enough to agree that a problem must 
be resolved. I am urging you to work with the community and Alcoa to resolve this issue. 

The community I represent deserves a clean Grasse River. Alcoa deserves a cost-effective 
remedial plan that protects human health and the environment. I believe that it is in the best 
interests of the region I represent to have a plan move forward as swiftly as possible, and urge 
you to take that action. 

Sincerely, 

0 



Comments on Grasse River Plan' 
griffo 
to: 
Young Chang 
11/26/2012 10:45 AM 
Hide Details 
From: griffo@nysenate.gov 

To: Young Chang!R2iuSEPWS@EPA .. 

.. · .. 
.·._:;. 

1 Attachment 

18 
Griffo- Grasse River Proposal Comment.PDF 

Ms. Chang, 
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Please find attached com~ents regarding the Grasse River cleanupproposal. -
·. ·:, ·. ·.; ;: .. 

Would you please confirm that it was recieved and will be 'added to th(;! record? . 

Thank you. 

I . . .... · ... ~ :' 
:;· .. . ' .... 

,···' .. 
. :·!. 
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JOSEPHA GRIFFO .. . ~.; ::· -~ 

SENATOR. ti7TH D,I$JRiC:[ 

·,.: . .. · 
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··:'··. 

THE SENATE 
sTATB oF'HEw\{oRK 

Yming s .. chang, RdhiediaLPh;>jec(Manager 
u.s. Environmentaf:Protectioh Agency· 
'290.Broi!clW£1Y, 20¢ Blqor , 
New York NY 10007-18'66 . '. . . . .. ' 

Dear Ms. Chang 

FAXo 1513) 426-6921 

'I am writing to e_xpr~ss my s.tn:mgsqpport for a Grasse·River:tleanup p}an that;isb.~sed:oir sound 
science .. and will ht;!.lp the people of.New· York1s North Cquntryhaye ih~~~~tiC>i:i:th~y:deset\ie Qh 
this ihip0ttantiSsue.. · ' , . l· > · .... :; 
..... _ _ _ _ .. ... . _ : __ -.···. . _ __ . .. > _ _ t:_;. __ ·:;,;i_Jl. _

1

i: _i_ i!! i L:i··;: 
.Fifteen. yeprs ()Ls~ientific; stUdy shows a .cappihg:temeay is protedive:;Of htim~fri\fiealth and' the 
envirqnment·;:effecdy(1 ovenh:eJ()ng .term a.nd complement~ the mit~t~I t¢covetyi"dlre~1dy 
oecurringin the l'iver.The alternativ~ recommended b.y EPA .is .. alsoreasqnable approach. As 
someone who cares deeply about.the community I represent and thi1-!:fmportant waterway, I 
believe the:out:Cotne of the EPA's~.process is ofupmost itnportance. After neadyitw.o decades of 
expert study and stakeholder ihpiit, the process must il'iove fot~warcLsb .O'iir:comniuhl.ty,can:begin 
experiencing th~ oe.11e.fits oithi~:rel1wclif\tion' effgr.t .I tis .hot enoughJo,~'gree. ~hat a: problem: ml.tst 
be resolved. I am urging you to work with ·the communi,fy art~l Al<;:.Qa tQJ:~~olyeJ[tis;issue,. 

< : l; h .::r ;.i ·.; -.:> .:. J ;~: f ;. l 

The C0~1rl)Llhity r represenl'd~se:rves <t clean>Gtasse' Rivek AlCoa desii;0es' a :cb~t;effedive: 
remedial plan that p1:otec.ts httli'iah h~alth a:r1d the .enviroiui1ent.J belie've,thatit is.iti· the best 
interests of the region I represent to .have a plan. mqve f()rward <:~s swift) )'ras possible, an.d lll'ge 
you tortitkethat action. 

Sincerely, 
' I 

~&$;~ 
1
1 

-loseph A. Gl'iffo / ;r 
Vs~nator 
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November 1, 2012 

Young Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Project Manager Chang, 

We write today to express our support forth~ EPA's proposed 
cleanup remedy for the Grasse River. This community is very aware of 
what has gone on with the Grasse River for the last 20 years. As 
homeowners within the cleanup area and a family who uses the river 
during all seasons, we are especially sensitive to the river's future. 
To that end, we have kept ourselves up to date on testing and studies 
related to the river. 

There are many homeowners in my neighborhood who are concerned 
that the near shore dredging proposed may do more harm than good. 
After 20 years of study, we are hopeful that EPA is staying true to 
your mandate to base your recommendation (and subsequent ROD) on sound 
science and not politics. Specifically, we trust that the near shore 
dredging is based on sound science and best interests of the river and 
not other factors. As a homeowner on the river and developer I would 
be much happier to skip the near shore dredging and redirect those 
funds for community development. 

Thank you, 

~~K~~~~ 
U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 RedactionFrom: 
To: 

Hello-

Support Grasse River Project 
fweber4 · to: Young Chang 

Young Chang/R2/USEPNUS@EPA 

'11101/2012 07:42AM 

: ~ ; . 
~ . : '.: 

•• ,. ,<, 

··. ·r ~- . 

_,._ 

I wanted to send my support for the Grasse River clean up and Alcoa. I believe it's important to maintain a 
healthy environment and also an important economic engine to the Massena, NY area .. I hope this is 
resolved so that all parties involved benefit! : ; ;: • ; : ·· 

\' i:.·!; !' 

Thank you! 

Sincerely 

Fred Weber 
Aramsco, Inc 

: ~: . . ; .. 
::: ·' 
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U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

Hello, 

Grasse River remediation request 
Wells, Kenneth W. 
to: 
Young Chang 
11/01/2012 04:31 PM 
Cc: 
"Kramer, Susan D." 
Hide Details 
From:· "Wells, Kenneth W." <Kenneth. Wells@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Cc: "Kramer, Susan D." <Susan.Kramer@alcoa.com> . 

'·: 

Page 1 of 1 

'!! 

:: . 
. ~' . :: ; ·. '' ... 

" .: 

_;_. 

My wife and I reside in Massena, NY and have two children. I have worked for Alcoa here for almost fifteen 
years. The wife and I also own a flo(ist shop in Massena and do a lot to supportourcomrriunity. We do a lot of 
boating and fishing on the waters in our area. With one daughter now in collegeand thesecm1dentering 
college in a cquple of years, it will not be long before we are grandparents .. · After fifteen to twenty years of 
research and studies, ~e believe it is time for the EPA to make a move. So fo_rour grand kids sake, please see 
your way clear to also help support our community and start the remediation cif the Grasse River. 

Thank you for your time and consideration concerning this matter. 

Sincerely, 

c -~ ... 
·,,1 rf·l:n>· .i ~(;:_> > :.:>:. 

11/19/2012 
.I ;t.,,. 



Grasse River Cleanup'" Move Forward! 
· Megan.O'Connell 
to: 
Young Chang 
11/01/2012 04:42PM 
Hide Details 
From: <Megan. O'Connell@Perkins.org> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEP A/US@EPA 

1 Attachment 

Grasse River Cleanup Now!.docx 

Mr. Chang, 

Page 1 of2 

I ask you to quickly move forward with the cleanup action of the Grasse River in 
Massena, New York. This decision directly impacts my:family and my 
community. ·· ·· · · · · 

Sincerely, 
Megan O'Connell 

Megan O'Connell 
Teache~- Adapted Physical Education 
Perkins School for the Blind 
175 North Beacon Street 
Watertown, MA 02472 
Phone: 617.972.7267 
Email: Megan.O'Conneii@Perkins.org 

All we see is possibility .......... . 

" 
11119/2012 

·., 
1 

1
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Page 2 of2 

*********************** ATTACHMENT NOT DELIVERED ******************* 

This Email message contained an attachment named 
imageOOl. jpg 

which may be a computer program. This attached computer program could 
contain a .computer virus which could cause ,harm to EPA's computers, 
network, and data. The attachment has been deleted. 

This was done to limit the distribution of computer viruses introduced 
into the EPA network. EPA is deleting all computer program attachments 
sent from the Internet into the agency via Email. 

If the message sender is known and the attachment was legitimate, you 
should contact the sender and request that they rename the file name 
extension and resend the Email with the renamed attachment. After 
receiving the revised Email, containing the renamed attachment, you can 
~ename the file extension to its correct nama. 

For further information, please contact the EPA Call Center at 
(866) 411-4EPA (4372). The TDD number is (866) 489-4900. 

*********************** ATTACHMENT NOT DELIVERED *********************** 
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Mr. Chang, Nove~b~~ 1,:2oli;:;: 
: :; : ; ::·: ~~ 

~. - . . ; . :: ' ; : : t. !':· . . . 

I am writing in support for the Grasse River cleanup plan ip Massyna{New York. 
I was born and raised in Massena and love my hometoWn. For' o~.~r a decade) I visit my 
parents who live on the Grasse River. The outcome of this process directly impacts me 
and my family. I have lived all over the United States and Massena is one of the most 
beautiful places there is thanks to growing up on the Grasse River . This cleanup plan is 
based on sound science and needs to quickly move forward! : 

1
; . , 

There has been fifteen years of s.cientific study shows a capping remedy is protective of 
human health and the environment, effective over the long teffil and ,complein~nts the 
natural recovery already occurring in the river. The altemativerebqminel1ded by EPA is 
also a reasonable approach. There has been nearly two decades· of'expert study and input 
from many people in order for the community to experience the benefits of remediation. 
The community deserves a clean Grasse River. Alcoa deserves a cost-effective remedial 
plan that protects human health and the environment. 

The Grasse River is an important part of Massena and I ask that you move forward with 
the cleanup for the good of the community. Alcoa is the largest employer in Massena. 
The company provides jobs for more than 1,000 hardworking men and women and 
supports many community organizations. Please Mr: Chang, move forward with the 
cleanup plan that includes protecting human health and our environment. 

Sincerely, 
!f"fM (} 'CM,eff 

Megan O'Connell 

~ ' { 

\ ·. 
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U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
From: 

To: 

I support the project as is, dredging would be the last thing that should 
be done 
leo.murphy. to: Young Chang 11/01/2012 06:07PM 

:. ,· 
., . ' 

Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA · 

Sent from my iPhone 

~ _, . •' 



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 RedactionFrom: 

Grasse River Remediation 
sbush47 to: Young Chang 

To Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA · 

Hi Mr. Chang: 

My name is Sheryl Bush, I reside in Potsdam, NY. 

11/02/2012 02:06PM 

':;. 

.·. 
·' 

I just want to say that I support the Grasse River Remediation on the St. Lawrence. River. 

Thank you. 
Blessings 
Sheryl 

., ' 

···. 
. ~- ~ .. . . 



Dear EPA, 

Grasse River Remediation 
Doug von Borstel 
to: 
Young Chang 
11/02/2012 08:20PM 
Hide Details 
From: "Doug von Borstel"

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Page 1 ofJ 

: ) : 

···:•: 

,:: . . 

:•, .' •.: ·: ·. 
: . . . ' ~ ; . . 

I'm writing this email in support of the proposed remediation plan for the Grasse River. I have lived in the North 
Country for 27 years and have been employed by Reynolds Metals Co. and Alcoa for 23 years. I feel the study of 
the river and the development of remediation options has been more the appropriate and it is now to time start the 
work. Even though I feel the chosen remediation option will be effective I think the other two options, 3 & 4, that 
cost less and decrease the PCBs in the fish and organisms deserve a second look: 

Regards, 
Douglas von Borstel 

·r: (,. ,, . 
} '• !' I .' : :,: ;), i· ~ ' 

J_.. i:: 

11/19/2012 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

November 2, 20 12 

Young Chang, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Attn: Ms. Young Chang: 

My wife and I write today to convey our support for the EPA's proposed Grasse River cleanup. 
We have raised three children in Massena and we know the importance of Alcoa to our 
community. It has provided good jobs for so many people we know. 

We also know the importance of a clean environment. This of course is your mission..,... to take 
the steps that best aid the environment, specifically, the Grasse River. No doubt, this region has 
had .environmental problems through the years and needed EPA's involvement. Equally obvious 
is the fact that nature is taking a positive course on the Grasse River now that the outflow has 
been controlled. Based on the research and demonstration projects that have been done the 
scientific conclusion that you have reached is prudent andplainly obvious. We are hopeful that 
the EPA will remain strong in its djrective and that Alcoa, Massena and the region can move 
forward with an environmentally sound and economically vibrant future. 

_t7rely, ~ ........ .........,·,..,~ /VL..'~ 
An~m~gostino 



,Mr. & M~s. Tony DiagostinJ{ 
~ 
t 
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Ms. Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 

November 2, 2012 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Remedial Project Manager YoungS. Chang, 

I write this letter to you today to express my support for the proposed Alcoa clean 
up of the Grasse River. This project is long overdue, but it is apparent that the proposal 
is in the best interest of the community and most importantly, the environment. For too 
long we have let local politics and the agenda of a few chosen activists decide what is 
best for the region and for the river. The purpose of your studies was to minimize 
emotion and let science rule the day. While I disagree with any dredging based on the 
results of the demonstration project I am willing to accept that EPA has offered a sound 
scientific plan that should be enacted. I therefore support the Proposed Remedial Action 
Plan. 

11~ 
Myles Russell 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
2 November, 2012 

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

ATTENTION: YoungS. Chang, Project Manager 
Grasse River Remediation Project 

Honorable Members of the Grasse River Remediation Team: 

My name is Larry Ralston. I am a retired educator of the Massena Central School 
District and a resident of Massena since 1965; I am also a volunteer appointee serving on 
the Board of Directors of the Business Development Corporation for a Greater Massena 
(BDC). This organization's mission is two-fold: (A) to retain the current jobs located in 
this community and (B) encourage the creation of additional jobs. 

Therefore, I write to express my strong support for a Grasse River cleanup plan that is 
based on sound science. 

Fifteen years of scientific study shows that a capping remedy is protective of both human 
health and the environment. This process is not only effective over the long term but 
complements the natural recovery already occurring in the river. The alternative 
recOmmended by.EPA is also a reasonable approach. 

After nearly two decades of expert study and stakeholder input, the process must now 
move forward so our community can begin experiencing the benefits of this remediation 
effort. 

As an invested resident of Massena, I can testify to the importance of the Grasse River 
and Alcoa's presence in this community. Alcoa is the largest employer in the area and a 
major supporter of this region's non-profit and civic organizations. Massena's non-profit 
organizations and Massena businesses rely on the jobs and goodwill provided by this 
important corporate citizen. A significant attribute of Alcoa's presence in Massena is the 
millions of tax dollars generated and paid by this Corporation to both the Massena 
Central School District and the Town of Massena. 

The community deserves a clean Grasse River. Alcoa deserves a cost-effective remedial 
plan that protects human health and the environment. 

Sincere(~' 

~Rm~n 



I 

November 2, 2012 

Ms. Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 1 0007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang: 

I am writing today to convey my support for the Grasse River Cleanup proposal from 
your agency. 

I am an avid outdoorsman. I am a businessman. I am a parent of two children. 

As my children grpw up I want them to have a clean environment in Northern NY and I 
want them to have a good local economy where they and their neighbors can get good 
jobs. For over 100 years Alcoa has been the source of many good jobs directly, and by 
extension for many other jobs in the -community. During those 100 years Alcoa has 
obviously made some mistakes. 

What EPA should, and it appears has done, is make the best decision possible (given the 
range of options) for the River and community going forward. Nobody can undo what is 
done. We can only do what is best' going forward. Since EPA's decision is the best option 
going forward, I want to support the PRAP the EPA has offered. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph~ 
Putney Tree Service 



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

llllllllll.. MASSENA 
1111111111 · SAVINGS 

111111-111111- & LOAN 

Main Office 
255 MAIN STREET 
MASSENA, NY 13662 

Ms. YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S; Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Branch Office: 
155 LINCOLN AVENUE 
WADDINGTON, NY 13694 

November 2, 2012 

I am-writing you today to express my support for the proposed cleanup of the 
lower. Grasse River. 

I enjoy the outdoors and use the lower Grasse River periodically. While I 
understand the social concerns for dredging, I know that the demonstration dredging 
project was counterproductive. 

As someone who uses the river, I want Alcoa and EPA to take the most logical 
path forward for the river. I am concerned with the near shore dredging and the re

suspension issues that itmay cause. I am relieved that this project is finally 
underway' and I support the EPA's recommendation. 

Sincerely, 

Norman Decelles 

www.massenasaving.sloan.com 

Phone (315) 764-0541 • Fax (315) 769 .. 6542 



•I ·• ,' 

November 5; 2012 , . 
.i.·) : .. 
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YoungS. Chang .· , : 
Remedial Project Manage~ . , . 
U.S. Environmental Protect.ion Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor · 

NewYork, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. ~hang: 

- • ~. • • . • l 

' ;. ' . · · ~ !~ · : .. · 'o \ •::. ' r. f_•' 

: . l t; . 

'Kevin· Kitzman;·P£ _.1 . ;.; •..... , .. , :. 

location :Asset & Prope~y.Mana~er 
Alcoa West & East Plants 
PO Box 6391 
Massena, NY 13662 

I am writing to support EPA's remedial alternative for the Grasse River in Massena New York. 
am a resident of Northern New York and an Alcoa employe~. From my perspective I believe 
that moving ahead with this proposal is important for the fljture of Alcoa in Massena and 
people of Northern NY. 

For Alcoa it will surely en~ourage further investment in Massena. For the people of Northern 
NY it will providecE7nvirpnmental protection, as well as jobs and tax· revenue for .!<;>cal, state and 
federal agencies. Further delay or additional cost to the pro jed holds gr.eat.ris~s to th.e.local · 

. . . . ~; ' ' . . ' . 

economy and jobs. Alcoa could probably be forced to pay.mO're·for remediation ofthe Grasse 
~- River.,:but they can't be forced to operate here and provide jobs. 

I very much appreciate EPA's use of sound science in support ofthis alternative. Please be 
watchful of commenters from outside the Northern NY region who would sacrifice the 
economic well being of thousands of people for very little environmental gain. 

Sincerely: 

Kevin Kitzman 
location Asset & Property Manager 
Alcoa West & East Plants 



November 5, 2012 

Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 

~.ruut~.~e.~ 

U.S. Eiivironmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang, 

I want to express my opinion, that the proposed clean-up put forward by EPA, is the right plan. 

I am a businessman in Massena and own property within the 7 mile stretch of the Grasse River 
that has been reviewed. Clearly, the course of nature is taking the Grasse River in the right 
direction, as its waters are clearing. 

While removal of the problem, PCB' s is ideal, the demonstration projects have shown that 
dredging creates as many problems as it solves. With that in mind, I want to offer my support to 
the proposed plan, which strikes a reasonable balance between nature's course, and the idyllic 
(but unachievable) goal of removal. 

a~Q ('-------
Real Coupal 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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Comment: 

Public Comments 
Jeremy Sweeney 
to: ··· 

Young Chang 
11/06/2012 08:31AM 
Hide Details 
From: "Jeremy Sweeney" <jsweeney@thewassociates.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Page 1 of2 

::.•.;. !''• 

. <i- i 

.. ~ ' . :· : . ' : 

:. ; ~:::-: ,:. 

: ; ~ ·. :. ' .. 
i {: 

I feel as though dredging is not always the answer for a cleanup. Sometimes I think it i~good, when the soils are 
very contaminated, and other tiinesJ feel it should just be left alone and not stirred up .. ·. · .·. .. · 

For this case I believe it is going to be a huge economical impact if we do not allow ALCOA to dredge at a fair 
cost to them. If we do not take care of ALCOA, then I foresee the modernization project not going through 
which will make the ALCOA Massena plants decisions on staying in the Massena area easy and they will close the 
plants and not worry about the economical impact of our local area. 

I stand behind ALCOA on this project and believe the decision should be fair to them as our local economics 
depend greatly on ALCOA. 

J E R E M Y L. S W E E N E Y, PLS 

I [;(1 th<w-logo 2 

LAND I WATER I SUBSURFACE I ENERGY 

Senior Project Manager 
Thew Associates PE-LS, PLLC 
PO Box 463 
6431 US Highway 11 
Canton, New York 13617 l I: .. ·.·. : .. 

. ' 
~ ;~ r ,-···:. r ; : , ·.:·. 1; L: . ; . .'·· 
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'':. 

Office: 315.386.2776 
Facsimile: 315.386.1012 ' 
Cellular: 315.244.4009 

l . ! 

jsweeney@thewassociates.com 
www. ThewAssociates.com 

*********************** ATTACHMENT NOT DELIVERED ******************* 

This Email message contained an attachment named 
imageOOl. jpg 

which may be a computer program. This attached computer program could 
contain a computer virus which could cause harm to EPA's computers, 
network, and data. The attachment has been deleted: 

This was done to limit the distribution of computer viruses introduced 
into the EPA network. EPA is deleting all computer program attachments 
sent from the Internet into the agency via Email. 

If the message sender is known and the attachment was legitimate, you 
should contact the sender and request that they rename the file name 
extension and resend the Email with the renamed attachment. After 
receiving the revised Email, containing the renamed attachm~nt, you can 
rename the file extension to its correct name. 

For further information, please contact the EPA Call Center at 
(866) 411-4EPA (4372). The TDD number is (866) 489-4900. 

*********************** ATTACHMENT NOT DELIVERED *********************** 
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Date: 
Ylovtn-.bt..- \o "do\'J 

Your Name-~and Address: 
"3v,~u\'\n<., C'. Vc.( v:·" 

RE: Grasse ·River Remediation 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

I write to express my strong support for Alternative Six and the quick remediation of the Grasse 
River. 

A capping remedy is protective of human health and the environment, effective over the long 
term and complements the natural recovery already occurring in the river. While the 
recommendation contained in the PRAP goes beyond capping, I urge the EPA to move forward 
with Alternative Six. 

The cleanup of the river has been studied for two decades with lots of involvement from 
agencies and people in the community, now it's time to move forward. 

As a North Country resident I can testify to the importance of the _Grasse River and Alcoa's 
presence in this community. Alcoa is the largest private employer in the North Country and a 
major ·supporter of the region's non-profit and civic organizations. The entire community relies 
on the jobs and goodwill provided by this important corporate citizen. 

The community deserves a clean Grasse River. Alcoa deserves a cost--effective remedial plan 
that protects human health and the environment. Alternative Six achieves both. 

Again, I strongly support Alternative Six and the quick remediation of the Grasse River. 

Sincerely: 

...... ~~~c0~t-~ 
.··., 

~ ·~ : :. : ·' :.} . :. ~. , . -. 
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PERRAS ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL, INC. 

Ms. Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 

1909 STATE HIGHWAY 420 

MASSENA, NEW YORK 13662 

(315) 769-5900 FAX (315) 764-1049 

November 6, 2012 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Remedial Project manager Chang: 

I write to you today to offer my strong support for the proposed Grasse River Cleanup. 

I was born in Massena, raised in Massena, I run a business in Massena and I am now raising a family in 
Massena. I know the importance of both Alcoa and the environment to our community. I know the 
damage that was caused by Alcoa and I have a deep respect for the importance of the jobs that Alcoa 
provides. 

While it is a difficult balancing act of what is important on the social side of the equation, the technical 
side ofthe equation is far more straight forward. Simply put, the science says that Alternatives 3-6 are 
the most desirable for the environment. On the surface of the decision it seems you have already made 
a nod to the environmental community by choosing an option that is more expensive yet not as good for 
the environment (see Table #1 in EPA Proposed Plan). No matter, Alcoa and the community are 
prepared and ready to initiate this plan. I encourage EPA to do the same. 

Sincerely, 



Date: .1/. . · . 
· tvOt··f2 ') J.o:rJ. · 

. ' ':~ 

,,·,' ... -.· 

·,(, 

RE: Grasse River Remediation 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

I write to express my strong support for Alternative Six and the quick remediation of the Grasse 
River. 

A capping remedy is protective of human health and the environment, effective over the long 
term and complements the natural recovery already occurring in the river. While the 

. recommendation contained in the PRAP goes beyond capping, I urge the EPA to move forward 
.. ~ith Alternative Six. - . 

·--. . 
ThEfcleanup-of-the.river has been· studied for two decades with lots of involvement from 

'' ::agencies.and pepple in the community;· now it's time to moveforward. 
' -·. ' .. : '·. 

As a North Country resident I can testify to the importance of the Grasse River and Alcoa's 
- -presence iqt~is community. Alcoa is the largest private employer in the North Country and a 

major supporter of the··region's non-profit and civic organizations. The entire community relies 
• on the jobs and goodwill provided by this important corporate citizen. 

The community deserves a clean Grasse River. Alcoa deserves a cost-effective remedial plan 
that protects human health and the environment. Alternative Six achieves both. 

Again, I strongly support Alternative Six and the quick remedi.ation of the Grasse River. 

Sincerely: 

!J;wdvf~ 
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Alcoa,Massena cleanup info! 
ricky white 
to: 
Young Chang 
11106/2012 07:35AM 
Hide Details 
From: ricky white 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Page 1 of 1 

I worked at Alcoa as a mechanic for 39 years. In the late 70's I was told to pump pep ladin waste oil into 
the storm sewer drains to cleanup for an Osha tour. I refused, told the forman that my family swims in 
the Grasse river. He had someone else do 1t.I went home,and called an conservation employee for 
guidance. He told to be careful because I would get fired.In the 80's I also saw a giant soluable oil waste 
oil glob floating by the Border Patrols docks. I thought it was a new sandbar. We drove our boat over to 
drop anchor for snorkeling.! kept plunging my oar into it thinking I would hit bottom. Thats when I 
realized the heavy rains had made the soluable oil lagoon overflowed into the river. 

12/5/2012 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

November 6, 2012 

Dear Ms. Chang, 

Susan Flynn 

I am writing to you to express my support for the proposed Grasse River clean-up plan. I am a 

25 year plus Alcoa employee and resident of Massena. I am proud to work for Alcoa and 

believe that this Company has been a responsible corporate citizen to Massena and all the 

other communities that Alcoa operates reside in. I believe the proposed plan is aligned with 

Alcoa's values to do what is right for the community we are part of. 

First, the proposed plan is based on sound science that will clean the river to protect human 

health and the environment. It also allows the clean-up to be completed in a cost-effective 

manner. A cost-effective solution is vital to the long term viability ofAicoa's Massena 

Operations. I have seen this community diminish over the years and especially now, the 

importance of Alcoa to this community cannot be understated. Alcoa not only provides over a 

1000 jobs, but the economic impact to Massena and the surrounding communities is multiplied 

by at least three. We must clean-up the river and we must balance the solution to assure the 
I "t" . b. h .ong-term pos1 1ye 1mpa!:t to ot ... 

I urge you to implement the proposed plan so that Alcoa and the community can move 

forward. 

Thank-you for the opportunity to comment, 

Susan Flynn 



YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. EPA 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Attention Young Chang, 

\ 

My name is Rene Hart, and I'm a retiree of General Motors. In my 30+ years with 
General Motors, I was exposed to extensive environmental clean-up activity with our 
facility in Massena. I know, from my professional and personal experience that the 
decision rendered by EPA last month, relating to the Grasse River clean-up, was not 
taken lightly. In fact, in reviewing the website, it is plainly evident that extensive studies 
have been undertaken. 

I 

The need for clean-up, remains a black cloud forour community, and for our largest 
employer. Having seen my former employer shutter its facilities in Massena, in part 
because of environmental concerns, gives me great pause. Alcoa, and the EPA have 
done sufficient due diligence on this project, and waiting any longer may not help the 

I . 

environment, but will certainly hurt the community. 

Regards, 

Rene P. Hart 

· .. ; .. ' 
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RE: Grasse River Rem,c:U~ti~n 

Rern~dlal project Mariager Chang: 
:·. • .. : .. ·.· ... ,... ·, .... 

• -."j • •• 

• ,.p• ' ·~ ... ..,~ ••.• 0 • • ~ 

I write to ~xpress my strong support fq~ Altemati.v~ .$lx and the quick r~mediation of the Grasse 
River. · · . · . . > ,,· . · .· · · · ., · <·.'· :~ · ·. ·· ·•· ·. ·. · .. :.· · · ·· · . · . 

. . 
Acappin~ r~m~dy i~ prQ~~s:tiy~.'?.f h41Jl~n health ~r~ th~ env!ronm~r,t, e(f~~iv~ qver ~h~ long 
term an~ ~omplemept~ t~e.t;laWf~l re~~v~ry.alr~a~y_oc~urrlr,tg in the tiY!!r- _yYhJ!~ ·th~ · ., ·' 
re~orpm~ndatton GOI)t~irep it') ~h.~ P%P goes .Q.~y()qd c;:apping, I urge the ~I? A. t9 move forvi~rd 
w!th Alt~rmitjve Six. ·. · · · · •. · · .. . · · · <. , .. · · .. · .. ·: ·.··· ... ' .. :· .. 

. ';:;·_ ........ 

. The. cleafl~p 'of 'the r!v.e.r h~~ gee~ StLJqi~d for ~~ ~~CC!~~~ INit~ lots of if1VO!V~m~nt f~om 
~ge~cies ilnd P.eopl~. ib ttl~ ~Prn'!lunity·, ·now it'~ ~i~~ t9 m~v~. ~orw~r,e~ ), · ·. · · :: .. : · ~. · 

. . . . . ; ~. . ·'"" 

As a North Country r~~~d~nt ! car1. t~~tify to th~ lrnpprtar.~e of ttl~ G.J:?SS~ Riyer ~nd Alcoa's . 
preseflc.E! in this co~miJr'.l!ty. Al~oa js ~he large$t ·privat$ ernploy~r in· th~ North ~ountry and a 
major s~pporter of tre reglor',l'~ non-pr?fit and ~!vi¢ prganl~atior)s. Th~ en~ire cqm,rnuni.ty r~lies 
pn tne jops and 99o~vyill prC?viP.~d br ~his impQrt~'~rcorporate ~lti~~~~ .. . . . . . . ' . ' ·. 

Th~ community d~~erv~~ ~~- ~~~~:~ G~~sse Riv~r:' At.co~ .de.s~(yes. ~· ~~st·eff~~ive r~rrtedi~l plan 
that protects human h~alth a·nd the environment. Alternative ~ix ac,hieves both. · 
' ., • ;~ :: .,, .. . ·"'·~':·~:~~,(/r~·:-•;•''f·~.·, ''" •••,• • •. ••v;~,, ~ ,',, • " • ' ' , . 

'Aga,iJ!; ! strQngly sL:~pport AlternatlvQ Six .~rid th~ qu!~k r~m~di~ti.t)Q C?f 1he (3~~s~e Riv~r . 
• • ~ • ' ¥ ' • • • : • • • ; • • • • •• ' ·, ;. •• ~··-_. '! ~- • 

• I "'"'...-:•• 
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··. ;, r . ·:.· 
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Mr. Chang, 

Grass river remediation 
Heather Ramsdell 
to: 
Young Chang 
11/07/2012 07:30AM · 
Hide Details 
From: Heather Ramsdell <

To: Young Chang/R2/USEP A/US@EP A 

,' ''·: 

. ."'·: ' 

.. ·. ; : .. 
••• ; ' : ;,, 1 ; -~: 

. . . ~;. ; .... . .. .... 

. . 

Page 1 of 1 

As a resident of northern New York, I would like to see the Grass River Remediation inove forward. 

Thank you, 
Tony and Heather Ramsdell 

i ·' .. 

11/19/2012 
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· Comment Letter - Grasse River 
Kitzman, Kevin A. to: Young Chang 

From: "Kitzman, Kevin A." <Kevin.Kitzman@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPNUS@EPA 

1 attachment 

·~~· F~ ;_, 
MAS_A 1_193@alcoa.com_201211 05_155015.pdf 

·Ms. Chang - please see attached. 

Thank you, 

Kevin Kitzman 

r.::. 

11/07/2012 07:56AM 
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November 7, 2012 

Dear Ms. Young Chang: 

I am writing to express my full support for the proposed Grasse River cleanup. 

My wife and I have been Massena residents since 1994 and have 3 children in the 

Massena School District. A job opportunity with Alcoa was the reason that we 

moved to Massena and we have been very fortunate to raise our family here over 

the last 18 years. As an Alcoa employee, I have had the opportunity to read about 

and study the wide range of clean up options that have been discussed over the 

last 15 years. I am confident that the proposed remedy is a viable option that will 

satisfy the community, Alcoa and ultimately provide closure to this long debated 

project. 

Since the closure of General Motors, Alcoa has become even more important to 

the North Country economy. The proposed (science based) cost effective clean

up will help insure that Alcoa continues to provide good paying jobs to more than 

1000 employees in Northern New York. 

In summary, I am hopeful that the EPA will follow through with the proposed 

clean-up so the ~rasse River will be remediated and Alcoa will commit to a long

term future here in Massena, New York. 

Sincerely, 

-~ 
Mitch Nemier 



-···· ~._~ ... 1, .......... :;.~'-· .~.;.-_ ........... ~ .. ~ ... ·~- ...... ~\t. 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 1 0007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

c;?' November 2012 

'.; • ·, •: I 

:.•: 1 ..• -

I am writing to you concerning the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River in 
upstate New York. I am a resident of Kawehnoke (Cornwall Island) located opposite the 
mouth of the Grasse River. I am also a representative ofKa'(l(ehnoke on the Mohawk 
Council of Akwesasne. 

on·october 28th, 2012, I attended a community information session on the Proposed 
Remedial Plan organized by the Akwesasne Task Force on the Environment. Surely 
you can appreciate my interest and concern seeing that the mouth of the Grasse River 
is only several hundred yards away from Kawehnoke, with many of our community's 

. ~ ' ' . . . .. " 
water intake systems being downstream from the mouth of the Grasse River. · · 

From my perspective the harmful toxins contained in the shoreline and riverbed areas of 
the Grasse River, need to be completely removed. The placing of a rock/sand cap over 
the affected areas of the main channel merely suppresses this dangerous situation and 
passes it off to future generations. Removal is required in order to restore our 
confidence in the integrity of that portion of the river system. 

" . 

This is my view on the matter. 

~-~ !JJLAJ,) 
Brian Wm. David 

'chi~f.··. 
'! 'i. :, . 

. Kawehnoke 

: ' . ' . 
' . ~ ... -.... . ' . ' . 

. .. '-·' ·• 
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MOHAWK COUNCIL 
OF AKWESASNE 
Box 579, Cornwall 
Ontario K6H 5T3 

(Y) oho.w k G-overn~ · 

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY, 10007-1866 
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Grasse River Clean Up Project 
Timothy Kass 
to: 
Young Chang. 
11/08/2012 08:37PM 
Hide Details · 
From: Timothy Kass 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

r, 

Dear Ms. Chang, 

, .. ,, . 
:·:,:·;· ;; .. ;· ·' •' 
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Timothy H. 
Kass, MS, 
CIH, CSP 

I am writing this email to express my SURPOrt for ensuring that the Grasse River is cleaned up .in a safe, sound . 
and responsible manner. 

I have a vested interest in this project on many levels. First, I with my family liv~ near and utilize the river for 
recreational use. Second, I have spent the majority of my working career in the environmental, health and safety 
field. And, finally, I am an Alcoa employee (although relatively new to the company having only hired on in 
August 2011). 

I appreciate the many years of scientific study done on the river to determine. the various options to clean up the 
PCB's that had accumulated .. Determining the best option is a difficult decision because you always wonder if 
there is some more knowledge out there that's yet to be discovered (to which the answer is always yes) that will 
significantly change or affect any decision made now (to which the answer is not always). In a perfect world, all 
of the PCB's would be removed, but the world is not perfect. We make decisions based on the best knowledge 
that can be obtained at ttie time. · · 

The Grasse River is an important resource to the area and Alcoa, who would bear the cost of the cleanup, is 

11/19/2012 
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likewise a important employer to the area. While the community deserves a clean river, Alcoa should only have 
to bear the burden of a cost-effective remedial plan that protects human health and the environment. 

It is time to move forward with a plan from these near two decades of expert study and input from many people 
so that the community can begin experiencing the benefits of the remediation. I have reservations about 
dredging because it would release PCB's from the soil into the ecosystem, not only here, but downstream. So, I 
tend to want to leave the material in place by capping it. This is protective of human health and the 
environment, effective over the long term and complements the natural recovery already occurring in the river. 
However, I can see where some areas (due to the level of contamination) might be worthwhile removing. This 
makes the option recommended by the EPA a reasonable alternative. · 

I fully support this reasoned approach and am against the more radical remediation options. 

Please move forward with this project so everyone may benefit. 

Sincerely, 

Timothy H. Kass 

' ~ ; : :. ; : : 
; . : ~ 

.; . :: 

; :1. 
; -:·~~i;-

,_;_' .· - :.. 
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Gras.se River Remediation 
Cook, Shannon M to: Young Chang 

From: "Cook, Shannon M" <Shannon.Cook@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA!US@EPA 

1 attachment 

Picture (Device Independent Bitmap) 1.jpg 

Dear Mr. Young, 

. ~ .. 

11/09/2012 10:18 AM 
::· 
,· .. ,. 

" . . ' . : . ; ' ~ . ' ' . . : ; ... ; 

: ,· 

:;: .• 1., . 

. ;: :':i 

I am writing you to express my co~cern about the Grasse River Remediatio·ri_(") ·:: , •• , 
The DEC has approved a plan to cap and dredge the river to protect the environ merit: · 
I believe this plan is in the best interest of the community and Massena Alcoa Plant. 

I recently left my job in Buffalo, New York working for General Motors to take a job at Alcoa in Massena. 
I did this to be closer to my family and to be back in the area where I grew up as a child. 
It is very important to me and my family that Alcoa stays in Massena. With the recent decline in jobs in 
this area, the closing of the Alcoa Plant would be devastating to Massena and the surrounding areas. 

I hope you move swiftly to implement the plan put forward on the remediation of the Grasse River for the 
future of the north country. 1 ; ·:, • • , • 

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter. 

Sincerely, 
Shannon Cook 

Shannon M. Cook 
Aluminum Services Flow Leader· 
ALCOA West Plant 
Massena, N.Y. 13662 
Shannon.Cook@Aicoa.com 
315-764~4721 (work) 
315-705-1244 (cell) 4604 (fax) 
[cid:image013.png@01CC98A3.4174DA10] 
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Remediation Project in Massena NY 
Francis Lallier 
to: 
Young Chang 
11/09/2012 02:43PM 
Hide Details 
From: Francis Lallier 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Dear Ms. Chang, 
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Please accept this letter as support for the Grasse River remediation project in Massena NY. The plan as 
it has been explained sounds like it. addresses all concerns in an economical and environmentally friendy 
manner. The community of Massena needs closure on this issue in order t() move in a new direction 

. economically and socially. The waterways in the area are a great source pride and recreation. Sins of · 
the past need to be rectified and I think the local plant, Alcoa has accepted the project cost and will 
continue to be great proponents of future environmental issues. 

I just wish the reparation of the upstream dam was also included. This dam was breached 14 years ago 
by a tree during the spring snowmelt. It is my understanding that having the dam in place would further 
aid the capping project by reducing the risk of ice heaves and add to the recreational value ofthe river. 
Please consider this in your approval of the remediation project. · 

Thank you. 

Frank Lallier 
General Manager 
Blevins Seaway Motors 

... 

' : . . 
';: ~;;.11.·\ ; : ' (' r :· i! . r: .· 
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U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

,November 9, 2012 
. . 

:YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
·NeviYc:irk,.NY·1oo6t~·1:866-

Dear Ms. Chang, 

_ l,_f::<?INYn H_ewey, am writ!f!g to _express support for a Grass~ River cleanup plan that is based on 
sound science. 

Fifteen years of scientific study shows a capping remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment, effective over the long term and complements the natural recovery already 
occurring in the river. The alternative recommended by EPA is also reasonable approach. 

I strongly encourage the process to move forward after nearly two decades of expert study and 
input from many people, so that the community can begin experiencing the benefits of the 
remediation. 

I recognize the importance of the Grasse River and Alcoa's presence in the community. Alcoa 
is the largest employer in Massena. The company provides jobs for more than 1,000 
hardworking men and women and supports many community organizations. I am one of those 
employees supporting myself and two children in St. Lawrence County. 

The community deserves a clean Grasse River. Alcoa deserves a cost-effective remedial plan 
that protects human health and the environment. 

Sincerely, 

{'___, 

~-
Eowyn Hewey 
St. Lawrence County Citizen 
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November 9, 2012 

Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 1 0007 

Dear Mr. Chang, 

I am writing you this letter in support of ALCOA in regards to the Grasse River clean-up in 
Massena, New York. As a concerned citizen of St. Lawrence County this clean up has me concerned 
for a few different reasons. First off, this has been an issue for many years. I feel that it is time for 
the EPA to make a final decision and in a timely manner. Lets get this settled once and for all so that 
the community can finally benefit from this. Second, I feel that the dredging could pose harm to both 

humans and wildlife. It concerns me because we are taking whats bad in the river and then taking it 
to another location to store it where it could possibly become a threat later on in life. We really don't 
know what the impact will be 100 years from now. Third, it will never be possible to get all the con
taminants out. How much will dredging stir up contaminants that could possibly effect another part of 
the river or even effect the St. Lawrence River? 

I would agree with the EPA on whatever cleanup they chose. However, I do agree with the 
capping remedy that ALCOA has recommended. Fifteen years of studies have shown capping to be 

~-protective of-human-health-and-the environment.-=Fhis-would help nature do what it is-already doing--

naturally. ,: 
I ask you Mr. Chang and the EPA to chose the clean up that ALCOA has found to be most 

beneficial. If this is not acceptable then I stand behind the alternative recommended by the EPA I 
am sure you are well aware of what else is at stake here Mr. Chang. Well paying jobs that are vital to 
this community. If the clean-up is too costly I fear ALOCA and Massena will lose jobs VITAL to this 
north country economy. ALCOA does not just employ people from Massena but also from town all 
throughout St. Lawrence and Franklin county. Over 1,000 jobs are at stake here Mr. Chang. I ask you 

and your colleagues to chose an option that can be cost effective for ALCOA and also beneficial to 
the Grasse River ... Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely yours, 

Adam Knowlton 

~-
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Grasse River Cleanup 
CORDWKI 
to: 
Young Chang 
11/09/2012 12:22 PM 
Hide Details 
From: 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

1 Attachment 

,:! ,_, 
Young Chang Letter.pdf 

Dear Mr. Chang, 
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Please accept the following letters from members of the community on the Grasse River Cleanup. 
See Attached.· 

Thank you for your consideration of these letters. 

Kelly Cardwell for Michelle Williams 

Page 1 of 1 
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10/30/12 . 

Ms. Young Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang, 
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We are property owners on the Grasse River above the Superfund;de~ignated ~r~a. 
We have, however, followed the cleanup process with interest. It is clear that your 
decision will have a significant impact on not only the river, but the community. I 
am satisfied that sufficient studies have been done to understand the impacts of the 
PCB's as well as the impacts of proposed remediation options. Thedamage that was 
done 50 years ago cannot be healed, but the EPA can put the river on a path toward 
continuing to improve its long term health: Similarly, EPA, by rendering their 
decision now can help put this matter behind the community and allow us to move 
forward. ' 

Thank you for your consideration of our opinion. 

~1Jfl~ 

Jf/)/l/:J&-11\ tUulL_____ 
Michelle Williams 

!·:,:: . I .1.1 j ::•· J 
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To : Young Chang 

Remedial Project Manager, US EPA 

From: Scott b. Manley, 

Nationwide Insurance 

Date: October 29, 2012 

, ...... 
. .': 

:': 

,;· .. 

. :::·· 
. ·: . 

I want to express my support for the EPA proposal to clean up the Grasse River. This is a sadly 
divisive issue for our community, and one that has served as a black cloud for residents and 
businesses alike. It is time to resolve the matter and for all of us to collectively move forward. 
EPA was required to develop a plan of action that is in the best interest of the river. 

After 20 years of study, demonstration projects and meetings, it is time for good science to rule 
the day. EPA has put forward what seems like a reasonable plan based upon an open mind and 
good science. 

I support the decision and urge EPA to move the process forward so that our community can 
move forward. 

1 _ __;__· /)/} ' ' ' 
/()14f /111/Jf . 
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Ms. YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 1 0007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang: 
:': 

.. ·: 

. ;, . ~ ~: 

: .... · . ~ ... 

~> : . 
! i ~ : . 

,. ' 
:. . . 

I am writing today to express my opinion of support for the G~j~:~ k.iver: ~leanup that the 
Environmental Protection Agency has endorsed. 

Alcoa and your agency have conducted studies for close to 20 years. It is my strong belief. 
that 20 years is sufficient to form a scientific foundation on which to make a recommendation. 

We need not wait anymore to do more studies. The environmental community kept 
demanding more studies on the Grasse River for Massena Electric on the proposed hydro 
generating station. The fact is that the environmentalists involved were trying to spend MED into 
submission. They won that battle. In this case, I am hopeful that your agency will, based on what 
must be volumes of information, adhere to the conclusion you have already reached . 

. This has been a horrible period in Massena's history and we need to begin a new era. It 
has been bad for our economy, bad for our employers, bad for community spirit and awful for 
our environment. A new era begins when you issue your record of decision and I encourage you 
to move on this recommendation as soon as possible. 

Sincerely, 

~~-NancyManley ., -:.::'Yt .1•. i-:~.:1. ·i: 

-

J , e: t ! ~; 
. .~- .. 

I' 

'! ry~J l!: 1 
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·II ::-:1·;,_ ' ·· 
.. : :· :::r t 1 ~~· ( 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang 

Remedial Project Engineer 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang, 

November 9, 2012 

I am writing to you in regards to the Grasse River remediation project. I am a long time resident of 

Massena, NY and wish to express my opinion on the project. 

Alcoa, in collaboration with The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, key stakeholder groups, and 

scientific experts, has invested considerable time and resources to conduct research and pilot studies to 

determine the best ways to remediate the contamination issues in the Grasse River. I believe that the 

EPA's Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the Grasse River will provide an effective solution that is based 

on data and sound scientific principles. 

Alcoa's continued presence in Massena is vital to the region's viability. Selecting an effective and 

reasonable solution to the Grasse River remediation and proceeding with the remediation is of the 

~tmost importance to our community and the surrounding region. 

I support the EPA's Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the Grasse River and urge the EPA to move 

forward with the remediation process. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Jeffrey Stenlake 



Grasse River Cleanup 
Mark Cornett 
to: 
Young Chang 
11/10/2012 11:19 PM 
Hide· Details 
From: Mark Cornett 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Mr. Young, 

,; .•• •! 

. : I ~ ': 

· .. · ... 

Page 1 of 1 

;_ .· .. 
•·. :-;~: .. 
·:. :· 

. .. ! .; .. 

. · ... 
{~ 

I am a resident of St. Lawrence Comity. I wish to express my support for Alcoa's capping remedy plan 
for addressing the Grasse River cleanup. I encourage the EPA to move forward with its Proposed 
Remedial Action Plan and issue a Record of Decision at its earliest possibility. Th~mkyou; 

MC 

Mark J. Cornett 

(·, 

11119/2012 
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From: 

To: 

Grass River Clean-up Plan 
fcassort1· · to: Young Chang 

Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Frederick J. Cassort 

Young S. Chang, 

·.~ :1\f14t2012 12:19 PM 

' ~ .: ... ... 
,,·· 

November 11,2012 

,·:: ·.· 

~. ' .. ' 

I am writing this in support of~ Gra~s River clean-up that is based on souri~ sde~ce. Fifteen years of 
scientific study shows a capping remedy is protective of human health and the environment effective over 
the long term and complements the natural recovery already happening in the river. The alternative 
recommended by EPA is also a reasonable approach. 

I encourage the process to move forward after nearly two decades of expert study and input from many 
people, so that the community can begin experiencing the benefits of the remediation. 
Alcoa's presence in the community is huge. Alcoa is the largest employer in Massena. The company 

provides jobs for more than 1,000 hard working men and women, I being one of them, and supports many 
community organizations. 

The community deserves a clean Grass River, Alcoa deserves a cost-effective remedial plan that 
protects both human health and the environment As someone that lives close to the rivers edge I enjoy 
fishing and recreational activities on the river, so this decision will effect myself and my far:nily along with 
everyone else along the river. I would like to continue working at Alcoa and hope the future generations 
get that opportunity to work here also. 

Thank You Very Much, 

Frederick J. Cassort 

J.!:! ;_· 1 l :; . ','1 ~-~!I 

··(:' :-: r~::: :li\.·~· 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Engineer 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang: 

November 12, 2012 

I am writing to comment on the proposed remediation of the Grasse River in Massena New York. Before 

I comment I would like to give you a little background about myself. I am a long standing salaried 

employee of Alcoa, spending more than 30 years working at both the West Plant and the East Plant. I 

am also a resident of more than 20 years of the small community of Massena Center, which is adjacent 

to the Grasse River approximately 3 miles downriver from the Alcoa West Plant. !,personally own 

property across the road from the Grasse River. I have swum, boated and canoed in the Grasse River 

and skated on the Grasse River. 

I have thought quite a bit about the remediation of the river because I believe I am an environmentalist 

in practice (recycle my garage, purchase/install energy efficient lighting, live in an older (approx 150 

years) home, drive higher mileage cars, etc.). I believe I have also passed this on to my kids (one drives 

a hybrid, works forGE Energy, the other works for a Green Company in Vermont). I am also a dedicated 

long standing salaried Alcoa employee that has received the benefits of working for a good company 

and want others to have the same opportunity. During my thoughts about the Grasse River I have 

wanted to make sure I strike a balance between what's best for the environment and local employment. 

As I thought about the Grasse River and its contamination my first thought has been, I wish it wasn't 

there. Obviously it is there and there is nothing we can do about that so now I begin to think about 

what is the best way to handle the contamination. I believe that your proposed solution offers the best 

opportunity to minimize further contamination. As I understand the proposal, the majority of the river 

will be capped with material that will ensure no further contamination, I also understand in some areas 

where the risk is high for cap disturbance you recommend dredging and moving this material to a more 

secured site. I also understand the proposal includes some frequency of monitoring to ensure that the 

protective cap stays in tack. This proposal seems very reasonable and is even supported by nature. I 

understand that nature has already begun the capping process. 

I also understand that some individuals believe that dredging the whole river is the ultimate solution. 

have thought about this and I cannot agree. As I mentioned above, I to wish that the contamination was 

not there, however now that it is there I believe that moving it (dredging and transporting to a landfill) 

will result in further contamination from both the dredging process and to the land where the materials 

would be stored. 



I also know that your recommended solution comes with a pretty hefty price tag, approx. $250 million. 

Unfortunately this will be a financial burden on Alcoa; however I believe that this is necessary to ensure 

no additional contamination occurs. 

Thanks for your serious consideration of my comments. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Mark Southwick 
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Grasse River Remediation project proposed by ALCOA and the EPA for Massena, N.Y. 
Michael McGee 
to: 

· Young Chang 
11112/2012 09:44AM · 
Hide Details 
From: "Michael McGee" 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEP A/US@EPA 

1 Attachment 

~ 
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In regards to the Grasse River Remediation project proposed by ALCOAand the EPA for 
Massena, N.Y. and the St.Lawrence River: 

It appears to me, a 20 year study conducted by various environmental -:ecological 
research companies and scientific experts, all .·. : ·.. . .·· . . 
working in concert with the Environmental Protection Agency, shows good faith by 
ALCOA and assures transparency in its findings. · 

The fact that the EPA has received and reviewed 10 proposals, with alternatives ranging 
from no cost to more than $1.2 billion, 
offers credence and provides realistic data for assessment. 

It is the option of this writer, who lives in Waddington, N.Y~ to ·support the Agency's 
'• ·.. . 

proposed plan for the dredging of some 
near-shore sediments, capping in the main channel, and armored capping in ice-scour 
prone sections of the river. 

I, 

. '• 

. 11/19/2012 
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Michael J. McGee 
315-388-4442 
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To: 

Alcoa remedial action plan 
Jerry Mahoney to: Young Chang 

Jerry Mahoney 

Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Dear Mr. Chang, 

!· :.! 

;. :; . > 
.. ;·· 

, ; 11/12/2012 02:27 PM 
. ::: ... . 

~ ... . 
';: ;. 

We support the EPA's proposed remedial action plan to address the contamihati6n in· the 'Grasse River. 
As lifelong residents of northern New York we realize the importance Alcoa plays in ttie economy of this 
area. If you were to direct Alcoa to fully dredge the seven miles of river from their plant to the mouth of the 
St. Lawrence River the cost would be prohibitive and in all likelihood would force them tO cancel their 
modernization project that is so desperately needed here. : '': ; · ' '· • · 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Jerry and Mary Carole Mahoney 
f' 

Sent from my iPad 
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Remedial Prol~M~dager Chang: . _ ::, 
. -··· ~.·:·::,:--:--.:·.·".:':'')/ ._..._:??{::y.f";o.:: -;.:-.. ·' . 

I write to exP.~~rtiy~trong support for a Grasse River cleanup plii!l that is· based on sound 
science. ·· ·-.· ·· · · · · 

._, ... ,:. 

Fifteen year$0f:~ci~ntffic study shows a capping remedy isprote~ive of human health and the 
environment etre:cm;e· Qver toe long tenn anc:f c::pmplements: theha(qf:~trecovefY al~eady 
occurring .in the il\ler .. Th~ alt~rri~tjve rec6mrn~n~ed by' EPA is :a1s~i_03..s#nabl~:a'pproach; · · · · · · 

- .. ' • -.· -. •' -l,";.c .. .-. ''·:···-· ·.: . 

After nearly tw9 t1e92des of expert study and ~tak~holde~ input. th~ process m~!;t move forwaf1:i .. 
so our comrrtunity can ~egin ~xp~riencing·the ~~~efits o~this·rem~Cilation.:ef(oi1. · ·· ,;~ _· ...• ··: · · 

·' ,:'::.,. _, ,. . . ,, .. ~ ... .. 

As North Country -resident. t can te~tify to-the 'rnport~n98 of-tpe ~rass~--Rh~er and·AJcoa'~ · · 
presence in this corpmur-ity. Al~oa ~s.the large~t empiC?Y~f in Masse11a.~nd majorsuppo~er of··.· 
the region's non-profit ancf c!~Jq·()rg~nlzation~~··The entlr~ community relies on thf;t J()bs and 
goodWill pro\iiaed'.by~~~~, irpJ?.qrtanf~orporate,~~en; -.:·. ':, ·. - -· .>·;"_":· :_ ;-~'; ' · . · · · . · . : 
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The community.de~E!rVe$;ir~le~n G~~se Riv~r:·AI~oa: e;i8,~erv~~ :a:·co$~;.~ff~ptive remedial p~an .. :. 
that protects tiumar.t health.,and the erivironmenl ··, · · · :· . · · · · · · · · · · ·· 
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Letter of Support for Grasse River EPA Proposal : '· · 
Sheets, Tracey A. to: Young Chang 

From: "Sheets, Tracey A." <Tracey.Sheets@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

1 attachment 

~1 
AR-M355N_20121113_140813.pdf . ,".: 

Please see attached letter. 

Thank-you, 

Tracey A. Sheets 

•••• 1 

11/13/2012 12:49 PM 
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November 13, 2012 

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager . 
U,S. E;nvironmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Mr. Chang: 

·· .. 
:~ . : :; ' l ~; . . . 

-.~: :: ~(L) -.~:~~--::·: 

' • . ' . . . :: i;;; .. ~ '. ' :~ : i ·. :-.:' . . . 
I am writing to express my support for the current solution proposed· by ·EPA for the 
Grasse River Remediation in Massena, New York. It is based on decades of research, 
scientific study and extensive collaboration and it protects the environmen~. as well as 

)\ ; 

the human health of people like me and my family who are living here. My family and I 
enjoyimating-andiishtng, and this solution wm-provrde-waters whefe we can fish, and 
then teach our two boys how to skin and cook the bounty of our day. 

In addition to being a twenty-five year resident of Massena, I have also been employed 
by Alcoa for these twenty-five years. Alcoa is an integral part of our community, .from 
providing employment opportunities to su(:)porting charitable causes. I am actiye in 
many local charitable organizations and very appreciate the support provided by Alcoa. 
Please move the current EPA proposal forward so that Alcoa, the environment, and the 
health qf Ma,s~~na residents may thrive for decades to come. 

Sincerely, 

d~~ 
Tracey A. Sheets 

. I 
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Grasse River Cleanup 
Haley, Dan 
to: 

-' Young Chang 
11113/2012 08:08PM 
Hide Details 
From: "Haley, Dan" <

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

DATE: 11114/12 
Daniel N. Haley & Laurie B. Haley 

Mr. Chang S. Young, 

,· .. 

. _.,: 

Page 1 of 1 
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',.·· 

My wife and I are emailing you to ensure you of our support of the Grasse River Cleanup that was 
recently proposed by the EPA and agreed upon by ALCOA as of October 1st, 2012. 
The plan calls for the dredging of some near-shore sediments, capping in the main channel and armored 
capping in ice-scour prone sections of the river. We believe that this processneedsto move forward for 
the safety of the environment, the needs of the community, and for the financial and economic future of 
ALCOA in Massena. My wife and I actually own property on the Grasse River and believe that this 
solution is both environmentally sound at a cost that is feasible for ALCOA to commit to so they can 
continue with the Modernization program that is so essential to the economic future ofthe Massena 
community. 

We thank you for your time and consideration on this matter, 

Daniel N. & Laurie B. Haley 

.'• ·' i:, .. _ 11/19/2012 
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Support of the Grasse River Cleanup Plan 
Marsh, Steven F. to: Young Chang 

From: "Marsh, Steven F." <Steven.Marsh@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Young: 

: ,;'· 

:·;. 
:::; 

1 '•i :11113/201210:32 PM 
\ : ... 

, :I:,:, 

I am writing to express my support of the EPA's Grasse River cleanup plan in Massena, NY. I am a 
lifelong resident of Massena and have been an Alcoa employee since 1996. As you are likely aware, Alcoa 
is the largest employer north of Syracuse. The company provides high paying jobs for more than 1,000 
hardworking men and women and supports many community organizations. It goes without saying that 
Alcoa is-vital to the economy of Northern New York and the Grasse River is an important natural resource 
in our community. 

' 
Alcoa's local leadership and corporate environmental management team recently shared the EPA's 
proposed Grasse River cleanup plan with Massena employees. After viewing the proposed actions, I am 
convinced the plan is based on sound science and encourage the process to move forward after nearly 
two decades of expert study and input from many people, so that the community can begin experiencing 
the benefits of the remediation . 

. .. 
Fifteen years of scientific study shows a capping remedy is protective of human health and the 

· environment, is effective' over the long term and complements the natural recovery already occurring in 
the river. However, I feel the alternative recommended by EPA is also a reasonable approach. The 
community deserves a clean Grasse River. At the same time, Alcoa deserves a cost-effective remedial 
plan that protects human health and the environment. 

As someone who lives near this important waterway, the outcome of this process directly affects me and 
my family. As an Alcoa employee, I am eager to see the process move forward and I am confident Alcoa 
is committed to working with the EPA to implement the recommendation contained in the PRAP. 

Thank you for time and consideration. I appreciate your involvement in this important initiative. 
II • , :.!' 11'· \/ ' ;,' ,; ,';'J l 

Sincerely, 

Steven F. Marsh 
Senior ABS Specialist· 
Alcoa Primary Metals 
P.O. Box 150 
Park Avenue East 
Massena, NY 13662-01 ~0 'l l '. ··: :;.;;·; ·'· 
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November 13, 2012 

YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Attn: Remedial Project Manager Young Chang 

Please accept these brief comments in support of the Grasse River PRAP that has been presented. I 
am a retiree of Alcoa in Massena and I have seen the damage that'uncontrolled regulators can do. 
The PRAP you have presented is remarkably balanced. While the process to get to this point was far 
too long, it makes it obvious to me that the conclusion you reached should be completely 
defendable. ' 
The cleanups throughout Massena were clearly required but need not have been so complicated and 
over blown. It has had an adverse impact on business in the community, the psyche of the 
community, and the environment. 

It was.time to move on quite a while ago. You have my support and encouragement to promptly 
enact the PRAP that you shared with the community. 

Thank you,~ 

l:!;n 
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Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S .. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way oflife. I am unable to provide my familtwith 1ish~mammals, waterfowland mediCines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa COJ!~Ucte~ dredgi~g i~ _1 9 ~ 4~ 1 ~_18 of the 1~~-er. 9r~s-~e Riyer D~~~~ll. ¥.e~~~~~- .(o~ .... _ 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measure§ necessary to remediate and re~tore the health. of the G.rass_~_River, _th~ _ 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letter: 

Name (print): WA-II'V~ 
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Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1_866 · 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to U:se the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

~Jco~ c~m_d~c~~c! _d_~eggil}g !n 1_ 9) ~-- ~? 1_8 of thelQ~~~-9!~<:1~·~-~. R.~~ex/.IP..~~C;l.l). M~C:lP.<?~~ Jor_ ~. ___ ~ _ ·- .... __ 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging. must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is nofsufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in: place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the--river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

-Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letter: 

Name (print): Ktti,.;, e. JocK 
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November 13, 2012 

TeiTitory of the 

Orikwehonwe Signatory Tribe 
Via P.O. Box 147 

••Rooseveltown, NY 13683" 
518""651-9091 

Environmental Protection Agency 
Ariel Rios Building 
12000 Pennsylvania Ave N.W. 
Washington, DC 20460 

Attention: Lisa Jackson 

Americus Empire 
(A.K.A.) Turtle Island 

In the process of exercising our Onkwehonwe Signatory Tribal jurisdiction, we command 
you and. your appropriate bureaucracy to immediately address the matter of the 
Aluminum Company of America "ALCOA" industrial poisoning to earth, people and 
animals, regarding the Grasse River PCB contamination. 

We are referring to the Aluminum Company of America "ALCOA", Massena Plant 
situated on land within the territory of the Onkwehonwe Signatory Tribe in what is 
known to you as "Massena, New York." Whatever the agreements of the past were 
between your Federal, State and autonomy Indian government, you are hereby given 
legal notice that our Tribal Law supercedes all said agreements. Your government is 
commanded by the authority of Causus Omississ Clanmother to remove all contaminated 
land above and below the ground that constitute a threat to the health of our people, 
animals, plant life and waters. 

Many of our peoples' health have been seriously affected due to contaminants in the 
water, the air, and the earth itself so there is no need to issue monies to do studies that 
result in meaningless talks. 

Your, proposed plan is unacceptable. Therefore your government is hereby commanded 
to begin the total clean-up immediately, and you are reminded that we are a Signatory 
Tribe of the ancient Onkwehonwe Confederacy ruled by First Law of the Land and not an 
autonomy native government or corporate charter under your State or Federal 
jurisdiction. You are ruled by Corpus Juris Secundum, second law of the land. 

Respecting Law, 

Cc: Judith A. Enck, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
N. Y .S~ Department of Environmental Conservation 
N.Y.S. Governor Andrew Cuomo 
N.Y.S. Senator Charles Schumer 
Aluminum Company of America 
President Obama 
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Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are .the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
... ' 

· ·· "wayoflife.' 1 am unable to· provide· my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines· 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the ,right to lise the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along tile Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River . 

. __ -~1~-o~ ~9!1.~1:l~tt:~ ~r~<J:gi_~g_i!]-}_~1_!}2_1_ 8 _of the _!~_~e~~-Q!a~§~ -~~yeEf1EE.i_~~--Iy1;~~9~~~-(o! .. .. ·- __ ··-· __ . 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
- --· --- -fake~ whatever measures- necessary to remediate and- restore the health of the Grasse River, the 

land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

-Sken:nen, 
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U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life .. I am unable to provide my family- with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted ~redgi~g in 19_14::-1 ~.18 of the l9~~~ Gra~~~ Riye_~ap~#.~n. ¥,~a4o'Y~ for __ . 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measure~ necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the.an:imals, the plarits and thus,-tlie people. 

Sken:nen, 



. I 

Mr. DaYid Decilles 
--~~ .. 

J" 

. _p)::R.i~·;·GL!Sf:: ·1'r'"' .. :; .. )n .... ~ 

YoLI.vJ 5- _CAoArJ 1 K'"Pflled: crl_ ff_v'f!';f J?1;;.,~.p,
US, et.fC;Jr-t>J.J/Yl~J /r6fr:-d/o,..J )-/~,vcy· · · 
2 9 o !f',-oad w/1-y 1 2 o -fl. Fl v l>r-

forv:'w Yuri( /-AI!/ /fJOtJ 7 -/J?t?rP 

... -·.:;:,I'll.~ ..... ~ ~.t ... . _;. _.-•. 

:· 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



. ' 

i .,. 

ITALIAN-AMERICAN CIVIC ASSOCIATION of MASSENA, INC. 
16 BEACH STREET 

November 14, 2012 

Ms. Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 

MASSENA, NEW YORK 13662 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
NewYork,NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chanz: 

I write 'today on behalf of the Italian American Civic Association of Massena. I am the President of the 
Association that counts over 400 members. Amonz our members are elected officials, business leaders 
and countless blue color workers who are the fabric of this community. Typically, the membership is 
from families that have been here multiple zenerations. Often, those families count one or more 
members of their families as Alcoa employees. 

The decision that is before EPA effects the community as well as the environment. Your proposai'has 
been. passed around amonzst our members - and we have reached, the obvious conclusion that it is time 
for EPA and Alcoa. to move forward. We azree with the "Ratioriale.forSelection" as described on paze 
Z 5 ·of your proposal and supported by Table #I. 

For your consideration I have asked other members who are available and concur with this letter .to 
ascribe their name and address to this letter.- Should you have any fur'.:her questions please direct 
correspondence to me at the above address. 

rzely, 

k~nch: 
President 
Italian American Civic Association of Massena Inc. 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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James M. Shaw PE 

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 
November 14, 2012 

Dear Ms Chang: 

I appreciate the opportunity to address you and the Agency with my comments on this very 
important issue for our community and the Grasse River environment. My name is James M. Shaw. I 
have lived in Massena for 45 years. I am the Chairman of the Massena Electric Department and retired 
from Alcoa 10 years ago, after 35 years in many professional positions. My last position was 
Environmental Manager. I am also a licensed Professional Engineer. 

When I started work for Alcoa in the 1960's the Company purchase and used hydraulic system 
fluids that were formulated to be non-flammable. This was done to protect the employees from serious 
burns and fatalities that could result should a hydraulic system develop a leak near a source of ignition. 
This was believed to be a good thing. The primary ingredient in these oils to make them non-flammable 
was Polychlorinated Biphenyls or what we now all call PCB's. PCB's were also used in paints and other 
coating to reduce flammability. As you can see the introduction of PCB's in to Massena Operations was 
done as a safety measure for employee protection. In the 1970's as we all became more knowledgeable 
of chemical and environmental impacts, it was determined that PCB's presented potential health risks. 
The Company began a concerted effort to eliminated the use of these oils from the plant. During the 
1980's and 1990's, Alcoa worked with primarily the NYSDEC and expended significant effort and funds to 
remediate the plants site of PCB contamination and virtually eliminate any discharges of PCB's to the 
Grasse River. 

As you are well aware the EPA designated the Grasse River as a Superfund Site and Alcoa has 
been studying the River for nearly two decades under the guidance of your agency and other 
stakeholders. Finally a proposed remediation plan has been issued and we are here to comment on it. 
As required Alcoa has proposed to the EPA a number of alternatives for the cleanup of the River with 
estimated costs and remedial benefits. There has been significant research and scientific study to 
develop these alternatives. l\,llany groups and individuals have strong opinions on which and how 
extensive the remedial efforts should be implemented. It is always hoped that a compromise can be 
reach and result in agreement to the final solution. I believe you have reached that compromise in this 
case. I strongly urge you to move forward with your record of decision recommending this alternative 
and work to insure that the engineering to accomplish this alternative is appropriate, cooperative, 
timely and does not lead to specification creep. 

I look forward to the issuance of the record of decision for this alternative, which will then allow 
the Community and our very important employer, Alcoa, to move forward with their growth and 
development plans. 

Si cerely 9u ~ 
a~~awPE ~ 
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Proposed Grasse River Project 
Johll Bogosian 
to: 
Young Chang 
11114/2012 01:18PM 
Hide Details 
From: "John Bogosian" 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEP AIUS@EPA 

Page 1 of 1 
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I fully support the EPA's proposed $243 million remedial action plan for the Grasse River. Alcoa is the major 
employer in the area and we need to retain that employment for the area as well as allow the EPA oversight in 
this cleanup project. Thanks for your consideration. John M. Bogosian, CEO, St. Regis Nursing Home 

11119/2012 
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Alcoa Proposed Project 
John Bogosian 
to: 
Young Chang 
11128/2012 01:43PM
Hide Details 
From: "John Bogosian" · 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEP A/US@EPA 

Page 1 of 1 

My name is John Bogosian and I am the CEO of the St. Regis Nursing Home in Massena, NY. I am aware that one 
of the options of the cleanup of the Grasse River is to fully dredge the river. In my opinion, that would not be 
the best wayto deal with the issue. The best options would be 3, 4, 5, or 6. Thank you for your consideration. 
John M. Bogosian, CEO 

11/28/2012 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang: 

November 14, 2012 

I'm writing in support of the recommended cleanup of the Grasse River- alternative #6. I think that 15 
years of scientific study is long enough and urge the process to move forward. This chosen remedy 
complements the natural recovery that has already occurred in the river. 

I want Alcoa to continue to have a presence in Massena, NY. Alcoa provides more than 1,000 good 
paying jobs and is a valuable contributor to the North Country area. I live near the Grasse River, do 
some kayaking/canoeing on the river and I also work at Alcoa. So I encourage EPA to move forward on 
the cleanup efforts. 

Sincerely, 

1\fl~~ 
Martha Maynard 
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Grasse River Remediation Plan - Support of EPA Proposal 
Bill Gerber 

·. to: : ~: i ; :! ; 
. t·. '.' 

Young Chang. , 
11/14/2012 03:26PM 
Hide Details 
From: Bill Gerber 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

1 Attachment 
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EPA - Grasse.pdf 

Ms. Chang-

' : ~ 

.· "': . 

. .. ; ~ . . . : ';. . 

. ·. · .. 

. :·. 
': :·.· 

Page 1 of 1 

Please find attached a letter in support of EPA's prompt implementation of the recommended remediation plan for 
the Grasse River, in scanned PDF form. 

I will send a hard copy via US mail if this emailed version will not meet your needs. Please advise if this is the 
case. 

Thank you, 
Bill Gerber 

11/19/2012 
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~ .. s. Ert\iitonrl1.e.nt!l!)?r9t¢ttiC>n A(5e.hqy 
2'90 Broadway/2oth Floor 

New York, NY lb007~~866 

You·n~:s. Charig, Remedial Project Manager 

Dear Ms .. Chang:· 

November 14, 20t2 

Please:acceptthitle.n~r in suppt>'r:t;of:the EPA's prornptTrnplement~~ion ohh~~h1~d r:e.¢~il;me.n:cie~':iiJ 
the recently issued PRAP. 

It is my.opiriion';thaf'the cappiri& reme·ay<.isthe Oest::option·ofthose considered1 as itis~protectiV.e of 
human.he.alfh·and th.e environl'llent,and is a~llbstanti.all~more-cost"effective solution; That·said; 

.contirilfed .study arid.debate:wili not res.ult .in a bette.rsoltition, rc:!'ther it.wotild (jrily serve'tb.delay.the 

community's opportunity to. benefit.'from the completion olany effective solution;, 

' .. ! 

After :1S·years,otstudy and ihpuffrom all affected:par::ties, it is tin:ie.tb friove:Joi;Wi:i(d arid ehsi:irei 

the Grasse.river:.is dean 

.t\1~9? h,as a;c:!e._ar unde.:_rsta.ng,ing,of.thereq(Ji'rel'llents·and costs for fUture plann'ing 

Both are;.liere;arl"d benefiCial tb the:tommunitY. f;loWantl fqr &e·n·er~tTohs tQ ¢pme: 

Thank ybu and ail thoseirl'your?gericy who've worked so hard t,o .find a,s,O:tuJlon,Jh!lt mee.ts r'igprou~ 

scientificstandards tha~ also addresses;as many of the emo.tioncdriV.eh desires oftl:\e many stakeholders 

in the proce~s. 

Reg!3rds, ... . ~: . .. ..... 

/ •• ).. ~~.B: r· ~·~ •. x ·. p · ./ ' · · · • · · .·. -'.....k-_ -t:X:X'Lvv-.V.''\..
1
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Alcoa Remediation Project 
Terry Perkins 
to: 
Young Chang 
11114/2012 06:39PM 
Hide Details 
From: "Terry Perkins" 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 
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Dear Sir, . . . . 

Page 1 of 1 

I am writing you this letter to ask you to think about the importance of Alcoa to the North Country. I'm ·a native of 
Massena, NY and work at Alcoa. I, as many others, want Alcoa to remain in the North Country to provide good 
wages to over 1,000 employees. If Alcoa was to leave the North Country it won't only affect its employees, it will 
distress the whole region with its trickle down affect. The loss of GM has affected the North Country and the 
people here. We have lost many young people and many good jobs because ofGM Closing.· So I am asking you 
to work with Alcoa to keep the Grasse River Remediation Project cost effective.lt means so much more than 
anyone can imagine. 

Sincerely, 
Terry Perkins 

... 
·.: .. 

1'·: . ~ . : ' . ' ' . .. . 

11119/2012 
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Box 579, Cornwall, Ontario K6H ST3 f 

MOHAWK COUNCIL OF AKWESASNE 
OFFICE OF THE GRAND CHIEF 

14 Kentenhk6:wa/November, 2012 

Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Greetings, 

We are writing to you concerning the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River in Upstate 
New York. We are residents of Akwesasne and I specifically represent Kawehnoke (Cornwall 
Island) which is located opposite the mouth of the Grasse River. Collectively the Grand Chief 
and the Mohawk Council of Akwesasne is representative of islands and adjacent land along the 
St. Lawrence River for miles above and below the Grasse River. 

On October 28th, 2012, we attended a community information session on the Proposed Remedial 
Plan organized by the Akwesasne Task Force on the Environment. Surely you can appreciate our 
interest and concern seeing the mouth of the Grasse River is only several hundred yards away 
from Kawehnoke, with many of our community's water intake systems being downstream from 
the mouth of the Grasse River. 

We are developing an Economic Recovery Strategy and strengthening Eco-Tourism in the St. 
Lawrence River is an integral part of the vision we have for the river. Having fish that is edible 
and promoting the St. Lawrence River fishery adjacent to and down river from the mouth of the 
Grasse River will be critical to meeting our future economic needs and must be considered in the 
selection of remedial alternatives for. the Grasse River. 

We have reviewed EPA's preferred remedy for the PCB-contaminated sediments in the Grasse 
River. While we support the dredging of 108,700 cubic yards of near-shore contaminated 
sediments, it is not enough. We find it unacceptable that EPA will allow the most PCB
contaminated part of the river, the main channel, to remain untouched in the river. We can find 
no justification for leaving over 1.5 million cubic yards of heavily PCB contaminated sediments 
in the river. 

We also find unacceptable EPA's proposal that if ice scour is able to penetrate the proposed 
armored cap that the solution is to fix the cap. At that point, it will be too late and it will be our 
community that will suffer the consequences as will the fish, animal, and plant life in the river. If 
the cap should fail, EPA should require Alcoa to remove all of the contaminated sediments. Test 
caps have already failed and we should learn from that experience and not repeat the mistakes of 
the past. 

Mohawk Gov't Office 613 575-2348 Admin. Office 613 575-2250 
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It is important to note that climate change has greatly increased the likelihood of severe weather 
events occurring and that the remedial alternative must be responsive to those occurrences. 
Hurricane Sandy has shown the power of nature. Last year, we experienced two tornado 
warnings that have been unheard of in our area. We are also in an earthquake zone. It is all of our 
responsibility to plan for the worst case scenario. EPA's Preferred Remedy fails to do that. 

We acknowledge the work that Alcoa has done to remediate onsite PCB contaminated areas and 
to stop discharging PCBs to the river. However, we are concerned that remediation of the Grasse 
River is far short of what they have accomplished in remediating their property. If General 
Motors and Reynolds Metal Company could remove heavily PCB contaminated sediments from 
the St. Lawrence River, Alcoa can do the same in the Grasse River using the same proven 
technologies. 

We believe that Alternative 8 should be the proposed remedy. It requires dredging of 
approximately 20% of the most heavily contaminated sediments in the main channel plus the 
109,000 cubic yards in the near shore. It should target hot spots and areas most likely to 
experience ice scour. 

From our perspective, the harmful toxins contained in the shoreline and riverbed areas of the 
Grasse River, need to be removed. The placing of a rock/sand cap over the affected areas of the 
main channel without removing hotspots and areas likely to be affected by ice scour merely 
suppresses this dangerous situation and passes it off to future generations. Removal of substantial 
amounts of PCB-contaminated sediments is required in order to restore our confidence in the 
integrity of that portion of the river system. 

This is our view on the matter. 

Sken:nen/In peace, 

MOHAWK~CILO 

~~~ 
Brian Wm. David, Chief 
Kawehnoke 

Michael K. Mitchel 
Grand Chief 

AKWESASNE 
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November 14, 2012 

YoungS. Chang 

Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway 

20th Floor 

New York, New York 10007-1866 

Environmental protection Agency 

Hello. I am submitting my personal comments for the record pertaining to the ALCOA-Massena Grasse 

River EPA Cleanup. I support the remediation to the highest level possible, at any cost required to do so, 

by any parties involved. 

The recent public comments concerning this regional watershed clean-up by the Village of Massena 

Mayor James Hidy and Village of Massena Trustee Timothy Ahlfeld deserve a dissenting voice. To do 

anything less than the finest clean-up possible is short-sighted, mean-minded, and speculative at best. 

Their neighbors, living in Akwesasne, as well as others living downriver of Massena, deserve to see this 

cleanup done the right way. A right to a wrong from an earlier time, but also a way to send a signal to 

neighbors, friends and allies. 

The Town of Massena was formed in 1802, not coincidentally the same year that the St. Regis Band of 

Indians tribal government was established. Before these trustee governments were formed, people here 

co-existed on this same Grasse River, in friendly, neighborly ways. 

Who would want to upset that apple cart? Massena benefits from being located ten miles closer to 

Akwesasne than does Malone. The commercial and retail numbers make this clear. Yet I have had 

citizens of Massena ask me to support a short-term fix to a long-term problem. 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



The speculation of ALCOA having a set amount in mind to spend on either the cleanup or the plant 

modernization should come to a halt. ALCOA can end this empty debate of headlines and conjecture by 

making clear what their bottom line is. They must be asked by a coalition of interested parties, how 

much is in the budget to get this done? That is what neighbors do, they talk to each other. Then and only 

then, can we move on from this habit of not worrying about the people downstream. No matter how 

many there are living there. This is a quality of life issue, centered on fairness. 

Was it fair for New York State to allow ALCOA to be built where it ended up being built, upriver from an 

Indian reservation full of people that were not citizens? 

There will not be another federal government GM bailout to allow local corporate interests to slip out 

the back door and escape the burden of environmental responsibility. This entire part of North America 

has been subjected to corporate environmental terrorism. Look at the statewide cancer rate 

comparisons. When the St. Lawrence Valley was previously known for industry in the historical fact 

books describing New York State, it is now known for illness and PCBs. 

There are many ills affecting the North Country. I do not wish to add indifference to the effects ofthe 

pollution. The residents of Akwesasne, and others downriver, deserve better treatment than 

acquiescence to unknown variables. How many ofthem have employment with ALCOA? How many in 

Massena still currently do? North Country industry is no longer a backbone economic segment. That 

critical mass has been lost. A quick Grasse River fix will only serve to sever one more tie between 

Massena and Akwesasne, which is the real economic engine now. Do not be penny wise and pound 

foolish. 

Charles Kader 

Turtle Clan 

Enrolled member, St. Regis Mohawk Tribe 

(JrlU 



While the United States governments view the Grasse River as just another clean-up that most be 
accomplished as quickly and efficiently as possible, I believe that they should know what this 
area means to the Mohawk People. Before the Seaway, the Grasse River was seen as a valuable 
area for the people of Akwesasne. Its beauty was enjoyed by children and grandmothers alike 
while providing sweet grass to our basket makers. As the grandmothers would pick sweet grass, 
the child would play on the grassy slopes and prepare picnics for the hard work grandmothers. 
Fishermen utilized the river for fishing and provide fish to the community, medicine people 
would pick medicines from the area to cure or heal the Mohawk People, the Grasse River area 
was seen as a pantry for the Mohawk People and we were grateful for the products it supplied to 
our people. 

As the influence of the Non-Native people increased, they began to exclude us from the area. At 
first we believe that these exclusion were only temporary but as time went on it became more 
and more apparent that exclusions were forever. Industry and governments partnered to make the 
Grasse River a toxic dump where even the fish and turtles had a difficult time to live. The once 
beautiful area now was an industrial zone. The Mohawk people were overjoyed to hear that the 
area would be cleaned up just like our grannies would clean-up the dinner dish, spotless so they 
could be used again. The Grasse river is a family spot, a sacred spot and the animals, fishes, birds 
and plants that live there are our brothers and sisters and I hope that the current clean-up plan 
will as clean as the efforts of the grandmother to clean their home and house. Let's make the 
Grasse River spic and span clean. 

I ) 



Statement 
For the Grasse River Clean-up. 

While the United States governments view the Grasse River as just another clean-up that most be 
accomplished as quickly and efficiently as possible, I believe that they should know. what this 
area means to the Mohawk People. Before the Seaway, the Grasse River was seen as a valuable 
area for the people of Akwesasne. Its beauty was enjoyed by children and grandmothers alike 
while providing sweet grass to our basket makers. As the grandmothers would pick sweet grass, 
the child would play on the grassy slopes and prepare picnics for the hard work grandmothers. 
Fishermen utilized the river for fishing and provide fish to the community, medicine people 
would pick medicines from the area to cure or heal the Mohawk People, the Grasse River area 
was seen as a pantry for the Mohawk People and we were grateful for the products it supplied to 
our people. 

As the influence of the Non-Native people increased, they began to exclude us from the area. At 
first we believe that these exclusion were only temporary but as time went on it became more 
and more apparent that exclusions were forever. Industry and governments partnered to make the 
Grasse River a toxic dump where even the fish and turtles had a difficult time to live. The once 
beautiful area now was an industrial zone. The Mohawk people were overjoyed to hear that the 
area would be cleaned up just like our grannies would clean-up the dinner dish, spotless so they 
could be used again. The Grasse river is a family spot, a sacred spot and the animals, fishes, birds 
and plants that live there are our brothers and sisters and I hope that the current clean-up plan 
will as clean as the efforts of the grandmother to clean their home and house. Let's make the 
Grasse River spic and span clean. 
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Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, · 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a M_ohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conc1ucted _dredging in 19_14-1 ~ 18 of the lqwer. Grasse R~verfJ.n_<;liap M.~ad_ows for 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/ sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way oflife that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

I am requesting a response 

N arne (print).·_ <-L-~'--"--"...L.__---~'----!.:........L...!....~==-=---+-L-..Io"'--------''--+-~"'-'-'"---
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. A~ a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines,_ hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near. shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

. 1-------Alco~ f_on9_u_ct~4 dr_~_4gii!g in 1.2_14:_19J~_Q{_th~ _low~r. G.r<:l_~s~_ E_iye_r LJn.ill<!..n_l\1.t;a.dows for 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 

1· protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
1

1 

action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
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removed. . ·.··. 

It is esseJ.!tial to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
·land, the anima_ls, the plants and thus, the people. 

. _ 
I am requesting a response Jette~ . , .  
Name (print): If L /11 fi 1-J AI S 0 rY\ 

A J J ..... 
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Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne-from~traditional resource uses -that-are-the most important aspect-of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse. River. _ 

Alcoa_ con_ducted _d_r~~gii?-g in 1_9) 4_-1918 of the 1.<;>~~~-q~ass.~. 1\~~~~(ll)._di~p M~~-~-9~~. fo_r _ 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

1 am requesting a response letter: _ <..)_ 
, /- J ,___ I /?A /Jf / , )1../ Name · Vtt /01 r-. /"(, 

.. • • • - ..I. ~ • • .. • • -. .. • ... ... •• ! . ~ . • • • ... 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to lise the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa co~dt1~ted. dredgil).g in ~ ~ 14;-1 ~ 18 of the ~9.'Y.er Qr~~-~e_}\~v~r/IP:~H~lJ M.ea.d,o_ws. for _ .. 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 
... 

J)~tJk 
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Presentation for Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the Grasse River 
SRMT Seniors Center 
November 15, 2012 

/ 

"' Whenever our People gather, o~r meetings are started and ended with the Thanksgiving address or the 
words that become before all else. This is how we see and understand the Natural world. It has a 
deliberate structure to it. It starts with the people and moves outward and upward from the earth to 
the waters to the plants and trees and medicines and the four legged animals to the bird life to the sky 
world and concludes with our creator who made all of creation to sustain life here on Mother earth. 

The Thanksgiving Address reminds each person present that human beings are a small part of a much 
larger natural world. Its' structure is meant to address, give our respect, thanks and greetings to each 
part of the natural world separately. After each part, the speaker state " We who gather here bring our 
minds together as one for this purpose" and the assembled people acknowledge their agreement. 

The Thanks giving Address reminds those gathered that they have duties and responsibilities, not only to 
themselves, but to the entire natural world and the rest of creation. The message is simple, that as each 
part of the natural world continues to fulfill its responsibilities, so we as humans have our own 
responsibility to fulfill to maintain the world as it should be. 

The Haudenosaunee or the Six Nations Confederacy is among the most ancient continuous operating 
governments in the world. Long before the Europeans came to Turtle Island, our peoples met in Council 
to enact Principals of peaceful coexistence uninterruptive for future generations to follow. When the 
newcomers first came to Turtle Island, they found a land filled with bountiful gifts of our creator. A man 
could walk all day with~~t seeing the sky, with its bountiful forest. The birds were so plentiful, that they 
darkened the sky during the day. The rivers were so thick with fish; you could not see the bottom. 
Whenever you could see the bottom, you could see the fish 25 feet below the surface, ,swimming on the 
bottom of the river. 

Then the Europeans decide to leave our Council to form their own Union and this is where we started to 
see our environment start to~change. We saw them go on a total path of destruction of our 
environment. The forests and the animals that inhabit them start to disappear. The rivers become full of 
sewage that the fish start to disappear. The land, the Great Lakes and its major tributaries are laced with 
toxins like PCBs, PAHs and Mercury, which brings us to why we are here today. 

We are also here today, not only to speak for the future generations, but we are the voice for all of 
creation, from the tinniest insect, the animals, the fish, plants, the trees and the birds, all that are 
dependent on the waters to survive. The creator gave us the voice to speak for those that are not able 
to speak for themselves. Indigenous peoples all over the world follow the same law as the 
Haudenosaunee and that is the natural law. Nature has every right to exist just like the humans. We are 
to put their rights first, just like we do in the thanksgiving address, if. we are to curtail environmental 
degradation in our communities, also in the process of slowing down global warming. 

Our mother earth is tired and she is old. She is feeling as she can no longer support us. We, who walk 
about mother earth, occupy this land for a short time. It is our duty as human beings to preserve the life 
that is here for the future generations. In order to do this, we must join hands with the like minded 
people and create strength in unity as our creator has intended. Today, we ask EPA to join us in selecting 
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a remedy that will dig up the PCBs that has burdened our environment for so long and permanently 
treat them so the future generations will not have to deal with them. 

Tanehtho(That is all). I 

David Arquette 
HETF Director 
Via: PO Box 992 
Hogansburg, NY 13655 
518-358-4286 
darquette@HETF.org 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang 

Since our community first detected contamination coming from the various industries upriver 
from our reservation, I have been actively involved in the efforts to clean up our rivers and land. 
As a member of the first environmental action group Mohawks Agree on Safe Health.(MASH) I 
was involved in work to determine what contaminants were in our geographical area and the 
source of the contamination. We all knew that our community was going up against the 
wealthiest and most powerful industries in the land. OM at one time was #1 on the list. 

As we organized further the Akwesasne Task Force on the Environment (ATFE) evolved and is 
comprised of representatives of the entire Akwesasne Territory- Mohawk Council of 
Akwesasne, St. Regis Mohawk Tribe and the Mohawk Nation Council of Chiefs and interested 
community members. Evidence began to unfold on the contaminants, their source and impact on 
animal, plant and human health. NYS Department of Environmental Conservation and US 
Environmental Protection Agency became involved as part of their fiduciary responsibility to 
Indians. Members of A TFE knew that we were in for the fight of our lives and many of us would 
grow old and possibly. die before we saw any results of our work. 

The evidence is there, the cleanup methods are there and we are still arguing about how much to 
clean-up and how. The wealthiest and most powerful industries continue to fight environmental 
clean-up efforts that people in Akwesasne want. We've seen NYS and USEPA fold under 
political pressure from these entities. You don't live here- we do. People from Massena don't 
live here or experience the level of contamination we do. 

Our ancestors were trusting of the promises made by the state and federal governments to protect 
and promote our ability to live in peace and harmony with each other. As the USA rushed to 
secure lands in North America we were pushed, starved, massacred and relocated to the point of 
near extermination. What evolved in the larid grab was the commitment of the US government to 
maintain a fiduciary responsibility for all tribes. To quote: 

In her paper, American Indians and Social Policy, Dr. Priscilla Day stated, "The trust doctrine 
includes duties to manage natural resources for the benefit of tribes and individual Indian 
landowners, and the federal government has in some cases been held liable for damage caused by 
mismanagement" United States v. Mitchell 463 U.S. 206, 225 (1983)". 



The Doctrine of trust responsibility is one of the most important concepts in Indian law
between 1787-1871 when the U.S. entered into hundreds of treaties with tribes, in almost all of 
these Indian tribes gave up land in exchange for promises by the U.S government. The Supreme 

I 
Court has held that these exchanges created a trust relationship. The promises created a "duty of 
protection" toward Indians. "The Indians trust the U.S. to fulfill the promises which were given 
in exchange for land. The federal government's obligation to honor this trust responsibility and 
to fulfill its treaty commitments is known as its trust responsibility." 

US EPA did not engage in this federal trust responsibility on behalf of the US government when 
the GM sites of contamination were under study. We asked for full removal of all contaminants 
from the site. GM wanted minimal clean-up and USEP A folded on this. We at Akwesasne will 
live with their decision to leave contaminants on site and "capped". The trust responsibility was 
broken. 

USEP A did not engage in this federal trust responsibility on behalf of the US government when 
the Reynolds Aluminum sites of contamination were.under study. We asked for full removal of 
all contaminants from the site. Reynolds Aluminum wanted minimal clean-up and USEP A 
folded on this. We at Akwesasne will live with their decision to leave contaminants on site and 

"capped". The trust responsibility was broken. 

Now we have ALCOA. It is an opportunity for USEPA to now fulfill their trust responsibility. 
The Mohawks of Akwesasne have trouble trusting the U.S. to fulfill the promises which were 
given in exchange fodand. The Mohawks of Akwesasne expect the federal government to honor 
its obligation to this trust responsibility and to fulfill its treaty commitments is known as its trust 

responsibility. ALCOA and GM can bear the costs of clean-up because after all, this is merely 
the "cost of doing business". There will be tax cuts and other financial compensations for this 
cost. ALCOA and GM will and can bear the financial brunt of their industrial actions. What will 
Akwesasne have? GM did not provide any financial compensation to the Mohawks of 
Akwesasne and fought any actions by our community to address the loss of our basic rights to 
hunt, fish, gather and plant food for our families that is not laden with contaminants. Now our 
people face new and life threatening illnesses that lawyers say cannot be directly linked to the 
specific contaminants existing in our environment. The burden of proof rests with us, people who 
do not have the financial resources to prove, it. 

We have treaties with the US government. These treaties don't "give" us "rights" they uphold 
our rights that we never relinquished - rights to govern ourselves, religious and cultural freedom, 
hunting, fishing and gathering rights, etc. These treaties also obligate the US and USEP A to 

fulfill their duty to protect us, the Mohawks of Akwesasne, our land, waters, animals, plants and 
air from industries that are attacking us. 

EPA can accomplish this by not folding this time to political pressure and make ALCOA spend 
what it takes to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River and the environment 



surrounding it. My family- my children, my grandchildren and all of our future generations 
depend on you to fulfill your fiduciary responsibility. We are still here, our treaty rights still exist 
and your obligations are still there. 

Sken:nen (In Peace) 

Brenda LaFrance 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, · 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a M9hawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

::- .. 

Alcoa conciucted _dredging in 19_14-1 ~ 18 of the l()w~r Gra~s~ R~ver/J.n.<;liap_ M~adow.s for 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letter: 

Name (print): --:TorhU 1-~zo~ 



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection .Agency 
.290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New Y.ork, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource usesthat are the most important aspect ofthe Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration ofthe near shore ~reas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212}637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven. 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
·fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging.must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the riverfor Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 

Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
.290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

. Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan forthe Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use·the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

·The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 

measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 

Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

. She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Prqposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 

\ 

traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe Mohawk way of life. I am unableto 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
·fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration ofthe near.shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
- action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficirnt for protection against erosion. 

By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 

benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 

Date:#z-

Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New Y.ork, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang. Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 

traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the riverthat we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the rightto use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse "River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial .. 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914~1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: Date: f\JlrJL rv1z_.-
Print Name: 

Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 

traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 

provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the rightto use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration qf the near shore areas is an acceptable and ·appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 

benefit and dredging now would be tb the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: Date: \) Gf) l~ 
Print Name: 

Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



• G 

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

L 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 · 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the_ Grasse River . 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is ari acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 ofthe lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 

Date: 10/~<J /1:2. 
f -

Address: 

) 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: {212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

I 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed reme
1
dy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Moh~wk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration ofthe near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial. 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
anim'als, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: !J./ 1~~ 
Print Name:. /!Et L:fra.nti--.---

Date: I o/~ f/r ~ 

Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 
I 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generatiol')s. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resourcesJn and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. · 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored: cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

/ 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-191.8 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. .... . 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: ~~ ~ Date: f/-/'5'-(.;_ 
Print Name: CJit:A{(rtiltr~ 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



ST. LAWRENCE RIVER VALLEY 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

November 15, 2012 

YoungS. Chang 

80 State Highway 310, Suite 6 ~ Canton, New York 1361 7 
Phone: (315) 379-9349 I TDD: 711 ~ www.slrvra.com 

Remedial Project Engineer 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

RE: Grasse River Remediation 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

The St. Lawrence County Industrial Development Agency wishes to convey support for the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency's Proposed Remedial Action Plan ("PRAP"), 
released October 1, 2012, to remediate the Grasse River. 

The PRAP, which calls for the dredging of some near-shore sediments, capping in the main 
channel and armored capping in ice scour-prone section of the river, is both responsible and 
cost-effective, and it will also protect human health and the environment. 

Many years of scientific study show a capping remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment, effective over the long term, and complements the natural recovery already 
occurring in the river. The alternative recommended by EPA is also a reasonable approach. 

Alcoa is the largest employer in our region, and its presence is key to our economic well-being. 
After nearly two decades of expert study and stakeholder input, we feel that this process must 
move forward. 

The St. Lawrence County Industrial Development Agency strongly urges the EPA to consider 
the $243 million plan to provide clean up efforts to the Grasse River. 

Sincerely, 

1/:r~ 
Robert McNeil 
Chairman 

This institution is an equal opportunity provider and employer. 
To file a complaint of discrimination, write: 

USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington DC 20250-9410 
or call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TOO). 
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CHAIRMAN 
Brian W. Staples 

Brian Staples, CPA 
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Ernest LaBaff 
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Mark C. Hall 
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St. Lawrence County Industrial Development Agency 
80 State Highway 310, Suite 6- Canton, New York 13617 
Phone: (315) 379-9806 I TDD: 711 -Fax: (315) 386-2573- www.slcida.com 

November 15, 2012 

YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Engineer 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

RE: Grasse River Remediation 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

The St. Lawrence County Industrial Development Agency wishes to convey support for the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency's Proposed Remedial Action Plan 
("PRAP"), released October 1, 2012, to remediate the Grasse River. 

The PRAP, which calls for the dredging of some near-shore sediments, capping in the main 
channel and armored capping in ice scour-prone section of the river, is both responsible and 
cost-effective, and it will also protect human health and the environment. 

Many years of scientific study show a capping remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment, effective over the long term, and complements the natural recovery already 
occurring in the river. The alternative recommended by EPA is also a reasonable approach. 

Alcoa is the largest employer in our region, and its presence is key to our economic well
being. After nearly two decades of expert study and stakeholder input, we feel that this 
process must move forward. 

R. Joseph Weekes, Jr. The St. Lawrence County Industrial Development Agency strongly urges the EPA to 
Weekes Agency consider the $243 million plan to provide clean up efforts to the Grasse River. 

* 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

OFFICER 
Patrick J. Kelly 
St. Lawrence County 

Industrial Development Agency 

* 
CHIEF FINANCIAL 

OFFICER 
Thomas A. Plastino 

St. Lawrence County 
Industrial Development Agency 

Sincerely, 

~·~ 
Chairman 

We are an equal opportunity provider and employer. To file a complaint of discrimination, write: 
USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington DC 20250-9410, or call 800-795-3272 (voice) or 202-720-6382 (TDD). 



ST. LAWRENCE COUNTY 

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 

November 15, 2012 

Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Engineer 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

RE: Grasse River Remediation 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

BRIAN W. STAPLES 

CHAIRMAN 

PATRICK). KELLY 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

As Vice-Chairman of the St. Lawrence County Industrial Development Agency Local Development 
Corporation, I wish to take this opportunity to convey our support for the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency's Proposed Remedial Action Plan ("PRAP"), released October 1, 2012, to 
remediate the Grasse River. 

The plan, which includes dredging near-shore sediments, capping in the main channel and armored 
capping in ice-scour prone sections in the river, is both responsible and cost-effective, and protective 
of human health and the environment. 

Many years of scientific study show a capping remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment, effective over the long term, and complements the natural recovery already occurring in 
the river. The alternative recommended by EPA is also a reasonable approach. 

On a personal note, I am President Emeritus of the Aluminum Brick & Glass Workers International 
Union and a long-time civic leader and supporter of economic development for the North Country. It 
goes without saying that Alcoa's presence in our region is paramount to our citizens and to our 
economic well-being, and for nearly two decades the Company has worked cooperatively with your 
Agency and other stakeholders to reduce contaminants in the Grasse River. 

We feel that this process must move forward and strongly urge the EPA to consider the $243 million 
plan to provide clean-up efforts to the Grasse River. 

Sincerely, 

Ernest LaBaff 
Vice-Chairman 

80 STATE HIGHWAY 310, SUITE 6 
CANTON, NEW YORK 13617-1496 WWW.SLCIDA.COM 

VOICE: (315) 379-9806/TDD: 711 
FAX: (315) 386-2573 

This institution is an equal opportunity provider and employer. To file a complaint of discrimination, write: USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400 
Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington DC 20250-9410 or call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TOO). 



Grasse River Remediation 
Sweatland, Natalie 
to: 
Young Chang 
11115/2012 04:16PM 
Cc: 
"Kelly, Patrick" 
Hide Details 

, ... ::· 

From: "Sweatland, Natalie" <NSweatland@co.st-lawrence.ny.us> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Cc: "Kelly, Patrick" <PKelly@co.st-lawrence.ny.us> 

·.J: 

3 Attachments 

: ~ ~ ; 
.. ;_:· 

••\•, 

, .. :··.·· '., ... 

Page 1 of 1 

2012-1115 _Staples_ Grasse River Cleanup_Support.pdf 2012-1115 _LaBaff_ Grasse River Cleanup_Support.pdf 

•ttl 
2012-1115 _McNeil_ GrasseRiverCleanup _Support. pdf 

Please submit the attached documents as part of the public's comment for the Grasse River remediation project. 
Originals will be mailed Friday, November 16. · · 
Please feel free to contact this office if you have any questions or concerns. 
Regards, 
Natalie Sweatland 

Natalie Sweatland 
St. Lawrence County Industrial Development Agency 
80 State Highway 310, Suite 6 
Canton, New York 13617 
Phone: (315) 379-9806 ext 3330 
Fax: (315) 386-2573 
Email: nsweatland@slcida.com 

-: qtl . 

11/19/2012 
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. St. Lawrence County Industrial Development Agency 
80 State Highway 310, Suite 6 ~Canton, New York 136l7H>> i Hi i:,::;.;; .. : 
Phone: (315) 379-.98061 TDD: 711 -Fax: (315) 386-2573 :.:~w.slcidi:com 

• . . • . r . . • 

November 15,2012 

YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Engineer 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

RE: Grasse River Remediation 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

;:, 
·, 

· ..... · 

. ' ; ;.~: .. ; ' :. 
·I j; 

;:. 

.·.·:. ;: : :· 

The St. Lawrence County Industrial Development Agency wishes to convey support for the 
United States Environtnental Protection Agency's Proposed Remedial Action Plan 
("PRAP"), release~. October 1, 2012, to remediate the q~a~~e·~X~~~:. :ili'i c !.·! : 

J: . 
. • : . ''1 

The PRAP, which calls for the dredging of some near-shore sediments, capping in the main 
channel and armored capping in ice scour-prone section of the river, is both responsible and 
cost-effective, and it will also protect human health and the environment. 

Many years of scientific study show a capping remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment, effective over the long term, and complements the ~atural recovery already 
occurring in the river. The alternative recommended by EPA is also a reasonable approach. 

Alcoa is the largest employer in our region, and its presence is key to our economic well
being. After nearly two decades of expert study and stakeholder input, we feel that this 
process must move forward. 

R. Joseph weel<es, Jr. The St. Lawrence County Industrial Development Agency strongly urges the EPA to 
Weekes Agency . consider the $243 million plan to provide clean up efforts to the Grasse River. 

* 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

OFFICER 
Patrick J. Kelly 
St. Lawrence County 

Industriul D~vclopmcnt Agency 

* 
CHIEF FINANCIAL 

OFFICER 
Thomas A. Plastino 

St. Lawrence County 
lndustrinl o~.velopment Agency 

Siricerely, 

,.,~ ... .. A lfr)t 
/ C/'d~ 

Brian W. Staple 
Chairman ''!•' 

.. 'I', 

1 .• ,,.··,t··. ,, .:i:-,, 

, ~ I 1 ' 

I'' ''I I 

'·'·. '·' .l. 

We ar·e an equal opportunity provider· and cmplo)'er·. To file a complaint of discl'imination, write: 
tJSDA, Director, Office of Ch•il Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington nc 20250-9410, or ca11800-795-3272 (voice) or 202-720-6382 (TI>I>). 

l 



1 • '~. • 

ST. LAWRENCE COUNTY 
. • ' -~; ~ 1· : • : 

- .: ·,!, ;·.:::.·:: 

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AGENCY:::\ ... : 
' . BRIAN W. STAPLES 

(HAIR MAN 

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 

November 15, 2012 

Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Engineer 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

RE: Grasse River Remediation 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

. · .. ::·: 
. i . . . ; . . 
·.: : i:.<·: 

, ... 
; . ,. ::; : 

PATRICK). KELLY 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

As Vice-Chairman of the St. Lawrence County Industrial Development Agency Local Development 
Corporation, I wish to take this opportunity to convey our support for the United States Environmental 

·Protection Agency's Proposed Remedial Action Plan ("PRAP"), released October 1, 2012, to 
remediate the Grasse River. 

: ~ I ~ ·. ' I •• \ •• 

The plan, which includes dredging near-shore sediments, capping in the 'main channel and armored 
capping in ice-scour prone secti.ons in the river, is both.respc;msible and cost-effective, and protective 
of human health and the environment. 

Many years of scientific stUdy show a capping remedy is protective of human •)lealth and the 
environment, effective over the long tenn, and complements the natural recovery already occurring in 
the river. The alternative recommended by EPA is also a reasonable approach. 

On a personal note, I am President Emeritus of the Aluminum Brick & Glass Workers International 
Union and a long-tiine civic leader and supporter of economic development for the North Country. It 
goes without saying that Alcoa's presence in our region is paramount to our Citizens and to our 
economic well-being, and for nearly two decades the Company has worked cooperatively with your 
Agency and other stakeholders to reduce contaminants in the Grasse River. 

We feel that this process must move forward and strongly urge the EPA to consider the $243 million 
plan to provide clean-up efforts to the Grasse River. 

Sincerely, 

£,t.l#-
Ernest LaBaff ~ ( 
Vice-Chairman 

80 STATE HIGHWAY 310, SUITE 6 
(ANTON, NEW YORK 13617-1496 WWW.SLCIDA.COM 

t. 

'I 

; : . ' .. l I ' ~ ' ' •. ' ' 

I 
t•. 

.:i: h>!i .. VOICE:.(315)379-9806/TDD:711 
:· :: !1. :, . ,: t tfv<,: (315) 386-2573 

This institution is an equal opportunity provider and employer. To file a complaint of disCrimination, write: USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400 
Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington DC 20250-9410 or call (BOO) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). 

:I' 

l 



80 State Highway 3 I 0, Suite 6"' Canton, New York I 3617 
Phone: (315) 379-9349 I TDD: 711...., www.slrvra.c;om .. ;~:' •'. 

November 15, 2012 

Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Engineer 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor · , ·· 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

RE: Grasse River Remediation 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

The St. Lawrence County Industrial Development Agency wishes to convey support for the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency's Proposed Remedial Action Plan ("PRAP"), 
released October 1, 2012, to remediate the Grasse River. .. · · ·. ; 

· • · • .:

1 :i;,..,. r 

The PRAP, which calls for the· dredging of some near-shore sedimentS·;· capping in the main 
channel and armored capping in ice scour-prone section of the rivei,'isl both responsible and 
cost-effective, and it will also protect human health and the environment. 

Many years of scientific study show a capping remedy is protective of human health and the 
· environment, effective over the long term, and complements the natural recovery already 
occurring in the river. The alternative recommended by EPA is also a reasonable approach. 

Alcoa is the largest employer in our region, and its presence is key to our economic well~being. 
After nearly two decades ofexpert study and stakeholder input, we feel that this process must 
move forward. 

The St. Lawrence County Industrial Development Agency strongly urges the EPA to consider 
the $243 million plan to provide clean up efforts to the Grasse River. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Robert McNeil 
Chairman 

,,, ,. 

This institution is an equal opportunity provider and employer. 
' ·· To file a complaint of discrimination, write: . : .. :1 I,:.. , :J 1 .. .. . • , 

USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., VVashington DC 20250-9410 
or call (BOO) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TOO). 

1 

I 



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

11/15/2012 

YoungS. Chang, Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007 

Dear Ms. Chang, 

Richard E. Towne 

Please move forward with your plan to remediate the Grasse River in St. Lawrence County. 

I understand there has been considerable work done to evaluate the best method of cleaning up the 
river and the solution you have arrived at seems reasonable. I am in favor of the process moving 
forward immediately rather than spending years or decades more refining the plan. I am not an 
Environmental Engineer but have some experience with other remediation projects and am. well aware 
that it would be very difficult if not impossible to engineer the perfect solution. 

I am 100% against dredging the river bed because I fear more environmental damage than has already 
occurred. Sediment and whatever else lies on the river bed should not be stirred up which would be 
devastating to fish and other river dwellers. 

Another point to consider is that this solution does not have to be the final effort. If in the future, 
evidence shows levels of contamination that warrant remediation, address those areas as needed. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/U4r.-r~ 
Richard E. Towne 



Grasse River Project - Public Comment Letter 
Raymo, Lori L to:· Young Chang · :; 

From: "Raymo, Lori L." <Lori.Raymo@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPNUS@EPA 

1 attachment 
(A !;I, 

L;~-l 
>.:........-: 

Grasse River Comment Letter.pdf 

: ( 

.. , .. 

:<11/15/2012 08:18AM 
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LqriRaymp 

Young,'S. Chang 
Remedial Project'Manageri 
U$.- :Bl1:Virprtrtient~ :nr,6tect1ort)\'gen¢Y.· 
'N~w·Yor:}(, NY t0Q.Q7 -}@'6' . .. . 

i·;' 

\ :. _;: ~ : : . ! : . : : ; 

... 
. ;:·.;(·: .. ~ ~ . n : ~:;.: 

i.a#en9(!d .your Br:asse)~j;vednformationaL:meedhg oh Wednesd~y:;;iNO'vehib~r •14, 20JZ,, 
he lei CIJ Mas~en(l Qetitral High Sc))ocil. Aftetlistenlng to :)lour ptes~iiratH:>n,.:I am · · 
convinceg th(lt:ycmr, re~;:qi11I!l(!nge<f•propo~i!l, option:~~ j'~ithe Wi$e·st cb;oiee: f·am ·a life' 
time i:esidehtofMassena and aJ 0 year Alco(l etl1ployee~. J're9o,gni:z~. 14e 'imtwrt~rrce ;of 
cleaning up the :Grasse River forthe health Of all. who livein,the vicinity of the riv(!r,(lnd 
·for futw~ ge11eratlorts. fa1so know lio,w:1fuportant.A1Coajs:to otft:i6eaLeconmny and the 
fl.ii.11re ofMa~~.ena·iind.:the s:urro:u.n'Clirtg ate.as . .Afier·z·o.·yeats::ohtudy., sdehce supports. 
:yow prqposa1i tm:g~:~yQg 19 ac~.qq'i¢~ly, It)~ Hrrie.s to·:m::oY~Jorwa:ra':®a. ~et Ul.i.~ do11e. 

Sincerely,. 

Lorj .RC!Yfl10 

\ ... ! ... ·~: ;~. l i l ' : : i '! J. :! i -.. : . 
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U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
Ronald Morrow 

November 15, 2012 

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 1 0007-1866 

Dear Sir: 

I am a retired Alcoan and a native of Northern New York. I hunt, fish, ski, bike and 
otherwise thoroughly enjoy the Adirondacks and the St. Lawrence River Valley. I live 
close to the Grasse River and use it for kayaking in the summer and cross country skiing 
in the winter. I am a Clarkson grad and New York licensed Professional Engineer. 

My company has been very sincere and conscientious in its dealing with environmental 
issues at Massena Operations for the last 25 years. In that time, Alcoa has worked 
closely with the NYDEC and EPA to complete a multitude of projects to cleanup past 
discharges and to improve plant processes to drastically reduce air, water and other 
present day discharges from the plant. This has been very time consuming and 
expensive, but it was the right thing to do as a good corporate citizen. Reducing waste 
also had a positive effect on the bottom line. 

Alcoa has now worked closely with various governmental agencies to test, study, design 
and propose multiple options to remediate the Grasse River. The EPA has chosen one of 
these options that .is feasible and reasonable. No option can remove all PCBs from the 
river bottom, however, they have already been covered naturally by sediments and the 
proposed capping keeps them in plac.e. Extensive dredging will re-entrain the hazardous 
materials in the water and expose fish and other wildlife to them. 

The PRAP is doable and supported by science and field testing. A more extensive 
solution does not improve the final outcome. Let's get on with it. i\.lcoa deserves to 
know its future liabilities. 

Ronald Morrow : . . ' . ~ . 

~ • • ·' ~ • >. 
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Grasse River Remediation 
Ronald & Miriam Morrow 
to: 
Young Chang 
11115/2012 10:57 AM 
Hide Details 
From: "Ronald & Miriam Morrow" 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEP A/US@EP A 

1 Attachment 

~ 
Grasse river epa letter.docx 

· .. ,, ... 

: ::. ~. Page 1 of 1 

;, 
:; . 

:: -~ . : i' . : . ·. 

. . ; : ; . : .~ 

; . 
. ' 

:;, .. 

,-, .. 

Attached is my letter of support for the proposed remediation plan. I have also sent a signed hardcopy to 
you by mail. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Ron Morrow 

11119/2012 



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
Ronald Morrow 

November 15,2012 

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Sir: 

/:. 

· .. : 

',. -;:·;,::: .;. 
' ' ~ !II "• ' •· 

I am a retired Alcoan and a native ofNorthem New York. I hunt, fish, ski, bike and 
otherwise thoroughly enjoy the Adirondacks and the St. Lawrence River Valley. I live 
close to the Grasse River and use it for kayaking in the summer and cross country skiing 
in the winter. I am a Clarkson grad and New York licensed Professional Engineer. 

My company has been very sincere and conscientious in its dealing with environmental 
issues at Massen~ Operations for the last 25 years. In that time, Alcoa has worked 
closely with the NYDEC and EPA to complete a multitude of projects to cleanup past 
discharges and to improve plant processes to drastically reduce air, water and other 
present day discharges from the plant. This has been very time consuming and 
expensive, but it was the right thing to do as a good corporate citizen. Reducing waste 
also had a positive effect on the bottom line. 

,,.j ;I 

Alcoa has now worked closely with various governmental agencies to test, study, design 
and propose multiple option~to remediate the Grasse River. The EPA has chosen one of 
these options that is feasible and reasonable. No option can remove all PCBs from the 
river bottom, however, they have already been covered naturally by sediments and the 
proposed capping keeps them in place. Extensive dredging will re-entrain the hazardous 
materials in the water and expose fish and other wildlife to them. 

The PRAP is doable and supported by science and field testing. • Ninore extensive .. 
solution does not improve the final outcome. Let's get on with it:.. Alcoa deserves to 
know its future liabilities: . ·1 • r:<.t c ···,' : ( 1 ·t. 1i:., 1 

: 

: •[ ''·:·:i· ·: 

Sincerely, 

• • J 11,:t, , ·, , . : ·~·! i L '; 

Ronald Morrow 
• : .: .. C. :JI 1\''. 

. . 
. \ > \' I i . l I ! ~ ' !L .I 

' ' ' 
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Grasse River Feedback . . 
Rombough, Steve M. to: Young Chang 11/16/2012 06:22AM 

From: "Rombough, Steve M." <Steve.Rombough@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Good morning Ms. Chang, 

I have already submitted my comments to you; however, I feel compelled to follow up that initial letter with 
another one after sitting in both Town Hall meetings on the proposed EPA remediation plan for the Grasse 
River. My name again is Steve Rombough and I'm the manufacturing manager for Alcoa here in 
Massena. I spoke Wednesday evening in Massena on behalf of Alcoa. I was also born and raised in 
Massena and have spent approximately 35 years of my 47 residing here in Massena. 

I was struck by the distinct difference in the two evenings. The Massena ToWn Hall session for the most 
part, focused on the data, the science, the experience EPA has in these matters, the long history of 
sequential Alcoa funded trials on the river to take prior learnings and develop new designed 
experiments ........... most feedback was rooted in your science driven proposal and discussion linked to the 
elements of the 9-step process EPA uses to come to a recommended solution. 

Last evening I heard very little if any science based, data driven argument against Option #6, on the 
contrary what I did hear was that Option 10, although summarized by your presentation as not being 
technologically feasible given the river bottom topography, should be carried out. The theme as I heard it 
was that Alcoa (with GM and Reynolds) put the PCBs in the river and therefore must remove them. 
Regardless of feasibility and effectiveness, length of time to accomplish the task or project cost, dredge 
the entire river. To be fair, a speaker or two did opt for the broader dredging option w/capping but your 
summary presentation also does not support that option. The evening focused on health care issues that 
IF, and I stress IF, a correlation exists with the river condition, the Akwesasne Tribe seeks an option that. 
carries a punitive element to it. ............. if not technologically supported, why a $1.28 solution when the 
science supports Option 6? If it's based on a principle of returning Mother Earth to its former state, that 
objective is not feasible with the technological and river bottom limitations nor is that a tenant in the 9-step 
EPA decision making process. · 

Again, I'd strongly urge you to continue on the path of letting science, trial data and EPA's long history of 
doing these projects guide the decision towards correct remedial option #6 for the Grasse River clean-up. 

Thank you again for your time, you did an excellent job summarizing the project both evenings, 

Steve Rombough 



Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Miss Chang, 

My wife and I write today, to express concern over the proposed Grasse River clean-up. We 
are property owners on the.G'ra?se River, slightly east ofthe.131 bridge. It is apparent that 
natural movement of sedimeht~< and stopping the flow of PCB's into the river, has made . . . 

dramatic strides in improving water quality. 
We are, however, concerned that near shore dredging will re-suspend PCB's, and degrade 
water quality. While this is a less expensive solution for Alcoa, it may be a more beneficial 
solution for the environment. 
We hope that EPA's decision to do this near shore dredging is based upon sound science and 
th~ of r~nts like us who live on the water instead of calming political waters. 

"-~ 
Steven and Chantal O'Shaughnessy 

."'·. 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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M~ena Memorial Ho~pital 
Quality Healthcare in the Seaway Valley 

November 16, 2012 

YoungS. Chang 

Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 201
h Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Re: Grasse River Remediation Project 

Dear Mr. Chang, 

I write to express my strong support for Alternative Six and the critically important remediation of the Grasse 

River. 

The proposed capping remedy is a protective solution ensuring the long term safety of the environment and our 

corresponding human element and complements the natural recovery already occurring in the river. While some 

recommendations contained in PRAP go beyond capping, I urge the EPA to move forward with Alternative Six. 

The clean-up of the Grasse River has been studied for over two decades and has involved input and comment from 

numerous local, state and federal agencies. We believe it is now time to move forward. 

As Chief Executive Officer of Massena Memorial Hospital, I can attest to the importance of the Grasse River and 

Alcoa's presence in our community. Alcoa is the largest private employer in the North County and a major 

supporter of the region's non-profit and civic organizations. The entire region relies on the jobs and goodwill 

provided by this vital corporate citizen. I have no doubts that if Alcoa was to ever leave Massena, the hospital 

would close and severe economic damage would be cast on those left in the community. 

Massena deserves a clean Grasse River and Alcoa needs a cost effective remedial plan that protects the health of 

our residents and their environment. Alternative Six achieves both. 

I strongly urge you to allow Alcoa to move forward with ·Alternative Six and the remediation of the Grasse River. 

Sincerely, 

Charles F. Fahd; II, FACHE 

Chief Executive Officer 

One Hospital Drive, Massena, NY 13662 • 315-769-4200 • www:massenahospital.org 

Brasher Falls Family Health Center 
· ·' Dialysis Center 

Kids Korner Pediatric Center 
Levine Outpatient Center 

Louisville Family Health Center 
Norfolk Family Health Center 

North Country Veterans Clinic 
Surgical Group and Wound Care 



To: 

Support for EPA PRAP - Grasse River - Massena, NY 
Mary Ellen O'Connell · 
to: 

' Young Chang 
11116/2012 03:56PM 
Hide Details 
From: Mary Ellen O'Connell <moconnell@wlsv.org> 

To: Young Chang!R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

':: 

. . '' .. ~ . 

290 Broadway, 20th Floor , . 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang, 

Page 1 of 1 

... ..··; ... 
: ~ ~ . i .. ' . ' 

.· ' 

. :' 
,;: . 

:. i 

I am writing to inform you that I am in support of the Proposed Remedial Action Plan for the Grasse River and urge you to 
issue a Record of Decision based upon the PRAP without modification, as soon as practical. My parents currently live along 
the Grasse River and utilize it for recreational activities and enjoy its beauty year round. 

My Father; and Grandfather worked for Alcoa for their entire careers and my Brother is currently an Aicoa employee. 
can't imagine the economic devastation that would occur in Massena and the northern New York region :if i\lcoa were 
forced to leave. 

. ·' •. . .·. - . 

I am a public school principal in a rural community located along the Genesee River in western New York and know first-
hand that Rivers are the lifeblood of communities. However, in these economic times I implore you to act responsibly by 
supporting the PRAP to ensure that our family and families in future generations can continu.e to utilize and enjoy the 
Grasse River and to ensure that Alcoa remain an economic force for in northern New York. 

Thank you for your time and attention in this most important matter. 

Mary Ellen O'Connell 
Wellsville Middle School Principal 
126 West State Street 
Wellsville, NY 14895 
585-596-2143 
mo'connell@wlsv.org 

1., J 

:! '.i 

,..... :. ! 

11119/2012 
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November 17, 2012 

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 1 0007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang, 

I, Megan E. Smith, am writing to express support for a Grasse River cleanup plan that is rooted 
in science. 

Fifteen years of scientific study have determined that a capping remedy is protective of human 
health and the environment, effective over the long term, and complements the natural recovery 
already occurring in the river. The alternative recommended by the EPA is also a reasonable 
approach. 

I strongly encourage the process to move forward after nearly two decades of expert study and 
input from many people, so that the community can begin reaping the benefits of the 
remediation. 

I recognize the importance of the Grasse River and Alcoa's presence in the community. Alcoa 
is the largest employer in Massena. The company provides jobs for more than 1,000 
hardworking men and women and supports many community organizations. I am one of those 
employees. 

The community deserves a clean Grasse River. Alcoa deserves a cost-effective remedial plan 
that protects human health and the environment. 

Sincerely, 

~UA_c ~ 
Megan E. Smith 
St. Lawrence County Citizen 

. '.' 

·,. t .~. :.-. • ' -. ; .• . 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This _letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important.aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary. to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 

animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important .aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 

Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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NOV-19-2012 NON 11:56 AM ALCOA FAX NO. 315 764 4460 P. 01/01 

NoveJ1lber 19, 2012 

. Young S. Chan~, 

Remedial Project Manager 
' . ~ ' .; . ·. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
'~ .... ~-.- . ' . :: ·: ...... ;· :. : :• :' .. .. , ·-;· . -... 

7.~0 Broadway, f.~! h. FJqgr, .. 

N~~ YorJt. NY iqoo7-1S66 
' •.. . • :: ' i ... • •• -< ~ .... __ 

Dear Ms. Chang, 
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U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

Massena, NY 13662 
Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

· _,.New York, NY 1 0007-1866 
~ 

·• 
November 19, 2012 

Ms. Chang, 

This note is to reinforce with one more positive comment, the remediation of the 
Grasse River. Thank you for your efforts in coming to a decision on the choice of a 
plan. I feel you have chosen the best option for this area and hope that things are 
finalized soon. The next steps should be taken as quickly as possible so as to issue the 
record of decision and implement the proposed remediation. 

Thank you again for your diligence, 

Jdh.J~ 
Gail Schneider 
Member of the Town Board of Louisville 
New member of the advisory committee 

','•, j . ~ .. ' 
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Grasse River Cleanup Public Comment Meeting at Massena High School 
Murphy, Bryan K. to: Young Chang 11/19/201211:49AM 

From: 

To: 

"Murphy, Bryan K." <Bryan.Murphy@alcoa.com> 

Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Dear Ms. Young, 

;: ~' : 
·i .. 

. : ,··. 

:·;· 

Thank you for your and your colleagues time and effort to present the EPA's recommendation for the 
cleanup of the Grasse River. I attended the meeting at Massena High School with my 10 year old son but 
wasn't able to stay to comment in person as it was getting late. 

A little background about myself: I am the third generation of my family to work for Alcoa tv'lassena. My 
great grandfather was a mechanic, my grandfather was an accountant, my father went to West Point and 
served as a career Army Officer. ·1 served in the military myself but came to Massena after. the service,· 
went to College in Potsdam· at Clarkson University was offered a job as an engineer and I've now worked 
for Alcoa 21 years. If my own son wished to work for Alcoa someday, I would be honored that he is 
carrying the tradition. 

I enjoyed your presentation. To be quite honest, from an earlier presentation that I attended, I saw that the 
capping only option resulted in a quicker reduction in PCB levels in the fish species which made me 
wonder wtiy another more expensive option was being chosen by the EPA if it would take longer to 
achieve reduced PCB levels. After hearing your explanation of dredging and then backfilling the near 
shore banks with fresh soil to helP.. restore the habitat of the fish species, it made perf~ct;sens.e and I am 

• , I , I "I • •> , • , , > o j I • ~, ( , > ,• ' o , 

sure would help the fish and wild life populations in the future. · · 
1

, ·1·:.: .. 1 . 

It is my understanding that Alcoa supports the EPA's recommended option as the best solution to 
returning. the Grasse River to a restored ecologically fish and wild life 'friendly' state and is ready to invest 
in the effort. 

Please continwe to push for a quick decision so that our community and Alcoa can move this process 
forward and make the northern NY a viable place to iive, work and enjoy what nature has to offer us here. 

, ,, .. : 1 ~ , j , ) I :, ;. ;' ;•.: :; l, ·~ ::: i1j: iil:t •' ',: 

Sincerely, ·:;;, ,c .. :1 ·r,• .J,: .) i i) ,.:.,:· · .. : i ' 

Bryan Murphy 
Staff Power Engineer 
Alcoa Massena NY 

Tel. 315 764-4421 
Cel. 315 705-5000 
Bryan.murphy@alcoa.com 

I" '•: 
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U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa C_9Il_dl}c!eq_d_redg!~g in 1_~_14~ 1 ?.A 8 of the 19~~~, q~a~s,e, 1\~':'e~ /~J;l<f~<;lp.lV[~~-<;l<;>~~- for . _ .. 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letter: -
~-

Name (print).·_-""'=~~+-----+-..!<.::!....!~-'------------
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 
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.I 

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesas~e from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted _dredging in 1_~ 14_-1918 of the l.<?.w.er_ yr~~~e R~Y~.r/J-';1;~\i~p. M_e~_<;lo~~- fo_r 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protectim:l-<_?f Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/ sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the -
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letter: 
. /J;/AIT 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, nunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures- necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 
;:-- - - --~- - ... -~~-~---

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): G. ee-l/a_,. 

AdU.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

Dear Young Chang, 

I, J"OSe.rb;n=e ~ 11-~ (full name) wish to express my concerns and comments about the remedial 

alternative selection in regards to the USEPA Grasse River PRAP decision. I have concluded that the proposed plan 

lacks environmental/human health protection and permanence. Although there Is dredging along the near shore, 

I feel that more main channel dredging would help to promote environmental/human health while decreasing the 

amount of polychlorinated biphenyls left behind in the river. I also feel that the use of a regular cap in the main 

channel will not stand the test of time. The Grasse River has a history of ice scouring and a single ice event has the 

potential to devastate the sediment capping layer. 

In conclusion, please consider more main channel dredging as a more protective and permanent alternative to 

remediate the Grasse River. 

Sincerely, 

Fill out the information below if you wish to receive a reply notice. 

(Name) ~S=€.fb·,oe s....._._)~ 

(Ad

(City

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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(Name~ I e ~"Jr 0 A JCh-"S 

(

-~\~--~~(')~~p~.ang, R3-mf;'h~:-q;:--.jc-::Jt-l\,i[anager_. 

U.S. EnvironmentafProtection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New Yorl~, ~~y lC~D~7-!3t~ 

Dear Young Chang, 

I,~~ ~ (fullname)wishtoexpressmyconcemsand _ 
comments abotlt the r:::::~:::~ :l~~~:~~·.'e ~e!~~~~c~ ~ r'?g?zd~ !0 !hi;': TJSEP A Grass~ River PRAP 
decision. I have concluded that the proposed plan lacks environmental/human health protection 
and permanence. Althc~;.h the:-e !~ d.!-e~g~~g ~!0~g !!!'? !!'?!:!!' ~h0!'t:", I feel th~t more main chan_nel 
dredging would help to promote envlro1ill:u;;ui:alt1mmai1 h(;ali:h ·w·hil~ d~cf~asiiig the amount of 
polychlorinated bipheny,ls left behind in the river. I also feel that the use of a regular cap in the 
fnain ch.iliiiiel \:vill i!.•.:.-t 5t6.!!!l ~l!.:: ttS5t ·=--f tin.1e. Tl!. .. :. G~i-GS5~ rJ·v-\::L ~us ~ ti0tGry of ice scouring and a 
single ice event has the potential to devastate the sediment capping layer. 

In conclusion, please consider more main channel dredging as a more protective and 

Sincerely, 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Ms. Young Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

' th 290 Broadway, 20 Floor 
New York, NY 100007-1866 " 

Dear Young Chang, 

I, DCA.vv~ ~""t..e.J-v-~ (full name) wish to express my concerns and 
comments about the remedial alternative selection in regards to the USEP A Grasse River PRAP 
decision. I have concluded that the proposed plan lacks environmental/human health protection 
and permanence. Although there is dredging along the near shore, I feel that more main channel 
dredging would help to promote environmental/human health while decreasing the amount of 
polychlorinated biphenyls left behind in the river. I also feel that the use of a regular cap in the 
main channel will not stand the test of time. The Grasse River has a history of ice scouring and a 
single ice event has the potential to devastate the sediment capping layer. 

In conclusion, please consider more main channel dredging as a more protective and 
permanent alternative to remediate the Grasse River. 
Sincerely, 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang 

November 20,2012 

I was unable to attend the Meetings in Massena this month, however I do want 
to give my input and opinion on the decision on the remediation of the Grasse 
River. 

I am a big proponent of the dam to be able to do limited hot spot dredging and 
keep scour to a minimum. This is ideal in that it would also support sustainable 
energy and perhaps help Massena's economic recovery. 

Understanding that you omitted to put this out as an option I believe the best 
option put forth by EPA is Alternative 5. This includes hot spot dredging in 

. ,:~areas where it can be successfully completed and capping in areas where 
capping is more fea.sible. , ·;': ,,... . .. , 

As a member of the Massena Remedial Advisory· Committee for the St. 
Lawrence Area of Concern our charge is to advise NYSDEC on plans to restore 
beneficial uses to the Area of Concern. With the ALCOA record of decision 
some data for BUis (Beneficial Use Indicators) can gathered that will provide 
documentation of the status of the indicators and some of the 5 year reviews 
may provide additional information on BUI recovery. If this can be 
incorporated in the ROD at minimal expense I would like to see that included. 

If more information is required for clarification please contact me at

SinceH· e G?A_#TtA 
Douglas C. Premo, CHMM 

< • • ~' 

'··' 
!' •. •r' •• ;.• •. :f •·.- :;·~· ~-_ :~ ,·, 
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Young Chang 

Remedial Project Manager 

US EPA 

290 Broadway - 20th Floor 

New York,, NY 1 0007-1866 

Project Manager Chang, 

,~ .. 

My husband and I write today to express our support for the proposed cleanup plan of the 

Grasse River. We own property adjacent to the river and regularly enjoy the rivers 

recreational opportunities. 

We considered multiple factors while reaching our decision: 

The contentiousness this has caused in our region. 

The adverse impacts caused by the dredging pilot project in the mid 2000's. 

The need for our community to move on. 

/ 

It seems evident to us that it is indeed time to move on. The EPA recommendation is a 

reasonable plan that will be accepted by a reasonable community. 

Sincerely, 

Cathy Ashlaw 
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(Name) Jo~ n btvb ~ 
(City

Ms. Young Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 100007-1866 

Dear Young Chang, // 

I, ..::.---:; ~ ~11 name) wish to express my concerns and 
comments a the remedial alternative selection in regards to the USEP A Grasse River PRAP 
decision. I have concluded that the proposed plan lacks environmentallhu~art health protection 
and permanence. Although there is dredging along the near shore, I feel that more mainchannel 
dredging would help to promote environmental/human health while decreasing the amount of 
polychlorinated biphenyls left behind in the river. I also feel that the use of a regular cap in the 
main channel will not stand the test of time. The Grasse River has a history of ice scouring and a 
single ice event has the potential to devastate the sediment capping layer. 

In conclusion, please consider more main channel dredging as a more protective and 
permanent alternative to remediate the Grasse River. 
Sincerely, 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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Tsionkie Cook 
October 24, 2012 

To the U.S. environmental agency: 

Hello my name is takatsitsionkie cook I am a senior in Salmon River High 
School. I am a traditional Mohawk who resides in Akwesasne I live in Tsi Syne. I am 
currently in native studies in the past week I have heard about the Grasse River. We 
have had three presenters who discussed about the Grasse River and how it has 
been polluted with PCB's. Ope of the presenters had told me she once found a turtle 
that was considered toxic~ ' 

It is because of this matter I am writing to you to help save the Grasse river 
from PCB's. The river is so polluted with PCB's that we cannot eat fish like we used 
to. Our people once depended on the fish for food and now we cannot have more 
than one meal because the PCB's can cause can_cer to many of us. Armor capping 
may fix a small part of the river but I won't fix the whole river. I suggest that the 
river should be cleaned and fixed back to the way it used to be in a safe and efficient 
way that would not harm us the people and also the animals that depend on the 
river for water. The small armor cap will not fix anything the company responsible 
for the pollutants should be held responsible to clean the whole river. It is their fault 
that we cannot eat fish anymore. 

As a student of Salmon River and a member of the Akwesasne Mohawk 
nation I am asking you for your help to enforce that the company responsible for the 
river to clean up their mess. Nia:wen kowa for your time 

Sincerely Takatsitsionkie Cook 



October 25, 2012 

Dear United States Environmental Protection Agency, 

My name is Kobi Johnson, I am currently a senior at Salmon 
River Central. I live in Akwesasne. We had presenters here at 
our school from the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe talking about the 
issues with the Grasse River and the solutions to try and fix it. 

You're solution was to only clean up a little bit of the PCBs and 
leave the rest and flow down into the St. Lawrence. I believe 
you should clean up all of the Grasse River not just a small 
section. You should dean up all of the river because the waters 
around here are polluted enough and it would be a lot better if 
we have some clean water around here. Some of the problems 
are the PCBs. A lot of people do not eat fish because of the PCBs 
and the recommended amount is to only eat fish once a month. 
With the waters clean people would eat a lot more fish from 
the water. We cannot drink the water like my grandparents 
could or see to the bottom because the water is that polluted. 
There is a right way to do this and a wrong way and myself, 
along with thousands of other people believe your way is not 
the right way. 

Please have consideration and make the right choice. People 
around here would like to have the waters back to the way 
they were. Please take this letter into deep consideration. 

Kobi Johnson 



October 25, 2012 

Dear USEPA, 
My name is Valerie Jackson and I'm from Akwesasne. I'm writing a letter relating to 
the pollution in the Grass Rivers from Alcoa and what's being done. And also what I 
think should be done. 

Since 1903 Alcoa has been operating an aluminum manufactured facility. 
They have dumped their hazardous waste onto the property and into the Grass 
Rivers. The rivers were contaminated 7 miles down from where they have been 
dumped. From the pollution of PCB's dumped into the rivers and grass rivers; it has 
caused problems in Akwesasne. Our fish we catch are becoming unsafe to eat due to 
all the PCB'S; the waters we swim in are becoming too contaminated, leaving us 
unsafe to swim in, in the summer. 

There was a presenter that had come into my native studies class that 
informed us on the dangers. We were informed on how the caps that were used to 
'contain' the polluted waters and how they break down over time, causing the 
pollution to spread throughout Massena Rivers and into the St. Lawrence. What 
Alcoa was agreeing to do was clean up only a part of the contaminated waters and 
not all of it because it cost too much. 

In my opinion, I think they should put all the money needed to clean up all of 
the waste. They started the pollution, there's no reason why they shouldn't take full 
responsibility and do what needs to be done. Cleaning it out now will greatly help 
the waters to become much more clean over the years. Avoiding the problem and 
pretending it's not there will only come back on them worse in the future. The new 
generations coming up should be able to use their rivers and do as they like without 
having to worry about all the PCB'S. 

Alcoa needs to do more than what they're willing to do to help clean up their 
mess. The waters need to be cleaner. We should be able to use our waters without 
worrying about it being contaminated. Akwesasne is a community full of people that 
would like to see a change in our waters, including me. 



Dear USEPA October 25, 2012 

She:kon skennakowa my name is Tsiotenhariio Herne I am the 
daughter of Louise and Vince Herne. I live in the Akwesasne 
Mohawk territory. I go to Salmon River Central school and am 
in 10th grade taking native studies with Katsitsionni Fox. 

We had a presenter come in and talk to us about the 
environmental problem about the P.C.B's issue in the grass 
river. The issue was that USEPA was only recommending the 
capping of a little part of the pollution of the P.C.B's in the 
grass river instead of cleaning up all the P.C.B's that's going 
down the river into the St. Lawrence. These P.C.B's cause a lot 
of problems with our fish. 
I think that the Alcoa should clean up all the P.C.B's in the grass 
river and in the St. Lawrence because it is causing a lot of 
problems. We cant eat the fish or drink our water like we used 
to. 

I am every concerned about this issue. I would like to see them 
clean up the mess with the money they got from what they did 
to our waters because you people didn't have the right to 
pollute our waters like that. We sometimes can't even swim in 
the river because it gets so bad. We want our nice clean rivers 
back please and thank you. 

Nia:wen for your understanding. 



Cory Garrow 
October 25, 2012 

Dear US Environmental Protection Agency, 

My name is Cory Garrow and I am a senior at Salmon River High 
School. I live in Akwesasne and am writing because I have read about 
the issue in Grasse River, how it has been contaminated by Alcoa. The 
plan I read about is to only clean up some of the problems they have 
made. I also had a speaker from the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe who told us 
about the issues at Grasse River and how it will affect people in and 
around Akwesasne in the future if nothing is done. 

I think that they should take responsibility in what they have done 
and clean up all of the mess they made. If they don't clean up all of it 
then it could really have an effect on future generations in Akwesasne I 
feel they should clean all of it up because it will help for now but still 
wont be back to the way they found it before they contaminated it. If 
they decide to clean up just some of it will not only still affect us today, 
and really have an impact on the future generations from now. 
Especially in my community, people are so used to catching fish and 
eating them and we wont be able to do that if it is not all cleaned up at 
Grasse River. We are used to just going out and swimming all day in the 
river wherever we want and we will have to be pushed into one area 
where it is not as contaminated or can only swim for an hour or so. In 
order to save the traditions of Akwesasne and the people who live here 
would be to dig up all of the contaminated soil, not just some of it like 
they are trying to do. 

Please consider what I am trying to say and clean up all of 
Grasse River so all the people who depend use the river and depend on 
it, like my community can go back to how it used to be. Do the right 
thing and put it back the way you found it. 

Cory Garrow 



To: US Environmental Protection Agency 
October 25, 2012 

She:kon, my name is Morgan Thompson, I'm a 
Sophomore in high school at Salmon River Senior high school. I 
live ort Cornwall Island. 

I have read about the pollution of the grass river. I 
believe that ALL of the Grass River should be cleaned through 
dredging and returned to how it used to be generations ago. I 
know people, probably aren't going to want to do this because 
of how much money it will cost. But all of the Grasse River 
should be cleaned because it will affect our children and our 
children's children. It is not fair to the animals or the people 
that their habit is being poisoned. This problem is not going to 
fix itself, the company ALCOA who has polluted it must be their 
duty to clean it up. We have enough poisoned rivers in this 
community. ALCOA should also pay for all of the dredging to 
the Grasse River for it is their fault and their mess. We need 
our natural clean waters back to the way they were for the 
generations to come. Nia:wen 

Sincerely, 
Morgan Thompson 



Aaron Francis 
10/24/12 

To the U.S Environmental Agency: 

Hello my name is Aaron Francis. I live here in Akwesasne Mohawk Nation 
Territory. I am a senior at Salmon River Central High School and I've also attended 
at the Akwesasne Freedom School. 
While I was in my native study class here at Salmon, I received information about 
what has been happening with the clean up at Grasse River with Alcoa. Grasse River 
has been polluted with PCBs and we can no longer enjoy eating our fish or swim in 
that area and I am concerned that Alcoa is only going to do very little clean up in 
that area because they plan on to only remedy the area and create a temporary 
blockade of PCBs in the area. A presenter came here into my studies class and talked 
to us about what is wrong with this proposal and I agreed that this temporary or 
"Armor cap" is going to only last for a few years or less and Alcoa is doing little 
investment in cleaning up the PCBs that they have created from their industrial 
factory and my opinion is that since Alcoa has made a mess in my community I think 
Alcoa should clean it up their mess of PCBs entirely. 

I am here writing to your Agency requesting for your help in regarding the 
PCBs and the involvement of Alcoa. The PCB contamination is being dealt with very 
poorly by Alcoa and is in dire need of assistance from a more informal power of the 
whole matter of PCBs and the clean up process. Alcoa is not only affecting the Grasse 
River but is also effecting the environment on a huge scale where my community is. 
Your assistance with the clean up of Grasse River will be greatly appreciated by me 
and the Akwesasne community of the Mohawk Nation. By stepping in, and ensuring 
that Alcoa cleans up the PCBs properly, we can ensure a brighter future for our. 
children and children's children for what we do here today will affect us tomorrow. 

As a student at Salmon River and a resident here in Akwesasne, the PCB 
contamination is effecting my community and request your Agency to step in and be 
the bigger brother to Alcoa and show them what they are planning to do to remedy 
the Grasse River won't help clean but only contain the PCBs. Alcoa should be shown 
how to properly clean up their mess and be prepped for clean up. 

Sincerely Aaron Francis. 

~~ 



Elijah Benedict 10/25/12 

Dear US Environmental Protection Agency 

ihis letter is being sent to the US Environmental 
Protection Agency organization to bring up the subject of 
the cleanup of the Grasse River in Akwesasne. I am a 
senior at Salmon River Central School and I am well 
aware of this issue and would like to have a small say 
in what the US Environmental Protection Agency should do 
to help clean up the river. 
I myself think Alcoa should take full responsibility and 
should clean up the whole river and not just a small 
section of the river. It may be expensive I understand, 
however you're the USEPA, You should make Alcoa pay 
for the damages they have caused to our river. If they 
still refuse, you should have the whole community work 
together to clean up the river manually. It will take a 
while I'm sure, but I am a firm believer in it may be a 
long road but it's worth it in the end. 
Which if it all goes down the way I hope it will, future 
generations in Akwesasne will have a place to swim 
without having to worry about the dangers of getting 
diseases. With all the pollution in the Grasse River, 
people in Akwesasne cannot eat fish as much as we used 
to because of the dangerous chemicals that are in them. 
It may be a while down the road but I strongly believe 
if all goes well, it will have been worth every penny in 
future generations. 
US Environmental Protection Agency, I strongly suggest 
you take my advice on what to do and make Alcoa clean 
up the river. It would be a great way to bond with our 
community like we used to. Plus future generations will 
have clean water where they could swim and not have to 
worry about diseases. As well as be able to eat the fish 
from the river without the worry of PCB's. I hope you 
take this idea into consideration and good luck with the 
clean up. 



•• "::%. 

October 25,2012 

To the USEPA, 

Hello my name is Kahiio Cree I am a tenth grader in Salmon River school from 
Akwesane and I have read a lot about the proposed grasse river remediation. we had 
guest speakers come into our Mohawk studies class to talk to us about the proposed clean 
up for the grasse river that runs into the St Lawrence. I think that the proposed dredging 
and capping solution is inadequate for our needs because Alcoa and gm is held 
responsible for the pollution and if they didn't want to pay to clean it up the right way 
then they shouldn't have polluted it in the first place. 

The damage to our river is so much that the water will never be the same as it was 
twenty, thirty years ago. Now because of them we will never be able to live of off the fish 
supply in the St Lawrence without the risk of birth defects and cancer. Some of our oldest 
animals have picked up so much toxins that there are considered toxic waste like a turtle 
found in the StLawrence near Gm and Alcoa. They should be made to clean it up the 
right way so that our rivers will be cleaner for future generations 

The proposed plan calls for minimum dredging along the shore and start of the river and 
amour capping in the middle of the rest of the length of the river this plan should be 
dismissed due to amour capping high possibility of failure. I think that Alcoa and gm 
should be made to clean the whole length of the river because it is there fault that our 
river is polluted. Forty years ago before GM and Alcoa started dumping chemicals in the 
StLawrence the elders said that you could see 25 to 35 feet down now your lucky if you 
can see ten in some parts. So please for the sake of future generations clean the river the 
right way 

Sincerely 



10/24/12 

To the USEP A: 

My name is Jackie Benedict, I'm 17 years old and currently a senior at Salmon 

River Central School. I'm also a member of Ahkwesashne. 

The USEPA Grasse River Superfund Site has become a growing concern to my 

community and I. Alcoa has not only affected the Grasse River, but the St. Lawrence 

River as well, and as far as I know they only want to take responsibility for the water 

surrounding Alcoa. I feel that they should clean all of the water that has been 

affected by Alcoa, if it wasn't for them we wouldn't have most pollutants we have in 

our river today. 

Here in my community the river is an important resource and is something we 

greatly respect and care for, after-all it has been here as long as our ancestors and it 

would be awesome if future generations could have a cleaner and safer river. 

Therefore, I strongly believe that Alcoa should take full responsibility for not only 

the Grasse River, but the St. Lawrence River and surrounding water as well. 

Sincerely, 



To the U.S. environmental agency: 

She; kon my name is Rotonhahere (Dawson) David I am a senior from 
Salmon River Central School, I am in native studies and we recently have 
been talking about the environment and we were given the task to write a 
letter to you. I would like to inform you that you should focus a little more 
on the animals. 

I think that the environmental group should start asking Alcoa to 
clean up ev-ery little spot that they use. The water that they leave polluted 
harms the animals that drink from it and if they don't take responsibility
soon we might lose all the animals from around there. The animals that we 
use as resources when they drink from it and then we eat the animals we're 
the ones that pay the price for their mistreatment of the water. 

I believe that if Alcoa cleans the water it well be better for us and the 
animals that use the water also. Hopefully one day we'll be able to eat deer 
or fish without any worries of pollution harming us. Our future generations 
well have nice clean water if we decide to clean the river better. 

Sincerely. ·, 

Dawson (Rotonhahere) David 



.. (Name) ,....rfe-m ~OIIh~ 
· 

(Ci

Ms. Young Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 100007-1866 

Dear Young Chang, 

I, ye.1~:riuvn~ (full name) wish to express my concerns and 
comments about the remedial aiteffiat!ve selection in regards to the USEP A Grasse River PRAP 
decision. I have concluded that the proposed plan lacks environmental/human health protection 
and permanence. Although there is dredging along the near shore, I feel that more main channel 
dredging would help to promote environmental/human health while decreasing the amount of 
polychlorinated biphenyls left behind in the river. I also feel that the use of a regular cap in the 
main channel will not stand the test of time. The Grasse River has a history of ice scouring and a 
single ice event has the potential to devastate the sediment capping layer. 

~.. In conclusion, please consider more main channel dredging as a more protective and 
permanent altern e t ediate the Grasse River. 
Sine ly, 

J 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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. (Name) ~ dz._{'-"a)). 

. (Ci

Ms. Young Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 100007-1866 

Dear Young Chang, 

I, ~U);t/cldize,~JOt[t..fl;tg (full name) wish to express my concerns and 
comments about the re ' ed1al alternative selectiOn m regards to the USEP A Grasse River PRAP 
decision. I have concluded that the proposed plan lacks environmental/human health protection 
and permanence. Although there is dredging along the near shore, I feel that more main channel 
dredging would help to promote environmental/human health while decreasing the amount of 
polychlorinated biphenyls left behind in the river. I also feel that the use of a regular cap in the 
main channel will not stand the test of time. The Grasse River has a history of ice scouring and a 
single ice event has the potential to devastate the sedime~t capping layer. · 

In conchision, please consider more main channel dredging as a more protective and 
permanent alternative to remediate the Grasse River. ' 
Sincerely, 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



(Name) crjl__ ~ \ ~~~ 
(Ci

Ms. Young Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environniental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 100007-1866 

Dear Young Chang, 

I, W ~ ~/VI'L-(/i)...l.-~ (full name) wish to express my concerns and 
comments about the remedial alternative selection in regards to the USEP A Grasse River PRAP 
decision. I have concluded that the proposed plan lacks environmental/human health protection 
and permanence. Although there is dredging along the near shore, I feel that more main channel 
dredging would help to promote environmental/human health while decreasing the amount of 
polychlorinated biphenyls left behind in the river. I also feel that the use of a regular cap in the 
main channel will not stand the test of time. The Grasse River has a history of ice scouring and a 
single ice event has the potential to devastate the sediment capping layer. 

In conclusion, please consider more main channel dredging as a more protective and 
permanent alternative to remediate the Grasse River. 

Sffic~~~ 

_) 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



(Name) -(c.rn ~lo_ .Jc... cobS 

(City

Ms. Young Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 100007-1866 

Dear Young Chang, 
/! 

I, k. m"e-\c,...__ J CA. cob-s (full name) wish to express my concerns and 
comments about the remedial alternative selection in regards to the USEP A Grasse River PRAP 
decision. I have concluded that the proposed plan lacks environmental/human health protection 
and permanence. Although there is dredging along the near shore, I feel that more main channel 
dredging would help to promote environmental/human health while decreasing the amount of 
polychlorinated biphenyls left behind in the river. I also feel that the use of a regular cap in the 
main channel will not stand the test of time. The Grasse River has a history of ice scouring and a 
single ice event has the potential to devastate the sediment capping layer. 

In conclusion; please consider more main channel dredging as a more protective and 
permanent alternative to remedi~te the Grasse River. 
~ncerely, 

U ~-vvee 
" () 

I 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY.10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

Dear Young Chang, 

{full name) wish to express my concerns and comments about the remedial 

alternative selection in regards to the USEPA Grasse River PRAP decision. I have concluded that the proposed plan 

lacks environmental/human health protection and permanence. Although there is dredging along the near shore, 

I feel that more main channel dredging would help to promote environmental/human health while decreasing the 

amount of polychlorinated biphenyls left behind in the river. I also feel that the use of a regular cap in the main 

channel will not stand the test of time. The Grasse River has a history of ice scouring and a single ice event has the 

potential to devastate the sediment capping layer. 

In conclusion, please consider more main channel dredging as a more protective and permanent alternative to 

remediate the Grasse River. 

Sincerely, 

Fill out the information below if you wish to receive a reply notice. 

{Name) ____________ _ 

(Address) ____________ _ 

(City) ______ (State) __ (ZIP Code) ___ _ 



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY.10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: {212)637-3966 

Dear Young Chang, 

I, Uis UfY?cJ-!LC- (full name) wish to express iny concerns and comments about the remedial 

alternative selection in regards to the USEPA Grasse River PRAP decision. I have concluded that the proposed plan 

lacks environmental/human health protection and permanence. Although there is dredging along the near shore, 

I feel that more main channel dredging would help to promote environmental/human health while decreasing the 

amount of polychlorinated biphenyls left behind in the river. I also feel that the use of a regular cap in the main 

channel will not stand the test of time. The Grasse River has a history of ice scouring and a single ice event has the 

potential to devastate the sediment capping layer. 

In conclusion, please consider more main channel dredging as a more protective and permanent alternative to 

remediate the Grasse River. 

Sincerely, 

Fill out the information below if you wish to receive a reply no.tice. 

{Name) ____________ --=-

{Address) ____________ _ 

(City) ______ (State) __ (ZIP Code) ___ _ 



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

_ ~lcoa con_ciu~~-4 dre<fgi~g in ~~14:- ~218 of the 1.9.~.~~-Gre,~~~-R~yerfJpqi~V M.~~,go~~.for _, _ ... __ ,. 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long tenn 
p~otection of _i'vfohawk: resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk pe9ple and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 

·removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I ani requesting a response letter: 

Name · D tJvV J J P. Wl" ;t'G 



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoacon_ducted_dredgil)g in 19~4-1218 .9fthe l~~e~ Gr~s~e_Riye~f.In9,i~_n ¥.~~<:1.9-':\:S, fqr 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letter: 

Name (print)· ('() 



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

~ 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa con_ducted _dredgi~g in 1.9_ 14.-1 ~.~ 8 of the J.<?~.~~. Qras~.~.l\~~~r/I~q~~I) M~a.9:Q~~- f~r _ ... 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haud~nosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, nunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

~Sin~ 
If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): Ly/lllv' /?J /... fl &fj=tt}Cl£ 

Ad

City:

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is ·not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, nunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Moh.awk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

~ ~:u::e::::e;:,, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print):JCLY'tf17oYYJ~ 

Add

City

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, lii.mting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print) :_..;__J_o _ic_l.=;_----'&'-cO-"J()-'-}-'-~"-, --~-

AdU.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Young 5. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important .aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins il) place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary. to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: '--~-=::...........,~~~~- Date: \CJ\ ~., \\ "2.. 
Print Name: ~ioo£-.l..,..---.-:'--!!OL..-.:!....1-..!..~...:...._llc~ N C E: 
Address: 

 

.. ,. 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Fioor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon YoungChang, 

This letter is to express my con.cerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is .it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects pf any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. / 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 ofthe lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to MC?hawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 

CLux1PIJ..1t ;j)usrm.tiJ Date: /u,z 7-12_ 
A r vc !I Cl Jt1 .1"6 CYY}1c1 r 

Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Yourig S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: {212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

Theproposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depen9ed 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 

\ fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channe.l dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In o'rder to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 ofthe lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 

animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print' Name: 

Date: 
fl I LJJ ,q J</li)d: 

Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Propose.d Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 ofthe lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to .Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I 

Signature: Date: 10/;..1 }tc_ , . 
Print Name: 
Address:. U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed. Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. · 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: 

Date: (P/t-7/lz-, 
I 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial. Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: {212)637-3966 

· She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to exp~ess my ~oncerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Gras~e River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 

, provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficientfor protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

· Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



r
) 

YoungS. Chang,.Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. J 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near sho~e areas is an acceptable and- appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. ' 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



c 

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 20th floor 
.New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This lett~r is to express my concerns with the P.roposed Remedial Plan for the Gras~e River. 

· The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven. 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation 'and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

. . ' 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/lndi~n Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk wa
1
y of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 

whatever measures necessary to rem~diate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. . · 

Sken:nen, · 

Signature: · Date: to .'2/p -lz.... 
Print Name: 
Address: 

/ 

\ 

\ 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager' 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 

\ 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

'· 

The proposed dredging and restoration ofthe near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 ofthe lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever.moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 

animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: Date: 
Print Name: 
Address: 

/ --
' 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial P~roject Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable tb 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, nunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): M a~ I'Yle. Gle' 
Ad

Cit

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Young 5. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov · 
Fax: {212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
providE!. my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
re;store the river for Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
· benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and us, the people. 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: {212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The·extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration o'fthe near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is notsufficient for protection against erosion. 
B.y leaving toxins in place there is sti!l a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
re'store the river for Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Mead5ws for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

/l ~ . I' . ) 
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Young 5. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for.generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along theGrasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action .. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawkway of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
wha~ever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health ofthe Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov · 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount ofcontamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe.Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provid~ my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines; hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. · 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
B,y leaving toxins in place there is stili a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
re'store the river for Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 



Young 5. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the.Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration ofthe near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 



Young 5. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: {212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount ofcontamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe:Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generat_ions. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. · 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people~ 

Sken:nen, 
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Young 5. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, pfantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people a.nd its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

c~Jfc:y=-
Co>t<vo.-(~"'f~ 
t-¥~ASNG 



Young 5. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov · 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provid~ my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is stili a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haud~nosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, trunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): S ()_ rY\ I'V) [ ( lQe_ ( 0 
Ad

Ci
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

?he:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, nunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows f<?r their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): ~Odt/ JCt ral1(e_. 

A

C
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use . . 

the fisheries, medicines, nunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people: 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): A'5li..-k ~ 
c • 

Ad
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haud~nosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, ifunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acc~ptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be tq the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

~~ 
If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print):'?:> 'C<Ui~ R\ r \c t..C I 

Ad

C
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, " 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): Geo~;V\.01. l. fVl.t tt..bt (I 

Ad

Cit
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, ffunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): \)OI.t~~ ~~ 1-\e_, 

A U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 

/ 

traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haud~nosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, lfunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

~ 

·-

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): Ma~al'"d ::::JaCobs 

Ad

Cit
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Ma~ager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

. 290 Broadway, 201
h Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

\ 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, lfunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: --- /' -Name (print): I hoM a 'S Cr. b,r r-a b c {:> -
Ad

C
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, trunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 ofthe lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to .restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If you would 1ke a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): ____________ _ 

Address:---------------

City: ______ State: ___ ZIP Code: ____ _ 



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

Dear Young Chang, 

alternative selection in rega ds to the USEPA Grasse River PRAP decision. I have concluded that the proposed plan 

lacks environmental/human health protection and permanence. Although there is dredging along the near shore, 

I feel that more main channel dredging would help to promote environmental/human health while decreasing the 

amount of polychlorinated biphenyls left behind in the river. I also feel that the use of a regular cap in the main 

channel will not stand the test of time. The Grasse River has a history of ice scouring and a single ice event has the 

potential to devastate the sediment capping layer. 

In conclusion, please consider more main channel dredging as a more protective and permanent alternative to 

remediate the Grasse River. 

Sincerely, 

Fill out the information below if you wish to receive a reply notice. 

(Name) ____________ _ 

(Address) ____________ _ 

(City) ______ (State) __ (ZIP Code) ___ _ 



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, nunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration ofthe near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people . 

....__ _____ . .-.--··-
If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): ~::~:;he lC\d 'Y'- Q. 1:r= 
Ad

City
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, nunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed: 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

\~JJk 
If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): ':P:f:tbtr cA 

Ad

C
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Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, tfi.Jnting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is .the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): 1¢reJtA {'p./c_eJ 

Addr

City:

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

~-~~~ 
If you would~on::ter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): Lou! S ~ ---;hotM.pSt1Y1 
A  

c
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MAY-15-1996 14=18 
P.01/03 

RE: Grasse River Remediation Df.lte: '11123/12 

Remedial Project Manag~r Chang: 
. . . .. ~ ~ . 

. . . 
I write to express my strong support for a GrasE;~ River. ~l~am~p plan tha.t !s L':t~s~q pn sound : 
science. · · · :- · · · ::· · · '· · ~ · 

Fift~en years of ~~i~n~ifi9 ~tudv ~he'¥~ a capp!p.~ r~niedy i~ prot~ctiyra:· qf ~Yrna~ :h~alth. ~n~ t~e 
envtronment. eff~ctlve over: the lpng term and:Qgmplem€tn~s tb~.n~t4r.!3.1 r~~Qvar:y a1r~~qy 
occurring in the river . .Tt,te:~ite~n,ative reco.mro~~:~ded tlY ~PAis ~lso.re~$·~~~till~'·app·~oach. . _ 

~f!~r ·ne~rJ~ · ~e~ ~~~.~~~~.or·~*~~ .~~~9~ ~n~ · ~t~k.~h9!~~~ imRY~· ·tr~ pn~·H~~~·· ,,Y~!; f.P~~~·:·t9~YV~rq.- ~ · · 
~o gur communttyp~~ ~gtn,.~~P-~f!~_9.~!t'~~~~~ benefit~·~HHts re!ne,d!~~~~.!J effqr1.·-: ~;:.',,ii:\ ;·;/; ,:_·· J 
(\~ ~m Alcoa employ~~ l c~f, ~e~~ifY tg toe impqr.t~nce· of th.~ q.f~§~~ Ri~~r G~ni! AlGO!f~ pres~pce 
in ~pi~ c~mmu~!tY:; .. 1J9R~ J~ m~]~[~~~! ~mpJe~'f ip M~~~~n~~ TH• ¢~me~P(Pf~Vi~~-~ jo~~ f.8t' .. 

~~~~;;"~1',1,0,·~~~~:;)··~~ ~·~~~!n· .r?~~rr~~:;~:: r~T~~'{!'~rr'~ ~c~:~:-~ ~~ ,.·· 
Th~ ~9JPJ.':t!L40J~.¥ :d,~~~ri~§ ~ s;!@~9 ~£~i§~ Rht~~: 6!69~· 9~~~£~~~ ~ G~~b.~t:f&~J,ix~ · f~m~qi~! e!~fl 
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Sinc~rely: Shawn Scott 

~ ... · . . . - . . 
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MAY-15-1996 14:18 · 

RE: Grasse River: Remediation 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

1 write to express my .strong support for a Gras~e River cleanup pia,, that-:ia b~sed on sound 
science. · ... 

Fifteen years of scientific study shows a capping remedy is protec~iv~· .of hyrr;um he,.a~h ~(J the 
environment. effective over the long .term and ~omplements the n~tLir.{ll.r.EJ.~oiJetry ~Ire a ely . 
occurring in the river. The. alternative recommel'lded by EPA Is a lao rijasQ.n~bie approach. 

P.02/03 

• . c ; •• ? . -:~;; ;;, ~~ I ., • ~.·:; . ~: , :.;·, :',~.: ;: ::; :, '.': ·~; .' :;" , : :~', ·: ::,: ·., ',. ~. .. ' , ' ' 

After nearly two de~ades of expert study and ~taKehol~r input, the procf.l$6 mu$l: move Jqrwarcj 
so our community ~an begin experiencing the )·~er'lefits pf this· remediil!tiorY:¢t#ort. · ·. 

• • + • ' ,··:r, ·.· . ' 

As an Alcoa employee I can testify to the impQ~~nce PHhe Grt,tsse Riv~r (1110. Alcoa'!$ presence . 
in this commul'lity. ~lc:o~ i~ tr~ largest emplf?Y.~r In Massena: .rhe carn'piitny· pr,Pv'id'?li jqbs for ·. 
more than 1t ,A1 o

1 
.. 0, r~rd~.~~i[l~ .~~n ·~r.d wom,~F Ttle. 9ras~e Riye~ re.rQ~~~,~~qf1 .. i~ j~p~ant· t,g 

. everyone a coa: · · · · ·"·· '-·· · · ' 
·. ~-~~~-~-:·--.,~:r ·.o;::'1_~:~·~w~~ ... ~~~,_~~·~"-·. ?:r:.::r-;";".-..,. • ..-,~~~"?..~_~.k: .... :!:o~r--~-7":·-:;-.~~-.,-~.._. ... ---~ : · . · . 

;ne;~Qroroo'6.tti~l:i!i$eiv'es,a,cf~an Grasse'River:; Atca~ .. aeseritiffa~ caifJ6fl~Ff~VWrgmedj31~pliirrr · 
.- " ... , ...... ~·· ... •· ·tn(t 'P~tl~~ Ru'ffiafi.h~-ilt6'·~~·ttt~~~H~Tf'gn:n,'Dfi;,;:E~::~.:.;;;~f"·f-~"i~t1r=-~:c~~NH~·:.1~;/:~~~~£Lhi~~~?~~~>·~ti1jiiJ: ~ 
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MAY-15-1996 14:18 
P.03/03 

RE; Grasse River Remediation 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

I write to express my strong support for a Grasse River cleanup plan that is b~sed on $Ound 
science. · 

Fifteen year-S of scientific study shows a capping rem~dy is protectiv~ of h\Jtnan htf:.laith af\rJ the 
environment, effective over the long term ~nd c~mplements the I"JlZiiu~~~ rf.I~9Y~ry· ~fif!ady : 
occurring In the river. The alternative recomiTifU')ded by EPA is, also r~asq;nat>l£i .. ap.proach. 

"'j •• ., 

After nearly twa, decade. of exp~rt study and §t€A~~hol~er· input, thet.:P(OceS~ r.nu~t.move forward .. 
so our community can begin experiencing th$ ~enefits ofJhis rern!!9iation·. effi,l1~. ·· ' '··· . · 

. ... . . ' . 

As an Alcoa employee I can testify to the imp~rtance of the Gras~~ River £i!nt;i. Al~o~·s presr.nce 
in this community. Alcoa i~ t~e largest employ~r in M£asseria. Th~:CQmpany:·prov!q~$jobs fQf 
more than 1,1 oo h~rdworkin~ men af'ld womt{O~ The ~~~fii&e Riv~r r~~edi~ti9ri is irnpprt~nt tp 
everyone at ~leo~. , ' '· ' . " , · ~:}...,~ · 

.. ..., 

~~~ .. :·i:, ·, ~ 
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U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

I·• 

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposeg Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with 1fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River . 

. .. Alco_~_<::op.9ut:teq £~~<:fgin.g in 1_9_14::1.~J8. Qf !ht;J~~~J: 9r.'1~~~- .R~y:e~an9J~n ¥~.~4C!\Y~.(or ~· .. 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 



,_ ' . .. . 
.. ~ . ·. Jean me Tarbell , 

. >
. ._ " 

., .., 

j,,,/111 Ill II II ,II II ,j, "'111m ,,j uli lllll.-.l.lul,I.,,I!,J 

'---...,.__ __ -----·------------- --- -----~-----------------------
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RE: Comment on the Grasse River proposed plan 
Michaela Lewis 
to: 
Young Chang 
11/26/2012 05:01 PM 
Hide Details 
From: Michaela Lewis 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEP A!US@EPA 

History: This message has been replied to. 

November 26th, 2012 

YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Dear Ms. Chang, 

Page 1 of3 

My name· is Michaela Lewis and I am a student at St. Lawrence University. I am writing you in 
regards to the Environmental Protection Agency's clean-up proposal for the Grasse River. I attended the 
public meeting the held at Akwesasne last week and I am not satisfied with the Alternative 6 project 
offer. The proposed Alternative 6 clean-up includes a mixture of armored capping, main stream capping, 
and dredging. The construction time was estimated at four years. This proposal is simply not good 
enough for the situation is more delicate and severe than E.P.A.'s project plan accounts for. 

Many people at the meeting pushed for Alternative 10, but I believe it would be unrealistic. l 
suggest Alternative 8. The plan gives more attention to the river, but cost less time and money than 
Alternative 10. The contamination has been in the river for thirty years so it is imperative that clean-up 
is considerable in order to speed up nature's recovery. I do notclaim to be a scientist, but I do know that 
this contamination has had tremendous ecological consequences. Alternative 6 will not lower PCB 
levels enough to show the significant improvements the habitat needs. The E.P .A must remember that 
nature interacts with each other. If this part ofthe river is contaminated, the particles could eventually 

12/5/2012 
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diffuse into other areas. 
It is important for the government to start planning for the worst possible situations to in order to 

prevent damage. As seen with storm Sandy the environment is hard to predict. Scientists have theories, 
but people do not truly know what nature has in store for us. The armored capping proposed by 
Alternative 6 will hypothetically survive North Country ice storms, but the only way to know is by 
trying. In order to eliminate doubt, a more elaborate plan needs be enacted. This way it can be more 
certain to work properly, potentially saving the agency future tiine and money. Perhaps, the more 
environmental precautions taken the less clean-up there will be needed. · 

On top ofenvironmental reasons to change the plan, there are also social reasons. It was obvious 
that the people of Akwesasne did not approve of this plan. For cultural and spiritual reasons the 
Mohawk people have a large investment. This river is very important to them, more than any non-native 
would understand. It is their land and they have a strong voice against the Alternative 6 plan. The 
Mohawk are clear in their stance and need to be heard. If they are not, the federal government is sending 
a bigger message to Natives across the country; one that says the U.S. government trumps Natives' 
liberties. This is an opportunity to work with the community by listening to them. Akwesasne wants a 
more elaborate plan and the E.P .A. needs to take that opinion more heavily into consideration. They 
have separate rights to this river. 

I also live in the area and am frequently on the reservation. I have an investment in the Grasse River 
because those PCBs may potentially be consumed by me. For the same health reasons Mohawks have, I 
do not feel comfortable with the agency's proposal. Many fellow students and North Country 
community members feel that the clean-up should be a more elaborate plan. Please uphold our right 
to live in a healthy environment. . 

It is only right to do the most we can to clean-up this river. It has been too long for this problem to 
be dealt with and now needs to be completed properly. Alternative 6 project proposal for the Grasse 
River is not eliminating the contamination enough for this river. The Environmental Protection Agency 
must recognize this and modify the proposal before proceeding on a course of action. I applaud the 
agency for allowing public commentary. It is now important to listen to us and take our suggestions into 
consideration. Thank you for the time. 

Sincerely, 
Michaela C. Lewis 

From: Chang.Young@epamail.epa.gov [Chang.Young@epamail.epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2012 4:42 PM 
To: Michaela Lewis 
Cc: Romanowski.Larisa@epamail.epa.gov 
Subject: Comment on the Grasse River proposed plan 

From: Michaela Lewis [mclewi1 O@stlawu.edu] 
Sent: 11/26/2012 04:41AM GMT 
To: "chang.young@eps.gov" <chang.young@eps.gov> 
Cc: Larisa Romanowski · 
Subject: Commentary on Grasse River proposal 

Dear Ms Lewis. 

I had received an email from you forwarded to my personal email address with an attachment which I have not 
opened since I am not sure if it is a spam or not. Ms. Romanowski is on maternity leave, would you mind 
resending your comment letter to my work email address at 
chang.young@epa.gov? 

12/5/2012 



Your first delivery did not come to me because of "s'' instead- of "a." 

Please ignore this message if you had not submitted a comment letter. 

Thank you. 

Young Chang 
Project Manager 
US EPA Region 2 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007 
212-637-4253 
212-637-3966 fax 

Page 3 of3 
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SENATOR PATTY RITCHIE 
48TH DISTRICT 

OSWEGO. JEFFERSON, ST. LAWRENCE COUNTIES 

November 26,2012 

YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agencv 
290 Broadway, 201h Floor - . 
New York, N.Y. 10007-1866 

Dear Mr. Chang, 

THE SENATE 

STATE OF NEW YORK 

CHAIR 
SENATE AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE 

COMMITTEES 
COMMERCE. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

& SMALL BUSINESS 

CRIME VICTIMS. CRIME & CORRECTION 

CULTURAL AFFAIRS, TOURISM. PARKS & 
RECREATION 

ENERGY & TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

HIGHER EDUCATION 

HOUSING. CONSTRUCTION & 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

MEMBER 
LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION ON 

RURAL RESOURCES 

As someone who grew up in Northern New York and who now represents much of St. Lawrence 
County in the New York State Senate, I believe that Alcoa's Massena operations is a major asset 
to our region. 

As the largest private employer in Northern New York, the coJl1pany provides jobs for over 
1,000 people. For most of the past century, St. Lawrence County's aluminum operations have 
.l;J~er one.ofupst&t~. 'N.~w.- York1 s.major~.economic engines. 
::-t .• · · :·~ ·-:·.,··: ;: ::····._.,:_.: ·:·~~· .. ·' ·; ','i'fj·.:~~·::·::!:·~· l .... ,·; :.·.· ,1 <::.: .. ~~;·<;_ . .-.t(_;.l~.:·-:_:~;~c;:_:·: 
Not only does tht:. ,cohiiJ.any prov~de hjgh'payihg pri\;'ate sector jobs,.l?.ut Alcqa;and its employees 
buy goods and 'serVices from.hln1dr~ds of local businesses, provldingthousands of other'jobsthat 
are directly dependent on the company's continued operations. 

At a time wh~~ t4~ U.S.'.and New York s'tat'e have been losing.ma~ufacttiringj.~bs, and many 
companies hav~ beeri moving operations pff shore to third world countries, it is very important to 
helj) insure the future of our remaining domestic manufacturing companies. . 

Over. the past two years, I hiwe been_meeting with Alcoa and area unions to discuss the future of 
the company in Northern New York and how New York State can encourage the company to 
invest in modernizing its operations which is critical to thousands of families and hundreds of 
small businesses across Northern New York. 

.. . ~ . . . . . . . . . . ' ... ; ~-~ 1·...~ !'_; .• . . 

T_hat'swhy it is cri_ticalthat we work)ogether to d~velop a comp(eherisive, scientificallybased. · 
cleanup plari for the Grasse River, one of our·siate' s most beautiful waterways, .to: irisure the. - . 
S,lifety of t!J:~peqpl~ qf,the_ St. ~awrence Valley., ,, , ::: · 

1,: ... :·~.::r~· 1 ~:.:::.~~ .. :•·:: >: L·-,:~:i~; ,:~:1.;:_-.·-1'.:.!<·~- ";:~ :.f<i .... ~:·~- ::.: ~- :.: ._ ~ .-.~., .. ,!..::: .. ·····~:·5····::~.-·:·.-~~-i-~).~-.JL::-:~~--1~,t-~7 -;_::_,_ ·>·"-.. ::· 
· . ' ' REPLY TO: 0 ALBANY OFFICE: ROOM 815 LEGISLATIVE OFFICE BUIWING. ALBANY, NEW YORI( 12247 (518)455-3438 

, ' . .. , . ,:· 0 JEFFERSON COUNTY OFFICE: 317 WASHINGTON STREET. ROOM 418, WATERTOWN, NEW YORK 13601 (315) 782-3418 

0 OSWEGO COUNTY OFFICE: 46 EAST BRIDGE STREET. FIRST FLOOR. OSWEGO. NEW YORK 13126 (315)342-2057 

0 ST. LAWRENCE COUNTY OFFICE: 330 FORD STREET. OGDENSBURG. NEW YORK ·'!'3669 (315) 39·3:3024 

E-MAIL: RITCHIE@NYSENATE.GOV 

WEBSITE: WWW.RITCHIE.NYSENATE.GOV 

0 



After two decades of scientific study, ihi imperative th~t the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency work with Alcoa and local communities to protect human health and the environment. 
Alcoa's proposal to spend almost a quarter of a biliion dollars to cap the sediment layer 
containing PCBs in the Grasse River and install an armored cap to prevent the risk of ice jam 
scouring offers a long term solution to this problem that catl immediately reduce the risk of 
pollution in both the Grasse River and the St. Lawrence River. 

As many of the scientific studies have already shown, the longer we put off taking action, the 
more likely it is that ice scouring in some sections of the Grasse River will continue unearthing 
buried PCBs and releasing them into the river. Past studies have already shown the consequences 
of unintended releases of buried PCBs into the river and the effect on a wide variety of species. 
E-ventually the PCBs that are unearthed and released back into the river show up in our sport fish 
population. 

Aside fi·orn the jobs generated by Alcoa, one ofSt. Lawren~e County's other major industries is 
its tourism and fishing related business. Allowing the buried PCBs to continue contaminating the 
rivers' habitats serves no purpose when scientific studies have shown the problems can be 
addressed. 

After decades of debate and endless studies, it is time for the U.S. EPA to accept the verdict of 
the scientific community and work in partnership with Alcoa and the North Country community 
to address this problem. 

Patricia Ritchie 
State Senator 

CC: United Steelworkers 
Laurie Marr, ALCOA 

PAR:jer 



November 26, 2012 

Ms. YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
NewYork, NY 10007-1866 

----Dear -Project Manager-Chang, 

We live on the south shore of the Grasse River in an area of the river which is 
presently targeted for armored capping and perhaps near shore dredging just east of 
Route 131. We have seen studies which indicate that subsequent to dredging, the level 
of PCB's in the water column (and by extension fish) has risen significantly. This is 
obviously a concern to us. 

While your Superfund Proposed Plan clearly indicates that alternatives #3 through 
alternative #6 are clearly most desirable, it is unclear to us why near shore dredging is 
included in the plan. Near shore dredging leads to a lon·ger recovery and an increased 
level of PCB's in:the near term. As property owners who live on the river and as 
individuals who regularly enjoy boating on the river, we have concerns about any 
increases in the level of PCB's. 

Generally, however, it is evident in your report that an alternative which includes 
capping (3-6) is desirable and we encourage you for the good of the environment and 
community to initiate this project as quickly as possible. 

Sincerely, 

John Whalen a ~ 
?>1/lt~//' ' 
Julie Whalen . .. 

..... 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



From: 

To: 

Grasse River ~~mediation Project 
Parnapy, Dale .J~: ··to:_ Young Chang 

.-.:. 

"Parnapy, Dale :J." <D~Ie.Parnapy@alcoa.com> 
Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Dear Ms. Chang: 
I am Writing to convey my support for the $243 million proposed plan for the Grasse River 

remediation project _ . . . . . , . , ,i:;:di:',) : ilL.:;:;,:: .': 
As you know Alcoa wants to modernize the Massena Plant Without kri(iif.iing hqv\tlr:r~cn; it is going to 

cost to clean up the river, Alcoa will not invest money in modernization. If the pli:lnt is;not modernized it will 
cl?se. I am 54 ~ears old and have b~en employed by Alcoa for the past .?4 y~_ar,stl :c~p:L\Magine, ge,tting 
la1d off and hav1ng to start over. What would I do? Where would·l go? I qon_';t,kho:w. Hti'il<l ::;:: : -· · 

· - .. :: · · ··>-~· ~~:--~:~~:-1!~~;r;u~.::~;~:~:-~~-;~rl:~H:/:._·:::·_ . 
I am sure Alcoa can find other places in the world to invest We have ari''opportunity·to make it 

happen in New York State. Please move forward quickly on this project 

Respectfully yours, 

· Dale Parnapy 

dale.parnapy@alcoa.com 

-:~ ' .. 
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Grasse River Cleanup' 
Andy McMaho~ , -~ 
to: ::. ·-
Young Chang 
11126/2012 04:03PM 
Hide Details 

.. : t. 

Ftom: "Andy McMahon" <amcmahon@massenaelectric.c?m> 
!· _:;_. .. · ... ';. . . . 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEP AIUS.@EP A 

Page 1 of2 

"I can't imagine us going with anything less than (the,;pr()poseq plan)," she 
said. "Most of the comment was either in support of (the prOposed plan) or 
called for more dredging,·· which you'd get with (the other) alternatives." 
Daily Courier Observer .. ll/20/12 :, -"-~~:h)::.;' j ,,·, < .. :; :·~ !r !·J.' :.. . ~.~ .. 

Project Manager Chang, 
· Since reading your comments in the aftermath of the public meetings on 
the Grasse River Cleanup I have spoken to a rimnber .of people throughout 
J\1assena - many who have commented to EPA, and there is great concern 
with your interpretation of our position on this matter. Specifically, for 
those of us who have read the plan, Alternative 3, 4; 5, and 6 n1ake the 
most sense as they continue the river on its present:·;course of .. · 
improvement and moves us forward as quickly as possible towards a clean 
river. Clearly, alternatives 3, 4, and 5 are cheaper than alternative 6. 
Further, Alternative 3 has the n1ost in1mediate impact toward improving 
the health of the river while spending far less money.Jf the EPA is intent 
on doing what is best for the river AND getting a certain amolmt of moneY. 
out of Alcoa I would endorse Alternative 3 and use the difference between 
Alternative 3 and 6 for an economic development fund. This would be best 
for the river based on technical merit and best .for the, h.os,t cbmmunity in 
helping us recover economically from this damage. · · 
To be clear, I am confident that if Alcoa had pushed for another 
alternative, particularly 3, there would have been plenty of genuine local 
support. It is Alcoa's support that has led to the general local·· .. ·. · . 
endorsement of Alternative 6 - it is not a minimum threshold that we have 

devised. Rather, it is an endorsement of a balance ibetw~een environmental . :··.· 
j:)' 

;,; ', ., ... 

11/27/2012 
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health and economic health. For me, and for many of my neighbors, this 
endorsement sets aside personal concerns for the technical merits of near 
shore dredging. EPA on the other hand seems prepared to advocate n1ore 
dredging in spite ·of data' which demonstrates it has an adverse effect. 
I encourage you to speak to the people who live in Massena to see if I 
have properly identified the issue. I especially encourage you to consult 
the land owners who live on the Grasse River around Rivercrest Drive, 
Shoreline Drive and CR 42 in Massena Center to determine the accuracy 
of my interpretation of local sentiment. I think it is important for EPA to 
understand the motivation of comments (environmental/ economic balance) 
and the technical concerns (near shore dredging). Based on your comment 
in the DCO, I am 'conceni.ed you have an errant perception about a local 
minimum threshold for cleaning the river. 

Sincerely, 
Andrew J. McMahon, P.E. 
Superintendent 
Massena Electric Department 

71 East Hatfield St. , , .! : :.: 
1 

• ~: '!' ·· 
Massena, NY 13662 ~ · , 

315-764-0253 
315-250-2569 

: . • ' : : ; ~ i . !I. 
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tTown of :M..assena, New 'York, 
P.sta6lislied': 1802 

rJownJfall 315-769-3588 
60 9t1ainStreet (Pax) 315-769-0578 
9t1assena, 1Vew 'Yor{13662 littp:l/www. massenawor&s. com/town/irufex,asp 

Councilmen: {}W6ert Cunninoliam, Jolin !Macaufay, Cliarfes ~iti, fl.C6ert :Jru:ofa 
Supervisor. Josepli (]). qray 

November 27,2012 

Ms. Young Chang 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang: 

On behalf of the Massena Town Council and the citizens of the Town of Massena, I write to 
express our support for a Grasse River cleanup plan that is environmentally responsible, can 
move forward as quickly as possible and allows Alcoa's Massena Operations to remain 
economically viable and profitable for many more years. 

While we value a clean environment and restoration of our beloved Grasse River, the Town 
Council wants to ensure the continuation of as many good-paying jobs as possible for area 
citizens for decades to come. 

We believe these two goals can be easily accomplished together in one plan. The Proposed 
Remedial Action Plan your agency put forth earlier this month makes sense environmentally . 

. Likewise, Alcoa officials have said the company .finds the financial component acceptable. 

For the better part of two decades, our community has watched and participated in the study of 
Grasse River remediation. We believe the time has come for a final decision and action. 

Therefore, the Massena Town Council urges you to take whatever steps necessary to finalize this 
plan, and further we ask that EPA's Regional Director give it immediate final approval so the 
remediation work can begin as quickly as possible. 



.· ·~ .. 
. _'··.: 

Grasse River PRAP - Public Comment 
Tulga, Christopher J 
to: 

.. :, . : 

'• .. · 

y ~~72~f~g9:49 AM.: .. '/''?'!jjt::y.::. 
Hide Details ·· ' . • :. · :i .> 

From: "Tulga, Christopher J" <christopher.Tulga@alcoa.c6lP*:.'~,,,,,i\ 

To: Young Chang/R2/U:~~PAIUS@EPA ... ; .. ,, <'nri!\]:fW:A 

Dear Ms. Chang: 

;:. 
l•r:· 

.. ·. :· ~ ; . 

I am writing tci express my complete support for the Grasse River cleanup PRAP. 

Page 1 of2 

:-..!. 

As residents of Massena, my '-Vife;\V:,o:-~hildren and I recognize both the need f6i;the prese~ation of our local 
natural resources and the protection of human health. As an Alcoan, with nearly all of my extended family (24 
people) living in Massena and Potsdam, I recognize the reliance of the N.orth Cot.intrye2on6niyon a business 
that easily provides more than 1,000 q·uality jobs. My brother i~~law and 1 are both curreritly,empioyed by Alcoa; 
my uncle was employed hauling aluminum finished goods out of, and recyclable material back to Massena, My 
father in-law pastors at a church, where several of the supporting members are life-long Alcoan's both active 
and retired. At a time when Massena and the North Country are still feeling the drastic effects of the loss of GM, 
Alcoa feeds our families. . . . · · ..... ··. ; : : · 

I regularly fish the St. Lawrence, Grasse and Raquette rivers with my wife and da'ught~r, dad, father-in law and 
nephew. My sister owns riverfront along the Raquette, I care deeply about.the environment.al impact ofthe 
project. You will undoubtedly receive letters and be urged by some to require ~·;rliore aggressive dean-up plan, 
but that would be cost prohibitive and lack any genuine environmental benefit over the current proposal. From 
a scientific, environmental and economical standpoint I urge you with great conviction to move forward with the 
PRAP. Let's get the river cleaned up and make the proposed modernization/long term employment commitment 
from Alcoa a reality now. 

Thank you for your support in making the best decision possible for the environment, and ~ornmunity, and 
moving forward with the proposed rer:n,edial action plan. :_ .... 

1 
• • • •• 

Sincerely, 

l: . ' . . j' t ~. t 

:r! ' ... · ·· ;_,;;/!~. !·i;: !: ... 11/27/2012 
. '1::-,._ .. ::J./:: l:i.\ ... _.~. ·\g (:·l~:J~·;;ii l>~; .. 1· 



Christopher J. Tulga, Citizen of Massena, Avid Fisherman, Alcoan 

"' ; 

I: .· 

,. 

. , .. 
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Grasse River PRAP - Public Comment 
Pam Tulga 
to: 
Young Chang . , 
11127/2012 09:51AM ·,. 
Hide Details . 
From: Pam Tulga 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

... _:' 

Dear Ms. Chang: 

Page 1 of2 

1 am writing to urge you to make the:bestdecision possible for the environment aridcom.mu'nityhere in Massena, 
NY and move forward with the proposed remedial action plan for the Grasse River without further delay. ' . . . . . . . . . 

Having grown up here and ret~rned to live in Massena, my husband, two children:and I recognize the need for. the 
preservation of our local natural resour~es and the protection of human health. As'a wife imd mother, with nearly 
all of my extended family (24 people) living in the immediate area, I recognizethe reliance of the North Country 
economy on a business that easily provides more than 1,000 quality jobs. Our family and my sister in-laws' both 
currently rely on Alcoa paychecks; my father pastors at a church, where several ofthe supporting members are 
life-long Alcoan's both active and retired. At a time when Massena and the North Counb)i are still trying to survive 
the loss of GM, the only other major source of quality employment in the area; Alcoa puts food on our table and 
clothes on our children's backs. ..· . . . · . 

. . 

My husband and I regularly take our children fishing and to parks alongthe St.Lawr~~ce,Gr~~s~ and Raquette 
rivers, it is extremely important to us that we continue to enjoy and preserve these resources throughout our lives 
and for future generations. You will undoubtedly receive passionate letters from some who don't have the 
scientific facts to push for a more expensive clean-up plan, assuming it must be better simply because it costs 
more. While the input you receive (other letters, phone calls, e-mails etc.) may be emotional, the issue is scientific 
and economic in nature. . . · . . ' · · .. . 

Thank you for your support in getting our river cleaned up and keeping these valuable jobs in o~r cOmmunity by . . . . 

moving ahead with the proposed remedial action plan without further delay .. , ;:,i~: ,.. ", :,:., 

Sincerely, 

1: .'I ' J,. '·: 

., ....... 

. ~ ' 

'. !i . . J '; •• ',f·. •:'t, 

; • ! :·. f ;_: !"! . .\.!".)( ::. ! . ·! ;. ~:' :; r ·. ~! 1 .I 

:.i..)li:•t'i['![ii:: ll .. 11127/2012 
. (,··>::. h .'! ., (" 



:! 

Pamela A. Tulga, Mother, Wife of an Alcoan, Concerned Citizen of Massena 
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Grasse River Cleanup Plari 
Mike Hayden · 
to: 
Young Chang 
11/27/2012 09:54AM 
Hide Details .. 
From: Mike Hayden <

To: Young Chang/R2/USEP AIUS@EP A 

November 27, 2012 

Michael Hayden 

Dear Ms. Chang, 

.-,. 

-:·:.:_ 

.·.:: .. ;::i: 

I'_:. 

-·:' 

... . . . · 
~ : ·. 

,·, '• 

'I", 

. ' . . . •:: .·;· . .:·· 

Page 1 of 1 
•• 1 

:· .· 

I'd like to voice my support for the proposed PRAP. Growing up in Massena and no~ OWning a home 
plus business here, I believe it makes sense to move forward with the clean~p plan.,Fromthe · 
information I've seen, it appears that science is behindthe resulting prcipos~L~ frequently boat and enjoy 

',~he Grasse/St. Lawrence river during the summer months. I feel as though a cleaner river is the ultimate 
goal. I am happy to know that Alcoa is commited to the area and to incurring the costs associated with 
this plan to better human and environmental health. The majority of my family have been lifetime · 
Massena residents and business owners. A positive outcome that benefits the environment, while 
continuing to support the lone industrial employer, can only be a benefit to All parties inyolved. 

Thank you, 

''!.! 

Michael Hayden 

!. I :,, I 11127/2012 
l • ' ' ' . ,:. ; ~-' -; ' l 
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Francia, Mark S. to: Young Chang 

From: "Francia, Mark S." <Mark.Francia@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

From: Mark S. Francia 

Ms. Chang, 

11/27/2012 04:01 PM 

As a lifelong resident of Massena and .a proud employee of Alcoa, I support the proposed Grass River 
Remediation plan put forth by the EPA and urge a quick Record of Decision implementing said plan. My 
father, brother and I together have recorded over 1 00 years of employment with Alcoa and have raised 
families as well as contributed to the local economy. Future generations hopefully will have these same 
opportunities. I also feel Alcoa should have the opportunity to responsibly correct the Grass River problem 
while maintaining the right to stay economically viable in Massena for years to come. I applaud your 
decision in that it was fact based with no emotional bias. 

Regards, 
Mark S. Francia 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction





YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extre.me amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. '- ' 

Alcoa <:_o!ldl1cteq .c!.re<;lgif!g in _1_9_14-19) 8 _ Q[ th~lQ~~_r_.Qr'!§S.e R_\~~1"/~I)di;~..rl M~~s.iow~Jo.r 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's be~efit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I aJ.?-1 requesting a response letter: 

Name (print): __________________ _ 

Address: _____________________ _ 

City: ________ State: ___ ZIP Code: ____ _ 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency . 
290 Broadway, 20th. Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from· traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
~way of life. I am unable-to provide my family with fisli; mammals, waterfowl and-mediCines -
· from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. Thepn?posed 
dredging .and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

_ i\_lcoa_~<?.!l4~st~~tg:rf~~g!J1g_ig}_~.~-~::!.9.18.g(!~~ l<?~~r_Gr~~s~ ~yerOP<iJ'!~ M~~cJ.qw:s_for , __ 
their economic benefit and 'dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection ofMoh«:~:wk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/ sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

! 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatev~r me~sures necessary to remediate and restore .the healt~ of th~ Grasse ~iver, the 
land, th~ aflm.als, the J?J~nts and t~us, the people. U 5·-e.- -f k_-j:Ce,~~ 
+o ~-~--fN; po;~. ~ Qj(!A)?{_ ~ 
Sken:nen, vf ~ · W-~ ( . j .. -

~~w~~4~ iZ ~' ....... 
- ~·. ~-.: ·~' '._ ' 1 -~·· 'r 

I a~ reques!j_Qg a ~e§P-_Q_ns~Jette.(; : 
. ~ ' 

N arne (print ··-=~~=--Y"__::._:'--~~~=----'----'-'==---:~~"------

.\ 



.......... -... -.·. -.-,.---- -"-- ..... - ............. ~---·-·-~--·- :-- ~---

. . 
Debra Cook Jacobs 

' FOREVER ~ : 
~ £', r- ··.-..r,J· ,../"'.-,..-I 

. ·--·-'"-------~---· ------· 
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November 28, 2012 

Ms. Young S. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang, 

I write today to offer my support to the EPA Proposed Plan for the Cleanup of the 
Grasse River. 

Alternative 6 offers an immediate path to recovery to supplement the on-going 
point source controls which have been enacted through the last 2 decades. Over 
this time many studies and demonstration projects have been done to "inform" the 
EPA and the stakeholders. Based upon this development of information I am willing 
to accept the EPA's recommendation for Alternative 6 though a Cap Only solution 
(alternative 3) seems, by your own report, to have more mid and long term benefit. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Marcil 
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Grasse River comments 

to: 
Young Chang 
11/28/2012 01:18PM 
Cc: 

Page 1 of2 

John.Martin, Laurie.Marr, amcmahon, real_coupal, jhidy, jpward, supervisor, ksth, 
pkelly, mgleason, rclough, ccorcoran, tom, president · 
Hide Details · 
From: Sort List... 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Cc: John.Martin@alcoa.com, Laurie.Marr@alcoa.com, 
amcmahon@massenaelectric.com, 
jhidy@village.massena.ny.us, jpward@stlawrencegas.com, 
supervisor@town. massena. ny. us, ksth@co.st-lawrence. ny. us, pkelly@slcida .com, 
mgleason@massenachamber .com, rclough@mcs. k12. ny. us, 
ccorcoran@massenahospital.org, tom@sosupply.com, president@clarkson.edu 

1 Attachment 

~ 
fishcap_iloveny .jpg 

To: Ms. Young S. Chang, EPA 
Remedial Project Engineer 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor · 
New York, NY 10007-1866 
After 20 years of study, the EPA released a proposal last month to remediate the Grasse 
River near Alcoa, Massena Operations. 

Called the "Proposed Remedial Action Plan" (or PRAP), the EPA's recommended proposal 
calls for the dredging of some adjacent shore sediments, Ct:Jpping the main channel, and 

11/28/2012 
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armored capping for the ice-scour prone sections of the Grasse River. 

On October 30, 2012, the St. Lawrence County Legislature agreed with the EPA's 
recommended plan and approved that plan with County Resolution 276-2012. 

Page 2 of2 

The St. Lawrence County Chamber of Commerce understands that said plan is estimated to 
cost nearly $234 million, take two to three years to design, plus an estimated four 
construction seasons to implement. However, the Chamber feels it is imperative to move 
beyond study as soon as possible so that the greater North Country community can enjoy 
the benefits of remediation by eliminating threats to human health and the environment 
from hazardous substances released into the river through years of disposal practices. 

This Chamber supports the EPA's Proposed Remedial Action Plan. 

Sincerely, 
Pat McKeown 

Pat McKeown, Executive Director & CEO 
St. Lawrence_ County Chamber of Commerce 
St. Lawrence-North Country Services Corporation 
St. Lawrence-North Country Community Foundation, 1r1c. 
Coordinator FISHCAP 

101 Main Street 
Canton, NY .13617 
(315) 386-4000 
(315) 379-0134 fax 
www.northcountrvguide.com 
www.fishcap.net 

The mission of the St. Lawrence County Chamber of Commerce 
is to cultivate, develop and support Chamber members and other 
businesses by creating a vibrant" business climate that encourages 
growth and enhances the unique quality of life in St. Lawrence County. · 

11/28/2012 



Grasse River Remediation Project 
DeRuchia, Michael K. to: Young Chang 

From: "DeRuchia, Michael K." <Michaei.DeRuchia@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Ms. Chang, 

11/28/2012 11:56 AM 

As a resident of the North Country for the past 42 years I am in support of EPA's proposed 
remedy, known as alternative #6. I hope this goes through and gets started as soon as possible. 

Michael Deruchia 
U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Grass River Remediation 
Tom Seguin 
to: 
Young Chang 
11/28/2012 09:49AM 
Hide Details 
From: "Tom Seguin" 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Page 1 of 1 

I'm writing in support of the plan for Grass River~ I have lived here all my life and feel that Alcoa is a 
asset to this area. I fully believe in what they propose to do to rectified the grass river. I have been a 
employee at Reynolds Metals now ALCOA, for 24 years'and and to retire from here in 6 years. I have 
through out the years seen all that has been done to come up with a solution to the problem of the 
Grass River .I now feel Alcoa has reached a satisfactory solution. 
Therefore I give my, support to move forward and approved the fix Alcoa has proposed. 
Thank you 
Thomas J. Seguin 

11/28/2012 
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Mariano, Scott F. to: Young Chang 11/28/2012 09:57AM 

From: "Mariano, Scott F." <Scott.Mariano@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Please move the process forward 



grass ,river cleanup 
Bradish, Bruce A. to: Young Chang 11/28/2012 09:59AM 

From: "Bradish, Bruce A." <Bruce.Bradish@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

To whom it may concern, 

I feel as an employee of alcoa that they truly care for the community of Massena and the surrounding 
areas. They would not recommend a cleanup option that they felt would not be in the best interest of the 
areas I mentioned. They are looking at long term commitment to this area and it is in their best interest as 
well to make sure this cleanup is a safe remedy for all. After all, this is their workforce that lives in this 
area so I'm sure they would not want to put us in any danger by not properly addressing this problem. 
Well, thank you for your time and consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce Bradish (19 yr. alcoa employee) 
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EPA Proposal - Alternative #6 
Tremper, Michael W. 
to: 

·· · Young Chang 
11/28/2012 10:14 AM 
Hide Details 

. From: "Tremper, Michael W." <Michael.Tremper@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang!R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Ms. YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Engineer 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Chang, 

Page 1 of 1 

I am writing with regards to the current EPA Grasse River proposal known as 'Alternative #6'. I would like to 
express my complete support for this proposal. After having had an opportunity to look over the proposed 
solution, I was glad to learn that the proposal not only addresses the immediate PCB concerns, but also takes 
into consideration variations to the water and ice flows. As an employee of Alcoa; I must confess that my 
interests are driven largely in part to my continued employment, however, I would never consider putting my 
job ahead of the safety of our communities. Again, thank you for working with Alcoa to find a solution which 
makes sense. 

Sincerely, 

.Michael Tremper 
Staff Maintenance Electrical Engineer 
Alcoa - Massena West 

11128/2012 



Grasse River 
Adey, John B. to: Young Chang 11/28/2012 1 0:28 AM 

From: "Adey, John B." <John.Adey@alcoa.com> 

To: . Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Ms. Young S. Chang, 

I am an Alcoa employee, a resident on the Grasse river and fish in the Grasse as well. 

· I have read and understand the various options studied over the last 20 years and believe, from both a 
community/recreation standpoint as well as an Alcoan, that the EPA's proposed remedy is acceptable 
and would like to see the process (ROD) move forward very quickly. 



Grasse River Remediation Proposal 
Darcy Wilkins 
to: 

· Young Chang 
11/28/2012 10:36 AM 
Hide Details 
From: Darcy Wilkins <

To: Young Chang!R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Please respond to Darcy Wilkins 

Page 1 of 1 

Ms. Youn~ S. Chang, Remedi~l Project .Engineer 
u.s. Env1ronmental Protect1on Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor . 
New York, NY 10007-1866 
November 28, 2012 · 

Dear Ms. Chang, . 
As a lifelong resident of Massena, I 

would like to give my support to the proposal 
·"Alternative #6" for the Remediation of the 
Grasse River. The time has come to move 
forward with the process arid actually do 
something .. 

Thank you, 

Ms. Darcy wilkins 

11128/2012 
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Grasse River Cleanup 
Trippany, Kevin P. to: Young Chang 11/28/2012 10:43 AM 

From: "Trippany, Kevin P." <Kevin.Trippany@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPNUS@EPA 

Chang: 
I am strongly in favor of the EPA's proposed remedy, known as Alternative #6, which includes 

capping, armored capping and some near-shore dredging. After 20+ years of study, please move forward 
with action as soon as possible. · 

Thank you 

Kevin Trippany 
Ingot General Supervisor 
Alcoa, Massena West 
(315)764-4341 
ActNet 8-240-4341 

(315)764-4571 Fax 
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Massena, NY - Grasse River Dredging Public Cominent 
Joseph L Brant 
to: 
Young Chang 
11/28/201211:10AM 
Hide Details 
From: Joseph L Brant <jlb09@health.state.ny.us> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEP AIUS@EPA 

1 Attachment 

Grasse River Dredging.doc 

Mr. Young 

Page 1 of 1 

Please accept this for the public comment on the proposed dredging of the Grasse River in the Town of Massena, 
New York. 

(See attachedfile: Grasse River Dredging.doc) 

Thanks, 
Joe 

11/28/2012 



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Remedial Project Manager 
Mr. YoungS. Chang 

November 28, 2012 

290 Broadway, 20th Floor, New York, NY 10007-1866 Re: Grasse River Dredging 
Massena, St. Lawrence Co 

Dear Mr. Chang: 

I am writing to comment on the proposal to dredge the Grasse River due to PCB contamination from 
operations at Alcoa Inc. It is unfortunate that pollution was and is an acceptable practice for profit. If we 
are to move forward, we need to rethink how contaminated sites are cleaned up. 

All of the impacts from pollution due to Alcoa's operations are not completely quantifiable. But as a 
result, it makes almost no sense to continue to pollute in order to "clean-up" pollution. Think about it this 
way: PCB's were discharged; now thousands of gallons of diesel fuel will be burned, who know how 
many more gallons of oil will be consumed in engine oil, making of tires, transmission fluid, hydraulic 
brake fluid, and the like to run the equipment for dredging operations. Then the sediment has to be 
transported to the landfill and clean material brought in to replace the dredged sediment. Based on 
numbers provided for the dredging, approximately 22,000 dump truck loads will have to be hauled 
(assumed 10 cubic yards per load). This does not include the amount of material that will be brought in to 
cap the 284 acres of contaminated soil that will not be dredged. Also the contaminated sediment will be 
placed in another location, which will contaminate that site even more. I realize that it will be placed in 
an approved landfill, but all landfills eventually leak and release the pollution that is held within them. So 
we are just moving the contamination from one location to another or bringing in clean fill to cap the 
contamination in place. As a society, I think we need to stop, take a step back, and rethink how to 
proceed. The damage is done, but do we continue to" do more damage to clean it up? I would think that 
science could prove that it is more environmentally sound to just leave the contaminated sediment in 
place and try to foster natural systems to clean it. 

Alcoa did profit from polluting and still does. I think there needs to be accountability for their actions, 
but paying to pollute more does not seem to be the best option. I advocate for taking the monies set aside 
for the dredging and use it to help the communities and families most impacted by the PCB 
contamination. For example, monies could be used to establish and maintain sustainable community 
gardens, sustainable housing, a community composting facility, and the like. I would also propose that 
Alcoa be made to undertake similar sustainability/waste reduction efforts at their facilities in Massena. 

Please take this letter seriously and consider the overall impacts of such an operation. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph L. Brant, P.E. 
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Grasse River remediation 
Bruce Smith to: Young Chang 

From: Bruce Smith 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Sirs, 

The proposed remediation by the EPA appears tome to be the best 
solution: There is no solution which is perfect. 
I believe that attempts to dredge all the PCBs from the riverbed 

· would inevitably flush large amounts of pollution 
downstream in the process creating more pollution down stream . 
understand the people of Akwesasne would 
like it all to disappear, but their preferred solution doesn't make 
sense to me ... 

Bruce Smith MD 

11/28/2012 04:49PM 

I 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
~AJ:wesasne from traditional resource uses that-are the most irnportant aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and ·harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to-Mohawk-wayof-life that -EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

'/~~~ -. 
- \'~WA.:S'?~ t:,~x:;Q'S 

I am requestin 

Name (print): 

Ad 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses thafare the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River /Indian Meadows for 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/ sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River /Indian Meadows for 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource us~s thafare the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/ sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letter: 

Name (print):~~e£rrMt[le., fba~ 
A 
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• 
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U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a respotisibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional r~source uses that are the most important ~spect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to pnhvide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have d~pended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of tHose resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

. .. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in,l914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

·It is essential to Mohawk way oflife that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
·U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The .extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important a~pect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. ' 

_Alcoa co~ducte<f <fredgingin 1914~1918 of the lo}'Ver Gras_seRiyerUn~ia,:Q M_e.adows_for. 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river f&r traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate ·and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letter: 
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Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, · 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River /Indian Meadows for 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesti g a response letter: 

N arne (print):_ -+...::-i--L.J~~~-!.--\A---=~--1-----!!"'--L...r...::::::~~---
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, lfunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The propos~d dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): {_ '12 Jt) b 

Add

A ~b) u t3 1-r ~ . 
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MAY-16-1996 13:38 P.01/01 

November 29, 2012 

Sharon Cree 

· RE: Grasse River Remediation- : '' 

Remedial Project Manager Chang: 

I write to express my strong support for a Gras~~ ~!ver cleanup plan that ~:s·;.based on sound 
science. · · · 

- ,, i•· '·, :. " . 

Fifteen years of scientific study shows a capping. remedy is protective of nutfl~r'!- h1:1Ja1~~ and th~ . · 
environment, effective over th~ long term and cqmprem~nts the:m:lt~i·al re~oy~.i)i ~~r~ady .: 
occurring in the river. Th~ a!tema~i\fe recomm•~~~q. by ~PA is al~o r~~~P~~ble appraacl1. 

After nearly t\yQ ~~~ad~~ ~f ~xp~J1 ~t4qy and S!~~~l1()1d~r input1 the. pr9ce~$ ~rni;st.rnove forw~rp 
so our community can qegi_n~~~riencing the ~@~~fi~s gftqj~-r~rn~~~~*)~ ~f[ptt:·· , ··-.·~ .. , .. 

~~ ~n.~!A~~-~ff)B.IQ:Y.~J~~~n t~-~~!fY to treJtpR.Q.~I\tr;t~~ .. of t.b.! .. ~rass~ F<iv:er aficl Alc.a~.·s prc:senc~ 
t.Oitnis · cot,n~tm):~~~~®a:· ·:tneJar e$l eri:i ~lcf'e.r. 't(Mas·seria'~i· 'e c ·r.n ~fi~ .. ~ :"ro··· ldil~ ~pbs'·-tqr-·:r ?. 

m·oreitnan--1,1·ao~af:aw9~ri~~n~a-lla7W6~~~Gfi&i~RJr·t~~f~~~~nt1i~~~M~.Jrt:ih~;,iQ:J.~~ . ..,. __ ;~ 
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Grasse River Remedial Plan - Massena, NY 
Mogle-Besaw, Jane M. to: Young Chang 

From: "Mogle-Besaw, Jane M." <Jane.Mogle-Besaw@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Dear Ms. Young, 

11/29/2012 10:27 AM 

I attended the public meeting regarding the proposed remediation of the Grasse River in Massena, NY. 
Let me begin by telling you I was very impressed with your research, presentation and response to the 
public comment portion. When challenged by those in attendance, I thought you displayed 
professionalism and respect. You held your ground and did not falter. Very impressive given the 
circumstances. · 

Most importantly I want to affirm I am in support of the EPA's recommendation; Alternative #f3. It is my 
understanding this solution, which includes capping, armored capping and some near-shore dredging, is 
protective of human health and the environment and will last and be stable over the long-term . We have 
been waiting for a solution for over 20 years. Now is the time to take action and begin the remediation 
process. ·We need to move forward. 

I have lived in Massena for over 32 years. With the current economy the town is in a downward spiral. 
We need something to ignite a spark in the community and entice businesses to invest in Massena. I 
honestly believe the Modernization of Alcoa will be that spark!! The Modernization will provide a future for 
Massena. 
More jobs ... new businesses ... new houses ... more taxpayers. It is a win-win for everyone. 

The Modernization will not be a possibility unless the Grasse River Remediation Solution is confirmed. 
Alcoa needs to know this financial piece before they can commit to Modernizing the plant. We need to 
move forward with this project. 

·Again, I support Alternative #f3 as proposed by the EPA. 

Thank you. 

Jane Mogle-Besaw 
U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



From: 

·To: 

Ms. Chang 

Alternative #6 
Oakes, Francis J · to:- Yo~ng Chang 

"Oakes, Francis J" <Francis.Oakes@alcoa.com> 

Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

11/29/2012 12:53 PM 

I have a family member that live on the Hudson river, where they have dredged the river. Dredging a river 
just stirs up the contaminants and allow them to move all over the place. Having set in on meeting for the 
Grasse River, I_ feel the Alternative #f>, which includes capping, armored capping and some near-shore 
dredging, is an acceptabl~ solution. 

Francis Oakes-



Grasse River Remediation 
Jarvis, Kevin G. to: Young Chang 

From: "Jarvis, Kevin G." <Kevin.Jarvis@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Dear Remedial Project Manager Chang, 

11/29/2012 03:44PM 

As both an Alcoa employee and a resident of the Grasse River, we are writing to express our strong 
support for a Grasse River cleanup plan that is based on sound science. 

Fifteen years of scientific study clearly shows a capping remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment. We believe this is the most effective approach over the long term and complements the 
natural recovery already occurring in the river. It is our opinion, that based on the scientific data, past 
history, and the unique configurations of the river that dredging is not the safest option and should only be 
utilized under very controlled circumstances. Therefore, we support the alternative recommended by the 
EPA as a reasonable approach. 

As someone who lives near this important waterway, the outcome of this process directly affects us and 
our family. After nearly two decades of study and input, the process must move forward so our community 
can begin experiencing the benefits of this remediation effort. 

Our family deserves a clean Grasse River, the community deserves a clean Grasse River, and Alcoa 
deserves a cost effective remedial plan that protects human health and the environment. We trust that 
you will continue to move the process forward to implement the recommendations contained in the PRAP 
in as timely a manner as possible. Thank you for all of your efforts! 

Sincerely, 

Kevin & Tracy Jarvis 
U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Grasse River Remediation -
Kesner, John E. to: Young Chang 

' 

From: "Kesner, John E." <John.Kesner@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

11/29/2012 04:05PM 

I want to communicate my support for the proposed remedial action plan for the Grasse River (Alternative· 
6). 

I attended the Massena public comment meeting. I believe that the proposed plan is responsible in 
providing for protection of human health and the environment. 

. . 

Moving forward with the proposed .action plan.is crucial to ALCOA in Massena, and local communities. 
Please, let's move forward expediently. 

John E. Kesner 
U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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Grasse River 
Bruce Smith to: Young Chang 

From: Bruce Smith 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Dear Ms. Young, I believe the E P A's proposed cleanup of the Grasse 
River in Massena N.Y. to be the best option . I feel a· major dredging 
of the 7 miles would stir up PCB's and send them downriver. I also 
think that the sooner the cleanup is done the better the river will 
be. This will be of benefit for Massena and her neighbors. Thank you 
for your excellent presentation at Massena High School. Sincerely, 
Rosalie Smith 

11/29/2012 04:31 PM 



Grasse River Project Alcoa 
Nancy Bogosian to: Young Chang 

From: Nancy Bogosian 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

11/29/2012 05:19PM 

My name is Nancy Bogosian, a homeowner in Massena, NY. It is my. opinion, regarding the Grasse River 
EPA project that alternatives 3,4,5 or 6 would be the best options for our river versus the full dredging of 
the river, which would cause too many PCBs to be stirred. 
Thank you for the opportunity to express my thoughts. 
Nancy Bogosian 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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Nov 29 12 10:02p Jerry F regoe 315-769-3853 p.1 

November.29, 2012 

Ms. Yo~ng s. phang 
Remedial ProjeCt Engineer 

~ • ··.~ ."~'J. •••• 

U.S. ~nv~oqment~l!Jot~ctipn Agency 
290 Bro~dway, 2Q~ :floor ·· .·. ·:; 
New Yqrk, N:y.jo9Q.7::-113M 
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Both of us h~~:ve liveci near and played on the Grasse Ri\;'er for our enth:e H-ve!;. l was rai~ed in 
Louisville: .~~. f~ily ow,ned J,>roperty .on th~ Qr,a~e, YP§~~ qf~h~ ~(37, ~ri~~~ ~~~. Jl!Y ~fe 
gr~~: HP Or) g p~~f PH~P~rY, ttm~n~!t!?~m. IT9ID !~e B:~cl!t~ t ~I ?n9g~. We ~~~qfly ~~n ~ 17, ~~r<:! 
pafce~ .. ~~~.n·~·!_!l~)iy~(~f('2f TiJeJ?~ffp~d ~· At§P.s:'iJ#;t.,?ur~()''i~~~~~~ ~o~~. w~· ~~~~'"{!~,~ .~~ 
sno~TT!RPiJ~ !?inb·~ ~~Y~J: )X~.haxi'sillJ(aj!~ ~n4 Ht!li~ !li~'pmp~mlq~~HQ~jpg~if<>Hr~wb~~!i[l! ' 
and takin a wa1k"fo alan<:'~· . ·CerbaD.k>ta i'"·l:·' .. ,:rtia-.'~~ted·~new'Bf'ffi~ m'r· ~ ':.r~doaks:that 

~~~~:~Jw4~~,r~~~~:;~jl~~i~~:~~J[ 
I understand ~~at !iOn;te i11 ~he North Country h~v~ voiced concern and e:xpre~~ed a.n interest ill 
seeing more ·~xten~jve ~gin g. !\fter wor~l)g for a ~ivil contractor for. m~y years, some of 
which invqlved proj~9ts with excavators an4:~~nes on barges, I am w~Jl a~ of the difficulti~~ 
and ri,sl(if!.Y9.1V~ iri thi~ work, It is difficult tp do any work in the river without creating 
turbidity.' .. ¢.ertainly,.the capping process will provide far less downstream dis~rbancethan the 
o.ptions that include more extensive dredging. Project duration will certainly iimit our use ofth~ 
rjver and at 4 years, option #3 is going to be a significant disturbance to our waterfront as well as 
result in congestion of large lrucks and equipll')eot on our roads. The other options with durations 
up to 17 years are completely, unacceptable. The Massena area has been waiting for the 
conclusion of this project for 20 years. Sampling, testing, scientific studies and various pilot-. ---- .. 

:~~:P.i~~'~ftY~;~'C·P"'ffiiPJ!~~~~~;.~~~-=-h~s ~~dt! t~. _eir ~~_o1_!l~endation_and ~Icoil ~~ ~ted _that 
!·n'"''l~lJI iagre"'lO-..'t:'ls··"ii·~,..,·orl~"·-·-.·~ .. ---~~ -·· ·. ·'c-.-...... · · ~~ .. ·., ·, \; . lll ""'~"'' . ..... . . .... "'.~ ~ ..... ;~·, ... 

~~~~;~.}yJ~f8~fittt~1tfi~e··if&i?Ion'Y-ou :fia~.:rrtade' and-expedit~the~.AAgin~~rJn,gp~ th~-~~-·~· 
b~~:•ji6cC'l ;!,. J!'(Ji'}f:.$"'~5 t"gtlii\'lg i1:·~~·6il\:'•as 'sth3tf' ;-~}'f:;::~:~; ti .~~ .:;G: th r..iJxr..r,:::.~·iDchf~·frr~m. ,iliis)Jro~.ess~ 
,;. . .; . . .. . "''• '· .. • . . ····- ;"'· ··" .. !'-'·•~\ \)}::'. :~f(t..' 

"'- ':"::"::• !'~· ·, ~. ~t.-:-.,r• :.:...• :.~' ·~- . ,. • . ~... ' . • ... ~ ,.. 
\lain !o-ok~.:1g fi;1·y.•ard to s~mg:prtlfo.;i·.~~~!:.on ttm; pr.oJe·~~~; 
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UNITED. STEELWORKERS 

November 29, 2012 

Ms. Young S; Chang, Remedial Project Engineer 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Ms. YoungS. Chang, 

Locai450-A 
David W. LaClair, Jr.- President 
Erwin E. Zahler, Jr. - Vice President 

My name is David LaClair Jr. I am the President of United Steel Workers locai450-A. I represent 

the hourly workforce for the Massena Alcoa East plant. I am writing this to let you know that we as a 

membership support the option #6 that you have chose for the Grasse river remediation. We feel out of 

all the options presented this one best defines what needs to be done. We also request that the final 

decision be expedited, as it has great value on the future of our facility and the workforce here In the 

North Country. With that being said we also believe that the decision should be tied into whether Alcoa 

invests here for the future. Here in Massena we have watched what happened to the GM facility that 

was located here. We feel that Alcoa needs to make a long term commitment to receive this benefit 

from the EPA. 

President 

USW Locai450-A 

United Steel, Paper and Forestry, Rubber, Manufacturing, Energy, Allied Industrial and Service Workers International 

Union 

24 Woodlawn Avenue, Massena, NY 13662 Tel: (315) 769-7510 Fax: (315)769-7554 

e-mail- usw450@centralnv.twcbc.com 



Public comment letter 
Jacob Terrance 
to: 

· Young Chang, Pietro Mannino 
11/29/2012 09:42AM 
Cc: 
"Larry McShea", "'Ken Jock"', onesnipe 
Hide Details 
From: "Jacob Terrance" <jacob.terrance@srmt-nsn.gov> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEP AIUS@EPA, Pietro Mannino/R2/USEP AIUS@EPA 

Page 1 of 1 

Cc: "Larry McShea" <Larry.McShea@alcoa.com>, "'Ken Jock"' <ken.jock@srmt-nsn.gov>, 
<onesnipe@sympatico.ca> 

1 Attachment 

~ 
USEPA ALCOA.pdf.pdf 

Young and Pete, 

I received an email from a community member with a signed letter containing his comments of the Grasse River 
clean up proposal. · 

Jacob Terrance 
Alcoa Superfund Oversight Specialist 
(P): 518-358-5937 ext 135 
{F): 518-358-6252 
St. Regis Mohawk.Tribe Environment Division 
412 State Route 37 
Akwesasne, NY 13655 

11/29/2012 



Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe 

412 State Route 37 

Akwesasne NY, 13655 

Att; Mr. Jacob Terrance 

. Please Forward to the appropriate persons at USEPAand ALCOA. 

Re :USEPA Grasse River Proposed Remediation 

I am writing to express my concerns and strongly oppose the proposed remediation plan as 

suggested by the US EPA and the desired by the grossly negligent company known as ALCOA. 

I have been a lifelong resident of Akwesasne all my' life except for the time away as a US 

Marine. In my life time have witnessed first hand the disaster upon Akawseasne as brought to 

us by the many industries and companies surrounding around our community, in this case 

ALCOA, the former Reynolds and General Motors plants. I have seen first- hand the hurt and 

anguish of a loved one passing on to the creator due to Cancer. Many times over, way too many 

times! 

I do not understand nor can I comprehend how the United States Environmental Protection 

Agency can even suggest this proposed remedial action plan as the solution to the problem. It is 

a solution to their negligent behavior and supposed oversight that they claim to have had over 

the Environment from the day these Industries arrived to terrorize our people. 

In no way should we accept the proposed cap that 'in dream land' is supposed to protect our 

people against this silent killer. I am not a scientist, nor an expert on PCB's, but you don't need 

to be an expert to know PCB's klll, cancer kills, and negligence in knowing and not doing what is 

right is stili negligence. Someone Is responsible, someone should pay! My person experience's 

In the community relate to drinking water and communal drinking water system. We spend 

MILLIONS AND MILLIONS of dollars installing water treatment system to try and make our 

. potable water systems safe for our residents. 



We need many more millions to make our water safer if this cap is allowed to go on. From what 

I recall, not even the best know technologies in Nano filtration will take PCB's out of the water 

system. 'Deleterious substances kill fish, we eat fish, we will eventually die'. Sounds like that is 

what the USEPA and ALCOA desire. With the ever changing environment, I feel it is of the 

utmost concern that leaving a Super Fund Clean- up site left In place when they know it can be 

removed and effectively addressed once and for all is the only SOLUTION, there are no other · 

option. 

I understand the Scientists from the EPA suggested that a woman's breast milk with a certain 

level of PCB's in it is normal. When was it ever normal to have PCB's in breast milk? When was 

it normal to have PCB's in the human body? I have heard jobs are at risk, what about the lives 

of our people? My father died of cancer, as did many of his co- workers and friends. Yes He 

worked at ALCOA and Reynolds and GM as an Iron Worker. We will never know how he got 

Cancer, We know he died, We know we miss him, We know we loved him, We know he never 

got to see the next generations of our family. I wonder if the scientist can relate to that. Its 

called Cancer and it is at our door step. 

I am extremely distrustful of the USEPA, ALCOA and anyone who would suggest it is Ok to leave 

this disaster laying at our door step for our community to live with forever. If they are certain 

things will be fine then , I would cordially invite every last one of them to leave where ever they 

live, and come and build along the banks of the Grasse River, (down- stream of course) with 

their entire family, all their friends and relatives. I will be the first to great them. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Akwesasne Mohawk Nation 

( f ,;;;_-;/ (" Q 



Signed Letters 
Jacob Terrance 
to: 

· Young Chang 
11/29/2012 02:46PM 
Cc: 
"'Ken Jock"', Pietro Mannino 
Hide Details 
From: "Jacob Terrance" <jacob.terrance@srmt-nsn.gov> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Page 1 of 1 

Cc: "'Ken Jock"' <ken.jock@srmt-nsn.gov>, Pietro Mannino/R2/USEPAIUS@EPA 

1 Attachment ,_, 
Signed Letters (56 total).pdf 

Young, 

Attached to this email is the scanned entry of some more public comment letters that have just come into my 
possession. I fear that the file may too big. Please let me know if you have any problems opening or viewing it. 
Thank you. 

Jacob Terrance 
Alcoa Superfund Oversight Specialist 
(P): 518-358-5937 ext i35 

· (F): 518-358-6252 
St. Regis Mohawk Tribe Environment Division 
412 State Route 37 
Akwesasne, NY 13655 

11/29/2012 



Youngs. Chang, Remedial Pr:ojettMahager 
U:S. Eiwironmentai Protection Agency 
290 Broadway; 201

h Floor .. 

New .York, NY 10007-186.6 

Em.ail: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637~3966 

This lertef·is,toexpress my toncerns·w.iih-:the;prop.osed Rern.edial PlanJor:tlie Grasse River. 

Tile. proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy . 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to considerthe effects of any actions taken fort he next' seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River.has:severed Akwes(lsne from 
traditional resoun;e uses that are the mostimportantaspectof the M6hawkw(ly qf life. I am unable;to 
provide my family with fish, marhrnals,. waterfowl and medicines fromthe riverthat we have depended 
on for generations. As C! Haudenosaunee/Moh(lwk communitY memberJ.have the right to .use•the 
fisheri~s, mediCines, bllnting, ,plantation and harvesting resources· in .a.rid·alol'lgth~ Gras~e RiveL . . . ' . . . . . 

The proposed dred.ging an.d r.e~tQr.(ltio_n ofthe Qear shore.areas is awacceptable arid appropriate 
measure for the Gra.sse River; 

For:long term protection qf Mohawk resources, main,channeLdredging must be -.included in ally ternedial 
acti.on. Reiylng solely orr an armored cap/sandc:ap·is hot suffieierit.forpr:()Je~tidn ~gainst erosiOf!; 
By leavingtoxins.in place there Js still a health im'pacttQ Mq~awk.Re..<?Pkand its resources. In order to 
restore the rivef'fofl\lldhawkuses all toxin~. rnust be r~moved. 

Alcoa .conducted dredging in 1914~1918 of the lower. Grasse River/ind)ao Me.ad0ws for their.economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's.benefi( 

It is esse11tial to Mohawk. way of lifetliatEPA instruct AICoat6j:?xperl'd Wh<!.t~ver rne>neys.and take' 
whatever measures necessary'to rem~diate and restor:e the health ofthe Grasse Rive~; the land; the. 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
A<:ld.re~~: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
u.s. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 2p111 Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637c3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to expr.ess my concerns with the Propo_sed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent;remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the. effects of any actions takenfor the nexts.even 
gene·ratioris. The extreme amount of co.ntamination in· the 9rasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
:traditional .resource uses that are the most·important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudehosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 

· fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restqi'ation of the near shore.ar'eas is an acc~pt~ble and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For iong termprotection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be inch.!ded in any remedial 
actj{)n. Relying solely on an 9rmored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. lh order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins mu~t be remov.ed. 

Alcoa. condl!C:ted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefitand dredging now would be to the public's benefie 

It is essential to Mohaw~ "'fay of life thatEPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever'moheys and take. 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Gras.se River, the lahd; the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
.Print Name: 
Addr_ess: 

Date: \I -:- \!.)- \2-

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Youngs. Chang, Remedial :Project Mana·gE!t 
u.s. ~nvironmental Protecfior1 Agency· ·· 
290:Bro~gway;201h'Fioor· 

New York, NY 10007•1866 

Email: Chang:.Young@epa:gov 
Fax: (212)637"3966;. 

She:kon Yqu.ng C:hang; 

This lette(i$'to express my· concerns withth(Proposed Rern~9!ai:Pian for the Grasse River; 

The proposed remedy is not proteCtive nor is·ita perinarieri't remedy. 
As a Mohawk, i have a responsibility to consider the effects of-any actions: taken forthe next seven 
generations. The extreme amountof contarnination in the Grasse River has .severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe Mohawk way oflife.· Lam unabl~t.o' 
provide my family with fish, maniinals,:waterfowl and rnedicines.fro)l1'the r.i.ver that weh.ave depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosauneg/Moh_avvk:comn:wnity member I have the right. to use the· 
fishE?ries; medicinE!s, hunting; plantation andharvestir:igJesources-ir:\:and along the•<;r~ssE!River. 

·The proposed dredgihg~ntltestoraJiQ'1 of1he nea.tsrqre arec:~s'is an acceptable and•appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources,.rnain channei .dredging mustbednduded. in anyxemedial 
action. ~elying soh:ly on (In armored cap/sand ·cap is not.sufficiehffor protection against' erosion,· 
By leaving toxins in place there is still' a health impaCt to M.obawk people apd its resqyrces, In order to 
restore the river'for M.o.hawk uses ali toxins must be re111o.ved, 

.Ako.a conducted dredging in 1914-1918 ofthe lower Grasse River}lnd.ian tvJgado)N,s to.r their econprnlc,· 
benefitan·ddredging n0; .. v\vouid be· to the public'SJ>et,~efit .. 

~~ is es~enfial fo Mohawl<way of life that EPA instrud AlCoa to e~pef:fd'wtfatever in'O.n:~,ys and:tCI:ke! 
whatever measureshecessar:Yto~.i:emediate ahd r:e:sttir.~ tb~ health o.hhe GJ(lSSe River/the land; the 
animals,·the-piants and;thusAhe'people_. 

Sken:nen; 

Signature: 
Print Name: 

. Addres~: 

.J. 

D.ate: u.,.o::t~ I -:s .. ...... 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the nearshore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
·measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in anyremedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

it is essential to Mohawk way ~f life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: Date: hll) jt t. 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Young S.G~hang, :Remedial 'Project Manager' 
us. Environmental Protedion"Agenty 
290 Broadway, 20th Flo.or 
New York, NY 10007"1866 

Email: Chang.Youhg@epa.gov. 
Fax: (212)637"3966 

She;kon Young Chang; 

. This letter' is to express my concerns with the Prop'bsed Rei:nedi~( Plan for ~he! Gta~se. ~iVE!r,. . . . . .. 

The proposed remedy·is. notprotective. nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a .Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider. the. effects of any·.act!ohstakeh fdr th'e ne!Xt seven 
generations. The e~reme amount of cbhtamfnation _in the Grasse R!ver has.severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are tl;le most irrportant aspect ofthe Moha\Nkway oflife. I am unable to 
provide my family with·fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from' the river the~t we h<we dep~n~ed 
on for generations. As a Haudenbsaunee/Mohawk community rnemberl bave the right to use .the 
fisheries·, medicines, h.uhting, plantation a!)~ rarve,sting~resources in and along the Grasse.Rive( 

the proposed dredging·and/restbraticinof the near'sho_re areasis.Cih ;:u:;cep_t<:~ble: ClrlclCIPPrqpriate 
measure for.theGrasse River, 

For long term protection of Mohawkresciurces, rna in channel. dredgi_ng r:nt1st ~e· iDGiuded in any remedia I 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection againsterosion. · 
By leaving toxins in p!ace there is stilla health impactto Mohawk people and ifstesourtes; In o.rd¢r to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins rnust be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in i,Qi.4~1918ofthe•lowerGrasse River/lndiahMead:Ows;fortheir ecoh0rnic 
benefit and dredging nowwould beto the pLlblic~sbehefit. 

I tis essential .to 'Mri.haVifk way pf life t~a~ EPA instruct Alcoa· to e~pend whateverni6heys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restorethe health~ohhe;Gr(ls·~e River,the. land, thE! 
animals, .the pliu1ts.aiid.thus; the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



young S. Chang, RemediaiProject Manager 
U;S. Environmental Protection .Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov · 

fax.: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang; 

This letter is to express my concerns withthe Proposed Remedial plan forthe Grasse River; 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most.important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl.and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for.generations. As a Haudenosaun~e/Mohawk community m~mber I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting,,plantation and harvesting .resources in and alongthe Grasse River. 

The :Proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore a,r~as is an CICCeptable and appropriate 
measure for the· Grasse Riv¢,r. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, mairi charJnel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against emsion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conqucted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the. public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instrud:Aicoa to expend whatever moneY,s and .take 
whatever measures necessary to r:eme.diate ai)d restore the. health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Sign<!tl,1re: Date: i/-/3--- (Z---
Print:Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial ProjedManager 
u.s. Environmental Protettio.n AgeQty 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor - · 

New York, NY 10007"1866 

Eniail: Chang.Young@epa.gbv 
Fax: (212)6:p-3966 

. She:kon voung Ch<mg, 

This l.e_her is to express, my coi'lcerhs with thePrppose.d R¢medie~i,PJan f<Jr :tb~;(fr~~s~ River:. 

The proposed :rerne.dy is·notprqtective nor'is it·a·permanenn:eniedy; 
As a Mohawk, I have a· responsiqility to consider the effects of at)•{actipns tak¢_rlfor, ihe .next seven 
generations. The extrenie arnount of contamination in the Grasse Riverhas severed Akwesasne from 
traditionai resource usesthat are the most important aspect ~f the Mohawk-~ay oflife .. 1 am unable to 
provide my fijmily with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that V:Je have depended 
on for.generations. As a Haudenosalmee/Mohawk community member I havetherightto use the 
fisheries~ medicines, hunting, p[<mta,ti()n c:md barvesting resources in Clndalon~the Grasse Ri\fei':. 

The proposed dredging, and .restcm3tiofi.Q'fthe hear ShO.re ~reas is an asceptabje:and appropriate 
measure for the_ Gtasse_ Riv¢r. 

. . 

For longterm protection of Mohawk resources, main cl']e~nQel d_reqgihg rn.~st t>e"included in any remedial 
adiori Relyihg.~oleiy on an:i'lrrnPr.etl.caph;and cap .is:not sufficient for protection againsterosior1. 
By leaving toxin~in,place;th~re is stiiLa health'impai::Uo Mohawkpe~ple an!iit~r¢sou(~!=!S. In order to 
restore the-river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be reriJ6ved, .. 

Alcoa coi:Jducted dre.dglf)gJn 1$14~1918 ofthe:lower Grasse River/Indian Meaclow~Jorthejr economic . . . . . . - . 

benefit and dredging: now would:beto·the public;s ben·efjt. 

It is essentia·l to Mohawk way oflife that EPA instructAicoato expend WnaJeve-rd'noheys_~ncl t!'l~t! 
whatever measures necessary to n:!mediate arid restore the health of the; Grasse River,.the land; the .. . . . .. . . . . . ., ' .......... ,' . .. . ..... ' . . . 

animals, the plants ana thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature,: 
PrintName: 
Address:. U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial .Project Manager 
U.S; Environmental protectiOI}.Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866. 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This le.tter is to express rny coricer:ns·with the Proposed Remedial Planforthe Grasse River .. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to: consider the effects ofimy actions taken for the neXt seven 
ge11erations. The extreme.amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses t~at are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. 1·am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations~ As a 1-jaLidenosaur\eefMohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fist,leries, me(licines; hunting, plcll)tati(ln'arid harvesting.reso.urces in and along the Grasse River. 

The. proposed dredging and restoration of the hear shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure forthe Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk.resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficientfor protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people arid its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses· all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conduCted dredging in 1914~1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit ahd dredging.now would be to the public's benefit: 

Jt,is essential to Mohawk way of life .that EPA in~truct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys a'tld take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse. River, t~e land, the. 
animals; the plants and thus,the~people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Young:S.·thang! Remedial Project f\llanager 
u.s. Environmental ProtectiOn .Agency 
·290 Broadway, 20th··Fioor· · · · 

New York, NY 10007"1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax:. (212)637-3966· 

She:koh Young Chang, 

This letter is tcr exprt!ss mY concern~wlththe:Propq~ecj f{erned.Ial i>I;,Jh}qt th:~ Gr:asse Rivet. 

TIJe:prcipbsed remedy is not ·protective nor is it a permanent remedy; 
As a Mohawk, !'have a responsibilitytb con~ldetth_e ~ff'ettS'of an'y.actionstakeri for 'the riext seven 
generations: The extreme amount of contamination inthe~Grasse: Rivertta~ s~vered_Akwesasne fror:\1 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect oftheMohawkway ollife, lam unabl~ to, 
provide my family with fish; mammals, waterfowl and rriedicinesJromthe riverthatwe have depended 
on for generations. ·As aHa udenosaunee/Mohawk comrn1,mity mern.ber'i have. the. right to use th_e · 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration ohh.e near shqre areas is an ~cteptable:_an(j appropriate 
rneasure·for:the Grasse River. 

For l.o11g fer.rn prot~~tion qfMqhg:~wkje~bl.!rces; r:rialrj ch~nnel dredgiotfrnlist beihduded:iii any remedial 
action. :Relying solely on an,·armored cap/sand cap is·not~~uffider:t(fo,r; prqtec;i:iqn agaihst ero$ion~ 
By le·avin!~ toxins in piace there is still a he'CIIth impact to Mohawkpeople and itsresources. lh orderto 
restore. th~ river for MOhawk uses all toxins must be:.removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 ofthe lower Grasse River/Indian M~ac;lo_ws rodheir eCOI1orni<; 
benefit and dredging now would-be to the public's benefit. · 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life,that EPA instruct Alcoa to exRend \A,{h(lteve,r ITlQI'leYs an9 tak~ 
whatever measures necessary to. remediate and.restore the ... health o.fthe Grasse River, the land! the' 
animals, the plants and thus, the people; 

Sken:nen, 

Signatwe.: 
Print Name: 

, Address: 

Date: .. /(~/3 ~~ ;;L. 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Young.S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
. U.S. Environmental Protection .Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007~1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is ita permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a .responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses .that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the · 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure forthe Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 ofthe lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
be·nefit.and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection.Agency 
290 Broadway,. 20t~ Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kori Young Chang, 

This letter is to.express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for.t~e Gras~e River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy~ 
As a Mohawk; I have a responsibility to consider the effects ofany actions taken for the next seven. 
generations. The extreme amount ofcontaminationin the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from. 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk·way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, v.taterfowl and medicines from the riverthatwe have depended 
on for. generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in arid along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is em acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse RiveL 

Forlong-term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely t:mari armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins,in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in i914~1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct AlCoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to n~mediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the'land; the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project" Manager 
u.S. Environmental Protection .Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

.Emaii:.Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express r:ny concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to. 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines froin the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

·For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins. must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914~1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of.life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take. 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



. ' 
! 

I 
I 
I 
l 

YoungS. Chang; Remedial Project Manager 
u.s. Environmental Protection .Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor . 

New York, NY 1()007-1866 

Ei;nail: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 
. ' . . . 

. This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plari for the Grasse River. 

·The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a r!=!sponsibility to consider the effects ofany actions taken forthe next seven 
generations. The extreme amount o~ contaminati9n in the Grasse River h13ss~vered A.kwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawkway of life. I am unable _to 
provide my family with fi~h, mammals, waterfowl and medicinesfromthe river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosal!nee/Mohawk community m~mbE:!r i. have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along 'thE:! Grasse River. · 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap .is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. · 

Alcoaconducted dredging in 1914-1918 ofthe lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life thatEPA instruct Alcoa to expend whe~tever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of.the .Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken,nen, { {~ ~ ~-·/G. 
1 

_ ~:/ .-... 

Signature: · / Date: · P / /~ 
Print Name: 
Address: 



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection .Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Emaii:.Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637~3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the neXt seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have .the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not suffiCient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914~1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging nowwould be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. ' 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: · 
Print Name: 
Address: 

Date: I I /J c.d r~-
U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
us Environmental Protection.Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th .Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River; 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor ·is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions. taken for the n.ext seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne-from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important-aspect ofthe Mohawk way of life~ I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we.have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and har:vestin·g resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptabie and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River .. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
· action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 

By leaving toxins in place there·_is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. lri order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed .. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lowerGtasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging nowwould be to the public'sbenefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of lifethat.EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the. 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: d. ,. .g: . 
........ ~ 0 .. t• 

Print Name: 
Address: 



· YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager · 
U.S. Environmental ProtectionAgency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007~1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines; hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action.· Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk peqple and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
·benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
anima!s, the. plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 

Date:#'-

Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Young 5. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection.Agency 
290 Broadway; 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007"18€)6 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns witp the Proposed Remediai Plan for the Grass~ River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective .nor is it a permanent remedy: . 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any .actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse .River 11as severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the riverthat we liave depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have tlie rightto use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoratipn ofthe near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection o.f Mo)1awk.resources, main <;hannel dredging must be incluoed in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on anar:rriored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection again.st ~rosion. 
By leaving toxins· in place there is still a h~alth impact to Mohawk people and its resources. lri order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses.all toxins must be removed. · 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 ofthe lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic. 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plantsa~d thus, the people. 

Sken:nen; 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection _Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-.1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter isto express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for gene~tions. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration cifthe near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. · 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 ofthe lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. · 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: Date: lvcv· PI dfJJOJ , 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.s. Environmental Protection .Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007~1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility t9 consider the effects of any actions t.aken for the. next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River. has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource useHhat arethe mostlmportant aspect ofthe Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicin~s from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use th.e 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed ~redging and restoration ofthe near shore areas is an acceptable ancj appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in.any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion~ 
·By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its• resources. In order to 
reStore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins·must be removed, · 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914.-1918 of the lower .Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's bene.fit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa·to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 



Young•S. ChC\hg, Remedial Project Manager 

u,s: Environmental Protection _Agency 
-29b Bro.C!dway, 20th Floor · 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa~gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon YoungChang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposec,l remedy is not protective I'JOr'is it a permanent remedy. 
·As a Mohawk, I h(!ve·a responsibility to consider the .effects of any actions taken for the ne.xt seven. 
generatfons. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses thatare:the l)iost important aspect of the Mohawk way oflife. I am unable to 
provide my fami,IY wi~h fish, mammals,wa.terfoWI arid mediCines from the riverthatwe have depi!mded 
on for generations. As a Haudenosauhee/Mohawk community member i have the right to use the 
fisheries, _medicines; hunting; plantation and harvesting· resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. . 

For long term protection ofMoh.aWk resources, main .channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action, Relying solely on an ariTJored,cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a he~lth impact t~ Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
re?tore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

·Alcoa conducted dredging in '1914-1918 of t~e lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging nowwould be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever' measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River,theland, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

"signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: 



Young s .. Chan~; Remedial Project Manager 
u.s. Envi_ronmel]tal Protection .Agency 
290 Broadway, 2bth Flo.or · ~ 

NewYork, NY 10007.-"iB.~G 

Email: Chang.Young@epa:gbv: 
Fa?C: {212)Q37-39.66 

She:kon Young C.ha_ng, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan forthe Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy Is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mo~awk; I have a respoiJsibilitYto consider the effects ofany:actions t~k~nf,orthe next seven 

. generatio!1S, The_extreme amount ofq)ntamination in the Gra~se Riiierhas·severed Akwesasne from 
· traditional resource uses tha.t are the most importaritaspett of the IVtonav.ikWay oflife. f am unable to 

provide my fam.ily v,;it.l:l fish; mammals~ ~~terfowl and flleqkiries.fr6nrthe r,!ver that vlie·hav~ depended 
on fo~ generatio.n_s. As a Haud~riosaunee/Mohawkcommunity mem·ber I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines; hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in a.n~.-a!i?r:iftthe Grasse River: . 

• The proposed dredging and restoration of the he.ar shore areas is an acceptable and apprqpdate 
.measure for the Grasse River. 

·· For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel d'redging must be·includedi11 any remedial 
action. Relying solely on C!l'l·armored cap/sand cap is not·sufficient'for pr,ptection.agairist erosi'on. 
By leavil)g toxins in place t~ere is still a health impact t() IVIbhawk.·peo.ple and:fts rese>urce.s. lnorder to 
restore the riverfo.rMohaWk uses ·a II toxins mu·St:tJe .removed. · ,• .. '· ', .. _,_ ... . ... . t· .-. -- . - . ~ 

. . 

Alcoa coiidi.J~cted dredgi~g ig.i914~1918 of thelower~~a~~~ River/ihdia'rlMe~c;j()WS f<>nh~if'economic 
'benefitan~ dredging. now. would b!:! to tne publit~s~bene'fit · 

It is essentialto Mohawkwayoflife that:EPA instruct Alcoa to e~peiidwhateverrnoneys:andtake 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, tt)e land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the.people,. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
PrinfName':, 

Address: 



YoungS. Chang, Remedial P.roject Manager 

u.s. Environmental Protection _Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor · 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Charig.Young@eoa;gov. 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express mytcmcerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse ~[ver. 

The proposed remedY is not protecti11e hoi" is it a permanent rem'edy, 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions.taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As .a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, .medicines; .hunting, plcmtation and harvesting resources in and alongthe Grasse River. 

·The proposed dredging an~ :restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate· 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection. of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must .be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an arr:nored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there-is stiH a ~ea_ith impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohaw~ uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 

. animals; the plants·and thus;:the people. 

Signature: 
Print Nam.e: 
Address: 

. ' 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS.~ Chang, Remedial Project Manag~r 
US EnvironmentaLProtection.Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Flo.or 
New·York; NY 10007-.1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa:gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

.She:~oti :Voung'Chang, 

. . 

This letter is to expre.ss my concern~·wit~ the Pr:op(ised RemediaJPian forthe G~sse'Riyet; 

The ·proposed remedy is not protective:Jicir is if a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibilityto corisidedhe effects otany actions taken for the hexrseven. 
gelier~tions~ The extreme amouri"t of contamination in'the Grasse River has severed Akwesasnefrom 
traditio mil resource usesthat are the niost importa.nt aspect ·of the Mcih~wk way oflife. I am unable to 
provide myfamilywith fish, mammals, Waterfowl and mediCines fr:omthe riverthatwe h<hie'depended 
on for generations. AS.a Haudenosaun~e/M_oha,wk community memberl have: the right to (Jse. the. 
fish~rles, _mediCines; hunting, plantatio·n and harveSting: resources in and alongthe Grasse River. 

The propbsed".dredging andrestorationofthe_·.n~c:~rshore areas is an <;~cceptabiE! ~hd appropr_iat(! 
measure for the Grasse River. · 

For long term protection of Mohawk resour_ces, maih channel dredging mustJ:le inCluded in a11y remedial 
action. Relying solely on an .armored cap/sand cap is n9tsufficient fcir prote(iti()l"! against erosion. 
By leavingtoxins in .plate there'is Stili a·.~e.alt:h impact-to.IVi~hawk people-and its resolclrt~s: In orderto 
restore the river for Mo.haWk uses all toxjhSJlll.lstbe r_em()ved. . .. 

Alcoe1 conqucted dredgihg·irr1914ci91& of the:lower Grasse. River/Indian Meadows,fc;>r the~( economiC 
benefit ~hd dredging now would beto tfl~ public's Benefit. 

It is essentialtoMohawk way oflife that EPA instruct Alcoa 'to. expend whatevermoneysand take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health ofthe Grasse:River,·the land; {he 
animals, the plants and thus, tile people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Yo_ung S. Chang, Remediai·ProjectManag_er 
U.S. Eiwironmental Protection .Agency 

. '290 Broadway, 20th Floor· 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email:· Chang. Young@epa .gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kori Young Chang, 

This letter is.to express my concerns· with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

the proposed remedy"is not protective naris it a permanent remedy, 
As a Mphawk, .I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the nextseven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most'irnpor:taot aspect of the Mohawk way of life: I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, ~aterfowl and medidries from the river that we have depended 
,on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawkcommunity member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, .medicines, hunting, plantation and h~uvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The prbposed.dredgihg and restoration of the ne~r shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection ofMohawkresources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap Is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leavingtoxins ih place there-is still a health impactt() Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river fe>r Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed . 

.Aicoa.conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and .dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is .es~ential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever m~asures necessary to remediate and restore the _health of the Grasse River; the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. · 

. Signature: -~'-" }nte< .. ~---~?. 
Print Name: Rc>e /11 ,.g &• 'e .. l ec o6 > 

Date: li-1.!."-. 2t;?r <--

.Address: .A t:::<D<2 s; t1 s lve 



YoungS. Chang; Reniedia_l ProjeCt Manager 
u.s. Environmental Protection _Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang?i'oung@epa;gov 
Fax: (212)637"3966 

Thisietteris:to express my,conc:ernswith the l?rop0s~cj RerriediaiPian ft>dh!:! G~sse River: 

The proposed remedy is not; protective nor is ita perman·ent rem!'!dy. . . 

As a Mohawk, I have a resp~msibility to consider the ~ffects bfany.act:ions taken for the next sevem 
generations, The extreme amount ofcontamihation in: the Gra~se River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe Mohawk way.of life. I am unabie. to 
provide my family with fish, mammals,.waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member! havf:! the right to use the 
fisheries, medic\nes, hunting! plantation and haritesting r'~sources iri,anq aiorig the Grasse River, 

The propo~ed dredging and restor(ltic:iiJ of the near shore ?reas ls an.acceptable a11d appropriate 
measure fbrthe Grasse River. 

For long .term protection of MohaVv'k resources, main chaQnE!I dr¢dging must be. in.cluded ih any remec:Si!'ll 
action. Relying scil~iy on··an armored ~:ap/sand (:C'IP is no't.suffii::ienffor protection against erosiari .. 
By leaving toxins in place there· is-still a health iJl1pacttoMohawk peoiJie andits:fesources. in orqe~ to 
restore thE! river for Mohawk uses ail toxins must be. remov,ed, 

Alcoa. conducted dredging in i9.14-1918:ofthe low.er Grasse"Riverllndii:m l'y1e()<;iowsfoftheii"economic. 
benefit and dredging now would be to the ptiblic~s benefit:. · 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA. ins~ruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restor~ the health of the Grass(! ~iver,tfieland, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people . 

.Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print'Name: 
Adqress: 

Date: ·I 1-) I SJ fZ
/ 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



:Voung S. Chang.' Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection _Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

. Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

_She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with th~ Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is ita permcment remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, .medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
· action; Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 

By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefrt. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct AlCoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land; the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:neri, 

I 

Signature: 
.1,..\f. I{ I~ 

Date: {'(u ' 1 

Print Name: 
Address: 



Youngs. Chang, ~emedial Project Mal}ager· 
U.s. Environmental. Protec;tion _Agency. 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New v.ork, NY10007-1866 

Email:. Chang.'voung@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-39€)6:.. ... . . 

She:ko.n Young Chang; 

This.letter is to expr,e~~HDY concen1switht~~Propqsed Remedia'l}lan fotthe Grasse Riv,er. 

The· proposecf remedy is hotprotecfive nor is :ita perman~nt remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to c()nsider the effects of arwatti.on'.s taken for the next severi 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination ih the Grasse Riverhas ~evered Akwesasnefrom 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way oflife. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, W(lterfowland .medicines frqm the riverthatwe have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk c()mmunity~rriember I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantatipn arid harveSting resources In: and along~ the Grasse River. . 

Jhe. p~oposed dredging .and n~~ora.tioh oft he near ~hore·.are<:i's is an acceptable (!nd •a ppfbpriate 
measure .fqr the·•Gr:asseRiver: 

For iong tetrh protection off\llqhawk f,esoikces, f11i3i.ll c_!:la,r)nel dredging m1Jst ~e iridudedin,any rerrediaO! 
· action~· Relying solely arran armo~ed cap/sand c~p :is not sufficientfor 'protedior;~ against erosion~ 

By leaving toxins in piace there· is still a-health impactJo Mohawk people !H1d.it5 resources. In cmH~rtO: 
restore the:river.for Mohaw~·uses all toxins mus(b~ r:emoved. · 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-i918.ofthe'lower·Grasse Riverf!ndia.n Meadows fortheir:econornic 
benefit arid dredging nowwould l:ieto the public's:benefit. 

It is essential to l'v1bhaW.Kw~yof life ~hat.EPA instr.uct AlCoa to expe.nd Whatever moneys and ta.k~ 
whatever measures necessary to r'emediate and restore the health of the Gr:asse Rive~, the land, t~e 
·animals, the plants'arld thus; the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: 

~:a&~~~~-·~· ::..:_j':.=:~~fe, JU l-;-- (~ 
U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, RemeaiaiProj~ct.Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection .Agency 
290 Broadway, 2oth· Floor · 

Nev/York,.NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

Tl:lis:i¢tter is to express my conc~rl)s with thef>roposed R!=!medial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is i.t a permanent remedy. 
As ~ Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects ·of any actions taken for the next seven 
generatipns. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasrie from 
traditional resource uses that are the mo~t important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, .medicines, hunting, plantatiqn and harvesting resources in ~nd along the Grasse River .. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for.the Grasse River. 

Forlong term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By·leavingtoxins in placethere·is still a health impactto Mohawk people and its resources. In order to. 
restore theriverfor Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Aico"c:~ conducted dredging in 1914~1918 ofthe lower GrCISS~ Riverflhdian Meadows for their economic 
'ben~firancf dredging how would be to t~e publi~s benefit. ··· 

It is essential toMohawk way of life that EPA instruc:t Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remeqiate and restore the health of the Grasse Riv~r, the land, the 
anime~ts; the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen,. 

Signature: 
Print Name: 

Dateo#-z. 
Ad.dress: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Young s .. Chang, R_eme!lial Project Manager. 
u.s. Envirpnmental Protection _Agency 
290 Broadway; ioth Floor 
N.ew .York, NY 100"o7+1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fa~: (212)637-3966 

She:kon You11g ~lia.ng~ 

This letter is. to express my concern$ with the Proposed:R¢medial Plan ~odM Grasse,River .. 

The pro~osed remecly is not protective ,nor is it>!tperriiahent~rel"(l~dy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a r~sponsibilityto cons.idf;rJhe effects•ofany actions ta~en for tne-next'seven 
generations. The extreme amountof~wntamination in the Grasse Riverhas severed Akwe·sasne·from 

. traditional resource uses that a·re themostimportant aspect of the Mohawkway of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and me'ditinesfrom the·riverthatwe have gep~nded 
on for-generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I havethe right to use the 
fisheries, _medicines, hunting, plantation ana harvesting resources in a.fld along the Grasse Rivet, 

The proposeddredging·and restora.tion otthe hear shore areas is an·a¢ceptable·.and apprc:>priate 
measure forthe.Grasse River. 

For long term protection ·of Mohaw~r~source·s, rr\ain·chanl'l~l.dredgin'g must be inclllded in.anyfemedial 
action. Relying solely on ah armored cap/sand'c·ap ·is not.sufficient ,for protection againster()siOn . 

. By leaving toxins in• place there is' still··~·· heart~ if11pact.to.Mohawk people ~nd its:resources: In orderJo. 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all te>~ins r:nustbe removed, .· . .. .. . . 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the .lower Grasse River/lndianMead()ws fortheirecon_omic 
benefit and dredging nowwould qeto the public's benefit. 

It is esseritialto Mohawk w~y of life~ that EPA irstr!JctAico<i:to expend whatever moneys and ta~e. 
whate1Jer measures necessary to· remediate a~drestore. the health of the Grasse Rlver;·the land, the. 
animals, the· plai'JtS <md thus, the people,, 

Sken:nef1, 

Signature: 
Pririt Name: 
Address: 

Date: {l.o- f. ( ~. IQ. 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedia!Project Manager 
U.S. EnvirOnmental Protection _Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
F\leW York, NY 100Q7,i866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax.: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young C:hang, 

This letter is to express my conc;erris v.rith the Proposed R¢niedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The. proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a resp<;mslbility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount ofcontamination in the Grasse River has severecj Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses. that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way oflife. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish,. mammals, waterfowl and·medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Monawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines; huntin~~ plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoratiqn of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure forthe Grasse River. 

Forlong term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
· action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap.is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 

By leaving toxins in place there· is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. in order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1!314~1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian MeadoWs for'their economic 
benefit and dr'edging.now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is. es$ential to Mohawk way ofiife that EPA i_nstn.lct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessaryt"o rernediate .and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
a·nimals, thfi! plants af1d thus! the people. 

Sken:neJ1, 

Signature:. 
Pi"infName:. 

Address: 

Date: f(J 5"-l'Z--

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Pr()jec:t !yianag~r 

u.s. Environmental Protecti6n .. Agency 
290 Brpadway, 20th Floor 
New York,_ NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Youm~@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This l_etter is to ex pres~ mY: concerns ~itp the Pta posed RemediaiPian fO(the 'Gr~~se River:. 

The proposed'remedyis-not' prqtei:1::ive~n6f.is if a .permarie_nt.rernedy. 
As a Moha\,\lk, I h()ve a resp6nsioili_tYto consider the effe~·of a_ny actionstak~n fprJhe next sevef1-
gerieraticihs. The extr~me arnolintofcorit()m.in(ltion in the Gra~se ~ivet:hassevered'AI<wesi)sne frbrri 
traditional resource uses thatarethe'rnost important_ aspect ofthe M()~Ciwkway'oflife, 1 am unable to 
provide my farriHy with fish; mammak wateifbwl and medicines t'rorn the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Hauderiosaunee/Mohawk.cornmunity member! have the right t()' use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harveSting resources in and along·the.Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration orthe ne_(lr shore areas is an acceptable anchppropri!3te 
measurefor the Grasse River. 

For long ;term 'protectio11 ofMohawk resources;ffi(lin channel dredging:rnlJS:t.be included in ariy remedial 
action~_ Relying.solely on• an armored-ccfp/sand cap is not $Uffitient for prot~<:t;ion:agaihsferosion; 
By leaving toxins:in place there•is still·a'-health irhpact to Mo~awk:people and it:s;re~ourtes. lri order to 
restore the river for Mc;>ha_wk:uses all. toxins must be remoVed~ 

Alcoa conducted dredging .in 1914"1~~8 o:ftbe:lower Gra$se Rlv~r/lndiari Mea do~$ for th_eir:economi«; 
benefit arid dredging now would be 1:6 the;publk's benefit. · 

It is essenti(ll t:o,Mbhawkcway of life thatEP,A instruct Alcoa to expehd\~ihatever l)1Qn¢:Vs and take 
whatever measures necessary t:o· remedia.t~:a.nd restore the healt~ o'f the Grasse River,:the land,'the 
animals, ~he plants and thu~, tt:le.8eople: 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: li.-'l:rlL 

Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Re_medial Project Manager 
LJ.S. Environmental Protection _Agency 
290 Broadway, 20tn Floor · 

New York. NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young C_hang, 

This letter is to express my concernswiththe Proposed R~medial Plan forthe Grasse River; 

The proposed remedy is not protectivenor.is it a perr'nanentremedy . 

. As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider tne effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount ofcontarriination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 

traditional resource uses that are the. most illlportanuispect of the. Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 

provide my family with·fish, mammals, waterfoWJ ~hd mediCines from the river that we have depended 
on forgener:ations. As a Haudenosa.unee/Mohawkcommlinity member I_ have the right to use the 
:fisheries, meclicines; hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and. along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoratic;m of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 

measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 

action. Relyingsolely on an armored cap/s<md cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there· is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must.be removed .. 

Alcoa conducted dredgingi[l1914-1918 of the-_ lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows fodheir economic 

beJ1~fit ~ncl ·dredging now would be to the· public's benefit. 

It is esseritialtoMohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to reme'diate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animal~, the plants and thus~ the people;. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: Date:. //.-J!:J ~/ z__ 
Print Name: 

Adclress: 



Young S,.Chang,. Remedial P.rciject:Manager 

U.S .. Environmental Protection .Agency· 
290 Broadway, 20tn Floor 
NewYork;NY 10007-i866 

Email: Chang,Young@eoa.gov: 
Fax:: (212)637-3966 · . 

She:kon Yolmg Chang, 

This letter is to express'rt:~Y c;:ol)cerris with the Propo~e9 ReiiiediaLPianforthe G_rasse River. 

The proposed remfi!c!Yis riot'ptotedive rwr is ita permanent rernec:i,y> 
As a Mohawk, I have a' rE!spc>nslbility tc),consider th:e. e.ffects ofany· actloi)~Jal<en'fofthe next se.ven 
generations. The extreme amo!Jnt:of·contamination in the ~rasse:River has seve. red Akwesashe from 
traditional resource uses thatare the most.important aspectofthe fY!q~awkway of life_. l_am ur:~ableto 
provide my familywith fi~h. mammals, waterfowl and _medicines frort:~ the. tiverthatwe-have depended 
on for generations: As a Hauderiosaunee/Mohawk community member 1 have the ri~ht to use. the. 
fisheries, medicinf!S, hunting, plantation·and har'iiesting resources in _and along'the Gra~se R,iver. 

The propos~d dredging and restorc;~tipn ohhe near shore areas is an acceptable aJ"ld: appropriate 
measure for the Grasse RiVer. · · · 

Forlong term protection ofMqhc:t\Vk resources, main c~~nne.J qredging must be. ir.tciiJqed'irl''ahy remedial' 
action. Relying solely on an armore.d c~p/sarid cap is•hotsuffjcient for: protection C)gaif)st erosion. 
By leaving toxins In plqce there is'still a health,lrnpact t,o Mohawk peopl~ afld: its resources. In ordf:!rto 
restore the river.for Mohawk uses. all toxiris must be remqved. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in .1914~1918 of tlie lower Grasse River/Indian M~adows for:their economic 
benefit and dredging now woulcl be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way b(life that EPA jnstruct Alcoa to expendwh(!teyermbl'leys and take 
whatever measures neces~ary,to remediate and re~tc:>re tl;le health. of the GrasseJ~iver, the. land, the 
animals,the plarit5:and.thus(the.-pe0plf!. 

Sken:n¢n, 

Signature: 
Print Name:, 
Address: 



Youngs. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S: Environmental Protection .Agency 
290 Broadway; 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chi'mg, . 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed rem~dyis not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effect~ of any actions taken for the next seven 
·generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses.thatare ·the most important.aspect ofthe Mohawkway of life. I am unable to 
provide myfamily w,ithJish, rnammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for. generations. As a Haudenos(lunee/Mohawk community member I hiwe the rightto use the 
fisheries, .medicines, hunting, plantation and narvestin~ resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near snore areas is an ~cceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Forlohg term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
· action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 

By leaving toxins in place there· is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources, In order to 
restore the rivedor.Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

AlCoa conducted dredging i.l11914~1918 ofthe lower Grasse River/lndia·n Meadows f9t their economic 
benefjtand dredgingn·ow WOL!I~ b~ to the public's benefit 

It is essential to Mohawk w~y of life that EPA instruct ,l\lcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatevermeasu~;es necessary to remediate and restore the health qhhe Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants ~l'ld thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Addre~s: 



Youngs. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.~. EnvirQnrn~ntal Pro.te(:tion _Agency 
290 Broadwayj 20th Fi9or · .· 

New York, NY10007"1866 

Email: Chang.Youhg@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637~3966 

She:kon Young C:hang, 

This letter isto·express my concerns with the Prqposed'R~rn~cli~l Planf6r t~.¢· (J~a~$.e Rive'r. 

The propos~~ remedy is. n.ot prote.!=ti\(e nor. is it a permanent rerried'{, . 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsi~ility to consider the eff~cts cla.ny act:lonst~keri for the neXt seven 
generations. The eXtreme amol.lht of contamination in the:G.rasse:Rhter has severed Akwesa~neJrom. 
traditional resource uses that are the mostimport~u'ltaspect bf'the Mohawk way oflife. I. am unable t() 
provide my family with fish, mammals:; waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have de'J>ended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I halie·the rightto use the .. . . 

fisheries, medicines, hlir\ting, plantation and hanlesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The. proposed dredging and restoration of ~he near sh()re areas is an.a~ceptable ahd appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. · 

For long term protection of Moha,wk rf:!source$1 main c;hanhel dredgihg}'riust.be.iriclud~d iri anytemedial 
action, Relyingsolelyon an-armored cap/sand cap isnotsufficientfor protec;tJon against erosion: 
By leaving toxins in place there, is stiil a·health iriipact to Mohawkpe6ple.and its resources. In orderto 
restore the riverforMohawk uses all toxins must' ~e removecL 

Alcoa .conducted dreqging in 1914~1918 of the lower Grasse Rivef/ln'diah Meadows fortheir ec;onomic 
benefit and dredging now would be tq the public~s,be.oefit. 

It is essential to Mohawkwa'(oflife.thatEPA instruct' Alcoa to expend whatever moneys anc;tta.ke~ 
whatever measures neces~ary to rerne.diate~rid restore,the health ofthe Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus; the· people, 

Sken:nen1 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Youngs. Chang, Remedial ,Project.Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection _Agency 
290Hroadway, 20til Floor 

New York", .NY .10007 -'1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk; I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The e~rern.e amount ofcontamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe Moh~wk v.tay oflife. I am unable to 
provide my family v.dth fish-. mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that ~e have depended 
on for generations; As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk communitY member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, planti;ltion and harvesting resources in and. along the Grasse River. . . . . 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources; main channel dredging·must be included in any remedial 
action, Relying, solely on an ~rmor'ed cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact tQ Mohawk people ang itsresowces. lp order to . . . 

restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging ip1914~1918 of the lower Grasse ~iver/lngian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

I tis essential to Moh~wk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants;ahd thus, the people. 

Sken:nen,. 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
.Address: 

Ot(,e_ bate:_-"~ 
CRc(;..._. 



Young. S. Chang, Remedial Project M~inager 
U :S. ~nvirpniT)entaiProtection .Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang;Young@epa.gov· 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang; 

This letter isto express. my concerns with the Proposed Remediai'Pian for the Grasse Riyer:; 

The proposed• remedy is notprotectjve:noris:ft:a.P.E!rmar)entrernedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects·ofa.ny actions t?l~~l'l f(Jr th~ f1¢X~'s~Yeh. 
generations. The extreme amoi.m(bfcohtamiriation iifthe Grasse Riverhas severed.Akwesasne from" 

tradit.ional· reSOllrC§! U.S.esth<:rt arethe~r'(:\(),Stimpcirtanta..spet~ Qf,th¢Mohi:lwk:w_ay of life .. ;I am unable to 
provide my family with fishi mammals; w(!terfow,tand n:ledid.ne~fr()rn fh.e. riyertl)a~ v.te:h~ye d¢pendeq 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaune~/MohaWk·community member I have the right to u.se:'the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting; plantat:iori a't1d harVesting resoj.Jrces in.and along the Grasse River; 

The proposed dredging and restoration ofthe near shcireareas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For.long term protection of Mohawk resources,;main channel dredgtngmust be include.d i.n any reiT)edicll, 
~ . . . . 

actio fl. Relying sol~ lyon an armored c:ap/sand.cap:isiiot suffieierit for protection againsterosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is s£111 a _h,~alth irnRa.~ ,t<:> Mobawk people a.'nd its'i'esoqrc'es ... lri order to 
restore the riverfor Mohawk uses all toxins must: be removed~ 

Alcoa C()llducted dredging.in 19_14-l91S ofthe. ibwerGr'asse Rilier/lndiari.Meadowsfciftt\eir economiC 
benefit and dredging now would b~'tot.he pubjic'~,beneM: 

It is essenti~lto Mohawk way ofiife that EPA instructAkoa to ex·pend whatever moneys: and take 
. whatever measures necessary t()rem.ediate and. r(;!s.tor:e tl:l~ health. of the Grasse' River, the land, the 

animals, the plants and thus, the people; 

Sken:nen, 

Signature-: 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang-, Remedial Project M_anager 
U.S. Environmental Protection .Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Em.aH: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
·Fax: (2 i2)G3l-396(> 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This. letter is to express I'Tlv·concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River: 

The proposed remedy'is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I hay~ a· respon~ibillty to'consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of c;ontamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am una.ble to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawkcommunity member I have the right to use.the 
fisheries, mediCines! hunting, plantation and harvesting resources' in and along the Gra~seRiver. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In ord~r to 
r.estore the river f()r Mohawk uses ail toxins mustbe removed. 

Alcoa cbtidlicted dredging ir'r191LV1918 of the lower~Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their ·economic 
benefit and dredging now v.iould pe tOthe Pl1blic's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals)he plants and thus; the people. 

Ske_n:n.·en, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Young 5. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
u.s. Environmental Protection.Agency 
290·Broadway, 201

h Floor · 

NeVI York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gbv 
Fax: .(214)637~3966 

She:kon Yoi..Jng.Chahg, 

This, letteristo express my concerns with the Proposeq Re_medi_al PlanJbrtheGrass·e River: 
. . 

The. proposed remedy is not protedive:rior;is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to tonsicleYthe effects ofany actions taken fortlie next seven 
generations. The extreme amou~J!of'conta.mfnation In th.e Grasse River h~s severed Akwesasnef~oin 
traditional resource uses that are'the mostimportant aspect of the MohaWk,v.~ayigflife: Lam unat>le to 
. proviele 111Y familywith fish, mammals; waterfoWLahd mediCines from the riverthatwe haye depended 
on for generations. As a f-!audenP~?llnee/[YiohaWk cor:nll)unity member! ha~e the righfto usethe 
fisheries; medicines, hunting,_ plantation and harvesting resources in and alqngth~·Grassejiver. 

The proposed dredging and restoration bf the ne(3r shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protecti()n of M,ohawk.resources, m_ainchannel dredgirig musf.oe-ini::luded in any:remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand. c~p is n,ot?uffideQt forprotect:iob agaitist:erosi611. 
By_leaving toxins inplac~there:is.still·a.-health impact· to Mohawkpeople and itsres9.urc;~s. Jn,qr<:l¢r,to 
restore t~e rivf:!rfor. Mphaw~ uses alit.oxfns l)iustbe removed._ - · 

AlCoa conducted dredging in1914-1918 ofthe lower Grasse River/Indian l\llea~ows fortheir: .etonomk 
benefit and dredging now would betothe publiC's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way·of life that'EPA in~tn1ct Alcoa l:o expend whatevennoneys and take 
whatever rneasur~snecessaryto remediate and restore the health ofthe.Grasse River, theJaJ1d,the 
animals, the plants and thus, ,the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Sign_ature: 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. ErlVironmental Protection .Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

NewY.ork;,NY10007-~86Q 

Email: Cnang.Yoting@epa.gov 
Fax: (21:i)637c396~ -

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is.to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The propOsed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As:a Mohawk, lhave a respbnsibiiity to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme_ arnoun~ of contamination in the. Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my ~mily with fish, mammals, waterfowl andmedicines from the river that we have df:!pended 
on for generations, As a Haudenosaunee/Mohc:tWk.tornniunity member I have the rightto use the 
fisheries, medicines, huntihg; plantation a net harvestipg resour.ces in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying. solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impacqo Mol)ay.rk p~ople and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses ali toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa·conducted. dredging in 1914-1918 ofthe lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
bf:!l)efit and dredging.now would be to the public's benefit. 

-It-is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct A_lcoa .to: expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
anima!_s, t~e plants_ and thus, the people. 

Sken:heh, 

Signature: 
print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Youngs. Chang, Remedial ProJecrl\tla[l(lger 
u.s. Environmental Protectibh_Agency 
290 Broadway, 2Q1h Floor .. 

New Yor~1NY 10007"18~6 

Email: ChangiYot:mg@e'pa;gbv 
Fax: (212)637-3966: · . 

She:kon Young Charig, 

This letter ido express rnv-conce~n~ With t.he Pg>pos~d Remediai Plan:for the Grifs.Se Rivet. 

The proposed remedy is riot proteCtive noi: is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk., I hav~ a rt;!sponslpillty to consider the effects of any actioris'takeh for the nextseven 
generations; The extreme amounrofcont(IIJlination.ln;the,Gr:<!!!Se Riv~r'h(lssevered.A~wesasne from 

traditional resource .uses that are the most important aspect.oftne Moh<~wk·~ay oflife: .1 am unable to 

provide mY family with 'fish, rriartutfa'ls;·watertowl and medicines froitLthecriverthafwe have depended 

on for generations; As:a H~ud~n()saynee/Mohawk cbrrirnunlty meffib.er I haVe:th'erighHO: use the 
fisheries, medicines, 'huritihg, plantation and harvesting resourcesin iind;e~long'th~ G~asse Rivet. 

The proposed dredging and-restoration ofth~' ne(lrshore ar,easis .. ah atcE!ptabte~·and,·apprcipriate 

measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protectiqn of Mohawk resouq::es, main channel dredging must be incllidedTri any remedial 
action. Relying, solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erbsjon. 

By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impactto Mohawk people and, it-s resources. In ord~rto 
restore the river forMohawk us(;!~; all ~oxins must beJembved. . . 

Alcoa conducted. dredging in 1914"1918 ofthe lower Gra~se. River/lngial) M~a·dpws fqr their economic 
benefit a.nd dredging MW wouli:l'be ~othe.pi.Jblic(s benefit. · 

I tis essential toMohawk- way of lifethatEPAinstruct Alcoa·to:exp~nd \A}hateV,er'!116h~ys·an"d take 

whatever meas~,Jres necessary tb remediate ahd restore the health of the G'rasse,River;the land,Jhe 
animals, the plants.and thus, theP.eople. 

Sken:nen, 

s;gnature: 4.'~~ • . oa:te: t/-- /5 c-j~ 
Print Name:/1 .. · . ___:._ ~if&.: 
Address 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. thang, Remedial Project Manager 
US Environmental Protection .Agency 
290. Broadw(ly, 20th Floor 

NewYork, NY 10.007-18.66 

Email: Chang.Yo(mg@epa.gov' 
_Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

l.'his letter i·s to express my c.onc.erns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The prop'osed remedy'is riot proteCtive nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As. a Mohawk, I have a responsibiilty to considerthe effects of any actions taken. for the next seven 
.generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. lam unable to 
provide my ta·mily with· fish, mammals; waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long terrn prot~~~Jon of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
··action. Relying solely on an (irmored cap/sand cap is not s.ufficient for protection against erosion. 

By leavingtoxinsin place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people. and its resources. In order to 
restore the riverforMC>.hawKl:lses aUtcll<ins must be removed. 

Alcoa condi.Jcted·dredgihg in 1914-1918 ofthe lower Grasse River/lndian·Meadows for their economic 
ben~fit and dredging now Would be to the public's benefit. · 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the. Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plant$ and th~JS;th~ people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
.Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



I 
! . 

Youngs. Cnang, Remedial Project Manager 
US. Environmental Protection .Agency 
290 Broadway, 201h·Fioor 

New'{.ork, NY 10007-18.66 

.Email: Chan·g:Young@emi:gov 
Fax: (212)6'37-3966 . 

She:kori Young Chimg, 

This I e. tter is to express my concernswith the J.>rqposed RE!rnedi!'ll Plarifqr the Grasse River. . . . . . . 

The proposed remedy is hotprotectiv.e noris.it:a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I havea responsibility to co.nsl~er the effects ofany'actidristaken for the neXt: seven 
generations. The eXtreme amount ofcon~a!Tlination in t~e Grasse RivE!r has·se.verecj Akwesasne frqm 
traditional resourceJ.isesthat ar.e. the•rriost importcintaspectofthe Mohawk way oflif~. I <!IJ.l unable to 
provide mY famlly'with fish,ina'mmals, waterfowl arid medicines frdm the r:iverthatwe have depended 
on for generations: As a Haudenos<:lUnee/Moh.i\IY~~ cornmqnity memb~r I bav~e'the righttq ·use the 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, piantation and.harvesting resources in and al.ong the Gra~se River; 

The proposed dredging and restoration ofthe near shore areas Is· an acceptable and apprOpriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

. . 

For lorig term protection of Mohawk resdurtes;main ct:uihnel dredging must be. inCluded in'i:my remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armor!;!d cap/sang cap !s not sufficie.n~ for protection !'lgainst erosiorr. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a· health irhpactto Mohawk people and its resources. In orderto 
restore ttle river fqr)y'lohaw~ !JS~s (!II toxln's)'nust be. removed: . 

Alcoa conducted dredging·in 1914:.:1918-.ofthe·lower Grasse River/Indian Meado\"fs forth~ireconoiJ'llc. 
benefit and dredging now wouid.be ~o the public~$ benefit. · · 

It is essential to Mohawk way-of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expeflcj\vhatever 11)()neys·andtake· 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and'restore the health ofthe Grasse,Riverdhe land;· the 
animals, the plants and thus, the pf:!pple . 

. Sken:n~f)~ 

Signatu~e: 

Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
.u.s. Environmental Protection _Agency 
29Q Broadway, 20th 'Floor . . 
-NewYork; NY 10007.~1866 

·Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637"3966 

She:kon Young Ch~n~, 

This letter is to expressmy concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I bave.a responsibilitY to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The eXtreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my ~rniiY with fish, mammals, waterfowl and mediCines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohaw~ com'!'unity member I have the rightto use the 
fisheries, medicines; hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration ofthe near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 

measure for'the Grasse River. 

For long term p~otedion of Mohawk res.ourc~s, main channel dredging mustbe inCluded in any remedial 
aCtion. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not.suffi.cientfor:·protection against erosion. 
By.leavingto~insJh piac;e there is still a health impaetto Mohawk people and its resources. ln. o.rder to . . 

restore the river for Mohawk uses ~II toxins mu.st be• remoyed. 

Alcoa c;onducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit an9 gredging novv would pe tq the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Motiawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the . 
animals, the plants and thus, the people.· 

Sker:nen; 

Signature: 
·Print Name: 
Address: 

Date: //-/7-/2__ 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Youngs. Chang, Remedie~l Project Manager 
u.s. Environmental Protection_Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax; (212)637 -3966 

She:kon_Youngthang, 

This letter is tb e>.<press my concerns with the Proposed RemediahPiim fi:wthe Grass~ River. 

The proposed.remedy-is•notproted:iv~· nor.is It a pe~mCin~~tt~,r:tiecly; 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to.consider:the effects of any act"ions taken·for t~.e l'_lextseven 
:generations. The .extreme amount ofco"iltamiriatiori·iri the Grasse:Riverhassevered Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses tha~ (Ire the !lJOS~ importC~nt asped:ofthe Mohawicwayoflife. 1 afn unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfo.wl and megicine!~ from tl:le five~ th(ltwe have cjepencled 
on for generations. As a Haudenosa·une'e/MohciiNk toriirrn.iiiity member I have the rightto .. usethe 
fisl:leries,medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting rcesburces in and alon~the .Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration ofthe near shore areas is an acce!J'table and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of MohaWk resources,_ main channel dredging must~e includecl jn anyn~rnedi~l 
action, Relying sole.ly on an ·armored. cap/sand tap is hbt suffiCientfor. proteCtion .against:erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a l:l£;alth lmPa<:t to ryi,qhaW~ p~q-ple aiJd :its: resources·, In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must:be removed. 

Alco.a conducted dredging ih 1914-19i8 otthe loWer Grass·e· Riv¢r/lhdian MeadoWs-for tlie!r~ecohomic, 
benefit and dredging.now would be to the public's benefit,. 

It is-essential to MohaWk way of life thatEPA instruct Alcoa to expend.:whatever moneys andhke . 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the healthof the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

· T~-- .··-~- 1 :tJ~t:&:"'/2.. 
Signature: \..~'~t·e& . Deite:. , ..... . 
. PrinW'Jame: ·"'~ Y l I JS. f4a..·.yn(. \ Y;")· 

Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 

u.s: 'Environme(ltal Prbtection .Agen~y · 
290 B'roadway, 2othFI0pr 
New-York NY 10007~1866 

Email: .Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637~3966 

.She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concernswith the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River, 

The proposed remedy is· notprotectivenor is it a permanent remedy. 
As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility .to Considerthe effects of any actions taken for the neXt seven 
generations. The eXtreme amount ofcontarn_ination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource l!Ses that are the mostimportant aspect· of the· Mohawk way of life. l·am unable to 
provide my· family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medi_cines from the rivert~.at we.have depended 
on for generations. AS a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, _medidnes, hunting, pla'ntation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For.long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on ari armored cap/Sand. cap is not sufficientfor protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in plate thert:·is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resourc~s. In order to 
restore the rjver for Mohawl< uses all toxins must he removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in'i9i4-1918 ofthe lowerGrasseRiver/lndii:m Meadows·for their economic 
benefitand dredging-now would be.to.tiJe.public's benefit. 

I tis. essential to Mohawk way of life .that EPA instruct Alcoa ·to expend whatever mon~ys and take 
whatevermeasures necessary to remediate arid restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants arid thus,, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
PrihtName: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Youngs. Chang, Remedial Projectl'{iar;iager 
u.s: Environmental Protection.Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-i866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637:3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This· letter is to express my concerns wi~h the i>.ropose·d BernE!~Ial Pl~nJor:thi:? Grclsse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective- hoY is it a. permanent-remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to considerthe effects ofany actions taken'for the neXt seven 
generations. The eXtreme amount of contamination in the Gr_asse:River ha~ severe(! AkwesasneJrO"rn 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way oflife. I am Uf:lcible to 
provide my famHywith fish, mammals; waterfowl and medicines ftom the ri\iel that we .have depended 
onfor generations. As a HaudenOSC)Uneeffv1oha,INkcornil}UI")ity member I have ~h,e tightto Use'the: 
fisheries, medicines, hunting:, plantation and harveSting resources in and along the <:Jr~sse ~ivE!r, 

The pro posed dredging and restoratio!'r oft6e qea r shore 9rea_s is an acceptabl_e and .appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River: · ·' · 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel 'dredging rnust be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against. erosion, 
By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In orderto 
restore the river forMohawk us~s. (Ill tqxins must be removed.. 

Alcoa conductediredgirig inl914"19i8 oft he lower Grasse River/Indian Meadow_. s for their economic. 
benefit a.nd dredging nowwouidl,)e to the p:LJblit's· benefit. · · ·. ·· · · · · 

I tis essential to Mohawk .way oflife that:EPAinsfructAicoa to expend whateyer 111onev~ ar~d•take 
whatever measures necessaryto remei:liateand r,estore the health of-the Grasse River1the land; the 
animals; the plants andthus, the people. · 

Sken:nen, 

Signatur~: 

Print Name: 
Address! U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Young 5. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
us Environmental Protection .Agency 
'290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

New.Y.ork, NY'1DDD7-1866 

Email: Chang;YounJ;!@epa.gov 
Fax: (il2)637-3Q66 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy~ 
As a Mohawk, I hav~ a responsibility to consider the effects ofany actions taken for the nex~ seven 
generatipns. the extreme. Cli1}0u_nt of contamination in the Grasse River has severed AkWesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for genera~ions. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, mediCines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The propose.d dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be,included in any remedial 
action. Relying.soleJy on an armored cap/sanq cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion, 
By leaving toxinsi'n place there is still a health impact to Mohawk'people and Its resol.Jrces. In order to 
restoreth~ river for Monawk uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted. dredging in 1914"1918 of the low~r Grasse River/lndia.ttl\.lle~dows for their economiC 
benefit and dredgiri~ now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to·expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health ofthe Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, th~ plants a1,1d thu~; the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Young,S, chang,Rf:!n'ledial ProjectM(3_ii~g~r 

i.Js Environmental Protection .. ~genty' 
290 BroC!dway, 20th Floor ·· 

New York, NY 10007~1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-396.6 . 

She:konYoung Chang, 

This letter is to express mvcoricernswith the pr0p_oseq:.Reiriedia!!Pii:m fot the Grasse River, 

The proposed remedy is not protective nOr is' ita permanenfremedy. . 
As a Mohawk,_ I have a responsibility to consi~e,rth¢ effects Of any actions taken for the ne)(t seven. 
generations. The extreme am~:H:Jnt ofc~ntamination in the ~n:~sse· River has severed'AkWesasne from 
traditional resour,~e uses thatare.the. most importaritaspect of thE! Mohavkway ofljfe. l~rn unable to 
provide my family with fish, ·mammals; wat~rfow] and .. medici~es frorrrthe river tli~twe have d,epende·d 
on for generations. As a HaudeQosauneie/Mohawk cornm.unitlj member I ha1,1e theright:tousethe 
fisheries, medicines, hunting, planta~icm and harve·StingresolJrces in and along!the Gra~se ~iver. 

The proposed dredging:andresto[ation of them ear shore e~reas is an acceptal:)le ~nd'apprbpr:iate 
measure for the Grasse. River. 

For long termptotection of:MohaWk resOurces, main channeidredging.mustbe inch.ided in any remedial 
action. RE!Iyiilg soleiy 01'l·ari armore~c~cip/sand dip is not sufficient for protection against .erosiC>ri. 
By leaving toxins in place there is: still a h(!alth ir:npactto Mohawk PE!Ople arid itS resources; In order to 
re~tore the riverfor'Mohawk.u?es alitoxins;must be rem_qved. · 

Aicoa conducted dr!i!dging, in 1914-1918 ofthe.loWer (3rasse River/Indian MeadoWs for their eCO!l(?mic;: 
benefit and dredging now'wpulcj be;tpthe P. ublics benefit. . ' . . ' . . . 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life thaHPA'instruct Alcoa' to expend whatever moneys. and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restorE;! the health ofthe Grass~ River, the land, the 

animals, the plants· arid thus, the· people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 
Address·:; U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial ~reject Manager 

u.s. Envirpnm'~ntal Protection _Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 

NeW York; NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (n2)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is. to express my concerns with the Proposed Rf!rried.!ai.Pian for the Grasse River. 

. The! propOsed remedy is not protective nor .is it a per[l:lanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk" I have a responsibility to considerthe effect~:of any actions taken for the next seven· 
generations, The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from . . 

traditional resource usesthatare the most important aspect ofthe Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish; ml:lmmals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for geneJCitions. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, .medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. 

The proposed dredging and restoration ofthe .near shore.areas is an acceptable and appropriate 
measureforthe Grasse River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk resourc~s, riiairi channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is riot suffiCient for protection against erosion. 
By l~avingtoxins in place there·is still a health.impactto Mohawkpeople and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses al_l tmcins must be removed. 

Alcoa toncfucted dredging _in 1914~1918 of the lower Grasse. River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way oflif~ that EPA instruct: Alcoa to expend whatevermoneys a·nd take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate 'arid restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals; the plants and thus, the people. 

-Sken:nen, 

Signature: 
Print Name: 

Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Youngs. Chang, Remedial Pr.ojettMal}~ger 
u.s. Eiwirorimental Protectlon.Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10Cl07~18J>6 

Email: Chang.Young@ep<Lgov 
Fax: (212)637~3966 

She:konYa,ungChang, 

This letter is to express nwcq_nterris with the ;Prop_osed Remedial Plan' for fhe Gtdsse River . 

. The proposed remedy is riotprcitect!ve no·r Is it a.perrrianerifremed\,< . 

As a Mohawk, !.have alespohsibilityto consi.der tfie effects of any adfons t(lkeh for the ne>g ?even 
generations. The extreme amount qf contamination in the Grasse River has s~ver~d Akwesasne from 
traditional resourc:e uses that are the:mqstirriportant aspect qfthe Mohawk way of life. lam 'uhable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals; waterfowl. and medicines from the' river that we have depended 
ori for generations; As:a 1-l~uderlO.Sciunee/Motiawk commuriitV'member fhave ~he right to use the 
fisheries,,_~edlcines, huntihg_1 plantatio!l aj1d harvesting resol!r9es lri ahd·;alti~gthe Gra~~~ Ri\fer. 

The propos'ed dredging and·r~stqra~ion ofthe-riear shore arec;J~ is ah acteptable-a,nd appropriate 
measure fortbe Grass_e River. 

For long term protection of IVJohawkresources, main channel :dredging must· be ipcJua~d :in any remedial 
action. Relying solely ori imarmored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for proteP:ion against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in ~place there· is still a healt~ impact to. Mohawk people (l~q its resources, In order to 
restore.the .river for Mohawk uses ali toxirismust be r~rnoved. 

Alcoa conduct'ed dredging In :1914~ 19i8:qfthe J0wer Grasse River/ln_dian ivleadoWs fortheir·econornic 
benefit and. dredging now WC>Uid be to the pu.bliC.s benefit. · 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that_EPAjnstruct Alcoa to exp~ndwhate_ve·r moneys ancj take 
· whatever measures n.ec:essary to remediate.and restore the health of the Gr!Js.se Rj-ver, the land,.the 

C)nimals; the:plahts and thus, the people. 

sken:nen, 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



Young'S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
b:s. Environ·mental Protectioi').Ag~nc;y 
290 B'roadway, 20th Floor 

New Y.ork, NY 10007-1866 

-Email: Chang.Young@epa.geiv 
Fax: (212)637c3966 

She:kon Young Chang,. 

This letterls to express my concerns' with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor Is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider th~ effects of any actions taken for the next seven. 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesashe frorn 

traditional resour(:e uses thatare.the most important aspeCt of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide. my family wit)1 fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for generations. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fisheries, _medicines, hunting, plantaticm and .harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River~ 

The proposed dredging and rest()ration pfthe hear shore areas_is an acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

For long term protection ofMohawk resources, main channel dredging must be-included-in any remedial 
action. Relyingsplely on an armored cap/sand cap-is not sufficient for protection against erosion: 
By leavingtoxins in place there:isstill a health impactto Mohawk people and its resources. In orderto 
restore the river' for Mohawk uses all tpxlns must be removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredgil)g in 1914·1918 ofthelower Grasse River/Indian MeadoWsJortheir'economic 
benefit and· dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to rerriediate and restore the health ofthe Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plantsand thus, the people. 

S~en:nen, 

Signatur~: 

f>rint Name: 
Address·: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



.. 

YoungS. Chang, RernE!dial Project Manager 
U.S. Emiironmental Protection_Agf:!l'lCY 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor · 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@ep<Lgov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:konYoung Chang, 

This lett.er is to. express. my concerns with the Proposed ~erifedia !Pia ri for the G @Sse·River: 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is ita permanent remedy, 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to conside(t:he effects .of any actions 't~ken. 'tor the, next seven 
generations. The eXtreme amount ofcohtamination in the Grasse Rivei'has severedA.kW'e~asne.fi"om 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the MohaWk way of life. I am una.bl~ to 
provide my family with fi.sh,.mammals, waterfowJ and medicines from the .river thatwe.ha\fe depended 
on forgenerations. As a Haudenoscwne¢/Mohawkcomrnun.ity member I have th~ rigJ:!tto use the 
ftsherie.S,; medkihes, tfuntihg; plantation ard b~H~V,esting fesources'in al)d ajo~gthe Grasse Rive~~ 

the proposed d.redging and.restqr~i,ion ofthe-ne~r shote.areasjs <!11 acteptable'and·approprlgte 
ineasureforthe Gr<!ssi; River. 

For long term protection of Mohawk re.spurces, mai11 channel dredging•must be. induded lh;.~ny remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored c:ap/s(!nd. cap is not sufficient-for prot~ction against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there· is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its r¢sources, :ln.order to. 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxlns.rnust be :removed, 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914" 1918-.ofthe lo,w~r Grasse River/Indian MeadOINS fortheii· eccihomic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the publids benefit 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA iostr;t.,~Gt Alcoa to expend whatever moneys:andtake 
whatever measures necessary to rerriedicite and restore ~he ~ea'.lth.ofthe Gr:asse;~iver;.Jhe '!and, the 

' . . . . . . 

ar:~imals,:the plants and thus; the people. 

Sken:nen, 

·Signature: 
Print Name: 

Address: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. €hang! Reinedial l'~ojectiVianager 
U.S. Enviro11inental Protection.Agency 
290 Broadway; 2Qth Floor . 

Ne.W York, NY 100'07~186$ 

Email:· Chang.Young@epa.go\i 

Fax: (212)63J-3966 

She:ko_n Young Chang, 

This letter is tb express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a permanent remedy. . 

As a· Mohawk, I have a. responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 

traditional resource uses ttiat are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 

provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicin~s from the river that we have depended 
on for generations, As·a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 

fisheries! medicines, _hllf)ting,_plantation and harvesting resources in and along tlie Gr'asse-River, 

The proposed dredging and restoration of the l')ear shore areas is an acceptable and.appropriate 

measure for the Grasse; Ri\le( 

For long term protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must' be .included in any remedial 

action. Relying solely on an (lrmored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By leaving toxins in place there· is still i3 health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the river for Mohawk uses all toxins must be· removed. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 

benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk: way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to. expend whatever moneys and take 

whatever measures necessary to remedjate and restore thehealthofthe Grasse.River; the land,. the . . . . . . 

animal~, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Signature: Date: I I b S") l 2. 
Print Name: 

Address: 
U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



'. 

Y'oung s. Chang, RerriediaJProject Manager 
u.s. Environmental Protection _Ag~n·~y 
290 Broadway1'20th Floor 
New York, NY:l0007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
!=ax: (212)637-3966 

.She:kon Young Ch(lng, 

This l~t1;eris to express.my con6erns with tbe Proposed Re111~diaj'plan for the·Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective nor is it a~ .. p·erme~ner\t remedy. 
As a Mohawk; I have a resp6nsibilitYtC:i tonsiderthe effect~,.ofany actions taken forthe next·.seven 
generations. The extreme amount ofcqn_tamini:ltion in the· Grasse· River·has~·seiieredAkwesasne: troni 
traditional resource uses.thatarethe most import<Jnt a~pett ofthe Mohawkway.oflif~. I am unabl~ to 
provide my familywith fis.h, mammals, waterfowl and ll1!'!di¢ioes ftmnthe dvertha:twe have depended . 
on f,or generations. .As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community·m~mberJ have the rightto use the 
fisheries, _medicines,. hunting, plantation and ~arve~ihg resources in :and Cllohg the Grasse RiveL 

The proposed dredging and restoration 6fthe.near shore areas is anacc:eptable:and appropriate 
measure forthe Grasse River. · 

For long term protection of Mohaw~ resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap:isncit sufficient for pr,otecti()n against erosion~ 
By leaving.toxinsin placethereis·still a h_ealth impacttoMohawk people and its r~sources. lnorderto 
restore the riverfor Mohawk uses all.toxins muSt be .removed. 

Alto a conducted dredging in 1.914-1918 of.theJo.wer G r~sse River/Indian Meadows fqr' ~~eir economic 
benefit ar:~d;dreqgihg now would be to tbe plibliais benefif. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of lifethatEPAinst:ruciAicoa to expend what~vermoneys:andtake 
whatever measures necessary to rem~ediate arid restore the health. of the Gi'asse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants.and thus, the peqple, 

Sken:nen, 

Pate: i 1/rQ I~ 



Young:S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Epvironr:nental Protection _Agency 
290 Broadway, 20thFioor 
New York; NY 10007-18'66 

Email: Chang. Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to eJ<press my concerns with the Proposed ,Remeqial Plai"i for the Grasse River. 

The proposed remedy is not protective;nor is it a permanent remedy. 
·As. a Mohawk; I have·.a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions taken for the next seven 
generations. The eXtreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way cif life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 

·on for g~n~ratlons. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use the 
fishe'ries,_medicines, hunting, plantation and harvesting resources in and along the Grasse River. . . . . 

The proposed dredging and restoration.ofthe near shore~areas is an acceptable and appropriate . 
measure for the Grasse River . 

. For long term protection of Mohawk resources; main channel dredging must be inCluded in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient for protection against erosion. 
By lea:vingtoxins in place ther~ is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to 
restore the riverfor Mohawk.uses all toxins must be removed. 

Alcoa condu~ed dredging in i914-1918ofthe lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows fortheir ~ccinomic 
benefit e~ng dredging now would pe to the public~s benefit. 

It is essential to Mohawk w~y of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys ahd take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River! the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people, 

Sken:nen, 

Signatljre: 
Ptint Name: 

Addre_ss: U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective r:emedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse. River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources i~ and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
'dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for.the.Grasse.River . 

. , ' ·.-. •'' ·~ .. 
:-... :; :. . . ; ~ ·. - ·. . 

_ ~l~-~~~f.<2~.4~f.!~S! d~t;dgil}gJ~ 1_9)4_-1218 qfthe l.<?;w~rJir:~~~e 1\~y~~/.I~~iall M,:ea~.my~ fo.r ., . 
their economic benefit and dredging now wo:uld be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protectiop. of-Mohawk-resources, main channel dredging must be .included in any remedial 

__..-- action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By lea,virig toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be - "· .. ,' 

removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expendwhatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a 

Name (print):_---3oo~~:............!~!..-=f-ll~:....u.£.---------

Ad 



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental"Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. 1 am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, w~terfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting ofthose resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
'dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the .Grasse.River. 

*!(:Q':l_fQ.Jl~~~-!~4 "Q_~~qgi.qgjp_l_~) 4_-1 ~ ~ 8 qf the l,q~~~. Gt:.~~s-~ .· R.~Y~~ /IJ;I9iap M~~.d,o~~- [o.r .. , . 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protectiop ofMoh:awk-resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 

__. action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By lea\ring toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 

'"• ··' 

removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letter: 

N arne (print).· __ -s__,_l--1-.L..+~--+--+-'-~-~fr--!4----3..---'-.t.==-------

Ad 



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. l ~n{ unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawl< commtmity ll}efl.lber I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and h'![Ye§ting ofthose resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
'dredgipg and r~~t9rati6h of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for~the .. Gr,asse-River; .~,, .. .. . .. . . . . 

. ;_ .-.. • ~- ,, .;· - -- --,< ... 

'-~~-~-?:;:~~;-~:·.ft;?~i~;~t~~~i~?tt~:~~~~ir(~:ff-~:_:.t?:;~r~~~\~~t:<~t~t·~>>;._ .· ·--~--<\:: . : > ... ~ -:- .. /·· · , _ . . : : . _ _ __ - _ . - . . . _ . . .. 
_ _ ~~Q~cori_~«~!~~:dt~4g~~gjQ.J~J 1.-) ~t~ .of ~he lp~~T Qp1~s~ J~jy~U~n<;\~av M~~.d.Q~~Jo.r . , . . _ 

tpeir economic b~nefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protectiqp··ofl\11:8hf.l"W~-rt:!~ources,·main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 

./ action:_ Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosiqti~)3)Yle1i.\?i'ng i8xins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resq~,#~.i§. -~n <?f.?er'to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people.· 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letter: 

Name( ~=S========~==~~==~==========~-



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging mu~t be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): Do O!l\9 V\1\ D-efi\..Jlc;) rt;J-
Addr

City: 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, . 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed r.emedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne fro~ traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. LC:}rrt u.nable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the ;river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Moha\\rk comm~nity ~ember I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harve§Hng ofthose resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
'dredgip.g and r~storation of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
Jor . .the:i~r,asse-,.Ri~er; .... , "''.. ... . . 

.... '. -- ~ . 

::·•;:·?~.?~:; -~~~~-~{::,~-:~~~:~1;?~~~jf;~~;~~~*~~,~~!-~ttt:~~:~1:}~/!!:~~~:~_t::_~;~,_-~-~-;;"/; -. .--I:-~~~-:: ·-. -~ :.:;:;< ~-: .. ·-:;_:!< ·. _- . " . ·. . " . . . . ' . • . . . .· ' 

Alcoa conducted dredg·1ng· in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse Rivet/Indian Meadows for --·"}4-......_ ___ _,_~--~~--..~~~-......,...,.._ •. .., ....... _.:-:--__ ..._ __ .. _, . .._ __ -.........:------ .. ------~- ,--.-·· - ···- ~-t~~--·~:,";'~, ... - •. ~.:-; --=·· : .. ! •• ~!: ... --l •t•·-·······t•'">-:~ '"•f·· ---

tpeir econom.ic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
prote<:tiqp of;Mqfi.~wl«resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 

~-· action;. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosiq)1!.J3ilf~~ingtbxirts in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 

._,., J'::· ,;•:" , ..• _,_ ;' '':>l·f~·.- ,, .... ·: ._, 

resourCes. Iii order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
-.o •.. ;:::"~,:~:~¥-~·-~:~ \ g; ,'·•.:/' . 

removeB. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people.· 

Sken:nen, 



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 20t~ Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, · 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a M_ohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted _dredging in 19_14-1~18 of the lower Gra~se_Rjver/Iw;liap. M~adpw.s for _ . 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way oflife that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remedi:ate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letter: 

N arne (print).· __ _._."""""-'"'--'-'"-"-""-,....._..~-"""-'0:..:.....:::'---'-~,--:.--=----==-----=--



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

1 

I 
YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River .. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has sever~d 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines · 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ · 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

1 _____ f\.lcq~ _con9.l.l.ct~d_ciredgil}gl!lJ 914-1,2_1 ~ 9.f_the J9w~r G.t.C:l~.se_E_iye_rL_l_Qcl_ia_n._M~C19ows for 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 

I protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/ sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and · 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a reSPJf?e l_ette_ r: . ~ /~ 

Name (print): (.!.hv y ~+aJ C(£~ 
A J J .. ---
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

---· --····--· 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines. 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. ·As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

l------~lco~ _f_ond_l.l_ct~d dr~Q.gii!g_ in 1_214:JJJ 8 g_f_th~ 19-w~r G_@~sej~_iver LJn.9j~n .. M~a,dows for 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 

I protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
.action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

I 

1 
I 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River~ the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letteCr: · 

Name (print): b 'J:::._. ( e"L.-
• J J .. - --



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, · 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mphawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next . 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted _dredging in 19_14-1~18 of the lower GrasseRj.vera.n.9-iap M~adowsfor 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy . 

. As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration ofthe near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economiC 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If youwould like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): Sc oTI -:I>esh .,.q/1 e 

Addr

City:

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration ofthe near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 ofthe lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print):~kv L/lea..e 
Ad

Ci  

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, · 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mphawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditiorial resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted ~redging in 19_14-1~18 of the lower Grasse ~ver/Jn.<;liap M.~adpw.s for 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Rel in solei on an armored ca I sand ca is not sufficient protection a ains 
erosion._By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohaw people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way oflife that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 

land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letter: 

Name ( · t) C.'h€.n. J Jc ~s 
Addr . 

City:~============= --- - ----



) 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, hunting; plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a r~sponse letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print):iJJa.cL( gTrToc f_ 

Ad

Cit

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect ofthe Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print): ~\a;\do Ua . .V)(....(_., 

Addr

City:

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction

I 

1 

1 

I 

1 
1 

Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 
l 

-- ~- -·---------- --

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended ori for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse· River. 

1----~---f\.lco~ _fon9_lJCt~d_dredgif!g!D 1914-l.~J~_Qf_the l9w~r GI<l:S_~e __ E,_iy~_rLlndia.n _ _Mga.dows. for 
their economic benefit and dredgi~?-g now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 

I protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 

· removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letter: 

N arne (print).·_ /\_(j=--=--=-----Llo.:~"-'-""=------' 
~ J J--- --
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

· 290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River~ 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
. way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

~---------8-lcQ~ _f.-Q!!~~ct~q_cire4g!ngj_n 1.2.14:-J.~J~ 9lth~ 19w.~r. Gr<:l~e __ E_ive_rLJQ.dj~n_M_~a.dows. for 
their economic benefit.and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 

I protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
1 action .. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 

erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

·1 ():Jr- W jJ ~-
1 

I am requesting a ,·response letter: 0 _ .· . . . 
Name (print): CJf(Lo LU Lf-fAN YCJJY'C 
AJJ .. __ _ 



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk communi~y member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend what~ver moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. ' 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (printf Th...!-!....1e~Vi~r-_Sa....;;u.~L-..-S....l.:Si.a.s..j.....!r'-lM>-PO..I.lt,.~~,~"' 

Adq

City

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor · 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations .. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have th~ right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

1 ______________ £\l~..Qil.f<?n~g_ct~d dr~9:g!gg_i!L191~::19J~.Q{Jh~_l9w~r. G.m_sse __ ~jye_rLJ.n_d_ia,n_Mg(lqqws_for 
. · their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 
I protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 

action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By-leaving toxins in place there is, still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA ·instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. . _ 

Sken:nen, 

I am re sting a response letter: . 

'
 

Name (print): &/ffntA.f {J/(lddtr5 
A l l .. ---
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Young S. ·Chang; Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor . 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

---- ------ --

.'• 

;'I 

--- ------ ----

... :·;..r.::· 

<·" 
This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse ~iver. · 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. " \ ~· 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next. 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse Ri;ver has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the !vfohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudehosaunee/ . 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 

/ 

dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acc_eptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

1 __________ Alco~ _fQ..Il.du_ct~ci .. <lr~ggi_f!gj_IL1914:: 1~.1 8 p(th~ _lQ~~r.: G.m§~se)~_iye_r LL11.dj<!n_M_~C:ldows for · 
. their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 

I protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse· River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

I am requesting a response letter: 

Name (print): (\l)<a.-1f-k t,1AJ \5 l \ 6:::kcs-
A j j-- ..• 
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

- She:kon Young Chang, 

·------------···-···-

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. ' 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions !or the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

~---------~l~QC:l S91ldl!_ct~d_gr_~gg!_Qgjn J 914~12J ~ 9f_tb_~ Jgw~r. GXC:l~eJUv~_r Llndj'!!LM~e1dows for 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 

I protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

J ' 

It. is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and . 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus,the people. 

Sken:nen, 

Name 
A J J ... 



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration ofthe near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

' 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 

_ a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print)~Jh m A ~ u_a_,/'1;?_ 

Add

Ci
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1 
YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Mal)ager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

~---- ---------------

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for.the Grasse River. 

~--------8.lcoa _confl!-!_ct~d _Qr_~gg!ng j_p. 19l1:::1~J 8 9(the l9:w~r Gr~~~e __ E_i:ver Linm~nJ"~l~e1dowsfor 
their ec~nomic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 

I protection of Mohawk resources, main channel-dredging must be included in any remedial 
1 action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 

erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people.-

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letter: 
~ 

N arne (print).·_ ---"""--'------'---~I<>...IL..!:=--te~~~---
A J J-----



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration ofthe near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a response letter, please fill out the following information: 

Name (print):, ____________ _ 

Address:---------------

City: ______ State: ___ ZIP Code: ____ _ 
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Young S. Chang, Remedial Project MaNager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

. - . --------------

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 
Akwesasne from traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provi9e my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from the river that we have depended on for thousands of years. As aHaudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River. 

~---Alco~. condl!_ct~d __ <ir_edgi!!g in 1914::12_1~ 9(th~ l9:w.~_r GI~-~~e_ Ej.yex Lln.<li'!n_M_~~pqws for 
their economic benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term 

I ·protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letter: 

Name (print)··--~++-.t.q..+~~=LF-....;u,.,~------,----,------
~ J J .... -



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remediai·Pian for the Grasse River. The 
proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. · 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsibility to consider the effects of any actions for the next seven 
generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed Akwesasne from 
traditional resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk way of life. I am unable to 
provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines from the river that we have depended 
on for thousands of years. As a Haudenosaunee/Mohawk community member I have the right to use 
the fisheries, medicines, hunting, plantings and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse 
River. The proposed dredging and restoration ofthe near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate 
measure for the Grasse River. 

Alcoa conducted dredging in 1914-1918 of the lower Grasse River/Indian Meadows for their economic 
benefit and dredging now would be to the public's benefit. For long term protection of Mohawk 
resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial action. Relying solely on an 
armored cap/sand cap is not sufficient protection against erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still 
a health impact to Mohawk people and its resources. In order to restore the river for traditional 
Mohawk uses the toxins must be removed. 

It is essential to Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and take 
whatever measures necessary to remediate and restore the health of the Grasse River, the land, the 
animals, the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

If you would like a response le 

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 201

h Floor . 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637--:3966 

Dear Young Chang, 

I, (full name) wish to express my concerns and comments about the remedial 

alternative selection in regards to the US EPA Grasse River PRAP decision. I have concluded that the proposed plan 

lacks environmental/human health protection and permanence. Although there is dredging along the near shore, . . \ . 

I feel that m?re main channel dredging would help to promote environmental/human health while decreasing the 

amount of polychlorinated biphenyls left behind in the river. I also feel that the use of a regular cap in the main 

channel will not stand the test of time. The Grasse River has a history of ice scouring and a single ice event has the 

potential to devastate the sediment capping layer. 

In conclusion, please consider more main channel dredging as a more protective and permanent alternative to 

remediate the Grasse River. 

Sincerely, 

(Name)_l.L-~=:::r___-~~-~:..........:=--

(Address)---.-
(City) _

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction



YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broad~ay, 20th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

Dear Young Chang, 

I, Au .... c\ \-f_Y D I CA.b o (full name) wish to express my concerns and comments about the remedial 

alternative select1on in regards to the USEPA Grasse River PRAP decision. I have concluded that the proposed plan 

lacks environmental/human health protection and permanence. Although there is dredging along the near shore, 

I feel that more main channel dredging would help to promote environmental/human health while decreasing the 

amount of polychlorinated biphenyls left behind in the river. I also feel that the use of a regular cap in the main 

channel will not stand the test of time. The Grasse River has a history of ice scouring and a single ice event has the 

potential to devastate the sediment capping layer. 

In· conclusion, please consider more main channel dredging as a more protective and permanent alternative to 

remediate the Grasse River. 

Sincerely, 

(L, d a o :j hl La \c;)"17: 

Fill out the information below if you wish to receive a reply notice. 

(Name) Au....d re..ey U I a.. b o 
(Addre

(City)B
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

Dear Young Chang, 

I; (full name) wish to express my concerns and comments about the remedial 

alternative selection in rega ds to the USEPA Grasse River PRAP decision. I have concluded that the proposed plan 

lacks envirpnmental/human health protection and permanence. Although there is dredging along the near shore, 

I feel that more main channel dredging would help to promote environmental/human health while decreasing the 

amount of polychlorinated biphenyls left behind in the river. I also feel that the use of a regular cap in the main 

channel will not stand the test of time. The Grasse River has a history of ice scouring and a single ice event has the 

potential to devastate the sediment capping layer. 

In conclusion, please consider more main channel.dredging as a more protective and permanent alternative to 

remediate the Grasse River. 

Sincerely, 

Fill out the information below if you wish to receive a reply notice. 

(Name) !lr-LA- C '--1 G-r-0- '--1 

(Addr

(City)

U.S. FOIA Exemption 6 Redaction
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Y9ung S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager 
tis. Environmental Protection Agency 
:i9o Broadway, 201

h Floor 
I'Jew York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Chang.Young@epa.gov 
Fax: (212)637-3966 

Dear Young Chang,· 

I, (full name) wish to express my concerns and comments about the remedial 

alternativ lection in regards to the USEPA Grasse River PRAP decision. I have concluded that the proposed plan 

lacks environmental/human health protection and permanence. Although there is dredging along the near shore, 

I feel that more main channel dredging would help to promote environmental/human health while decreasing the 

amount of polychlorinated biphenyls left behind in the river. I also feel that the use of a regular cap in the main 

channel will not stand the test of time. The Grasse River has a history of ice scouring a·nd a single ice event has the 

potential to devastate the sediment capping layer. 

In conclusion, please consider more main channel dredging as a more protective and permanent alternative to 

remediate the Grasse River. 

Sincerely, 

Fill out the information below if you wish to receive a reply notice. 

(Name) ~A f-of f1L1,ftht l/ 
(~dd

(Ci
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YoungS. Chang, Remedial Project_ Manager 
U.S. Environmental ·Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor · 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

She:kon Young Chang, 

This letter is to express my concerns with the Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River. 
The proposed remedy is not a protective remedy nor is it a permanent remedy. 

As a Mohawk, I have a responsi~ility to consider the effects of any actions for the next 
seven generations. The extreme amount of contamination in the Grasse River has severed 

) ... ~ ·- i .., . 

Akwesasne from traditional, resource uses that are the most important aspect of the Mohawk 
way of life. I am unable to provide my family with fish, mammals, waterfowl and medicines 
from. the river that we have depended on for thousands of years: As a Haudenosaunee/ 
Mohawk community member I have the right to use the fisheries, medicines, hunting, 
plantings. and harvesting of those resources in and along the Grasse River. The proposed 
dredging and restoration of the near shore areas is the acceptable and appropriate measure 
for the Grasse River . 

. ~l~oa con_dpc_teqE!"~qg!_~g i~JJ 14-: 19}_§ of the J!?~~L 9_r~~~~~_F.i~e_tiJnd}an 1t1e~do~s fo_!" --~-~ 
their economic benefit. and dredging now would be to the· public's benefit. For long term 
protection of Mohawk resources, main channel dredging must be included in any remedial 
action. Relying solely on an armored cap/ sand cap is not sufficient protection against 
erosion. By leaving toxins in place there is still a health impact to Mohawk people and its 
resources. In order to restore the river for traditional Mohawk uses the toxins must be 
removed. 

It is essential t? Mohawk way of life that EPA instruct Alcoa to expend whatever moneys and 
take whatever measures necessary to remediate and rest~Jre the health of the Grasse River, the 
land, the animals,_ the plants and thus, the people. 

Sken:nen, 

I am requesting a response letter: 

Name (print)· .e.... i · l 
11 

Address: 
t 

\ · City: 
I) 
I ' 

/ 
I 
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APPENDIX II – b:  COPIES OF COMMENT LETTERS SUBMITTED 
 AFTER THE COMMENT PERIOD ENDED 

 
 
 

The copies of the comment letters received after the comment period ended are provided as a 
separate attachment to this Record of Decision.  
 
EPA in its discretion has decided to respond to them (to the extent that the comments aren't 
already addressed in other comment responses) despite the fact that they were submitted after the 
comment period closed.   
  



--
grasse river project 
Verville, Donald J . . to: Young Chang 11/30/2012 12:00 AM 

/ 

From: "Verville, Donald J." <Donald.Verville@alcoa.com> 

To: Young Chang/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

History: This message has been forwarded. 

I was born in Massena and have lived here all my life. My grandfather, father and myself have a 
combined of nearly 1 00 years. Of course I would want to see Alcoa 
Aluminum continue on here for years to come. At the same time save the river and down river of a 
contamination. 
I really do believe that if left alone and recapped will be the best overall program with some capping 
recommended by the DEC. · 
Sincerely, 
Don Verville 

,- - ·--------------

160793 
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HAUDENOSAUNEE 
Mohawk • Oneida • Onondaga • Cayuga • Seneca • Tuscarora 

Environmental Task Force 
VIA: PO Box 992 
Hogansburg, NY 13655 

November 19, 2012 

YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

RE;~EPA Proposed Remedial Plan for the Grasse River 

Watkwa nonwa raton: 

\ -

Tel: (5 I 8) 358-4286 
\';Ww.hetf.org 

In 1992, the Haudenosaunee sent a delegation to the United Nations Eiuth Summit in Rio de Janeiro,_BrazWto'-

spread the words of the Thanksgiving Address, the philosophy of our people. This delegation reminded the 

entire world that we have a responsibility to act as caretakers of the natural world. At the Rio Summit, world

leaders finally made a commitment to protect the global environment. The UN drafted A~$1,_vda 21, Chapter 26, 

which recognized that Indigenous peoples have control over natural resources in their own territories and have 

the right to set policies to pr,otect these resources. The Haudenosaunee, with the support of the UN, developed . 

a comprehensive plan to protect the natural world using our holistic traditional knowledge. 

The Haudenosaunee Nations came together to form an organization called the Haudenosaunee Environmental 
'~. \ . . 

Task Force (HETF) whose work was sanctioned by the Grand Council of the Haudenosaunee. Collectively, a plan 

was developed to correct problems that were identified in a document called Haudenosaunee Environmertal 

Restoration: An Indigenous Strategy for Human Sustainability. 

In July of 1995, HETF presented the Haudenosaunee Restoration Plan to the United Nations at the Summit of the 

Elders. A precedent was set. The environmental strategy of the Haudenosaunee is among the first 

comprehensive responses to Agenda 21, Chapter 26, and marks the beginning of the International Decade for 

Indigenous Peoples. 

The-mission of the HETF is to assist Haudenosaunee Nations in their efforts to conserve, preserve, protect and:"· 

restore their environmental, natural and cultural resources; to promote the health and survival of the sacred 

web of life for future generations; to support other Indigenous Nations working on environmental issues; and to· 

fulfill our responsibilities to the natural world as our Creator instructed without jeopard_izing peace, sovereignty, 

or treaty obligations. However, as Indigenous Nations, we realize that all things are interconnected and do not 

Wjsh to limit our activities to those listed above. 

160795 
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HAUDENOSAUNEE 
Mohawk • Oneida • Onondaga • Cayuga • Seneca • Tuscarora 

Environmental Task Force 
VIA: PO Box 992 
Hogansburg, NY 13655 

TREATIES 

Tel: (518) 358-4286 
\VWW. hetf.org 

Treaties are the highest form of agreement between nations. Those agreements are considered Treaties under 

international law. Treaties exist between the Haudenosalinee and the United States of America and Great 

Britain. The early formal relationships recognized the Haudenosaunee and the United States of American as 

sovereign nations. As a result, the U.S. Federal, State, County and private U.S. citizens have a responsibility to 

respect the terms of the treaties. Sovereignty, jurisdiction and cultural lifestyles must also be respected. 

Haudenosaunee hunting, fishing and gathering rights were never ceded with treaties made with the United 

States. Treaties between nations also carry a great responsibility. 

Hiawatha Belt- Common Lands Belt 
In terms of natural resource management, the Haudenosaunee demonstrate the concepts of consensus 

decision-making and collective rights by making the Hiawatha treaty between the Indigenous Nations that 

inhabited Turtle Island (North America) before the Europeans came over and landed on this Island. This belt 

represents that all of this land and all its natural resources were not put on mother earth for our purpose, but 

were put here by the Creator for the future generations. It is our responsibility to work together in unity to make 

sure these natural resources continue for the future generations to come. 

The land, water, air, plant and animal life, etc., were put upon Mother Earth for all people to access based on 

the needs for their survival. Creation will provide for the basic needs of man as long as man treats Creation 

using a good mind. Collective entitlement to natural resources would be maintained. All of the resources of 

nature would be shared commonly to ensure survival. In conjunction with the Kaienerekowa, or "Great Law of 

Peace", the Haudenosaunee are to apply the One Dish, One Spoon Principle to all of Creation by utilizing the 

Three Principles of Good mindedness, Peacefulness, and Strength, to ensure that all of Creation continues to 

flourish. Today, this translates to environmental protection and conservation by all members of the 

Confederacy. 

Kaswentha- Two Row Wampum 
When the Haudenosaunee first came into contact with the European Nations in the early 1600's, they realized 

that it was not possible to bring these Nations (the Dutch, French, English, arid later American) inside the Circle. 

Therefore a treaty of friendship and peace was made with each European Nation respectively. Each of these 

agreements is symbolized by the Kaswentha, or "Two Row Wampum". It describes how two different peoples 

relate to each other and how they can coexist with one another in a way of peace. 

Probably the first time the Two Row Wampum agreement was made with a European power was with the 

Dutch. Symbolically, there was a river flowing called the River of Life. In that River of Life it was agreed that the 

Haudenosaunee were to keep our laws, our ways of government, our traditions and beliefs. 
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These paths were intentionally paralleled, to indicate the agreed-understanding that the two vessels are to help 

each other from time to time, while neither was to interfere in the internal affairs or governance of the other. 

While of late the separation of the governments and laws has been stressed, the three rows of white wampum 

between the paths denote respect, friendship and trust, principles which keep' the two vessels close as well as at 

a respectful distance. 

The River of Life is an apt symbol of the nature of Haudenosaunee treaty relations. While other peoples may 

view treaties as individual transactions, the Haudenosaunee see them in the context of the relationship they 

have with the other Nation: if the relationship is the river, the treaties are stones that mark spots along its way. 

The principles of the Two Row Wampum became the basis for all treaties and agreements that were made 

afterwards with the French, the English and later the Americans. 

Silver Covenant Chain 
The Silver Covenant Chain is a unique Haudenosaunee-European political tool that changed the face of North 
America. Beyond the seemingly perpetual conflict of Native American-white relations was an idea of peace 
between the colonist and the Haudenosaunee that was manifested for over two centuries in the Silver Covenant 
Chain of Peace. 

The Covenant Chain was more than a symbolic reference to the making of peaceful relations. It was also the 
actual confederation of Native nations and their allies, tied together with English colonies. To the 
Haudenosaunee, the Covenant Chain was the means by they could attach themselves to other Native American 
nations who were not in their confederacy, as well as the European colonists. The Covenant Chain was also a 
way to wipe the slate clean should there be transgressions. 

' The Covenant Chain of Peace, itself a metaphor for the preferred treaty relationship, is based upon the older 
metaphor of m·en linking arms as a show of peace. The links of a chain reminded the old timers of this linking of 
arms to show solidarity and peacefulness. A renewal of the commitments of a treaty agreement therefore 

- became known as "polishing the chain" to remove any rust or dirt (metaphors for bad conduct) as a way of 
renewing the terms and spirit of the agreement. 

There were said to be three links to the original chain, representing the concepts of peace, friendship, and unity. 
The Haudenosaunee believe that the Covenant Chain is an idea of a path that connects the two nations, a path 
that promotes peace, meaning that they are free to travel to each other to talk, for help and support. 

Treaty of Canandaigua of 1794 
The Treaty of Canandaigua is legally a part of the supreme law of the land as guaranteed by the United States 
Constitution. This treaty was negotiated by two independent sovereign governments, the Haudenosaunee and 
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the United States. Each side agreed to declare boundaries specifically set forth in the treaty. Each side agreed to 
guarantee the free use of and enjoyment by each government of its own lands, without interference from the 
other. Each side agreed to that the common goal would be peace and friendship between the two parties. 

The Treaty of Canandaigua was a treaty of accommodation, born of militarY and political necessity on both 
sides. Because the Haudenosaunee at the time were too powerful a force to be subjugated by the fledgling 
United States government, President George Washington had the treaty drawn up in terms of equality- without 
the restrictions imposed on Indian nations by later treaties. The Canandaigua Treaty remains in effect today, and 
is still formally observed by the U.S. government. 

INTERNATIONAL WORK 
The Haudenosaunee has been working extensively at the UN level in regards to protecting and preserving 
Indigenous Rights and the Environment. In 1923 a Cayuga Nation chief by the name of Deskaheh took the 
concerns of the Haudenosaunee of the unfair treatment to his people from the U.S. and Canadian Governments 
to the League of Nations. He was unsuccessful in his efforts, but showed to the rest of the Nations the 
Haudenosaunee should be recognized at the International level. Since then we still assert our rights at the 
international level and travel on our own passports. 

Earth Summit in Rio De Janeiro 
In June 1992 the Haudenosaunee sent a delegation to the Earth Summit in Rio De Janeiro. Agenda 21 was 
adopted by the UN Conference on Environment and Development. The purpose ofthis conference was to devise 
strategies to halt the effects of environmental degradation. Chapter 26 recognizes Indigenous Peoples have 
control and jurisdiction over their own environment and has a say in any development projects that impacts the 
natural resources and the environment. The objectives of this chapter was to empower Indigenous peoples of 
their participation in National Policy development and ensure their involvement at national and local programs 
that support sustainable development, such as resource management programs and conservation strategies. 

International Decade of World's Indigenous Peoples 
in December 1994, wa~ the start of the International decade of World's Indigenous peoples where the goal of 
the UN is to strengthen international cooperation for the solutions of problems faced by Indigenous peoples in 
such areas of human rights, the environment, development, education, and health. UNEP Director Noel Brown 
and Ambassador Johnson from Australia came to the Haudenosaunee and asked them to come up with a 
document that shows we have jurisdictions over are lands and what we do to protect our natural resources and 
our environment against environmental degradation. The Haudenosaunee developed the Haudenosaunee 
Environmental restoration, An Indigenous Strategy for Human Sustainability and presented it to the UN Elders 
Summit in New York City in July 1995 to launch the beginnings of the International decade of World's Indigenous 
peoples. The end of this decade was suppose to have achieved adoption of the UN Declaration of Indigenous 
rights by the UN General Assembly. We came short ofthis goal by 3 years. 
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The Haudenosaunee had a hand in drafting the UN Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples since the 
establishment ofthe International Working Group by the UN Commission on Human Rights in Geneva of 
September 2004. 

On September 13, 2007, The United Nations General Assembly adopted the Declaration-on the Rights of 
Indigenous Peoples. This document developed by mutual efforts of many Indigenous leaders and States over a 
30 year period, contains many provisions relating to the rights of Indigenous peoples that all countries agree to 
respect and protect. Of the 46 articles and related provisions outlined in the declaration, we would particularly 
bring your attention to three articles that would pertain to the EPA PRAP for the Grasse River; 

a. Article 19, States shall consult and cooperate In good faith with the indigenous peoples concerned 
through their own representative institutions in order to obtain their free, prior and informed consent 
before adopting and implementing legislative or administrative measures that may affect them. 

b. Article 29, this article contains three important provisions relating to the rights to the conservation and 
protection of the environment of the lands, territories and resources of indigenous peoples. 

c. Article 37, Indigenous peoples have the right to the recognition, observance and enforcement of 
treaties, agreements and constructive agreement concluded with States and their successors. 

In conclusion, The Mohawk Nation at Akwesasne is a member of HETF and a member Nation ofthe 
Haudehosaunee. Therefore, the treaties and International obligations mentioned above apply and EPA should 
take them in full consideration when implementing a cleanup plan for the Grasse River. HETF supports the 
Mohawks of Akwesasne in implementation of a full remediation and restoration of the Grasse River. EPA, as an 
Agent of U.S. is responsible for overseeing the Grasse River remedial plan must ensure thatthe remedy is 
sufficient to protect not only the natural resources of this area, but also the way of life for Mohawks _and 
Haudenosaunee citizens and the future generations. 

"In making any law, our Chiefs must always consider three things; their effect of their decision on peace; the 
effect on the natural world; and the effect of the seven generations in the future. We believe that all law makers 
should be required to think this way, that all constitutions should contain these rules. To us, it does not matter 
whether it can be scientifically proven that life as we know it is in danger. If the possibility exists, we must live 
everyday as it is true, for we cannot afford, any of us, to ignore that possibility of every living thing relies on us 
to fulfill our responsibilities as they fulfill theirs." 
(Carol Jacobs, Cayuga Clanmother, presentation to the UN Elders Summit, July 18, 1995, New York City) 

Orenyons, Political Co-lhiJ;, HETF 
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Cc: Lisa Jackson, Administrator, EPA 
Joann Chase, Director, AEIO 
Chief Roger Hill, Tonawanda Seneca Nation 
Chief Leo Henry, Tuscarora Nation 
Chief Sidney Hill, Thatotaho, Onondaga Nation 
Karl Hill, Cayuga Nation 

Tel: (518) 358-4286 
www.hetf.org 
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November 16, 2012 

YoungS. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

,;1 

RE: EPA Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP)for the Grasse River 

Watkwanonwaraton: 

The Chiefs, Clanmothers, Faithkeepers, people and children and those unborn from the Kanien'kehaka 
(Mohawk) Nation offer you their arm of peace and hope that this letter finds you in good health and 
spirits. The Kanien'kehaka Nation is recognized by the Haudenosaunee (Six Nations) Confederacy and by 
U.S. treaties signed with the Six Nations with its Council fire at Akwesasne. The Kanien'kehaka Nation 
government is. traditional government ofthe Mohawk people and one ofthe oldest existing 
governments on Turtle Island (North America). At this time, th~ Kanien'kehaka Nation Council would like 
to express its concern regarding the EPA Proposed Remedial Actio_n J>lan for ~he G'ra~se River:' · : ' · 

' . ' . ' : : ' . -~ ' - . . 

The Kanien'kehaka Nation believes our environment is the total integration of l!f~'-s for'c~s, its physical 
manifestations of the Natural world. We are a part of a delicate environmental ~a lance. It is our 
contention that we must maintain harmony and equilibrium within the Natural laws of creation. We 
personify our connection to our natural world, giving full regard and respect to our mother Earth. We 
recognize our responsibility to respect and cherish the gifts of mother'earth. Our special relationship 
carries a responsibility which we reinforce in ideology and in action. This foresight and conviction to the 
welfare of our-people and the environment is expressed w~en we speak of the next seven generations. 

The Mohawk people of Akwesasne have a long history of concern for the St. lawrence River. The 
Mohawks call it the Kaniatarowanenneh or 'the majestic river'. This area is considered the traditional 
hunting grounds ofthe Mohawk people when they resided in the- Mohawk valley and other Nations by 
treaty. This area of the St. lawrence River in conjunction with the Grasse River was rich with fish, 
wildlife, and plant life which maintained the Mohawk way of life which continues to this day. 

- ' ' 

This area became a major commercial route from eastemCam3d~-to the mid-west of the United States 
starting in the 1S30's with the Beauharnaiscanai_and,cont~~~ str~cture whiCh--the Mohawks of
Akwesasne objected to because we would feel the imrpedjate impacts to our lands and our'' 
environment. Then the Seaway and the FDR-Sl~ power project come i_nto the area i~ the 1950s and 

' '--1 - . -' ' '"\ ' ' - ·' - - ' ' 
then the industries move~ into the_ area to-take ~dvantage of the.cheap ~lectridtY and the dghts of the 

. • , . · ~·· 'I ~ '\~~ , .~ • · • ··.'.- ' ,· .;,·: ···,, i I , .• 
1
;·,' ·, 

Mohawks people we~e ignored._.. ;•l .. ,_ .. - .. ·-· .. · ·' : -

:..--~- -----.--
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We see our lands being eroded daily from the. ships passing though our territory. We have seen the 
dredging of the Seaway, destroying fish spawning grounds, witnessing fish populations disappearing 
from the area, along with the turbines from the power dam chopping up eels only to have them placed 
on the endangered list. We witness prime forest and agricultural lands and islands being flooded by the 
construction of the dam. Then the Industries spewed all kinds of toxic chemicals out of their plants into 
the rivers, which leads us to where we are today, the proposed cleanup plan for the Grasse River. 

EPA's Proposed Remedial Action plan for the Grasse River will leave 90% of PCBs contaminated 
sediments in place which is unacceptable to the Kanien'kehaka Nation. PCBs are a known carcinogen 
and endocrine disrupter. There been studies all over the world to prove this. The Mohawk People of 
Akwesasne have higher levels of PCBs due in part of their diet that includes traditional consumption of 
locally caught fish and wildlife. After the fish and wildlife studies in the early eighties, it was determined 
To not eat any fish or wildlife caught in the St. Lawrence, Grasse River and Racquette River below the 
SLR power project. The Mohawks went from a rich protein diet to a high carbohydrate diet which caused 
a drastic increase in diabetes at Akwesasne. Other studies have shown PCBs at lower levels in the body 
to cause auto immune disorders, effects menopause and repffi<tuction, growth in aging, obesity and 
diabetes. 

The Akwesasne Community is considered an environmental injustice site. In February 1994, President 
Bill Clinton issued Executive order 12898, federal Actions to address Environmental Justice in minority 
and low income populations. In January 2010 Administrator Lisa Jackson made expanding the 
conservation on environmentalism and working for environmental justice an Agency priority. The EPA 
PRAP for the Grasse River goes against all the principle guidelines set up under the Environmental justice 
program for the Agency. In order to achieve environmental justice, you must clean up the natural 
resources, that minority communities are dependent on to preserve their way of life. "Working together 
to achieve Environmental justice requires coordination, consultation, a genuine desire to work together 
between governmental agencies and impacted community." (Barbara (Kanatiiosh) Gray, 
Haudenosaunee Environmental News Report, March 2002, Vol. 1, No. 6) 

In Conclusion, The Kanien'kehaka Nation cannot support EPA's selection of Alternative 6 to remediate 
the Grasse River. Covering up contaminated sediments is not a remedy and ignores our responsibility to 
the natural world. We can only support the selection of Alternative 9 that will remove more of the 
contaminated sediments from the bottom of the Grasse River. We can assure things will get much worse 
if you ignore your responsibilities of leadership. We urge you to consider the instructions given to the 
Haudenosaunee leaders over a thousand years ago by our Peacemaker: When you sit and Council for the 
welfare of your people, think not of yourself, your family or even your generation, but make decisions for 
the welfare of the peoples coming in the future, unto the seventh generation. Thus we become 
responsible leaders for the future of all of creation living upon this earth. The test of leadership is 
guiding people during hard times. 

Tanehtho (that is all), 

~~~d0aua 
Turtle Clan B.ear Clan 

\ 

ct:_~!)JtP{/ 
Wolf Clan 
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MOHAWK NATION COUNCIL OF CHIEFS 
P.O. Box 366, Rooseveltown, N.Y. 13683 

HOTINONSHONNI 

--------------------

Young s. Chang 
Remedial Project Manager 
US Environmental Protection Age,cy 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

I" ,JJHu,IJ," ll",j' "I ,,IIJ"l"II",JI,,J ,/ui.I,,,IJ,/ 
_________ ___, ________ ---
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APPENDIX III:  ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX

Provided on DVDs that also includes the Record of Decision and Responsiveness Summary. 
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The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has issued a Proposed Plan for the Grasse River Superfund site in Massena, New York. The Proposed Plan identifies the EPA’s
preferred cleanup plan for addressing contaminated river sediment and the rationale for this preference.

The EPA’s preferred cleanup plan consists of the following: 1) dredging approximately 109,000 cubic yards of near shore sediment, 2) backfilling excavated areas with clean
material, 3) placement of an armored cap in the upper two miles of the river’s main channel where sediment is potentially susceptible to scouring from severe ice jam
events, 4) placement of a sand and gravel cap over the remaining 5 mile stretch of the main channel, 5) monitoring of fish, water and sediment to determine when cleanup
goals have been reached, and 6) implementation (or modification) of institutional controls, such as fish consumption advisories, until goals are met.

As part of the public comment period, the EPA will also hold a set of public meetings and public information sessions in Akwesasne and Massena to discuss and receive
comments on the preferred cleanup plan. The public meetings will include a formal presentation by the EPA on the preferred cleanup plan and other cleanup options
considered for the site. The public meetings are also an opportunity to provide oral comments on the Proposed Plan for the record. The information sessions will be less
formal, and will provide the public with an opportunity to discuss the cleanup options with EPA representatives on a one on one basis. You can submit written comments at
the information sessions or public meetings. There will be no formal presentations or recording of comments at the information sessions, although comment cards will be
available for the public to submit written comments to the EPA. For more information, please contact Larisa Romanowski, EPA’s Community Involvement Coordinator, at
518 747 4389.

Akwesasne: Monday, October 29, 2012 Massena: Tuesday, October 30, 2012
Public Information Session: 1 3 p.m. Public Information Session: 1 3 p.m.
St. Regis Mohawk School Public Meeting: 7 9 p.m.
Multipurpose Room (Use Visitor’s Entrance) Massena Town Hall
385 Church Street 60 Main Street, Board Room #30
Akwesasne, NY 13655 Massena, NY 13662

Public Meeting: 7 9 p.m.
Office for the Aging Seniors
Dining Hall
29 Business Park Road
Akwesasne, NY 13655

The Proposed Plan and other site documents are available electronically at http://www.epa.gov/region2/superfund/npl/aluminumcompany/.
Project documents are also available for public review at the following information repositories established for the Site:

Massena Public Library St. Regis Mohawk Tribe – Environmental Division
41 Glenn Street 449 Frogtown Road
Massena, NY 13662 Akwesasne, NY 13655
(315) 769 9914 By appointment: (518) 358 5937
Akwesasne Library USEPA Region 2, Superfund Records Center
321 State Route 37 290 Broadway, 18th Floor
Akwesasne, NY 13655 New York, NY 10007 1866
(518) 358 2240 (212) 637 4308

The EPA is taking written comments on the Proposed Plan for the Grasse River Superfund Site through November 15, 2012. Comments should be emailed or post marked
by November 15 and sent to: Young S. Chang, Remedial Project Manager, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 290 Broadway, 20th Floor, New York, NY 10007 1866,
Fax: (212) 637 3966, Email: chang.young@epa.gov.

The EPA Invites Public Comment on the Proposed Cleanup Plan for the Grasse River Superfund Site
in the Town of Massena, St. Lawrence County, New York
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SYRACUSE (AP) - Just when it seemed Syra-
cuse was over the hump, the Orange self-de-
structed again and rejoined a dubious Big East 
crowd that also includes South Florida, Con-
necticut, Pitt and Temple. 

With the season winding down, dreams of the 
postseason are getting oh-so-dim for these pro-
grams.

While Rutgers, Louisville and Cincinnati or-
chestrate memorable seasons in the ever-chang-
ing Big East, the beat goes on for these mediocre 
teams that have struggled to ind consistency as 
the landscape of the league begins to turn.

Doug Marrone’s Orange (4-5) have a glim-
mer of hope, needing to win two of the last three 
games. For UConn and USF, both 3-6, there is no 
margin for error — they have to win out to reach 
the six victories needed to become bowl eligible.

Paul Chryst, in his irst year at Pitt, is in the 
same boat as Marrone. The Panthers are 4-5, 
have three games left and might be able to carry 
over some momentum from their near upset of 
No. 3 Notre Dame last week. Pitt has won two of 
the least three, and faces UConn on Friday.

Meanwhile, Temple (3-5) is sort of in a league 
of its own. After rejoining the Big East in March, 
the Owls were left with only 11 games on this 
season’s schedule. They’ve been trying to sched-

ule a 12th opponent, and a December game at 
Hawaii remains a possibility.

Without the extra contest, it’s wait till next 
year for the Owls. So, just getting to a 12th is a 
big goal.

“I think it would be tremendous for us to 
have another at the end,” Temple coach Steve 
Addazio said. “I don’t know if we will or we won’t. 
We’d love another chance. It means more prac-
tice. It means another game for a young football 
team. It means another opponent to ight for a 
win. That would be a great opportunity if some-
thing could happen to create that. We would em-
brace that.”

Temple’s season has gone south because the 
Owls also can’t seem to embrace the ball. They 
lost four fumbles, three in the second half, in a 
45-17 loss at unbeaten Louisville on Saturday af-
ter playing the No. 11 Cardinals to a standstill in 
the opening half. 

Three straight losses have put a damper on 
the season for Temple. Picked to inish last in the 
conference, the Owls started strong with wins 
over UConn and South Florida and led then-No. 
19 Rutgers 10-0 at halftime before folding.

“I feel like we’re ahead of schedule,” Addazio 
said. “I don’t think we’re far off. (We have to) 
think big, focus small.” 

Syracuse’s up-and-down season is down 
again for the moment after a 35-24 loss at Cin-
cinnati. The Orange, leaving for the ACC next 
season, was seeking its third straight conference 
win, something not done in 11 years. 

Instead, Syracuse lost two fumbles that set up 
touchdowns, missed a ield goal and had anoth-
er blocked, was whistled for a dozen penalties for 
104 yards, and Brandon Reddish dropped an in-
terception that was a pick-six for the taking.

Back to the drawing board one more time. 
“What’s frustrating is the mistakes that we 

make that really put us in a tough position to 
win,” Marrone said. “It’s happened through the 
course of the season. It’s been very tough for us 
to overcome those mistakes.”

Syracuse (3-2 Big East) is alone in fourth place 
in the conference and already has lost to two of 
the three teams on top of the conference — Rut-
gers and Cincinnati — and hosts top-dog Louis-
ville (9-0) Saturday. 

The Orange inish the season with road games 
at Missouri and Temple. With the 11th-ranked 
Cardinals coming to town, Marrone isn’t looking 
too far ahead, that’s for sure. 

“I always look at it from week to week,” he 
said. “I’ve never really looked at it from the over-
all picture because you can’t. I think it distracts 
you from the task at hand.”

South Florida inally broke out of its Big East 
funk, beating Connecticut 13-6 on Saturday for 

its irst conference win of the season after four 
losses. That also snapped a school-record six-
game losing streak. USF entered the UConn 
game as the only FBS team without an intercep-
tion and had two picks in the fourth quarter. 
That was the good news. 

The bad? Standout quarterback B.J. Daniels 
suffered what is likely a season-ending ankle in-
jury. Daniels was hurt on a 15-yard run inside the 
UConn 10 in the fourth quarter. 

And then there’s UConn, which is 0-4 in Big 
East play and has not scored a point in the fourth 
quarter in its last ive games. And the Huskies 
continued a familiar pattern for all these teams 
ighting to make the postseason — they turned 
the ball over on their inal three possessions 
against USF.

Not a good omen as the team preps for Pitt, 
another team bolting for the ACC next year.

“We still have three pretty meaningful games 
to play, so obviously to me, there’s still a lot of 
football to play and I’m pretty optimistic that we 
can do this,” UConn coach Paul Pasqualoni said. 
“Obviously, we’re disappointed, but that hasn’t 
diminished what we are doing.” 

Nobody is giving up.
“A lot of teams would just go into the tank, but 

we’re trying to stay together,” Huskies lineback-
er Jory Johnson said. “We have three games left, 
so we can make this a positive ending or a nega-
tive ending.”

In Top-Heavy Big East, Middling Teams Aim for Bowl

LAKE PLACID, N.Y. (AP) — It has been just over 
eight months since Steven Holcomb dominated 
the bobsled world championships. The Ameri-
can is ready to begin a new chapter in his remark-
able career as the World Cup season begins on his 
home track at Mount Van Hoevenberg. 

“The expectations are pretty high since we 
won here last February, but it’s not something 
that I really think about or dwell on,” the 32-year-
old Holcomb said Wednesday after training. 
“We’re still strong, and I have total conidence 
in my team going into this year. We’re excited to 
start the competitive season now, and it’s espe-
cially nice starting out on our home track. There’s 
a level of comfort here. It really is home.”

Holcomb, of Park City, Utah, won gold in both 
the two-man and four-man at the world cham-
pionships and easily was the class of the ield in 
four-man. Holcomb and his crew of Justin Olsen, 
Steve Langton and Curt Tomasevicz beat Ger-
many’s Maximilian Arndt by a half-second, while 
defending world champion Manuel Machata of 
Germany took the bronze, eight-tenths of a sec-
ond behind Holcomb’s “Night Train” bobsled. 

Holcomb’s triumph with Langton in two-man 
was a irst for the United States at worlds since 
two-man began in 1931, and his string of success 
has been impressive.

Three years ago, Holcomb broke a 50-year 
gold-medal drought for America in four-man 
competition at world championships and took 
home the bronze in two-man. Two years ago, he 
won the irst four-man Olympic gold for the Unit-
ed States since 1948, and he has 15 individual 
World Cup medals.

Pilots Nick Cunningham and Cory Butner join 
Holcomb on the men’s side.

Elana Meyers will team with Olympic gold 
medal sprinter Tianna Madison in women’s bob-

sled. Jamie Greubel and rookie Aja Evans shat-
tered the Lake Placid track start record in team se-
lection and igure to be in the mix, while Jazmine 
Fenlator and Olympic hurdler Lolo Jones, of Des 
Moines, Iowa, will be in a third sled. Fenlator and 
Jones had strong results together in the irst na-
tional seeding race.

The U.S. team concluded last season with ive 
medals at the world championships in Lake Plac-
id, four of them gold. Besides Holcomb’s haul, 
Katie Uhlaender won gold in women’s skeleton, 
the U.S. won gold in the team event, and Meyers 
took the bronze in women’s bobsled.

The World Cup skeleton season also kicks off 
at Mount Van Hoevenberg beginning Thursday 
with the irst two heats for both the men and 
women. Skeleton concludes Friday with the i-
nal runs of the three-heat races, while women’s 
bobsled and the men’s two-man race also will be 
staged. The four-man race is Saturday.

Uhlaender, who earned an automatic spot on 
the U.S. team because of her triumph at worlds, 
will be joined by Kimber Gabryszak. The U.S. 
men’s skeleton team includes Matt Antoine, John 
Daly and Kyle Tress.  

Former world champion Noelle Pikus-Pace, 
who came out of retirement, was named to the 
team last week after dominating all four selection 
races. Pikus-Pace began the season on Wednes-
day on the North American Cup circuit at the 
Olympic track in Park City, Utah and again was 
the class of the ield. She beat Melissa Hoar of 
Australia by 1.29 seconds, with Savannah Gray-
bill of the United State third among 17 sleds.

Pikus-Pace will head to Calgary for the second 
leg of North American Cup races. After that, she’ll 
be qualiied to compete in World Cup and likely 
will compete at Whistler with a goal of qualifying 
a third sled for worlds.

US’s Holcomb Ready for Bobsled Defense

HARRISBURG, Pa. (AP) — Former Penn State 
president Graham Spanier was arraigned and 
released on bail at a brief court appearance 
Wednesday on charges he lied about and con-
cealed child sex abuse allegations involving for-
mer assistant football coach Jerry Sandusky.

Spanier, accompanied by his wife, signed pa-
perwork after his bail was set at $125,000, but 
he was not required to post any of that amount. 
He was ordered to forfeit his passport and be 
ingerprinted. He didn’t enter a plea.

Afterward, defense attorney Elizabeth Ain-
slie told reporters her client is “not guilty, abso-
lutely” and disputed prosecutors’ claims Spa-
nier conspired with university athletic director 
Tim Curley and vice president Gary Schultz. She 
said Spanier, who testiied before a grand jury 
in the matter, has not been given the opportu-
nity to present his side of the story.

“This wasn’t a conspiracy of silence,” she 
said, echoing the charge made last week by 
state Attorney General Linda Kelly. “That is ri-
diculous.” 

Spanier, 64, was charged last week with per-
jury, obstruction, endangering the welfare of 
children, failure to properly report suspected 
abuse and conspiracy for his actions in re-

sponse to complaints about Sandusky shower-
ing with children. Spanier has claimed he is be-
ing framed for political purposes.

He served as Penn State’s president for 16 
years but was forced out a year ago after San-
dusky was charged along with Curley and 
Schultz, who were two of Spanier’s top under-
lings. Spanier is on paid leave as a member of 
the faculty.

Along with the charges against Spanier, 
prosecutors added counts against Curley and 
Schultz. They were arraigned Thursday. District 
judge William Wenner told Spanier and his law-
yers the Nov. 16 preliminary hearing date would 
likely be delayed a month or two.

Curley, the athletic director on leave until the 
inal year of his contract expires, and Schultz, 
now retired, await trial early next year on charg-
es of failure to report suspected abuse and per-
jury. Like Spanier, they deny the allegations.

On Monday, state prosecutors iled paper-
work telling the judge in the earlier Curley and 
Schultz case they did not object to their request 
to delay the planned Jan. 7 start of that trial. The 
attorney general’s ofice said it would seek to 
combine those charges, the new charges, and 
Spanier’s case.

Former Penn State President Arraigned
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ALBANY — Crews dredging 
a contaminated stretch of the 
upper Hudson River in New 
York dramatically picked up 
their pace in the third year of 
the massive Superfund clean-
up.

Workers are expected to 
have dredged close to 649,000 
cubic yards of PCB-contam-
inated sediment when they 
wrap up for the season next 
week — about equal to the 
dredging total for the irst two 
years on the river. Crews work-
ing for General Electric Co. 
were helped along this year by 
good river conditions — com-
pared to heavy flooding last 
year — and an expanded facil-
ity for processing the contami-
nated mud.

The project overseen by the 
federal Environmental Protec-
tion Agency is on track to be 
finished by fall 2016 or even 
earlier. Still, a GE spokesman 
said there’s no guarantee this 
year’s fast pace can be repli-
cated, given changeable river 
conditions and the fact that 
crews are working their way 
downriver, farther away from 
the processing facility.

“It has been a productive 
year, but it’s tempting to un-
derestimate the logistical com-
plexity of the project,” said GE 
spokesman Mark Behan.

GE is expected to spend 
more than $1 billion on the 
federal Superfund project to 
dredge up polychlorinated 
biphenyls it released into the 
river before 1977. The gooey 
PCBs, a once-common coolant 
in electrical equipment, are a 
suspected carcinogen. The up-
per river is considered so pol-
luted that health oficials warn 
people not to eat the ish.

This is the third year that 
crews have been dredging the 
upper Hudson since 2009 (with 
a year off in 2010 to analyze 
irst-year results). 

Officials with the EPA and 
GE said they have made prog-
ress in reducing the amount of 
PCBs stirred up into the water 
during the dredging. 

However there were times 
when air monitors on the river 
measured high PCB levels. Dave 
King, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency’s coordinator 
for the project, said that the so-
called exceedances happened 
during work on highly contami-
nated areas of the river and that 
crews managed to keep the re-
leases to a minimum.

The decision to dredge was 
controversial in the rural towns 
north of Albany, pitting people 
who saw it as the best chance to 
clean up the river against those  
who said the dredging would 

be disruptive and useless. GE, 
under former chief executive 
oficer Jack Welch, waged an 
aggressive anti-dredging cam-
paign for years, though the 
company has cooperated with 
the EPA since the agency or-
dered dredging in 2002.

While many environmental 
advocates continue to argue for 
dredging beyond the boundar-
ies called for in the Superfund 
project, a number of them said 
they were pleased with GE’s 
work.

“It took a while to get them 
going, but I’m very satisfied 
with the way they’ve proceed-
ed,” said William Koebbeman, 
who represents the Sierra Club 
on the Superfund project’s 
community advisory group.

After dredging ends for the 
season in the coming days, 
crews will be on the river for 
a few more weeks to backill 
dredged areas.

Hudson River PCB dredging 
moved faster this season
‘Productive year’: Project may be finished before fall 2016

ASSOCIATED PRESS

Workers ready a barge May 4, 2011, for the General electric 

Hudson river PcB dredging project in Fort edward. crews 

dredging a contaminated stretch of the upper Hudson river in 

New york dramatically picked up their pace in the third year of 

the massive Superfund cleanup.

C   M   Y   K

 Jefferson County Historical Society 
 Hosts

 20th Annual Victorian Faire!

 Saturday & Sunday
 November 17th & 18th

 10am ~ 4pm
 Event will feature:

 •  3 Floors of Artisans, Artists, Crafters and 
 Antique Collectors offering handcrafted 
 items, antiques, art, raffles and 
 much more!

 •  Feeling Hungry? Check out our baked 
 goods and lunches available for purchase!

 •  Complimentary Wine & cheese with 
 admission Saturday 2pm-4pm

 For more information on the event or if you’d like information on becoming a vendor 
 please contact Betty Dier at (315) 788-0454 during Museum hours or email 

 director@jeffersoncountyhistory.org

 This is an Operation Yellow Ribbon Event including 
 discounts for military & spouses and JCHS members.

 Home-made baked goods at “Mrs. Paddock’s Sweet Shop”, 
 holiday Wassail, a hot mulled cider and lunch will also be available for purchase.  The museum will 
 also have some special items available at the museum store, including ornaments, paperback histories
 about the North Country, reprints of historical Huested photographs from glass plate negatives, gift s 
 with a Victorian theme and much more.

 Admission is $5 for adults; $4 for JCHS members, military & spouses. Admission is free for children 
 under 18 when accompanied by an adult.  The Victorian Fair will be held at the 228 Washington St., 
 museum.  This annual event is one of the nonprofit organization’s major fundraisers. For more 
 information, contact the museum at 782-3491
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