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URS Memorandum

Date:  September 9, 2009

To: Michael Wilcox (USDA Forest Service), Neli Nelson (Village of Kasaan), Annemarie Palmieri
(ADEC), Marty Brewer (ADEC), Ken Marcy (USEPA), Lori Verbrugge (DHSS), Jill Hedgecock
(URS), Cary Brown (URS), Nancy Darigo (URS), Mark Vania (URS)

From: Mike Gray (URS)

Subject: Strategy Meeting Summary and Conceptual Plan, Salt Chuck Mine

Strateqy Meeting Summary

A technical planning meeting for the Salt Chuck Mine (Site), Prince of Wales Island was held at
the URS office in Anchorage, AK on August 13, 2009 to discuss future environmental assessment
and planning activities in support of a potential removal action on USDA Forest Service (Forest
Service) managed lands at and near the former mill site. The proposed removal action would be
funded using federal stimulus funds under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA).
Meeting attendees (in person and via telephone) included: Michael Wilcox (Forest Service), Neli
Nelson (Village of Kasaan), Anne Marie Palmieri (ADEC), Marty Brewer (ADEC), Ken Marcy
(USEPA), Jill Hedgecock (URS), Cary Brown (URS), Nancy Darigo (URS), Mark Vania (URS),
and Mike Gray (URS). Lori Verbrugge (DHSS) was unable to attend.

The initial intent of the meeting was to discuss the scope of a planned focused EE/CA to be
developed for Forest Service-managed upland areas of the Salt Chuck Mine site in order to
maximize use of stimulus funds. A constraint was that a contracting package committing ARRA
funds for activities at the Site would need to be advertised by mid December 2009, with fund
obligation shortly thereafter. Upland zones (above the mean high tide line) are within Forest
Service-managed lands, and intertidal zones are State of Alaska-managed. The Upland EE/CA, as
preliminarily proposed, was to be developed from and built upon the existing Draft EE/CA
document already prepared for the overall Salt Chuck Mine site (dated March 2007), as well as
related technical comments generated through agency review of that document.

Through the process of discussions at the meeting, a preliminary consensus among participants
suggested that stimulus funds might be better applied by clean up of POL-contaminated soil with a
presumptive remedy, rather than through continuation of the EE/CA process. The primary basis
for this view was consideration for the limited time to adequately complete an upland focused
EE/CA, the expectation that the site as a whole will likely be listed under the USEPA NPL
(Superfund); and through the subsequent CERCLA RI/FS process, a site-wide baseline risk
assessment, comprehensive remedial action objectives, and remedial alternatives would be
developed to address issues in both upland and intertidal zones, making additional EE/CA process
activities in the upland zone at this time potentially duplicative.

The more limited approach discussed in the meeting would include removal of mine debris in and
around the mill site for safety purposes, removal of POL-impacted soil at the AST area, and
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possibly some commingled POL/metals-impacted soil at the south end of the AST area near
Building C4. The soil removal would be based primarily on exceedances of human-health-based
cleanup levels. Meeting participants agreed in principle to the use of alternate cleanup levels for
the AST area based on a Method 3 calculation, contingent on ADEC’s review and approval of the
calculation presented in the existing Draft EE/CA document. The Method 3-calculated migration
to groundwater cleanup level for the AST area exceeds the maximum allowable 12,500 mg/kg
under 18 AAC 75, so the applicable cleanup level for DRO in soil would revert to 8,250 mg/kg
based on direct human exposure. ADEC remained concerned about potential migration of non-
POL contaminants through groundwater to surface water, and it was agreed that cleanup levels for
potential commingled metals-impacted soil would be based on the most conservative of Method 2
soil cleanup levels, including migration to groundwater levels.

Confirmatory sampling following the limited cleanup would include both soil and groundwater (if
present). Meeting participants agreed in principle not to apply ecological risk-based cleanup levels
to the limited action, but instead to revisit ecological risk in the AST/commingled area in the later
site-wide risk assessment based on confirmatory sampling of media that remain onsite. To this
end, it was agreed that screening levels in ADEC’s Ecoscoping Guidance would be incorporated
into DQOs for the confirmatory sampling program, so that data quality would be sufficient for later
risk assessment use.

Addendum and Conceptual Plan

Following the 8/13/09 meeting, the Forest Service re-evaluated the limited approach in light of new
internal direction regarding the obligation window of stimulus funds, and concluded that for the
purpose of maximizing the effectiveness of cleanup activities under the stimulus-funded program,
inclusion of some CERCLA hazardous substance impacts should be reconsidered. Thus, the
conceptual path forward currently being proposed is to complete a focused EE/CA for selected
upland areas to support a stimulus-funded interim removal action. The Focused Upland EE/CA
would follow the human health-based approach agreed to in principle for the AST/commingled
area, but would also include two additional upland areas that clearly exceed human health-based
cleanup criteria (Mill Site Tailings and Building C4). Upland areas that are more clearly driven by
ecological risk concerns (including Tailings Piles D14 and D15) would not be considered in the
Focused Upland EE/CA, but would be addressed under the future site-wide program following
NPL listing of the site. The Focused EE/CA would include a breakdown of removal action
alternative costs by area of concern, so that the Forest Service could apply decision-making to
selected areas based on the stimulus fund award cap and the possible future availability of
additional funds.

Because the schedule of the stimulus-funded removal action would require obligation of funds by
September 2010, the Focused Upland EE/CA would be completed using existing data, and would
be followed shortly by a more detailed design and cost estimate of the selected alternative in order
to meet schedule constraints. URS is preparing an EE/CA contract modification proposal for
review by the Forest Service.
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