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Table 2-1 
Summary of Low Resolution Sediment Core Collection Program 

PCB Total 
No. of Cores per Total No. of Samples per Analytical 

Location;Tvpe Zones: Zone Cores Core Samples~ 
A. Thompson Island Pool 
Resampling 1984 NYSDEC Locations 15 3-6 60 1-3 136 
Near-shore Locations ➔ 1-5 16 1-3 36 

B. Below Thompson Island Dam 3 

Hot Spot 25 (RM 187) I 10 10 1-3 26 
Hor Spor 28(RM186) I 13 13 1-3 32 
Hor Spar 31 (RM 1&5) I 10 10 1-3 25 
Hor Spar 3-l (RM 1&4) I 13 13 1-3 19 
Hot Spor 35 (RM 184) I 5 5 1-3 9 
Hot Spot 37 (RM 166) I 15 15 1-3 21 
Hot Spot 39(RM 164) I 15 15 1-3 38 
Near-shore/exploratory ➔ 3--l 13 1-3 29 
Total 30 ----- 170 ---- 371 

Hudson Rl\er Database Release 3 5 TAMS 

'.Jotes: 
River Mile (RM) locations are approximate. 
I. A zone is defined for this program as a cluster of samples from an area rypically less than 2.100 

feet at its widest point . 
., Analytical parameters include PCB congeners: TCT'-1: and grain size distribution analysis. 

total organic carbon and radionuclides. but all analytes were not detennined for eve~ sample. 
3. Hor spor location numbering after T oftlem ire and Quinn \ 1979): Hut spar locations shown on 

Plate 2-1. 



Table 2-J 
Summary of Low Resolution Sediment Core Anal)·tical Results 

Page I of 2 

Anal.le 
Radionudides (pCi/kg) 

Be I op Slii.:e (()-1 im:h l 
1

' '< · s lop Slice (()- I ind1) 

,,·cs Bottom Segment in Thnmron Island Pool' 
11 

'( ·s Bottom Segment Belo,, Thompon Island Dam 
1 "t ·s BnUnm Segment all c,)fCS' 

Total PCH (ppm) 
HJ I.oration 

Tlwmpson Island Puol (76 Cores) 
Belo\\ Thomps,)fl Islan<l Darn \94 ( ·ores) 

All Locathins 

B)' l.a)·er 
Top Segmenl ( Surfoi.:e) 

Second Segment 
Third Segment 

Total Organic Carbon('¼,) 
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen (ppm) 
('/N Ratio 

Grain-Sile Distribution(%) - Laser 
Shallow segment 

< 'hi) 

Silt 
Fine Sand 
Medium Sand 
( \1arse Sand 

Gravel 

( 'nunt' 

169 
169 

75 
94 
169 

172 
I 99 

371 

170 
128 

n 

27 
27 
27 

170 
170 
170 
170 
170 
170 

!\lean 

Ll6-l 
846 

627 
8P -·' 
768 

78 
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81 
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89 

33 
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1,640 

.'9 
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51.9 
28.8 
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1.6 
2.5 
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.'\18 
301 
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15 
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16 

2 

6 

IJ70 
-to 

5.7 
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27.4 
3 .. 1 
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0.0 

Rance of Values' 

ND-J.:'i77 
4-l-!U 10 

76-.19.1 I 
20-5650 
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Results 
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58 
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0 
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Scdimcnl Core Scgmcnl Summary 
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Table 2-4 
Comparison of Sediment Types for Complete and Incomplete Low Resolution Cores 

I 
Location Type 

(No. of Cores) 
No. of 

Slices 

Median 

Depth of 

Lower 

Boundary 
(inches) 

No. of Cores with 

Maximum PCB 

Concentration in 

layer2 

Clay/ 

Organics 

Primary Geologist's Classification 

No. of Samples 

Fine-
Fine Coarser Medium 

Silt Sand Sand Gravel Unclassi tied 

Thompson Island Pool 
Complete Cores (61) 

Top Segment (Shallow) 

Second Segment 

Third Segment 

Entire Core 

61 
55 
28 

9 
16 

24.5 
22 

50 
11 
0 

I 
I 
I 

31 
18 
9 

15 
16 
7 

13 
19 
10 

I 

I 
I 

lnc·omplete Cores (15) 

Top Segment (Shallow) 

Second Segment 

Third Segment 

Entire Core 

15 
9 
4 

8 
16 

25.5 
17 

2 

2 
0 

I 
8 
4 

I 

4 

2 
I 

3 

2 
I I 

Below Thompson Island Dam 
Complete Cores (58) 

Top Segment (Shallow) 

Second Segment 

Third Segment 

Entire Core 

58 
44 
31 

9 

18 
31 
24 

45 
13 
0 

3 35 
29 
18 

6 
4 
3 

13 
10 
10 

I 
I 

Incomplete Cores (36) 

Top Segment (Shallow) 

Second Segment 

Third Segment 

Entire Core 

36 
20 
10 

9 
17.5 
36 

17 

7 
4 
0 

I 24 
12 
10 

6 

3 

5 
5 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Notes 

l Complete Core no 117Cs present m hollornmost scgrncnt 

lm:omplctc Core . "'cs present in hottornmost scg.rncnl 
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Table 3-2 

Summa~ Statistics for Total PCBs, .tl'.\1W, and '.\1DPR 

Estimated Mass 

Total PCBs Loss by 

.\'.\1W '.\'10PR (mg/kg) 
1 

Dechlorination 

All Core Segments> 0.1 mg/kg 

Min - I .-l88 O.O-lO 0106 '-iA 
Max 0.208 O.98-t 1.352 2-t.6° 0 
l\.,kdian 0.100 0.553 19.0 I I .S0 o 

Geometric Mean 0.101 0.551 15.3 12.0° 0 
:,..Jo of Samples - 3-t7 

Selected Core Segments 1 

Min -0.106 O.O-t 0.3 5-t ~A 

Max 0.195 0.921 1352 23. I 0° o 

Median 0.098 O.5-t2 :ms 11.6° 0 

Geometric \kan 0.101 0 5-t-t 31.8 12.0°0 

!No of Samples ~ 229 

I \\1-; 

'fote~: 
I. These cores were selected so as 10 minimize the inclusion of cross-contaminated core 

segments in the data set. See te.xt for discussion. 
, Estimated mass loss represents dechlorination mass loss onl~ :\lass loss 

estimate is based on change in molecular weight (-'1\-1W) 



Table 3-3 Page 1 of 2 
Regression Coefficients (r) for Correlation Among 

Laser Grain-Size Distribution Parameters 

Parameter Clay% Silt% Fine Sand% Medium Sand % Coarse Sand % Gravel% d(lO) 

Clay% 1.00 0.59 -0.69 -0.44 -0.1 I -0.11 -0.53 
Silt% 0.59 1.00 -0.87 -0.80 -0.21 -0.21 -0.88 

Fine Sand% -0.69 -0.87 1.00 0.44 0.08 0.08 0.58 
Medium Sand % -0.44 -0.80 0.44 1.00 0.29 0.29 0.96 
Coarse Sand % -0.11 -0.21 0.08 0.29 1.00 1.00 0.37 
Gravel% -0.11 -0.21 0.08 0.29 1.00 1.00 0.37 
d(lO) -0.53 -0.88 0.58 0.96 0.37 0.37 1.00 
d(15) -0.53 -0.90 0.61 0.96 0.37 0.37 0.99 
d(20) -0.53 -0.91 0.63 0.95 0.36 0.36 0.97 
d(30) -0.53 -0.91 0.64 0.94 0.29 0.29 0.94 
d(40) · -0.51 -0.89 0.62 0.94 0.29 0.29 0.92 
d(50) -0.49 -0.86 0.58 0.91 0.30 0.30 0.88 
d(60) -0.46 -0.80 0.53 0.87 0.29 0.29 0.82 
d(70) -0.47 -0.76 0.52 0.82 0.34 0.34 0.78 
d(80) -0.58 -0.77 0.65 0.69 0.32 0.32 0.72 
d(85) -0.69 -0.80 0.74 0.65 0.28 0.28 0.71 
d(90) -0.79 -0.82 0.80 0.64 0.23 0.23 0.71 
d(99) -0.63 -0.30 0.31 0.33 0.13 0.13 0.35 
Sorting 0.75 0.96 -0.83 -0.85 -0.24 -0.24 -0.92 
Phi-2 -0.11 -0.21 0.08 0.29 1.00 1.00 0.37 
Phi-1.5 -0.11 -0.21 0.08 0.29 1.00 1.00 0.37 
Phi-I -0.11 -0.21 0.08 0.29 1.00 1.00 0.37 
Phi -0.5 -0.11 -0.21 0.08 0.29 1.00 1.00 0.37 
PhiO -0.39 -0.72 0.33 0.97 0.44 0.44 0.93 
Phi0.5 -0.39 -0.73 0.34 0.98 0.29 0.29 0.93 
Phi 1 -0.43 -0.79 0.42 1.00 0.25 0.25 0.96 
Phi 1.5 0.57 0.1 l -0.15 -0.17 -0.08 -0.08 -0.18 
Phi2 -0.57 -0.91 0.84 0.68 0.14 0.14 0.78 
Phi2.5 -0.60 -0.84 0.95 0.42 0.07 0.D7 0.57 
Phi 3 -0.43 -0.40 0.73 -0.14 -0.01 -0.01 0.03 
Phi 3.5 -0.35 -0.20 0.56 -0.30 -0.04 -0.04 -0.15 

Phi4 -0.02 0.66 -0.34 -0.71 -0.19 -0.19 -0.70 
Phi4.5 0.15 0.83 -0.57 -0.77 -0.20 -0.20 -0.79 

Phi5 0.31 0.93 -0.'(4 -0.77 -0.20 -0.20 -0.82 

Phi 5.5 0.46 0.97 -0.84 -0.75 -0.20 -0.20 -0.82 
phi6 0.59 0.96 -0.88 -0.73 -0.19 -0.19 -0.82 

Phi6.5 0.60 0.89 -0.79 -0.72 -0.24 -0.24 -0.79 

Phi7 0.86 0.82 -0.87 -0.58 -0.15 -0.15 -0.68 

Phi 7.5 0.92 0.75 -0.83 -0.52 -0.13 -0.13 -0.63 

Phi8 0.94 0.70 -0.80 -0.49 -0.11 -0.11 -0.60 

Phi 8.5 0.97 0.67 -0.77 -0.47 -0.11 -0.11 -0.58 

Phi9 0.97 0.43 -0.56 -0.33 -0.08 -0.08 -0.41 

Phi 9.5 0.75 0.17 -0.26 -0.20 -0.08 -0.08 -0.23 

Phi 10 0.42 -0.02 -0.03 -0.06 -0.08 -0.08 -0.06 

Phi 10.5 -0.46 -0.85 0.54 0.95 0.16 0.16 0.92 

Skewness -0.40 -0.75 0.69 0.54 0.16 0.16 0.54 

Sorting -0.43 -0.79 0.58 0.77 0.16 0.16 0.85 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 
Notes: 

d(15) d(20) d(30) d(40) d(50) d(60) d(70) d(80) d(85) d(90) d(99) Sorting Phi -2 Phi-1.5 Phi -1 Phi -0.5 PhiO 

-0.53 -0.53 -0.53 -0.51 -0.49 -0.46 -0.47 -0.58 -0.69 -0.79 -0.63 0.75 -0. l 1 -0.1 l -0. l l -0.11 -0.39 

-0.90 -0.91 -0.91 -0.89 -0.86 -0.80 -0.76 -0.77 -0.80 -0.82 -0.30 0.96 -0.21 -0.21 -0.21 -0.21 -0.72 

0.61 0.63 0.64 0.62 0.58 0.53 0.52 0.65 0.74 0.80 0.31 -0.83 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.33 

0.96 0.95 0.94 0.94 0.91 0.87 0.82 0.69 0.65 0.64 0.33 -0.85 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.97 

0.37 0.36 0.29 0.29 0.30 0.29 0.34 0.32 0.28 0.23 0.13 -0.24 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.44 

0.37 0.36 0.29 0.29 0.30 0.29 0.34 0.32 0.28 0.23 0.13 -0.24 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.44 

0.99 0.97 0.94 0.92 0.88 0.82 0.78 0.72 0.71 0.71 0.35 -0.92 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.93 

1.00 0.99 0.97 0.95 0.91 0.85 0.81 0.73 0.72 0.72 0.34 -0.93 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.92 

0.99 1.00 0.99 0.97 0.93 0.87 0.82 0.74 0.72 0.73 0.35 -0.93 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.90 

0.97 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.95 0.89 0.83 0.75 0.73 0.74 0.35 -0.93 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.87 

0.95 0.97 0.99 1.00 0.98 0.92 0.86 0.77 0.74 0.75 0.36 -0.91 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.87 

0.91 0.93 0.95 0.98 1.00 0.98 0.93 0.81 0.76 0.75 0.36 -0.88 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.87 

0.85 0.87 0.89 0.92 0.98 1.00 0.97 0.83 0.77 0.74 0.34 -0.82 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.85 

0.81 0.82 0.83 0.86 0.93 0.97 1.00 0.90 0.83 0.77 0.37 -0.79 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.82 

0.73 0.74 0.75 0.77 0.81 0.83 0.90 1.00 0.97 0.90 0.47 -0.80 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.69 

0.72 0.72 0.73 0.74 0.76 0.77 0.83 0.97 1.00 0.97 0.52 -0.84 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.63 

0.72 0.73 0.74 0.75 0.75 0.74 0.77 0.90 0.97 1.00 0.59 -0.88 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.60 

0.34 0.35 0.35 0.36 0.36 0.34 0.37 0.47 0.52 0.59 1.00 -0.44 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.32 

-0.93 -0.93 -0.93 -0.91 -0.88 -0.82 -0.79 -0.80 -0.84 -0.88 -0.44 1.00 -0.24 -0.24 -0.24 -0.24 -0.78 

0.37 0.36 0.29 0.29 0.30 0.29 0.34 0.32 0.28 0.23 0.13 -0.24 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.44 

0.37 0.36 0.29 0.29 0.30 0.29 0.34 0.32 0.28 0.23 0.13 -0.24 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.44 

0.37 0.36 0.29 0.29 0.30 0.29 0.34 0.32 0.28 0.23 0.13 -0.24 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.44 

0.37 0.36 0.29 0.29 0.30 0.29 0.34 0.32 0.28 0.23 0.13 -0.24 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.44 
0.92 0.90 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.85 0.82 0.69 0.63 0.60 0.32 -0.78 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 1.00 
0.92 0.90 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.86 0.83 0.68 0.63 0.60 0.32 -0.79 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.99 

0.96 0.94 0.93 0.93 0:91 0.87 0.82 0.69 0.64 0.63 0.32 -0.84 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.97 

-0.17 -0.19 -0.20 -0.21 -0.21 -0.20 -0.22 -0.28 -0.32 -0.39 -0.92 0.27 -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 -0.18 

0.81 0.83 0.84 0.81 0.75 0.68 0.63 0.66 0.70 0.73 0.35 -0.88 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.56 

0.59 0.61 0.62 0.59 0.55 0.49 0.47 0.58 0.65 0.71 0.33 -0.78 0.07 0.D7 0.D7 0.07 0.31 
0.04 0.05 0.D7 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.12 0.31 0.42 0.46 0.05 -0.32 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.16 

-0.15 -0.14 -0.13 -0.13 -0.11 -0.09 -0.03 0.17 0.29 0.33 -0.07 -0.14 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.29 
-0.73 -0.73 -0.73 -0.70 -0.66 -0.59 -0.52 -0.38 -0.31 -0.28 0.04 0.56 -0.19 -0.19 -0.19 -0.19 -0.64 
-0.82 -0.84 -0.84 -0.82 -0.78 -0.72 -0.65 -0.56 -0.52 -0.49 -0.16 0.73 -0.20 -0.20 -0.20 -0.20 -0.69 

-0.84 -0.85 -0.86 -0.84 -0.80 -0.74 -0.70 -0.66 -0.64 -0.64 -0.19 0.83 -0.20 -0.20 -0.20 -0.20 -0.68 

-0.85 -0.86 -0.87 -0.85 -0.82 -0.77 -0.73 -0.73 -0.74' -0.75 -0.21 0.89 -0.20 -0.20 -0.20 -0.20 -0.67 

-0.83 -0.84 -0.84 -0.82 -0.80 -0.75 -0.72 -0.74 -0.77 -0.80 -0.31 0.92 -0.19 -0.19 -0.19 -0.19 -0.65 

-0.81 -0.82 -0.83 -0.81 -0.80 -0.75 -0.75 -0.78 -0.80 -0.82 -0.42 0.89 -0.24 -0.24 -0.24 -0.24 -0.66 
-0.69 -0.69 -0.69 -0.68 -0.66 -0.62 -0.61 -0.71 -0.80 -0.87 -0.34 0.89 -0.15 -0.15 -0. 15 -0.15 -0.51 

-0.63 -0.63 -0.63 -0.61 -0.59 -0.55 -0.55 -0.66 -0.76 -0.84 -0.37 0.85 -0.13 -0.13 '-0.13 -0.13 -0.46 

-0.60 -0.60 -0.59 -0.57 -0.55 -0.51 -0.51 -0.62 -0.73 -0.82 -0.38 0.82 -0.1 I -0.1 I -0.11 -0.11 -0.43 

-0.57 -0.57 -0.57 -0.55 -0.52 -0.49 -0.49 -0.61 -0.72 -0.81 -0.47 0.80 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.41 

-0.41 -0.41 -0.41 -0.39 -0.38 -0.35 -0.36 -0.47 -0.57 -0.67 -0.66 0.62 -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 -0.30 

-0.22 -0.23 -0.24 -0.24 -0.24 -0.23 -0.24 -0.32 -0.38 -0.47 -0.88 0.37 -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 -0.19 

-0.06 -0.07 -0.08 -0.08 -0.09 -0.08 -0.11 -0.19 -0.21 -0.25 -0.86 0.12 -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 

0.94 0.95 0.95 0.93 0.88 0.81 0.73 0.63 0.61 0.63 0.31 -0.87 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.84 

0.61 0.67 0.74 0.77 0.79 0.78 0.76 0.75 0.74 0.72 0.20 -0.69 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.48 

0.83 0.80 0.75 0.69 0.61 0.52 0.45 0.39 0.40 0.44 0.06 -0.78 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.69 

TAMS 

1. Table represents 133 shallow sediment samples from 133 low resolution coring sites 



Table 3-3 Page 2 of 2 
Regression Coefficients (r) for Correlation Among 

Laser Grain-Size Distribution Parameters 

Parameter Phi 0.5 Phil Phi 1.5 

Clay% -0.39 -0.43 0.57 
Silt% -0.73 -0.79 0.1 l 
Fine Sand% 0.34 0.42 -0.15 
Medium Sand % 0.98 1.00 -0.17 
Coarse Sand % 0.29 0.25 -0.08 
Gravel% 0.29 0.25 -0.08 
d(lO) 0.93 0.96 -0.18 
d(15) 0.92 0.96 -0.17 
d(20) 0.90 0.94 -0.19 
d(30) 0.88 0.93 -0.20 
d(40) 0.88 0.93 -0.21 
d(50) 0.88 0.91 -0.21 
d(60) 0.86 0.87 -0.20 
d(70) 0.83 0.82 -0.22 
d(80) 0.68 0.69 -0.28 
d(85) 0.63 0.64 -0.32 
d(90) 0.60 0.63 -0.39 
d(99) 0.32 0.32 -0.92 
Sorting -0.79 -0.84 0.27 
Phi-2 0.29 0.25 -0.08 
Phi-1.5 0.29 0.25 -0.08 
Phi -1 0.29 0.25 -0.08 
Phi -0.5 0.29 0.25 -0.08 
PhiO 0.99 0.97 -0.18 
Phi 0.5 1.00 0.98 -0.17 
Phi 1 0.98 1.00 -0.17 
Phi 1.5 -0.17 -0.17 1.00 
Phi2 0.57 0.67 -0.17 
Phi 2.5 0.32 0.41 -0.17 
Phi 3 -0.17 -0.14 0.00 
Phi 3.5 -0.31 -0.30 0.10 
Phi4 -0.65 -0.71 -0.18 
Phi 4.5 -0.70 -0.77 0.00 
Phi5 -0.69 -0.76 0.02 
Phi 5.5 -0.68 -0.74 0.03 
phi 6 -0.66 -0.72 0.13 
Phi 6.5 -0.66 -0.71 0.19 
Phi? -0.52 -0.57 0.21 
Phi 7.5 -0.47 -0.52 0.26 
Phi 8 -0.44 -0.48 0.27 
Phi 8.5 -0.42 -0.46 0.36 
Phi 9 -0.30 -0.33 0.63 
Phi9.5 -0.19 -0.20 0.95 
Phi 10 -0.07 -0.06 0.95 
Phi 10.5 0.87 0.94 -0.16 
Skewness 0.49 0.54 -0.07 
Sorting 0.70 0.76 0.07 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 
Notes: 

Phi 2 Phi 2.5 Phi 3 Phi 3.5 Phi4 
-0.57 -0.60 -0.43 -0.35 -0.02 
-0.91 -0.84 -0.40 -0.20 0.66 
0.84 0.95 0.73 0.56 -0.34 
0.68 0.42 -0.14 -0.30 -0.71 
0.14 0.07 -0.01 -0.04 -0.19 
0.14 0.07 -0.01 -0.04 -0.19 
0.78 0.57 0.03 -0.15 -0.70 
0.81 0.59 0.04 -0.15 -0.73 
0.83 0.61 0.05 -0.14 -0.73 
0.84 0.62 0.07 -0.13 -0.73 
0.81 0.59 0.06 -0.13 -0.70 
0.75 0.55 0.07 -0.11 -0.66 
0.68 0.49 0.07 -0.09 -0.59 
0.63 0.47 0.12 -0.03 -0.52 
0.66 0.58 0.31 0.17 -0.38 
0.70 0.65 0.42 0.29 -0.31 
0.73 0.71 0.46 0.33 -0.28 
0.35 0.33 0.05 -0.07 0.04 
-0.88 -0.78 -0.32 -0.14 0.56 
0.14 0.07 -0.01 -0.04 -0.19 
0.14 0.07 -0.01 -0.04 -0.19 
0.14 0.07 -0.01 -0.04 -0.19 
0.14 0.07 -0.01 -0.04 -0.19 
0.56 0.31 -0.16 -0.29 -0.64 
0.57 0.32 -0.17 -0.31 -0.65 
0.67 0.41 -0.14 -0.30 -0.71 
-0.17 -0.17 0.00 0.10 -0.18 
1.00 0.89 0.28 0.05 -0.69 
0.89 1.00 0.61 0.38 -0.46 
0.28 0.61 1.00 0.92 0.16 
0.05 0.38 0.92 1.00 0.40 
-0.69 -0.46 0.16 0.40 1.00 
-0.80 -0.64 -0.08 0.18 0.90 
-0.84 -0.75 -0.30 -0.08 0.76 
-0.86 -0.80 -0.43 -0.24 0.66 
-0.86 -0.84 -0.46 -0.29 0.52 
-0.79 -0.74 -0.39 -0.20 0.46 
-0.74 -0.76 -0.56 -0.47 0.24 
-0.69 -0.71 -0.55 -0.46 0.14 
-0.65 -0.68 -0.53 -0.46 0.10 
-0.63 -0.67 -0.50 -0.42 0.06 
-0.44 -0.47 -0.35 -0.28 -0.13 
-0.23 -0.24 -0.10 -0.01 -0.22 
--0.06 -0.08 0.07 0.15 -0.23 
0.79 0.53 -0.08 -0.26 -0.75 
0.65 0.60 0.43 0.27 -0.41 
0.73 0.59 0.08 -0.07 -0.68 

Phi 4.5 Phi5 Phi 5.5 phi6 Phi 6.5 Phi? Phi 7.5 Phi 8 Phi 8.5 

0.15 0.31 0.46 0.59 0.60 0.86 0.92 0.94 0.97 
0.83 0.93 0.97 0.96 0.89 0.82 0.75 0.70 0.67 
-0.57 -0.74 -0.84 -0.88 -0.79 -0.87 -0.83 -0.80 -0.77 
-0.77 -0.77 -0.75 -0.73 -0.72 -0.58 -0.52 -0.49 -0.47 
-0.20 -0.20 -0.20 -0.19 -0.24 -0.15 -0.13 -0.11 -0.11 
-0.20 -0.20 -0.20 -0.19 -0.24 -0.15 -0.13 -0.1 l -0.1 l 
-0.79 -0.82 -0.82 -0.82 -0.79 -0.68 -0.63 -0.60 -0.58 
-0.82 -0.84 -0.85 -0.83 -0.81 -0.69 -0.63 -0.60 -0.57 
-0.84 -0.85 -0.86 -0.84 -0.82 -0.69 -0.63 -0.60 -0.57 
-0.84 -0.86 -0.87 -0.84 -0.83 -0.69 -0.63 -0.59 -0.57 
-0.82 -0.84 -0.85 -0.82 -0.81 -0.68 -0.61 -0.57 -0.55 
-0.78 -0.80 -0.82 -0.80 -0.80 -0.66 -0.59 -0.55 -0.52 
-0.72 -0.74 -0.77 -0.75 -0.75 -0.62 -0.55 -0.51 -0.49 
-0.65 -0.70 -0.73 -0.72 -0.75 -0.61 -0.55 -0.51 -0.49 
-0.56 -0.66 -0.73 -0.74 -0.78 -0.71 -0.66 -0.62 -0.61 
-0.52 -0.64 -0.74 -0.77 -0.80 -0.80 -0.76 -0.73 -0.72 
-0.49 -0.64 -0.75 -0.80 -0.82 -0.87 -0.84 -0.82 -0.81 
-0.16 -0.19 -0.21 -0.31 -0.42 -0.34 -0.37 -0.38 -0.47 
0.73 0.83 0.89 0.92 0.89 0.89 0.85 0.82 0.80 
-0.20 -0.20 -0.20 -0.19 -0.24 -0.15 -0.13 -0.11 -0.11 
-0.20 -0.20 -0.20 -0.19 -0.24 -0.15 -0.13 -0.11 -0.11 
-0.20 -0.20 -0.20 -0.19 -0.24 -0.15 -0.13 -0.11 -0.11 
-0.20 -0.20 -0.20 -0.19 -0.24 -0.15 -0.13 -0.11 -0.11 
-0.69 -0.68 -0.67 -0.65 -0.66 -0.51 -0.46 -0.43 -0.41 
-0.70 -0.69 -0.68 -0.66 -0.66 -0.52 -0.47 -0.44 -0.42 
-0.77 -0.76 -0.74 -0.72 -0.71 -0.57 -0.52 -0.48 -0.46 
0.00 0.02 0.03 0.13 0.19 0.21 ·0.26 0.27 0.36 
-0.80 -0.84 -0.86 -0.86 -0.79 -0.74 -0.69 -0.65 -0.63 
-0.64 -0.75 -0.80 -0.84 -0.74 -0.76 -0.71 -0.68 -0.67 
-0.08 -0.30 -0.43 -0.46 -0.39 -0.56 -0.55 -0.53 -0.50 
0.18 -0.08 -0.24 -0.29 -0.20 -0.47 -0.46 -0.46 -0.42 
0.90 0.76 0.66 0.52 0.46 0.24 0.14 0.10 0.06 
1.00 0.93 0.85 0.75 0.67 0.41 0.30 0.25 0.22 
0.93 1.00 0.96 0.88 0.78 0.59 0.49 0.43 0.39 
0.85 0.96 1.00 0.94 0.82 0.75 0.65 0:60 0.55 
0.75 0.88 0.94 1.00 0.88 0.82 0.74 0.70 0.67 
0.67 0.78 0.82 0.88 1.00 0.73 0.70 0.67 0.64 
0.41 0.59 0.75 0.82 0.73 1.00 0.98 0.96 0.93 
0.30 0.49 0.65 0.74 0.70 0.98 1.00 0.99 0.98 
0.25 0.43 0.60 0.70 0.67 0.96 0.99 1.00 0.99 
0.22 0.39 0.55 0.67 0.64 0.93 0.98 0.99 1.00 
0.02 0.15 0.28 0.43 0.50 0.73 0.83 0.86 0.90 
-0.06 0.00 0.05 0.19 0.28 0.37 0.45 0.48 0.56 
-0.06 -0.08 -0.08 0.03 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.11 0.20 
-0.82 -0.81 -0.80 -0.77 -0.75 -0.61 -0.55 -0.52 -0.50 
-0.62 -0.69 --0.76 -0.71 -0.73 -0.62 -0.55 -0.49 -0.45 
-0.70 -0.75 -0.74 -0.75 -0.64 -0.61 -0.57 -0.55 -0.52 

Phi 9 Phi 9.5 Phi 10 Phi 10.5 Skewness Sorting 

0.97 0.75 0.42 -0.46 -0.40 -0.43 
0.43 0.17 -0.02 -0.85 -0.75 -0.79 
-0.56 -0.26 -0.03 0.54 0.69 0.58 
-0.33 -0.20 -0.06 0.95 0.54 0.77 
-0.08 -0.08 -0.08 0.16 0.16 0.16 
-0.08 -0.08 -0.08 0.16 0.16 0.16 
-0.41 -0.23 -0.06 0.92 0.54 0.85 
-0.41 -0.22 -0.06 0.94 0.61 0.83 
-0.41 -0.23 -0.07 0.95 0.67 0.80 
-0.41 -0.24 -0.08 0.95 0.74 0.75 
-0.39 -0.24 -0.08 0.93 0.77 0.69 
-0.38 -0.24 -0.09 0.88 0.79 0.61 
-0.35 -0.23 -0.08 0.81 0.78 0.52 
-0.36 -0.24 -0.11 0.73 0.76 0.45 
-0.47 -0.32 -0.19 0.63 0.75 0.39 
-0.57 -0.38 -0.21 0.61 0.74 0.40 
-0.67 -0.47 -0.25 0.63 0.72 0.44 
--0.66 -0.88 -0.86 0.31 0.20 0.06 
0.62 0.37 0.12 -0.87 -0.69 -0.78 
-0.08 -0.08 -0.08 0.16 0.16 0.16 
-0.08 -0.08 -0.08 0.16 0.16 0.16 
-0.08 -0.08 -0.08 0.16 0.16 0.16 
-0.08 -0.08 -0.08 0.16 0.16 0.16 
-0.30 -0.19 -0.08 0.84 0.48 0.69 
-0.30 -0.19 -0.07 0.87 0.49 0.70 
-0.33 -0.20 -0.06 0.94 0.54 0.76 
0.63 0.95 0.95 -0.16 -0.07 0.07 
-0.44 -0.23 -0.06 0.79 0.65 0.73 
-0.47 -0.24 -0.08 0.53 0.60 0.59 
-0.35 -0.10 0.07 -0.08 0.43 0.08 
--0.28 -0.01 0.15 -0.26 0.27 -0.07 
-0.13 -0.22 -0.23 -0.75 -0.41 -0.68 
0.02 -0.06 -0.06 -0.82 -0.62 -0.70 
0.15 0.00 -0.08 -0.81 -0.69 -0.75 
0.28 0.05 -0.08 -0.80 -0.76 -0.74 
0.43 0.19 0.03 -0.77 -0.71 -0.75 
0.50 0.28 0.09 -0.75 -0.73 -0.64 
0.73 0.37 0.05 -0.61 -0.62 -0.61 
0.83 0.45 0.09 -0.55 -0.55 -0.57 
0.86 0.48 0.11 -0.52 -0.49 -0.55 
0.90 0.56 0.20 -0.50 -0.45 -0.52 
1.00 0.82 0.49 -0.35 -0.27 -0.32 
0.82 1.00 0.88 -0.19 -0.10 -0.03 
0.49 0.88 1.00 -0.04 0.03 0.15 
--0.35 -0.19 -0.04 1.00 0.58 0.81 
--0.27 -0.10 0.03 0.58 1.00 0.26 
--0.32 -0.03 0.15 0.81 0.26 1.00 

TAMS 

1. Table represents 133 shallow sediment samples from 133 low resolution coring sites 



Table 3-4 
Regression Coefficients (r) for Correlations Among Total PCBs, 

~MW, MDPR, and Laser Grain-Size Distribution Parameters 

Parameter 

Clay% 
Silt% 
Fine Sand% 
Medium Sand % 
Coarse Sand 
Gravel% 
Mean Phi 
Skewness 
Sorting 
Phi -0.5 
Phi -I 
Phi - 1.5 
Phi -2 
PhiO 
Phi 0.5 
Phi 1 
Phi 1.5 
Phi 10 
Phi 10.5 
Phi2 
Phi 2.5 
Phi3 
Phi 3.5 
Phi4 
Phi 4.5 
Phi 5 
Phi 5.5 
Phi6 
Phi 6.5 
Phi 7 
Phi 7.5 
Phi8 
Phi 8.5 
Phi9 
Phi 9.5 
d(IO) 
d( 15) 
d(20) 
d(30) 
d(40) 
d(50) 
d(60) 
d(70) 
d(80) 
d(85) 
d(90) 
d(99) 

Log (Total PCB) 

mg/kg 
0.19 
0.35 
-0.23 
-0.30 
-0.24 
-0.21 
0.35 
-0.40 
-0.32 
-0.27 
-0.27 
-0.27 
-0.27 
-0.35 
-0.30 
-0.34 
0 0.39 
0.10 
O.oJ 
-0.31 
-0.19 
0.09 
0.14 
0.34 
0.41 
0.47 
0.44 
0.43 
0.42 
0.31 
0.30 
0.26 
0.25 
0.18 
0.10 
-0.19 
-0.27 
-0.30 
-0.33 
-0.34 
-0.31 
-0.28 
-0.23 
-0.17 
-0.16 
-0.18 
-0.10 

MDPR 

0.23 
0.35 
-0.19 
-0.34 
-0.24 
-0.17 
0.37 
-0.38 
-0.33 
-0.24 
-0.23 
-0.24 
-0.24 
-0.37 
-0.35 
-0.37 
-0.37 
0.00 
-0.08 
-0.27 
-0.16 
O.IO 
0.16 
0.36 
0.38 
0.43 
0.40 
0.36 
0.38 
0.31 
0.31 
0.27 
0.24 
0.17 
0.03 
-0.26 
-0.34 
-0.35 
-0.36 
-0.36 
-0.34 
-0.31 
-0.27 

, 

-0.20 
-0. 18 
-0.19 
-0.10 

~MW 

0.17 
0.26 
-0.14 
-0.25 
-0. 18 
-0.14 
0.29 
-0.30 
-0.26 
-0.20 
-0.19 
-0.20 
-0.20 
-0.31 
-0.29 
-0.30 
-0.30 
-0.02 
-0.10 
-0.21 
-0.12 
0.08 
0.12 
0.28 
0.30 
0.35 
0.33 
0.30 
0.31 
0.26 
0.26 
0.23 
0.20 
0.14 
0.01 
-0.20 
-0.26 
-0.28 
-0.29 
-0.29 
-0.27 
-0.24 
-0.22 
-0.16 
-0.14 
-0.15 
-0.08 

No. of 

Samples 

149 
149 
149 
149 
149 
149 
155 
155 
155 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
147 
147 
147 
147 
147 
147 
147 
147 
147 
147 
147 
147 

Hudson R1,er Database Release 3 5 TAMS 



Table 3-5 
Regression Coefficients (r) for Correlations Among Total PCBs, 

AMW, MDPR, and ASTM Grain-Size Distribution Parameters 

Parameter Log (Total PCB) \IDPR .:l:\1W 

mg/kg 

Fines•• 0.21 0.19 0.17 

Fine Sand% -0.07 -0.03 -0.02 

Coarse Sand -0.23 -0.23 -0.23 

Medium Sand% -0.14 -0.20 -0.18 

Gravel% -0.18 -0.08 -0.09 

<0.075 mm 0.22 0.16 0.13 

>0.075 mm 0.07 0.04 0.01 

>0.15 mm -0.21 -0.12 -0.09 

>0.425 mm -0.04 -0.10 -0.08 

>I.0mm -0.11 -0.15 -0.13 

>l.4mm -0.11 -0.14 -0.11 

>2.<Jmm -0.16 -0.15 -0.13 

>4.0 mm -0.20 -0.11 -0.09 

>4.75 mm -0.14 0.00 0.02 

Hudson Rl\er Database Release 3 5 

"o. of 

Samples 

130 

130 

130 

130 

130 

122 

122 

122 

122 

122 

122 

122 

122 

122 

T,\MS 



Table 3-6 
Regression Coefficients (r) for Correlations Among Total PCBs, 

.11\1W, MDPR, Chemical, and Radionuclide Parameters 

lndi,idual Samples: 

Paramtttr Log(Total PCB) ,mPR :l\lW '\o. of 

mg/kg (Shallow Stgment) (Shallow Segmtnt) Samples 

Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen 0376 -0.1691 -0.1898 2-t 

Total Organic Carbon 0.3%4 0.0541 0.0394 24 

C/N 0.2929 0.3604 0.355 2-t 

Hudson R1Hr Database Releas.e J 5 IAMS 

Shallow Sediments Onl): 

Parameter Log(Total P(:B) ,mPR ~\1\\ '.\o. of 

mg/kg (Shallow Stgmtnt) (Shallow Segment) Samples 

Be Surfic1al Sediment 0.0825 0.0825 0.0965 169 

'''cs Surficial Sediment 0.4508 0.3408 0.3117 162 

"·cs Bottom Slice ·0 1183 -0.2005 -0.17 158 

Hudson Rl\cr Database Release 3 5 TAMS 

Complete Core Avtrages: 

Parameter Log( \I ass/ Area) ,mPR .iMW :-,;o. of 

g/m"2 (Core ttngth-Wtighted Average) (Core Length-Wtighted Average) Samples 

Be Surficial Sediment 01483 01401 0.1491 169 

••·cs Surticial Sediment 0.2827 0 2905 0.2586 162 

"'Cs Bottom Slice 0.1159 0.016➔ 0.0386 169 

Hudson R" er Dai abase Release 1 5 TAMS 



Table 3-7 
Regression Coefficients (r) for Correlations Among Total PCBs, 

llMW, MDPR, and Bulk Sediment Properties for all Sediments and Shallow Sediments 

Paramtttr Log (Total PCB) 

m~ke 

All Sednnent Segments 

Hulk Densll\ -0 4957 

Percent Solids -0 5835 

Solid Spcc11ic Weight -0 544 7 

Paruck Density -0 1889 

Shallo" Sediment Segments 

Bulk Dcnsll~ -0 5557 

Percent Solids -0 6547 

Solid Specific Weight -0 5992 

Particle Dens11, -0 2645 

Hudson Rl\cr Database Rclca"' :I 5 

\IDPR 

-0 2879 

-0 341 

-0 3407 

-0.001 

-0.3997 

-0.5443 

-0.4877 

-0.0232 

~\IW :\o. of 

Samplts 

-0.2652 

-0.2923 

-0 2997 

-00155 

344 

350 

35) 

335 

-0 346 7 

-0 4749 

-0 4244 

-0.045 

158 

163 

158 

153 

T.\~IS 



Table 3-8 
Regression Coefficients (r) for Correlations Among Length-Weighted Average Total PCB, 

Total PCB Mass/Unit Area and Several Important Ancillary Parameters 

Log of Core Length-
Weighted Average No. of LogofMPA No. of 

Variable PCB (me/ke:) Samples '2/m2) Samples 

ll7Cs Shallow Segment 0.41 166 0.31 166 
Silt% (Laser) 0.54 165 0.48 165 
Bulk Density .. ,,0.61 157 -0.48 156 

Percent Solids -0.72 164 -0.60 165 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 



Table4-1 

Assessment of Core Profiles in the TI Pool' 

Inventory Decrease Inventory Increase No Change 

OIA OID OIC 
018 04D 03B 
02A 05A' 04C 
028 05C' 08B 
02C 05D' 09A 
OJA' 05E' 1 12A 
03C 07C 12B 
04A' 08A 12E 
04B 08C' !)Al 
058 08E l4C 
06A 09C 14D 
068 IOC 15B 
06C !IA 17A 
07A 12D 
07B 13C'' 
07D 16D' 
09B 15A' 
09D' 15C' 
09E 15D' 
09F 
10B' 
10D' 
118' 
I IC' 
l2C' 
13B' 
14A 
14B 
17B 
18A 

Sotes 

I. Core profiles are provided in Appendix C. 
2. Gains very large (2x or higher). 
3. 1984 PCB profile based on screening analysis only. 
4. Evidence for sediment scour present. 
5. Appears consistent with inventory decrease. 

Undiscemed 
No 1984 Data for 

Comoarison 

08D' 16A 
IOA 168 

16C 
l6E 
17C 
17D 
l7E 
18B 
18C 
18D 
l8E 
19A 



Summary Data for Hot SpotJ 

Hot Spot Area 
(ft') 

.., ~ _:, 300,000 

28 1,026,800 

31 194,300 

34 955,800 

35 245,400 

37 1,239,700 

39 284,000 

\lot.:: 

Table 4-2 

Surveyed by the Low Resolution Coring Program 1 

Mean Core PCB Concentration PCB Quantity 

(mg/kg) (lbs) 

100 2,440 

109 9,090 

516 8,150 

159 12,350 

105 2,090 

116 11.680 

161 3,720 

I. Estimates b~ \falcolm Pirnie: ( 1979) as r.:port.:J in Totlkmire and Quinn ( 1979). 



Table 4-3 

Assignment Classifications for 1976 - 1978 Samples for Solid Specific Weight 
Based on the Low Resolution Coring Results 

PCB Concentration Range 1 

197 6-1978 Length-Weighted Average Assigned Solid Specific Weight 
(mg/kg) (glee) 

320 :5 Total PCB 0.51 
100 :5 Total PCB< 320 0.70 
32 :5 Total PCB< 100 0.79 
10 :5 Total PCB< 32 1.03 

3.2 :5 Total PCB< I 0 I. 15 

0.32 :5 Total PCB< 3.2 1.20 
Total PCB< 0.32 1.37 

Nore: 
I. PCB concentrations are binned on a logarithmic scale. 



Table 4-4 

Assignment of Grain-Size Distribution Bins for Determination 
of Principal Fraction for 1977 NYSDEC Samples 

Phi or Sediment Class 1 

Clay 

Silt 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 
-I 

Note: 
I. From Nonnandeau, 1977. 

Principal Fraction 

Clay 

Silt 
Fine Sand 

Fine Sand 
Fine Sand 
Medium Sand 
Medium Sand 
Coarse Sand 



1 

Table 4-5 

Assignment of Principal Sediment Fraction Based on 
1977 NYSDEC Visual Sediment Classifications 

Visual 

Classification NYSDEC Texture~ 
Code 

(1st Digit) 1 

0 Clay 
1 Silt 
2 Muck 
3 Muck and W. C. 3 

4 Fine Sand 
5 Fine Sand and W. C. 

6 Sand 
7 Sand and W. C. 
8 Coarse Sand 

9 Coarse Sand and W. C. 

Notes: 
1. As reported in electronic file ( Bopp. 1990) 

Based on Tofflemire & Quinn ( 1979). 
3. W. C. is assumed to be wood chips. 

Principal Fraction 

Clay 
Silt 
Muck 
Muck 
Fine Sand 
Fine Sand 
Medium Sand 
Medium Sand 
Coarse Sand 

Coarse Sand 



I 

Table 4-6 

Shapiro-Wilk Statistics for 1976-1978 and 1994 Hudson River 
Sediment Samples Below the TI Dam 

Data Set 1 Shapiro Wilk 

W Statistic 

Length Weighted Averages (LWA) NYSDEC 1976-1978 Survey 0.980 
(0-12") 

Low Resolution Core Study 
Hot Spots Only 0.985 
All Points Below the TI Darn 0.978 

Mass/Area (MPA) NYSDEC 1976-1978 Survey 0.971 

Low Resolution Core Study 
Hot Spots Only 0.976 
All Points Below the TI Darn 0.971 

Hud1011 River Daw,uc Release J l 

Notes: 

All daia arc log-transfonned. 

2. Likelihood ofnonnality is reJected when probability:, 0.05. 

Probability of a Log 

Nonna! Distribution2 

0.490 

0.860 
0.440 

0.150 

0.470 
0.180 

TAMS 



- -

- - - -

Table 4-7 

Estimates of Mean Values for PCB Mass per Unit Area and Length-Weighted A,,erage 
for Sediments Below the Tl Dam 

\lean \'alue Statistics for PCB \lass per linit Area 

1976-1978 1 1994 1 

(0 to 12 in) ( Entire Core) 
I I 
I Standard I Standard 

Simple Unbiased 
I 

Error on Simple Unbiased 
I 

Error on I I 

/lot Spot Geometric Arithmetic Arithmetic : Lnbiased Geometric Arithmetic Arithmetic 
I 

Unbiased I 

\.-1ean Mean \-1ean' I 
Mean Mean Mean Mean2 I 

Mean I I 
I I 

- - I - - I 

Ce, c, C' I 
I a\ CG C, C\ I a'., 

I ' I 
I 

I I (g/m') (g/m') (g/m') (g/m') (g/m') (g/m') (g/m') (g/m') 

25 17 16 24 I 9 11 24 24 I 11 I I 

28 12 17 18 I 4 91 142 193 I 86 I I 

31 42 54 55 I 
13 7 11 12 I 

I 6 I 

34 11 18 19 I 5 3 10 9 I 5 I I 

35 13 16 16 I 4 15 18 18 I 6 I I 

37 11 15 16 I 5 3 5 6 I 1 I I 

')') 39 10 13 12 I 2 11 39 I 10 I I 

182' 4 6 7 I 4 8 8 8 I 
I --- ' I 

Huds.on k.n er Da1.1~a,a,(' Rc-Je.u.c l 5 T ·\ \IS 

\1ean Value Statistics for PCB Length-Weighted Average Concentration 
(0 to 12 inches) 

I 976-1978 1 1994 1 

I Standard I Standard 
I I 

Simple Unbiased I 
I 

Error on Simple L'nbiased I Error on 
/lot Spot Geometric Arithmetic Arithmetic : Lnbiased Geometric Arithmetic Arithmetic Lnbiased 

Mean \-1ean \.-1ean' 
I 
I \.-1ean Mean Mean Mean' \.-1ean 
I 

~~ 

Cc, c, C' 
~ 

a'\ Cc, C, C", a'\ 
' 

(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg;kg) (mglkg) (mg.,kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mgikg) 

I,°) '°) 25 73 147 .)_ 61 .)_ 87 93 52 
28 46 73 79 19 224 395 470 208 
31 224 319 337 168 °)°) 41 44 25 
34 43 81 89 

I 
25 11 31 31 17 

I 

35 52 68 71 I 
I 

19 64 98 94 I 
I 

45 
37 42 66 75 

I 
I 25 13 24 17 

I 
I 12 

39 40 55 52 I 
I 

II 14 30 36 I 
I 

16 
I I 182' 12 18 24 13 24 24 24 ---' 

fA \IS 

Sec tc,1 for d1scuss1on on the cn:at1on oft he tndl\ 1dual sample \alucs for \.IPA and lcngth-"c1ghtcd 

a\erage I LW.-\ I 
2 rhis ,alue \\as calcula1ed u,mg a mm1um \artance. unbiased est1ma1or for the arithmetic mean as !men 

m (j1Jbcn 11987> 
.l \,;umber refers 10 dredge locat1on I lC. 1 \1PI. 1992) '\Jo hat spot number "a, assigned to th1' area 

-' Values "ere omm1ttcd as a result of not ha\ mg enough sample points 



--------- --------- -------------- ----------- - - - --

-------- - - ----------------- ----- ------ - - -

---

Table 4.8 
Comparison of MPI (1992) and Low Resolution Inventory Estimates for Dredge Locations 

Original MPI t I 992) 
No. of Sample Sediment Inventories Inventory 

Inventory Estimates' 
Locations Change" 

1976-1978 1994 1976-1978 

Dredge 1976- MPA 11 Inventory MPA: 1 
Inventory MPA Inventory 

!lot Spot Area (111=) 1994 
Location !978 (g/m') (kg) (g/m'J (kg) (g/m') (kgJ 

25 153 23. 131 7 9 24.1 557 24.5 566 None 44.7 1.033 

28 160 105.522 27 10 17.5 1850 193.2 20,386 Gain 21.6 1.275 

31 167 15,038 4 5 55.4 834 12.1 182 Loss 97.3 1.463 

34 172 11.606 3 I 19.4 225 9.3 108 4.9 56 

173 8_713 .1 I 19.4 169 9.3 81 16.7 145 

17 ➔ 21.205 6 2 19.4 ,Hf 9.3 197 16.6 351 

175 36.062 6 2 I 9.4 699 9J 336 HI 1.193 

176 24,374 IO 3 19.4 471 9.3 227 32.7 79? 

Total 101,959 28 9 1.976 950 Loss 2.542 

35 177 22.892 11 4 16.2 37! 17.8 408 None 20.7 473 

37 202 136,008 15 11 16.4 2230 5.5 749 Loss ' 20.8 2,825 

11. !68 2 4 !2.4 JJ8 39.0 435 l.1.7 153 39 207 

210 94,526 1.1 10 12.4 1171 39.0 3.686 17 3 1,633 

Total 105,694 15 14 1,311 4,121 None ' 1,786 

182" 15,281 6 2 7.2 110 7.6 116.6 None 5.4 8] 

Total of Surveyed 64 9,239 27.478 12,480 525.525 113 
Areas 

I \\1:-,, 

Notes 
J J 978 Ml' A ·! ,\ vcrage ~om:cntrat,on reported in M l'l. l '-Jt/2 mg/~g i•< sol 1d specific \\eight dctcrmmcd fmm F ,gurc 4 2- I ) 

•( 12 ,m:he,)•t2 54.:ni!in ►•( I kg/lOOOg)•( i g/ l!lOOrngJ•( 10\m'Jrn') 

2 lhc 1994 Ml'A "for the full rnrc using the nwa,urcd densit') for each :;ample 

Ml'A rl·prcsenb the mmunum ,a11an,c unt,,a,cd cs!lmator o!'thc mean for the a,,soualcd samples ((i,lt,crL 1'187) 

.\ Change" denoted \\hen the Mi'A gcomct11.: mean, arc stallsll,allv dilkrcnt at a 95% ,onlidcn.:e level 

5 Sec 1c,1 for d"rnss«m of this hot .,pm 

ti Dredge Jo,:.itttm I IC as designated t,y Ml'! ( J '192) 

7 :\s ongmalli reported 111 Ml'! ( 1992) 



Table 4-9 
Characterization of the 1976-1978 and 1994 Sediment Sample Types 

1976-1978 1994 

No. of No. of 
No. of Cores Incomplete lm:omph.:te 

No. of Sample No. of No. of No. of Samplt: No. of Complete Nearly Complete Cores with Cores with 
liotsf}o/ Locations Cores Grabs Locations Cores bv PCB Profile Falling 117Cs Risin11 '"Cs 

25 7 3 4 9 9 

28 17 8 19 IO 8 2 I I 

31 4 I 3 5 5 
34 28 4 24 9 3 I 6 

35 11 6 5 4 2 2 2 

37 13 7 6 11 5 I 5 I 

39 1 15 9 6 14 6 3 3 5 

DL 182 6 4 2 2 1 I 

IAMS I ludson Rl\cr Darnha,c Rdca,c 1 ' 

Nole 
I Tiu.: large number of mcomplclc i.:orc, with nsmg '' ·cs at lh,s holspm mdrcatc that a polcn11ally ,ubs1antral PCB 111\Cntnl) may exist al depth 



Table4--IO 
Assessment of the Studied Hot Spol Areas Below the Tl Dam 

Change in 

Shallow 1994 

MPI Dredge Change m Inventory Sediment 

Concentration Depth ffol Spot Location Inventory 
(MPA)1 (l.WA)1 (inches)1 

25 153 None None 12 2 

28 160 + I Ix +6x 212 

31 167 5x • 8x 10.4 

34 172. 173. 174. ~ 2x . Jx 11 2 

175. 176 

35 177 None None 13 0 

37 202 . 3x • 3x I I 5 

39 207,210 None • I 4x 21 91 

... 182 None None 238 

Net Change 

Notes 

Change in inventory or concentration is calculmed as the rauo of the larger vaJue over 

the smaller value Ncp11ve valuH indicate decline from 1976-1978 to 1994 

Pos,tivc values indicate mcrea,c from I 97t>- I 978 10 1994 Chan11•• 1rc only denO!ed 

for statistically •i11ni(u:an1 d1ffcrcnus between 197b-l978 and 1994 based on 1n 

analy••• oflhe log-transformed data The mll8Jllludc of the change is hued on lhc 

minimum variance. unbiased nt,matc of the arithmetic mean 

lnvcniory deplh represents the ave,._ of all"°'"' within the hot •pol II IS calculalcd 

from 1hc depth at which undetlyinj sediment PCB con<;mtrations arc lcs-, than 25 

pera-nl of the peak concmuation in a core 

Estimated 
Inventory 

Loss(-) or 
Gain(+) lnterprelllt1on 

(kg) 

0 Inventory relatively constant Little burial or scour 

18.536 Inventory appears to have increased substantially with some peak 
concentrations at depth, suggesting burial with less contaminated (but not 
clean) sediments However. this gain may result from an inaccurate 
The increase in shallow concentrations suggests mass loss to water column. 
possibly via scour 

-652 Decrease in inventory and shallow sediment concentration plus shallow 

inventory depth indicates loss to water column. posssibly via scour 

-1.026 Decrease in inventory and shallow sediment concentration plus shallow 

inventory depth indicates loss to water column, posssibly via scour 

0 Inventory relatively constant Little burial or scour 

-1,481 Decrease in inventory and shallow sediment concentration plus shallow 
inventory depth indicates loss to water column, posssibly via scour 

Potential increase in inventory plus decline in shallow sediment 
concentration indicates burial by less contaminated (but not clean) sediment 

2.810
4 

0 Dredge location inventory relati11ely constant. Little burial or scour 
However, near-shore locations outside dredge boundary indicate burial with 
less contaminated sediment 

18,187 Evidence for PCB loss from the sediment is found in three of eight study 

areas. A fourth exhibits evidence for inventory gain and sediment scour. A 
fifth exhibits a likely inventory increase while the remaining three appear 
unchanged (neither loss nor burial) 

TAMS 

This hot spot was charactcnu.d with a lat11,e number of incomple1e cores with rismg 
111

f's and 

PCB level, wuh -,ncreuing deplh As. a result, the inventory depth csttmate must be 

considered only • lower bound estimate ll " likely thal lhe actual depth of the 1994 PCB 

1nvcn1ory is subunttally d«per 

4 Although the d1fTcrcnce belwecn 1994 1111d 197b- I 978 was not ltalistically s,gmlicanl, lhc gam 

m tn\'entory is st,U cons1deted to be real butd on the IMge number of mromplete cores It 1s 

hkely UlAI the ..,aJuc gv•en rcprHCnti • lower bound on the actual sediment m"cnh)f)' gajn 



Table 4-11 
Comparison of Historical and 1994 PCB Inventories for Hot Spots Below the Tl Dam 

Page I of2 

E . ,,, st1mates b a com MI p· . 1rme, 19791 Lo w R esolution Core Estimate 

Hut Sput Area 
Mean Core PCB 
Concentration 

PCB Quantity SSW' Revised PCB Quantity 
MPA 

PCB Quantity 
Delta,9 

(mz) (mg/kg) (kg) (glee) (kg) (g/mz) (kg) 

25 27,900 100 1,107 0.70 775 24.5 682 -12% 

28 95,400 109 4,123 0.70 2,886 193.2 18,431 539% 

31 18,100 516 3,697 0.51 1,885 12.I 219 -88'½ 

34 88,800 159 5,602 0.70 3,921 9.3 827 -79% 

35 22,800 105 948 0.70 664 17.8 407 -39% 

37 115,200 116 5,298 0.70 3,709 5.5 634 -83% 

39 26,400 161 1,687 0.70 1,181 39.0 1,029 -13% 

5 
Estimates by Tofflemire and Quinn, 1979 Low Resolution Core Estimate 

Hut Spot Area 
Mean Core PCB 
Concentration 

PCB Quantity SSW' Revised PCB Quantity 
···.· 

MPA 
PCB Quantity 

Deltai9 

(mz) (mg/kg) (kg) (glee) (kg) > (glmz) (kg) 

25 18,900 103 928 0.70 649 
/·· 

24.5 462 -29'½ 

28 94,900 163 7,360 0.70 5,152 193.2 18,334 256% 

3 I 2 12,800 163 995 0.70 696 12.1 155 -78% 

34 109,400 163 8,492 0.70 5,944 9.3 1,019 -83% 

353 29,900 70 886 0.79 700 17.8 533 -24% 

37 139,400 108 5,358 0.70 3,751 5.5 768 -80% 

394 



Table 4-11 
Comparison of Historical and 1994 PCB Inventories for Hot Spots Below the TI Dam 

Page 2 of2 

Estimates by Malcom Pirnie, 1992 7 
Low Resolution Core Estimate 

Mean Core PCB 
Hot Spot Area PCB Quantity ssw" Revised PCB Quantity PCB Quantity 

Concentration MPA Delta,9 

(m2) (mg/kg) (kg) (glee) (kg) (g/m2) (kg) 

25 23,100 132 1,033 0.70 725 24.5 565 -22°/c 
28 105,500 79 2,275 0.79 1,788 193.2 20,382 I 040°/c 
31 15,000 337 1,463 0.51 746 12.1 181 -76°/c 
34 102,000 89 2,542 0.79 1,998 9.3 950 -52°/c 
35 22,900 71 473 0.79 372 17.8 408 1001c 

37 136,000 75 2,825 0.79 2,220 5.5 749 -66°/c 
39 105,700 52 1,786 0.79 1,404 39.0 4,122 194°/c 

Phase 2-Derived Estimates from MPJ (1992) Data8 Low Resolution Core Estimate 

Mean PCB Mass per Unit 
Hot Spot Area PCB Quantity PCB Quantity 

Area (MPA) MPA Delta;9 

(m2) (mg/kg) (kg) ·.,. ,., (g/m2) (kg) 
.... ,.,. 

25 23,100 24 557 24.5 565 1% 

28 105,500 18 1,850 193.2 20,382 1002% 

31 15,000 55 834 12.I 181 -78% 

34 102,000 19 1,976 9.3 950 -52% 

35 22,900 16 371 17.8 408 10% 

37 136,000 16 2,230 5.5 749 ,66% 

39 105,700 12 1,311 39.0 4,122 214% 

lludson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Notes: 
I. Estimates by Malcolm Pirnie, 1979 as reported in Tofflemire and Quinn ( 1979). 
2. Hot Spot 31 assigned to NAI treansect 6-55-57 as reported in Tofflemire and Quinn ( 1979). 
3. Hot Spot 35 assigned to NAI treansect 5-90 as reported in Tofflemire and Quinn (I 979). 

4. Hot Spot 39 was not identified in Tofflemire and Quinn ( 1979). 
5. Table 14 from Tofflemire and Quinn (1979). 
6. Assigned based on average PCB concentration from Table 4.2-2. 
7. Estimate of PCB quantity from Malcolm Pirnie, 1979. SSW assignment based on the minimum variance unbiased estimator of the 

mean PCB concentration. 
8. Derivation shown on Table 4.2-7. 
9. Delta;= I 00%x(Original Inventory -1994 lnventory)/Original Inventory 



Table 4-12 
Summary of 1994 Hot Spot Inventories Below the TI Dam 

Low Resolution Coring Results 

1 Hot Spot Area2 PCB Quantity 

(m2) ( metric tons) 

25 23, l 00 0.57 
28 105,500 20.4 
31 15,000 0.18 
34 I 02,000 0.95 
35 22,900 0.41 
37 136,000 0.75 
39 105,700 4.12 

nr 1 sn 3 15,300 0.12 

Total metric tons = 27.5 
Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Notes: 

1. Hot Spot number designations as defined in Tofflemire and Quinn ( 1979). 

2. Hot Spot areas are based on associated dredge location areas as defined in 

MPI ( 1992). 

3. Dredge location 182 as defined in MPI (1992). 



Table 4-13 
Estimates of PCB Concentration in Shallow, Near-Shore Sediments 

Concentrations in mg/kg. 

Original 1984 
Low Resolution Near- Low Resolution Fine 1984 Fine Sediment Shallow Sediment 

Shore Clusters' Sediment Cores'.2 Samples'·2
·
6 Estimate 

Number of Samples 11 19 100 

Minimum 10 0.4 0 

Maximum 281 281 778 

Geometric Mean 46 19 13 

Arithmetic Mean 68 45 52 

MVUE3 68 68 75 

95% UCL4 on 
Arithmetic Mean 151 264 135 66 s 

Notes: 

I. Sampling locations within 50 ft of shoreline. Shoreline based on Nonnandeau, 1976. 

2. Sediment classification as fine sediment assigned based on side-scan sonar results. (y + s/ / 2} 

3. Minimum Yariance Unbiased Estimator of the arithmetic mean is given by: x=e 
Where: 

X = MVUE of the arithmetic mean 

y = Mean natural logarithm of the data 

S,1 = Variance of the natural logarithms of the data 

4. Upper Confidence Limit 

5. Cited from Phase I Report, Interim Characerization And Evaluation (TAMS/Gradient 1991) 

6. Zero values were set to 0.5 mg/kg for calculation of log-based statistics. 
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Distance Between 1984 and 1994 Sediment Sample Locations 
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Figure 2-3 
Low Resolution Sediment Core Preparation 
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Classification of Shallow Sediment Samples 

Comparison of Visual Inspection and Laser Grain-Size Analytical Technique 



Visual Inspection and ASTM Grain-Size Distribution Analysis 
Compared by Principal Fraction 

80--,------------------------------~ 
, .... , .... ,::,.,:: .. ,_~, , ,.~,-~, Principal Fraction by 

Visual Inspection 

~xxxxxxx 

60-:~ 

Sample Count by 
Visual Inspection: 

7 

66 

23 

0 
□ 
f] 

Clay 
Silt 

Fine Sand 

so- 44 0 Coarser Sand 

3 ■ Fine-Medium Gravel 

E 
::i 40 -
0 u 

30 -

20 -
XX 

_x,.)( )c: .x 
X 

X ,,.,,., , ,,-,,-,,. ,,,.,,., 

10 -

0 
Fines Fine Sand Medium Sand Gravel 

Sample Count by ASTM Analysis: 77 22 2 

Principal Fraction by ASTM Sieve Method 

Distribution of Samples Classified by Both Methods 
80T-----;:::;:::::;:=;::::;:::::::;:::::;::::;::::;:::::;;---------------i 
70 . : .· Principal Fraction by 

ASTM Sieve Method 60 

50 
E 
::i 40 
0 u 30 

20 ·. ·. ·. ·. ·. ·. ·. ·. . . ·. ·. ·. ·. ·. ·. '. ·. ·. 
10 . . -.:--.:--.:--.:--.:--.:--.:--.:--. 

. . . . ·. ·. ·. ·. ·. ·, ·. ·. . . . . . ' . . · .. · .. · .. · .. · .. · .. · .. · ... 
0 4-------+-.:.....:..~.....:.....:.....:.....:.....j....:.:.·...:.:·....:...,,;....:......:....:.....;._j.:.....:.....:.,· ..;.· ...:,·,.,.:· ... ·:.....:.....:.p====-===l 

Fines Fine Medium Gravel 
Sand Sand 

80 -,------------------------------, 
70 Principal Fraction by 

Visual Inspection 60 

50 
E 
::i 40 
0 u 30 

20 .......... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . 
IO :· .. :· .. :-,.:-,_:--,:· .. :· .. :·- :· :· :· . 

·. ·. ·. ·, ·. ·. ·. ·. :·-.··.:·.:·.:·.:· .. · .. _· .. _· ...... ··.:·-. 
0 4~· ~-~-~-.::.:..· .::.:.· . .::..:.· . .::..:.·.+'· . ..::.:· . ..::.:· c.:;-~:...::.:..:.:~::..:·. ::..:·. ~·. *-·. ::.a.·. ::.a.· . .::.:..· .::.:.· .::i.· .::..:...::.:+~:...::.:...::.:..:t=::::::::;::• ::::;· ;;:;· ~· ::::;:. :::::::q 

Clay Silt Fine Coarser F/M 
Sand Sand Gravel 

Source: TAMS/Gradient Database. Release 3.5 TAMS 

Figure 2-9 
Classification of Sediment Samples 

Comparison of Visual Inspection and ASTM Grain-Size Analytical Techniques 
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coverage or poor image quality 

1~g ~ 1~0 2~0 Feet 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 

Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R Flood (1993) 

Sedimentological Boundaries 
Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 

(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse = Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine = Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered bv side scan sonar 

TAMS 

Plate 3-5 
Determination of the DN50 Values for the Low Resolution Coring Locations in Clusters 10 and 11 

AW\1197 



---------------------- ----

-/; .. 
. ·· 

-· 

\, , .. 
. --- - . -- . \ 

• I \
J .. \ 

\ 
. 

Legend: 
Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

1994 Low Resolution Core Location 
Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R. Flood ( 1993) 0 50 foot circle about coring location 

used for digital number evaluation Sedimentological Boundaries 
Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 

Excluded location due to incomplete (historical dredge spoils?) © coverage or poor image quality Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse= Coarse or coarser sediments 
1~g ~ 1~0 2?0 Feet 

Fine= Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered bv side scan sonar 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 3-6 
Determination of the DN50 Values for the Low Resolution Coring Locations in Clusters 8 and 9 



Legend: 
-:- 1994 Low Resolution Core Location 

50 foot circle about coring location 0 used for digital number evaluation 

Excluded location due to incomplete © coverage or poor image quality 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 

--- Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R Flood (1993) 
Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse= Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine= Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered b side scan sonar 

TAMS 

Plate 3-7 
Determination of the DN50 Values for the Low Resolution Coring Locations in Clusters 6 and 7 



Legend: 

1994 Low Resolution Core Location 

50 foot circle about coring location 0 used for digital number evaluation 

Excluded location due to incomplete © coverage or poor image quality 

1~g 1~0 2~0 Feet ~ 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 

Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R. Flood (1993) 
Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse= Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine = Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered bv side scan sonar 

TAMS 

Plate 3-8 
Determination of the DN50 Values for the Low Resolution Coring Locations in Cluster 19 



Legend: 

1994 Low Resolution Core Location 

50 foot circle about coring location 0 used for digital number evaluation 

Excluded location due to incomplete © coverage or poor image quality 

]~~ 1~0 2~0 Feet ~ 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 

Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R. Flood (1993) 

Sedimentological Boundaries 
Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 

(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse= Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine= Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered bv side scan sonar 

TAMS 

Plate 3-9 
Determination of the DN50 Values for the Low Resolution Coring Locations in Clusters 4, 5 and 18 
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Legend: 
Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

1994 Low Resolution Core Location 
Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R. Flood ( 1993) 50 foot circle about coring location 0 used for digital number evaluation Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
Excluded location due to incomplete (historical dredge spoils?) © coverage or poor image quality Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse= Coarse or coarser sediments 

0 Feet 190 100 290 Fine= Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered bv side scan sonar 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 3-10 
Determination of the DN50 Values for the Low Resolution Coring Locations in Cluster 3 
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Legend: 

1994 Low Resolution Core Location 

50 foot circle about coring location 0 used for digital number evaluation 

Excluded location due to incomplete @ 
coverage or poor image quality 

l~~ 1~0 2~0 Feet ~ 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 

Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R. Flood (1993) 
Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse= Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine = Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered bv side scan sonar 

TAMS 

Plate 3-11 
Determination of the DN50 Values for the Low Resolution Coring Locations in Clusters 1 and 2 
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Legend: 
- I 994 Low Resolution Core Location 

50 foot circle about coring location 0 used for digital number evaluation 

Excluded location due to incomplete @ 
coverage or poor image quality 

19p 100 2QO Feet 0 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 

Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R. Flood ( 1993) 
Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse = Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine = Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered bv side scan sonar 

TAMS 

Plate 3-12 
Determination of the DN50 Values for the Low Resolution Coring Locations in Hot Spot 25 
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Legend: 
Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

1994 Low Resolution Core Location 
Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R. Flood ( 1993) 50 foot circle about coring location 0 used for digital number evaluation Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
Excluded location due to incomplete (historical dredge spoils?) © coverage or poor image quality Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse = Coarse or coarser sediments 

9 Feet 190 100 2QO Fine = Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered bv side scan sonar 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 3-13 
Determination of the DN50 Values for the Low Resolution Coring Locations in Hot Spot 25 
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/ Legend: 

1994 Low Resolution Core Location 

0 50 foot circle about coring location 
used for digital number evaluation 

0 Excluded location due to incomplete 
coverage or poor image quality 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 

--- Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

I Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R. Flood ( 1993) 
Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse= Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine= Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered bv side scan sonar 

TAMS 

Plate 3-14 
Determination of the DN50 Values for the Low Resolution Coring Locations in Hot Spot 28 
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Legend: 
--- Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

1994 Low Resolution Core Location 
Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R. Flood ( 1993) 50 foot circle about coring location 0 used for digital number evaluation Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
Excluded location due to incomplete (historical dredge spoils?) @ 
coverage or poor image quality Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse = Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine = Fine or finer sediments I 
NC = Sediment type estimated, 

I not covered bv side scan sonar I 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 3-15 
Determination of the DN50 Values for the Low Resolution Coring Locations in Hot Spot 28 
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Legend: 

1994 Low Resolution Core Location 

SO foot circle about coring location C used for digital number evaluation 

Excluded location due to incomplete 
coverage or poor image quality 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 
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--- Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

I Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R. Flood ( 1993) 

Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse= Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine = Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, I 
not covered bv side scan sonar 

I 
TAMS 

Plate 3-16 
Determination of the DN50 Values for the Low Resolution Coring Locations in Hot Spot 31 
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Legend: 

1994 Low Resolution Core Location 

50 foot circle about coring location 
used for digital number evaluation 

Excluded location due to incomplete © coverage or poor image quality 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 

- -- Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R. Flood ( 1993) 
Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
{historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky= Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse= Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine= Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered by side scan sonar 

TAMS 

Plate 3-17 
Determination of the DN50 Values for the Low Resolution Coring Locations in Hot Spot 31 
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Legend: 
Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

1994 Low Resolution Core Location 
Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R. Flood (1993) 50 foot circle about coring location 0 used for digital number evaluation Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds= Underwater sediment mounds 
Excluded location due to incomplete (historical dredge spoils?) © coverage or poor image quality Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse = Coarse or coarser sediments 
1~g 2~0 Feet ~ 1~0 Fine = Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered bv side scan sonar 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 3-18 
Determination of the DN50 Values for the Low Resolution Coring Locations in Hot Spot 34 

AWIV9'1 



Legend: 
Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

1994 Low Resolution Core Location 
Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R. Flood (1993) 

50 foot circle about coring location 
used for digital number evaluation Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
Excluded location due to incomplete (historical dredge spoils?) © coverage or poor image quality Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse= Coarse or coarser sediments 
Feet 1~g ~ 1~0 2~ Fine= Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered bv side scan sonar 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 3-19 
Determination of the DN50 Values for the Low Resolution Coring Locations in Hot Spots 34 and 35 
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Legend: 
-,- 1994 Low Resolution Core Location 

0 50 foot circle about coring location 
used for digital number evaluation 

© Excluded location due to incomplete 
coverage or poor image quality 

190 9 100 2QO Feet 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 

Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R. Flood ( 1993) 
Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse = Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine = Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered bv side scan sonar 

TAMS 

Plate 3-20 
Determination of the DN50 Values for the Low Resolution Coring Locations in Hot Spots 34 and 35 
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Legend: 
1994 Low Resolution Core Location 

• NYSDEC 1984 Core Location 

NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location 

Marker Scale: 

1 g/rn"2 
• d 

Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R Flood (1993) 
Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse = Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine = Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered b side scan sonar 

l9P O 100 2QO Feet 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 4-2 
Comparison Between 1984 and 1994 Coring Results in Thompson Island Pool 



1994 Low Resolution Core Location 

• NYSDEC 1984 Core Location 

NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location 

Marker Scale: 

l g/m" 2 . d 

Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R. Flood ( 1993) 

Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse = Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine= Fine or finer sediments 

NC= Sediment type estimated, 
not covered b side scan sonar 

HlJ> 0 100 2QO Feet 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 4-3 
Comparison Between 1984 and 1994 Coring Results in Thompson Island Pool 



Legend: 

1994 Low Resolution Core Location 

• NYSDEC 1984 Core Location 

NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location 

Length Weighted Average 
PCB Concentration m 

MMs/ Arca (g/m" 2) 

NOTE: All values are r unded 

Marker Scale: 

1 g/m"2 . d 

Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R Flood (1993) 
Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse = Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine= Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered b side scan sonar 

HW O j 00 2QO Feet 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 4-4 
Comparison Between 1984 and 1994 Coring Results in Thompson Island Pool 
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Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 1994 Low Resolution Core Location 

• NYSDEC 1984 Core Location Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R Flood ( 1993) 
Sedimentological Boundaries NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse = Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine = Fine or finer sediments 
Marker Scale: 

d 
NC = Sediment type estimated, 

not covered b side scan sonar 

lf O 100 2QO Feet 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 4-5 
Comparison Between 1984 and 1994 Coring Results in Thompson Island Pool 
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Legend: 
Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 1994 Low Resolution Core Location 

• NYSDEC 1984 Core Location Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R Flood (1993) 
Sedimentological Boundaries NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse = Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine = Fine or finer sediments 
Marker Scale: 

d 
NC = Sediment type estimated, 

1 g/m"2 not covered b side scan sonar 
• H?9 0 j 00 2QO Feet 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 4-6 
Comparison Between 1984 and 1994 Coring Results in Thompson Island Pool 
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1994 Low Resolution Core Location 

NYSDEC 1984 Core Location 

NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location 

Marker Scale: 

1 g/m"2 . d 

Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R Flood (1 993) 
Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse = Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine = Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered b side scan sonar 

19° O 100 2QO Feet 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 4-7 
Comparison Between 1984 and 1994 Coring Results in Thompson Island Pool 
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1994 Low Resolution Core Location 

• NYSDEC 1984 Core Location 

NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location 

Marker Scale: 

1 g/m" 2 . \-+ 

Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R Flood (1993) 
Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse = Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine = Fine or finer sediments 

NC = Sediment type estimated, 
not covered b side scan sonar 

1?9 0 100 2QO Feet 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 4-8 
Comparison Between 1984 and 1994 Coring Results in Thompson Island Pool 
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1994 Low Resolution Core Location 

NYSDEC 1984 Core Location 

NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location 

Marker Scale: 

l g/m"2 
• d 

Shoreline based on Normandeau, 1977 

Interpretation of the Side Scan Sonar by R. Flood (1993) 
Sedimentological Boundaries 

Mounds = Underwater sediment mounds 
(historical dredge spoils?) 

Rocky = Exposed bedrock or rocky sediment 

Coarse = Coarse or coarser sediments 

Fine = Fine or finer sediments 

NC= Sediment type estimated, 
not covered b side scan sonar 

192 O 100 2QO Feet 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 4-9 
Comparison Between 1984 and 1994 Coring Results in Thompson Island Pool 
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Legend: 

E9 change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional 
to absolute mass LOSS relative to 1984. 

(j change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional 
to absolute mass GAIN relative to 1984. 

EB O Be-7 detected in 1994 surface sample. 

EB 0 Be-7 not detected in 1994 surface sample. 

Marker Scale: 

NO CHANGE LOSS GAIN 
0 g/m"2 

EB C~5 
Notes: 

' ' ' ' ' ' 

+ NYSDEC 1984 Core Location 

X NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location 

Sediment Classifications Based on 
Side Scan SONAR Images (RFlood, 1993) 

. Rock or Rocky Sediment 

C Coarse or Coarser Sediment 
Fine or Finer Sediment 

• Mounds (Dredge Spoils?) 

- TAMS Shoreline 

NYSDEC Hot Spot Area 

1. Hot Spot locations were digitiz.ed from NYSDECs "PCB Reclamation Project" Drawings (December 1985) 
2. % Change is calculated as follows: [(Mas&'Areal994 - Mas&'Area1984)/ Mas&'Area 1984] *100% 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 

Plate 4-11 
Changes in Inventory in the Thompson Island Pool 1984 vs. 1994 
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Legend: 

EB change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional + NYSDEC 1984 Core Location 
to absolute mass LOSS relative to 1984. X NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location d change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional 
to absolute mass GAIN relative to 1984. 

Sediment Classifications Based on 
EB 0 Be-7 detected in 1994 surface sample. Side Scan SONAR Images (R.Flood, 1993) 

Rock or Rocky Sediment EB 0 Be-7 not detected in 1994 surface sample. 
L Coarse or Coarser Sediment 

Marker Scale: 
Fine or Finer Sediment 

NO CHANGE LOSS GAIN 
• Mounds (Dredge Spoils?) 0 g/m"2 

e 0 - TAMS Shoreline 

NYSDEC Hot Spot Area EB 0
2 

Notes: 
1. Hot Spot locations were digitized from NYSDECs "PCB Reclamation Project" Drawings (December 1985) 
2. % Change is calculated as follows: [(Mass/Areal994 - Mass/Areal984)/ Mass/Area 1984] *100% 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 

Plate 4-12 
Changes in Inventory in the Thompson Island Pool 1984 vs. 1994 
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Legend: 

EB change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional + NYSDEC 1984 Core Location 
to absolute mass LOSS relative to 1984. X NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location 

(:) change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional 
to absolute mass GAIN relative to 1984. 

Sediment Classifications Based on 
EB 0 Be-7 detected in 1994 surface sample. Side Scan SONAR Images (RFlood. 1993) 

Rock or Rocky Sediment EB 0 Be-7 not detected in 1994 surface sample. 
CJ Coarse or Coarser Sediment 

Marker Scale: 
Fine or Finer Sediment 

NO CHANGE LOSS GAIN e Mounds (Dredge Spoils?) 0 g/m"2 

- TAMS Shoreline 

NYSDEC Hot Spot Area EB C~5 
Notes: 
1. Hot Spot locations were digitized from NYSDECs "PCB Reclamation Project" Drawings (December 1985) 
2. % Change is calculated as follows: [(Mas&'Areal994 - Mas&'Areal984)/ Mas&'Area 1984] *100% 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 4-13 
A.W 12197 

Changes in Inventory in the Thompson Island Pool 1984 vs. 1994 -· 
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Legend: .. 
EB change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional + NYSDEC 1984 Core Location 

to absolute mass LOSS relative to 1984. X NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location 
(:) change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional 

to absolute mass GAIN relative to 1984. 
Sediment Classifications Based on 

EB 0 Be-7 detected in 1994 surface sample. Side Scan SONAR Images (R.Flood, 1993) 

Rock or Rocky Sediment EB 0 Be-7 not detected in 1994 surface sample. 
[3 Coarse or Coarser Sediment 

Marker Scale: 
Fine or Finer Sediment 

NO CHANGE LOSS GAIN e Mounds (Dredge Spoils?) 0 g/mA2 

• 0 - TAMS Shoreline 

NYSDEC Hot Spot Area EB (5 
Notes: 
I. Hot Spot locations were digitized from NYSDECs "PCB Reclamation Project" Drawings (December 1985) 
2. % Change is calculated as follows: [(Mass1Areal994 - Mass/Areal984)/ Mass/Area 1984] *100% 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 4-14 
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Changes in Inventory in the Thompson Island Pool 1984 vs. 1994 - ·• 
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Legend: 

EB change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional + NYSDEC 1984 Core Location 
to absolute mass LOSS relative to 1984. X NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location cj change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional 
to absolute mass GAIN relative to 1984. 

Sediment Classifications Based on 
EB O Be-7 detected in 1994 surface sample. Side Scan SONAR Images (RFlood, 1993) 

Rock or Rocky Sediment EB 0 Be-7 not detected in 1994 surface sample. 
Coarse or Coarser Sediment 

Marker Scale: 
Fine or Finer Sediment 

NO CHANGE LOSS GAIN 
• Mounds (Dredge Spoils?) 0 g/m"2 

It 0 - TAMS Shoreline 

NYSDEC Hot Spot Area EB C~5 
Notes: 
1. Hot Spot locations were digitized from NYSDECs "PCB Reclamation Project" Drawings (December 1985) 
2. % Change is calculated as follows: [(Mass/Areal994 - Mass/Area1984)/ Mass/Area 1984] *100% 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 4-15 
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Legend: 

EB• change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional + NYSDEC 1984 Core Location 
to absolute m~ LOSS relative to 1984. X NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location 

(:) change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional 
to absolute m~ GAIN relative to 1984. 

Sediment Classifications Based on 
EB 0 Be-7 detected in 1994 surface sample. Side Scan SONAR Images (RFlood, 1993) 

Rock or Rocky Sediment EB 0 Be-7 not detected in 1994 surface sample. 
,._____ Coarse or Coarser Sediment Marker Scale: 

Fine or Finer Sediment 
NO CHANGE 

• Mounds (Dredge Spoils?) 0 g/mA2 

• 0 - TAMS Shoreline 

NYSDEC Hot Spot Area 

Notes: 
I. Hot Spot locations were digitized from NYSDECs "PCB Reclamation Project" Drawings (December 1985) 
2. % Change is calculated as follows: [(Mass'Areal994 - Mass'Areal984)/ Mass'Area 1984] *100% 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 4-16 
Changes in Inventory in the Thompson Island Pool 1984 vs. 1994 



- --

N 

- - - - - - - _ RM 190 

.¢464% 

Legend: 

EB change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional 
to absolute mass LOSS relative to 1984. 

(:) change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional 
to absolute mass GAIN relative to 1984. 

EB 0 Be-7 detected in 1994 surface sample. 

EB 0 Be-7 not detected in 1994 surface sample. 

Marker Scale: 

NO CHANGE LOSS GAIN 
0 g/m" 2 

e 0 EB (5 

Griffin Island 

+ NYSDEC 1984 Core Location 
X NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location 

Sediment Classifications Based on 
Side Scan SONAR Images (RFlood, 1993) 

Rock or Rocky Sediment 

[=i Coarse or Coarser Sediment 

Fine or Finer Sediment 

• Mounds (Dredge Spoils?) 

- TAMS Shoreline 

NYSDEC Hot Spot Area 

Notes: 
1. Hot Spot locations were digitiz.ed from NYSDECs "PCB Reclamation Project" Drawings (December 1985) 
2. % Change is calculated as follows: [(Mas&'Area1994 - Mas&'Area1984)/ Mas&'Area 1984] *100% 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 

Plate 4-17 
TAMS 
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Legend: 

EB change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional + NYSDEC 1984 Core Location 
to absolute mass LOSS relative to 1984. X NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location 0) change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional 
to absolute mass GAIN relative to 1984. 

Sediment Clas.sifications Based on 
EB O Be-7 detected in 1994 surface sample. Side Scan SONAR Images (RFlood, 1993) 

Rock or Rocky Sediment EB 0 Be-7 not detected in 1994 surface sample. 
c:=J Coarse or Coarser Sediment 

Marker Scale: 
L Fine or Finer Sediment 

NO CHANGE LOSS GAIN 
• Mounds (Dredge Spoils?) 0 g/m"2 

- TAMS Shoreline 

NYSDEC Hot Spot Area E9 (5 
200 400 §90 Feet 0 

Notes: 
1. Hot Spot locations were digitiz.ed from NYSDECs "PCB Reclamation Project" Drawings (December 1985) 
2. % Change is calculated as follows: [(Mass/Area1994 - Mass/Area1984)/ Mass/Area 1984] *100% 
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Legend: 

EB change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional + NYSDEC 1984 Core Location 
to absolute mass LOSS relative to 1984. X NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location 

() change Location of 1994 sample. Symbol proportional 
to absolute mass GAIN relative to 1984. 

Sediment Classifications Based on 
EB 0 Be-7 detected in 1994 surface sample. Side Scan SONAR Images (RFlood, 1993) 

Rock or Rocky Sediment EB 0 Be-7 not detected in 1994 surface sample. 
c::J Coarse or Coarser Sediment 

Marker Scale: 
Fine or Finer Sediment 

NO CHANGE LOSS GAIN 
• Mounds (Dredge Spoils?) 0 g/m"2 

$ 0 - TAMS Shoreline 

NYSDEC Hot Spot Area EB 0
2 

Notes: 
1. Hot Spot locations were digitiz.ed from NYSDECs "PCB Reclamation Project" Drawings (December 1985) 
2. % Change is calculated as follows: [(Mass/Area1994 - Mass/Areal984)/ Mass/Area 1984] *100% 
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Legend: 

Location of 1994 core. Symbol proportional NYSDEC 1984 Core Location Q + 
%Change 

to absolute mass LOSS relative to 1984. X NYSDEC 1984 Grab Location 

-- TAMS Shoreline Location of 1994 core. Symbol proportional Q %Change 
to absolute mass GAIN relative to 1984. l'Sff/,I Proposed NYSDEC dredging location 

1:::..~ (MPI draft, 1992) >"f//J 

Marker Sc!!J1.: Sedimeil.t Classifications Based on 
Mass Difference (g/m2) Side-Scan Sonar Images (R.Flood, 1993) 
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Notes: 
1. Hot Spot locations were digitized from NYSDEC's "PCB Reclamation Project" Drawings (December 1985). 
2. %Change is calculated as follows: [(1994 Moles/Area- 1984 Moles/Area)/ 1984 Moles/Area]* 100%. 
3. Mass difference is calculated as follows: (1994 Moles/Area - 1984 Moles/Area)* 281 g/mole. 
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Plate 4-20 

Low Resolution Coring and 1984 NYSDEC Sampling Results in the Thompson Island Pool: 

Change in Sediment Inventory for Trichloro to Decachlorohomologues Exclusive of Dechlorination 
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Legend: 
USEPA ·1994 Sediment Survey: 

'T Low resolution sediment core showing length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg) 
for 0- I 2" interval ( underlined). 
Be-7 not detected in 0-1 inch interval. 
Low resolution sediment core showing length V weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg) 
for 0-12" interval (underlined). 
Be-7 detected in 0-1 inch interval. 

NYSDEC I 976-78 Sediment Survey: 

Sediment Grab: estimated 0' - 12' interval with X 
mean PCB concentration (mg/kg). 

• Sediment Core: O' - 12' interval with length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg). 

500 0 500 

Notes: 

Dredge Location 153 
(Hot Spot 25) 

Sediment Classifications Based on 
Side Scan SONAR Images (R.Flood, 1993) 

· Rock or Rocky Sediment 

El Coarse or Coarser Sediment 

Fine or Finer Sediment 

• Mounds (Dredge Spoils?) 

-

, 
·· 

TAMS Shoreline 

Proposed NYSDEC dredging location 
(MPI, 1992) 

l000 Feet 

I. Length-weighted average PCB concentrations for core sites exclude slices which are <I 0% of the overlying layer. 
2. PCB concentration values are rounded to the nearest integer. 
3. PCB concentration values for 1976-78 sediment survey from MPI, 1992. 
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Plate 4-21 
Low Resolution Coring and 1976-78 NYSDEC Sampling Results Near Hot Spot 25 

TAMS 
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Legend: 
USEPA 1994 Sediment Survey: 

'Y Low resolution sediment core showing length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg) 
for 0-12" interval (underlined). 
Be-7 not detected in 0- I inch interval. 
Low resolution sediment core showing length V weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg) 
for 0-12" interval (underlined). 
Be-7 detected in 0-1 inch interval. 

NYSDEC 1976-78 Sediment Survey: 

Sediment Grab: estimated O' - 12' interval with X 
mean PCB concentration (mg/kg). 

• Sediment Core: 0' - 12' interval with length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg}. 

500 0 500 

Notes: 

Dredge Location 160 
(Hot Spot 28) 

Sediment Classifications Based on 
Side Scan SONAR Images (R.Flood, 1993) 

~-:;~~'i'i Rock or Rocky Sediment 

c=J Coarse or Coarser Sediment 
.. ,.--_ ~.- , " 
LLd Fine or Finer Sediment 

• Mounds (Dredge Spoils?) 

- TAMS Shoreline 

/ //, Proposed NYSDEC dredging location 
~/// (MPI, 1992) 

1000 Feet 

1. Length-weighted average PCB concentrations for core sites exclude slices which are <l 0% of the overlying layer. 
2. PCB concentration values are rounded to the nearest integer. 
3. PCB concentration values for 1976-78 sediment survey from MPI, 1992. 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 

Plate 4-22 
Low Resolution Coring and 1976-78 NYSDEC Sampling Results Near Hot Spot 28 
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Legend: 
USEPA 1994 Sediment Survey: 

'Y Low resolution sediment core showing length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg) 
for 0-12" interval ( underlined). 
Be-7 not detected in 0-1 inch interval. 
Low resolution sediment core showing length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg) 
for 0-12" interval (underlined). 
Be-7 detected in 0-1 inch interval. 

NYSDEC 1976-78 Sediment Survey: 

Sediment Grab: estimated O' - 12' interval with 
mean PCB concentration {mg/kg). 

• Sediment Core: O' - 12' interval with length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg). 

500 0 500 

Notes: 

Dredge Location 167 
(Hot Spot 31) 

Sediment Classifications Based on 
Side Scan SONAR Images (R.Flood, 1993) 

~-lJ~~ Rock or Rocky Sediment 

c=J Coarse or Coarser Sediment 

Fine or Finer Sediment 

• Mounds (Dredge Spoils?) 

- TAMS Shoreline 

~/~'j Proposed NYSDEC dredging location 
/1//,, (MPI, 1992) 

1000 Feet 

I. Length-weighted average PCB concen~ations for core sites exclude slices which are <10% of the overlying layer. 
2. PCB concentration values are rounded to the nearest integer. 
3. PCB concentration values for 1976-78 sediment survey from MPI, 1992. 
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Plate 4-23 
Low Resolution Coring and 1976-78 NYSDEC Sampling Results Near Hot Spot 31 
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Dredge Location 175 
(Hot Spot 34) 

Dredge Location 177 
(Hot Spot 35) 

Dredge Location 176 
(Hot Spot 34) 

Le end: 
USEPA 1994 Sediment Survey: Sediment Classifications Based on 

... Low resolution sediment core showing length Side Scan SONAR Images (R.Flood, 1993) 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg) 
for 0-12" interval (underlined). f:~J,:·?J Rock or Rocky Sediment 
Be-7 not detected in 0-1 inch interval. 

[TI Coarse or Coarser Sediment Low resolution sediment core showing length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg) ~ Fine or Finer Sediment 
for 0-12" interval (underlined). 
Be-7 detected in 0-1 inch interval. • Mounds (Dredge Spoils?) 

NYSDEC 1976-78 Sediment Survey: - TAMS Shoreline 
Sediment Grab: estimated O' - 12' interval with X .'.>~</ Proposed NYSDEC dredging location mean PCB concentration (mg/kg). 

• / // (MPI, 1992) 
Sediment Core: O' - 12' interval with length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg). 

500 0 500 1000 Feet 

Notes: 
I. Length-weighted average PCB concentrations for core sites exclude slices which are <I 0% of the overlying layer. 
2. PCB concentration values are rounded to the nearest integer. 
3. PCB concentration values for 1976-78 sediment survey from MPI, 1992. 
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Plate 4-24 
Low Resolution Coring and 1976-78 NYSDEC Sampling Results Near Hot Spots 34 and 35 
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Dredge Location 202 
(Hot Spot 37) 

5 3 
X 

• 
15 

USEPA 1994 Sediment Survey: 
.., Low resolution sediment core showing length 

weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg) 
for 0-12" interval (underlined). 
Be-7 not detected in 0-1 inch interval. 
Low resolution sediment core showing length 
weighted average PCB concentration (-mg/kg} 
for 0-12" interval (underlined). 
Be-7 detected in 0-1 inch interval. 

NYSDEC 1976-78 Sediment Survey: 

X Sediment Grab: estimated O' - 12' interval with 
mean PCB concentration (mg/kg). 

• Sediment Core: O' - 12' interval with length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg). 

Proposed NYSDEC dredging location 
(MPI, 1992) 

TAMS Shoreline 

500 0 500 1000 Feet 

Notes: 
I. Length-weighted average PCB concentrations for core sites exclude slices which are <10% of the overlying layer. 
2. PCB concentration values are rounded to the nearest integer. 
3. PCB concentrations for 1976-78 sediment survey from MPI, 1992. 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS 
Plate 4-25 

Low Resolution Coring and 1976-78 NYSDEC Sampling Results Near Hot Spot 3 7 

300517 



N 

t 

Dredge Location 207 
(Hot Spot 39) 

Quack Island 

Dredge Location 210 
(Hot Spot 39) 

• 
16 

• • 74 
12 

X 
39 

X 
9 

Le end: 
USEPA 1994 Sediment Survey: 

"t' Low resolution sediment core showing length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg) 
for 0-12" interval (underlined). 
Be-7 not detected in 0-1 inch interval. 
Low resolution sediment core showing length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg) 
for 0-12" interval (underlined). 
Be-7 detected in 0-1 inch interval. 

NYSDEC 1976-78 Sediment Survey: 

Sediment Grab: estimated O' - 12' interval with X 
mean PCB concentration {mg/kg). 

• Sediment Core: O' - 12' interval with length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg). 

Proposed NYSDEC dredging location r/. 1//, (MPI, 1992) 

TAMS Shoreline 

500 0 500 1000 Feet 

Notes: 
1. Length-weighted average PCB concentrations for core sites exclude slices which are <10% of the overlying layer. 
2. PCB concentration values are rounded to the nearest integer. 
3. PCB concentration values for 1976-78 sediment survey from MPI, 1992. 
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Plate 4-26 
Low Resolution Coring and 1976-78 NYSDEC Sampling Results Near Hot Spot 39 
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6 Dredge 

Location 191 

TAMS' Location 41 Dredge 
Location 182 

x' X 
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X 
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4 
X 
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Legend: 

USEPA 1994 Sediment Survey: 
'Y Low resolution sediment core showing length 

weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg) 
16 for 0-12" interval (underlined). 

Be-7 not detected in 0-1 inch interval. 
Low resolution sediment core showing length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg) 
for 0- 12" interval ( underlined). , 
Be-7 detected in 0-1 inch interval. 

NYSDEC 1976-78 Sediment Survey: 
River Mile 171 

Sediment Grab: estimated O' - 12' interval with X 
mean PCB concentration (mg/kg). 

• Sediment Core: O' - 12' interval with length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg). 

500 0 500 1000 Feet Proposed NYSDEC dredging location --====----=====::::i (MPI, 1992) 

Notes: 
I. Length-weighted average PCB concentrations for core sites exclude slices which are <10% of the overlying layer. 500 0 500 1000 Feet 
2. PCB concentration values are rounded to the nearest integer. 
3. PCB concentrations for 1976-78 sediment survey from :MPI, 1992. 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 TAMS Plate 4-27 

Low Resolution Corin2: and 1976-78 NYSDEC Samoling Results In TAMS' Location 41 and 42 ~00519 
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500 0 500 1000 Feet --====----======:S t t 

TAMS' Location 43 

TAMS' Location 44 

River Mile 181.5 

Legend: 

USEPA 1994 Sediment Survey: 
'Y Low resolution sediment core showing length 

weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg) 
for 0-12" interval (underlined). 
Be-7 not detected in 0-1 inch interval. 

V Low resolution sediment core showing length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg) 
for 0-12" interval ( underlined). 
Be-7 detected in 0-1 inch interval. 

NYSDEC 1976-78 Sediment Survey: 

X Sediment Grab: estimated O' - 12' interval with 
mean PCB concentration (mg/kg). 

Notes: 
1. Length-weighted average PCB concentrations for core sites exclude slices which are <10% of the overlying layer. 

e Sediment Core: O' - 12' interval with length 
weighted average PCB concentration (mg/kg). 

2. PCB concentration values are rounded to the nearest integer. 
3. PCB concentrations for 1976-78 sediment survey from MPI, 1992. 

500 0 500 1000 

--====----=====:::::::i 
Feet 

Hudson River Database Release 3.5 Plate 4-28 TAMS 

Low Resolution Coring and 1976-78 NYSDEC Sampling Results In TAMS' Location 43 and 44 
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Legend: 

0 1994 Sample Locations 

NYSDEC Hotspot Locations 
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Note: 
Plate locations are approximate. 

Lock 1 Dam 
(RM 159.4) 

Hudson River Datal TAMS 

Plate 4-29 
Key to Locations of Plates 4-21 Through 4-28 
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