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Aluminum Recycling Trentwood Site 
Draft Final Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 

Responsiveness Summary 
 

The Washington Department of Ecology conducted a public comment period from June 25 
through July 25, 2012 for the Draft Final Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) at the 
Aluminum Recycling Trentwood Site. The draft final RI/FS presented results of investigations 
conducted to determine the extent of contamination, and proposed remedial actions at the Site. 
 
The purpose of this Responsiveness Summary is to document Ecology’s responses to comments 
sent to Ecology during the public comment period. 
 
Ecology would like to thank all who provided comments.  Ecology has responded to the 
comments, and no changes to the draft final Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study are 
necessary based on the comments received. 
 
 

Index of Comments Received  
 
1. E-mail from Tammie Williams sent on July 12, 2012. 

  
2. Comment from Bruce Howard sent on July 24, 2012.  
 
3. Comment from Bart Mihailovich sent via email on July 25, 2012. 
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ECOLOGY’S RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

1. Response to comments submitted by Tammie Williams, Washington State Department 
of Transportation 

 
Comment:  The email states that DOT has been mandated by the legislature to dispose of 
specific properties, and that their property adjoining the Site is one of those properties.  
Therefore, in order to comply with this mandate, DOT feels that any encumbrances will 
cause them to be unable to sell the property.  They requested that the selected cleanup action 
provide the following for their property: 
a. No longer have any contaminated material present, verified by sampling; 
b. Not be subject to industrial cleanup levels; 
c. Not have any environmental covenants applied; and 
d. Not have any institutional controls applied. 
 
Response:  The Department of Ecology (Ecology) defines the Site as all areas where 
contamination is present, so the Site would include the DOT property.  The RI/FS outlines 
three potential cleanup options for the Site.  All three cleanup options involve the removal of 
all contamination that is not on property owned by Union Pacific Railroad to unrestricted 
cleanup levels.  This would mean that all four conditions listed above would be met.  
Therefore, regardless of the selected cleanup action, the DOT’s property will be clean and 
unencumbered for sale. 

 
2. Response to comments submitted by Bruce Howard, Pentzer Venture Holdings (Avista 

Corp) 
  

Comment 1:  This comment addresses a statement in the RI/FS regarding who may have 
placed the stockpile material in its current location, and suggests a change be made indicating 
that a UPRR property user did it.   
 
Response 1:  Ecology knows of no evidence indicating exactly who placed the materials on 
either property.  As currently written, the statement is correct.  By making the suggested 
change, it would imply that Ecology could verify who did it.  Since we cannot, the change 
will not be made. 
 
Comment 2:   This comment addresses the report’s characterization of trespass and 
recreational use as “heavy” and states that this is a subjective measurement with potential 
error.   
 
Response 2:  Ecology agrees that the term is subjective, but supports its usage.  Ecology and 
consultant representatives have viewed these uses firsthand, and have viewed secondhand 
evidence in the form of personal belongings, tire tracks, footprints, and worn paths.   
 
Comment 3:  This comment expresses concern that soil contaminated with stockpile 
material will not be addressed under the remedies.   
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Response 3:  Ecology can assure that all proposed remedies involve addressing any soils or 
soil/stockpile mixes that exceed cleanup levels for site contaminants.  Costs provided in the 
document are only estimates; they are not provided as thresholds for the completion of work.  
If the selected remedy involves the removal of all soils above cleanup levels, then that 
objective will be achieved regardless of the final cost. 
 
Comment 4: This comment states that Pentzer has no intention to agree to a plan that allows 
the use of industrial cleanup levels, thereby allowing higher levels of contaminants to remain 
on the properties and would require institutional controls.   
 
Response 4:  The RI/FS as written does not commit to use of industrial cleanup levels, but 
only states that if they are used, that institutional controls and agreement from other property 
owners would be required.  The objection is noted. 
 

3. Response to Comment from Bart Mihailovich, Spokane Riverkeeper (Center for 
Justice) 

 
Ecology met with representatives of the Center for Justice to discuss the comments in detail 
and to provide additional data and information.  The responses below represent summaries of 
the discussions that took place on each issue. 
 
Comment – River Runoff: The comment presented questions about the apparent 
inconsistency between the Site Hazard Assessment and the nature of the RI/FS sampling 
work, and the reason certain media were sampled while others (surface water & sediment) 
weren’t.   
 
Response:  Ecology explained that because sampling wasn’t performed during the Site 
Hazard Assessment, certain assumptions were made there that ended up not being supported 
by actual sampling data.  Ecology also explained that a stepwise approach is often used in 
determining the area affected by contamination, especially when considering impacts to 
surface water and sediment (because they potentially have many sources of contamination).  
Sampling was first done in soil and groundwater.  Since limits to both horizontal (erosion) 
and vertical (leaching) soil contamination were found and these limits were not close to the 
river, sediment was not sampled.  Since groundwater did not show any contamination, then 
surface water was not sampled. 
 
Comment – The Aquifer:  Concerns were presented about the groundwater investigation, 
given the permeable nature of the aquifer.  Levels of chloride found in groundwater were 
questioned, along with the potential movement of contaminants from the pile towards 
groundwater, and the potential need for a liner in the remedial options.   
 
Response:  Ecology had already explained the stepwise sampling approach, and since limits 
to vertical soil impacts were defined, it meant that contaminants would not have been able to 
reach groundwater.  Additionally, leaching tests were performed on material in the stockpile; 
results showed that the material did not leach contaminants at levels of concern.  The slightly 
elevated chloride concentrations were explained as within normal ranges for unimpacted 



 

Aluminum Recycling Trentwood Responsiveness Summary 9/12 Page 16 
 

aquifers.  Data from a different aluminum dross site in Spokane with documented 
groundwater impacts were shown, and levels were significantly higher than those at this site.  
Ecology explained that bottom liners were included as a possibility in the remedial options, 
and that additional evaluation would be performed in an Environmental Impact Statement 
before making that determination. 
 
Comment – Questionable Composition:  The composition of the stockpile was discussed, 
including the potential for any dross stockpile components to generate ammonia gas and heat.  
Questions were raised as to the thoroughness of stockpile sampling and testing, the nature of 
any pile by-products, and the reliability of the testing results.   
 
Response:  Ecology explained that areas of known black dross stockpiling were already 
cleaned prior to the current work, and that additional testing was not needed in those areas.  
Given the difficulty in accessing areas of the pile, the best effort was made to characterize 
areas in the pile and those impacted by erosion.  Observational evidence (in the form of a 
lack of ammonia odors and no presence of heat or fires) indicated that dross was likely not a 
major component of the stockpile.  However, sampling was still performed in case levels 
might not have been high enough to produce these effects.  Samples indicated a composition 
that was atypical for dross, and likely represented other materials.  Additionally, the pile has 
been exposed to the environment for almost 25 years; if any reactions were possible, we 
would expect they would have already occurred.  Therefore, Ecology has high confidence in 
the results and feels comfortable moving forward with an approach that will reduce exposure 
of materials to both people and the elements (rain, wind, etc).  Additional mitigation will be 
provided by potentially moving and covering the stockpile, limiting the potential for erosion 
and removing pathways to the river. 
 
Comment – Dangerous Waste Characteristics:  This section reiterates concerns listed in 
the Site Hazard Assessment, along with similar concerns about waste reactions.   
 
Response:  Ecology has already addressed many of those concerns in the previous response.  
Data from the other aluminum dross site (which had both ammonia generation and fires) was 
used again to show the difference in stockpile composition at both sites.  Given the 
comparison data and the previous discussions, the commenters felt that the issues raised in 
this section had sufficiently been explained. 
 
After the discussion, the commenters confirmed that no changes were being suggested for 
this document. 


