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From: John Jengo
To: Schmitt, Paula
Subject: Comment on Implementation Strategy for Polychlorinated Biphenyls for Zones 2 - 6 of the Delaware River


Estuary
Date: Wednesday, August 14, 2013 1:05:20 PM


Ms. Schmitt,
 
I read the following excerpts from the Implementation Strategy for Polychlorinated Biphenyls
for Zones 2 - 6 of the Delaware River Estuary with great interest (bolded emphasis added,
where appropriate)
 


·         First, PCB sources and pathways include non-point sources such as contaminated soils,
contaminated sediment, and air deposition not subject to control under the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) program. (p. 3)


 
·         Strategies for reducing loadings from non-point sources, including tributaries, boundaries


(defined as the mouth of Delaware Bay and the C&D Canal), contaminated sites covered
under federal and state hazardous wastes regulations, air sources and sediments, are
those proposed in 2009, some of which have been applied to significant effect since then
including proactive identification and removal of PCB-containing equipment. (p. 4)


 
·         Addressing non-point sources of PCBs is particularly challenging due to the lack of


comprehensive regulatory program comparable to the NPDES permitting program.
The strategies focus on identifying and prioritizing sources of PCBs in each non-point
source category and then utilizing existing authorities to focus on water quality impacts and
achieve the load allocations assigned to these sources. (p. 6)


 
·         Contaminated sites are the fifth highest non-point source category of PCB loadings.


Factors contributing to the assessment of loadings from sites in this category include a lack
of focus on PCBs in developing site remediation alternatives, and the lack of
assessment of water quality impacts from a site including the identification of pathways
for pollutants to the Estuary. (p. 6)


 
·         For the nonpoint source categories, the report will contain concentrations and loadings of


PCBs for individual non-point sources (where available) and/or for categories of non-point
sources by water quality management zone.  Reductions in PCB loadings for individual and
categorical nonpoint sources will be included. (p. 7)


 
Comment
Clearly, the DRBC has recognized the role of contaminated sites in the overall PCB loading to
the Estuary and have identified the significant data gaps that could hinder the assessment of
how much PCB loading is occurring from these nonpoint sources.  In my role in assisting
industries with NPDES permits to reduce their PCB loading to the Estuary, I highly
recommend DRBC proactively discover and identify the myriad of nonpoint sources
contributing what I believe to be a greater PCB loading to the Estuary than presently-
identified point sources.  I particularly single out Pennsylvania in this regard because of their
lax Act 2 program where even if a site is actively discharging contamination to the Delaware
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River, no action is being driven or mandated by PADEP.  There are several sites in
southeastern Pennsylvania alone that are likely discharging high concentrations of PCBs to
the river, but because they are abandoned properties (and in the absence of any interest or
enforcement of applicable regulations by PADEP), no action has been initiated despite the
knowledge over the last two decades that these sites are impacted with PCBs.  For example,
one of these sites had a PCB incinerator and discharged both effluent and incompletely
combusted incinerator ash directly into a tributary of the Delaware River, yet to my
knowledge, no one has investigated or monitored the PCB loading via sediment
contamination and groundwater discharge that this site is likely contributing to the Estuary. 
Unfortunately, given the voluntary nature of the Act 2 regulation in Pennsylvania, an
exhaustive DRBC file review will likely find much evidence of the presence of PCBs at
numerous sites, but very little in the way of characterization, delineation, or remediation. 
 On the other hand, the NJDEP, under the framework of the Site Remediation Program and
current LSRP program, is likely to have much more available information in their files
regarding the presence and distribution of PCBs at any given contaminated site.  Despite the
overall lack of delineation or assessment of water quality impacts, I strongly encourage the
DRBC to allocate resources to perform file reviews in all three states because I believe you
will find many unaddressed nonpoint sites that are discharging PCBs that you are not
currently accounting for.  To those of us helping our NPDES clients comply with PMP
requirements, there remains a very strong, pervading sense of unfairness that the majority
of the burden for reducing PCB loading has fallen on a small percentage of point source
contributors.  I believe that the DRBC would find even greater cooperation and progress will
be made in restoring the Estuary if they demonstrate a concerted effort to identify all major
PCB sources while at the same time challenging inattentive and unmotivated regulatory
agencies such as PADEP to require impact assessments at known PCB-impacted sites rather
than let those sites languish as they have done for decades. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments.
 
 
John W. Jengo, PG, LSRP                            
Principal Hydrogeologist
Site Remediation Project Manager
 
MWH Americas, Inc. | 200 Lindenwood Drive - Suite 100 | Malvern PA 19355
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