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The 11.5-acre Newport Naval Education/Training Center site is an inactive landfill
located in Middletown, Rhode Island. Land use in the area is predominantly rural, with
onsite grasslands and woodlands. The site borders Narragansett Bay, and the shoreline
of the site lies within the 100-year coastal floodplain. From 1955 to the mid-1970s,
McAllister Point Landfill, located in the central portion of the facility, accepted all
waste generated at the Newport Naval complex, including spent acids, paints, solvents,
o0il, and PCB-contaminated transformer oil. From 1955 to 1964, the waste was brought
onsite, spread out with a bulldozer, and covered. 1In 1965, an incinerator was built
onsite and operated until 1970 or 1971, when it was closed due to resultant air
emissions. During the remaining years that the site was operational, all wastes were
disposed of directly into the landfill. After closure of the landfill, a three-foot
thick clay/silt cover was placed over several portions of the site. As part of the
Department of Defense’s Installation Restoration Program, environmental sampling and
analysis was conducted in 1983 to determine the presence of contamination at the site.
These studies revealed low levels of inorganic and phenol contamination in the existing
cap, and leachate containing metals, cyanide, phenol, and other organics seeping from
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Abstract (Continued)

the western edge of the landfill. 1In 1992, the U.S. Navy, EPA, and the State entered into
an agreement to cleanup the onsite hazardous substances. This ROD addresses a source
remedy for the landfill contents and control of leachate generation as a result of
infiltration, as OUl. A future ROD will address management of contaminant migration at the
landfill, as QU2. The primary contaminants of concern affecting the soil and debris are
VOCs, including benzene, PCE, TCE, toluene, and xylenes; other organics, including PAHs,
PCBs, pesticides, and phenols; and metals, including arsenic, chromium, and lead.

The selected remedial action for this site includes placing a RCRA Subtitle C multi-layer
cap over the 10.5 acres of the landfill; consolidating contaminated “hot spot” materials
and/or sediment in the landfill prior to cap construction, if determined appropriate based
on additional studies; implementing a gas vent layer below the lower barrier layer of the
cap to manage landfill gas, if determined appropriate during an evaluation; conducting
vapor pilot testing on wells located within the landfill area; conducting additional site
investigations to determine if additional measures need to be taken with respect to ground
water contamination, leachate generation, landfill gas extraction and treatment, and
remediation of “hot spot” areas and contaminated sediment; monitoring ground water and
storm water discharge quality; implementing site surface controls, including grading,
revegetation, and slope protection to prevent precipitation from infiltrating into the
landfill; and implementing institutional controls, including deed restrictions, and site
access restrictions. The estimated present worth cost for this remedial action is
$8,000,000, which includes an estimated present worth O&M cost of $2,300,000.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OR GOALS:
Chemical-specific soil and debris cleanup goals have not been established for. the site,

but ground water, leachate, landfill gas, and sediment cleanup goals will be established,
if appropriate, for 0OU2.
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DECISION SUMDMARY

1. SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

Tk U.S. Navzi Education and Treining Center (NETC) Newpor: is a NaZonal Priorides List (NPL) site. There
are currsady four areas of conamiraton (AOC) anc six study arszs (SAs; within NETC Newport that are under
investgaton. Tais Record of Dezision (ROD) rela:s 1 Z¢ presznce of the exising landll area at McAllister
Point as a sourzs of contaminaton. : .

Portons of the NETC facility are located in Newporz, Micdletow, and Portsmouth, Rhods Island. The facility
layout is long and narrow, following the shoreline of Aqui¢zeck Isiand for nearly 6 miles bordering Narragansen
Bay. A facility location map is provided on Figure 1. McAllists: Point Landfill is located in the ceswal porton
of the facility, in the town of Middlewown, Rhode Island, as shewn in Figure 2.

The McAllisier Point Landfill sits covers approximatsly 11.5 azres and is siruated between Defezse Highway
and Narragansex Bay. Penn Cental Railroad tacks run in a neh-soutt direstion along the eastera side of the
sits, parallel to Defense Highway. Acsess to the sits is from Defense Eighway in the scuth-centwel porton of
the sitz. The layout of the site is depicted in Figurs 3

Grass, wesds, and small trees cover most of the sitz. A small. lighdy wooded area is present in the north-
cenmal portion of the site. A more mare wooded arsa is locats2 nsar the northeastern edge of the sits betwesn
the milroad tacks and Defense Highway. Several depressions are present in the cenal portion of the site
where smnding water collests during heavy precipimdon evens. A wedands evaluaton summary has been
conductad at the site and is available as part of the Adminiszadve Record. The Flood Insurance Rate Map
(FEMA, 1984) which covers the site and surrounding area indicatss the shoreline of the site lies within the 100-
year coastal flood area. The western edge of the sit= along Narragansea Bay is a coasal bank that rises 10 o
15 feet above Mean Low Water. The areas of 100-year coastal flood in the vicinity of the site is 12 feet, and
wave action may reach 17 feet. At high tde the beach is only about 10 fest in width while at low tde it may
be as much as 50 feet wide. Meual debris and consrets rubble are present along the shoreline of the landfill.
The presence of the concrete rubble and debris appears to have decreased the potental for erosion of the
shoreline landfill slopes.

A more complet= description of the site can be found in the Dzaft Firal Focused Feasibiliv Studv (FFS) on
pages 1-10 and 1-11 (TRC, 1993). :

.. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

A. LAND USE AND RESPONSE HISTORY

McAllister Point Landfill was the site of a sanitary landfill which operat=d over 2 20-year period. From 1955
until the mid-1970's, the site accepted all wastes generated at the Naval complex. The landfill recsived waste
from all operational areas (machine shops, ship repair, etc.), Navy housing areas (domsstic refuse), and from
the 55 ships homeported at Newport prior to 1973 (approximately fourteen 40-cubic yard containers each day).
The materials disposed of at the site reporedly included spent acids, paints, solvents, waste oils (diesel, lube,
and fuel), and polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-contaminated transformer oil.
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During ths period ¢f 1955 trsuzn 1964, wasies were Tucked to e site, scread out =i a bulldozer, and

covered. In 1963, 2= incinera:cr was built at the landSi. From 19€3 througn 1970 to 1571, approximately 98
percent of all the wasi2s wers 2emed befcre being disposed of in e lancfil. The irzinsrator was closed

around 1970 due o 2 resultzs: zir emissicns. Duri'g the remaizizg years that the siz was operadonal, all
wastes were again diszosed of Zirecdy inwc the landfiil. Based on z review of aerial prowgraphs of the site
covering e pericé from 19€3 “rough 1975, a changs in the shapz of the shoreline in the cenwral porton of
the site is evident, incicating £ling of Narrzgansen Bzy in this arez.

Following the closure of the lan2dil at MecAllister Point, a three-focs thick covering of clay/silt was reportedly
placed over the sitz. Current coservations confirm the presence ci a clay/silt material over pordons of the
landfill, although it is not contruous over the entire larcfill area. Sizce the closure of the landfill, the site has

remained inactve.

A more deziled dess=pdon of sit use and history for Site 01 can =2 found in the FFS Report at pages 1-10
and 1-11 (TRC, 1993).

B. ENFORCEMENT HISTORY

In response to the environmen:z! contaminadon which has occurred as a result of the use, handling, storage, or
disposal of hazardous materials at pumerous military inswallations across the United Statss, the Deparmment of
Defense (DOD) has initiated investgadons and cleanup acdvities undr the Inszllation Res:oration (IR) Program.
The IR Program parzilels the Superfund program and is conducted in several smges, including:

Idendficadon of powndal hazardous wasts sites;

Confirmaton of e presence of hazardous materials at the site;
Determination of the type and extent of conmmination;
Evaluaton of altsrmadves for cleanup of the site;

Proposal of a cleanup remedy;

Selecdon of a remedy; and

Implementation of the remedy for the cleanup of the sits.

N kL

An Initial'A.f;sessmem Study (1AS) was completed in March 1983, deziling hiswrical hazardous material usage
and waste disposal practices at NETC Newport. Following the 1AS, a Confirmation Study (CS) was conducted
and included environmental sampling and analysis to verify the presence of contamination at the site.

On November 21, 1989, NETC Newport was placed on the USEPA's National Priorities List. The invesﬁgation
and cleanup of Site 01 is funded through the Defense Eavironmentz] Restoration Account (DERA).

In March 1992, a Federal Facility Agresment (FFA) was epered inw by the US. Navy, the U.S.
Environmentl Protecton Ageacy (USEPA) and the Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management
(RIDEM) for the cleanup of hazardous substances pursuant to CERCLA. The FFA sets forth the roles and
responsibilities of each agency, contins deadlines for investigation and cleanup of the hazardous waste sites,
and estblishes a mechanism to resolve disputes betwesn the agencies.



III. COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Throug=cut the £:ility's hisicry, commus:sy concern and involvement has beex fairly Ic=. The Naw has kept
the community asd other interested par=ss apprised cf site azivides through inforrmzzznal mesInzs, press

In July 1990, the Navy released a commuity reladons plan which outlined a prograr. == address sommunity
concarzs and to kesp citizens informed 2-sut and involved durirg remedial acdvides.

The TRC mestngs have beexs an importx: vehicle for community participadon. The TRC mesdng group was
estblished in 1988 and is comprised of &2 Navy, USEPA, RIDEM, and various com=unity repressnatves.
The community members of the TRC includs representatives from Newport, Middletow=. znd Portsmeuth. The
TRC mes2ts every t0 to three months, reviews the technical aspects of the facility invesZzzdon and rzmediation
program, and prevides community input = the program.

The Aéministrative Record, a file which is maintined and conwzins all information corsiZared and relied upon
by the Navy to make its decision on the salection of a response action under CERCLA. s available for public
review at the Naval Education and Traininz Center in Newport, Rhode Island. Informaz:a Repositoriss, which
contain files available for public review which include current informaton on technicz’ rsports and reference
documents regarding the sits, are mainzined at the following locations: the Newpcs Public Library, the
Middle:own Fres Library and the Pontsmcuth Free Putlic Library Association. The Nzvy published a nodce
and brief analysis of the Proposed Plan ir. the Newport Daily News on August 3 and Avzust 4, 1993 and in the
Providencs Journal Bulletin on August 4, 1993 and mads the plan available to the public z: the previously listed
public libraries. Notices of a change in lccaton of the public hearing and public mesZ=g were printed in the
Newport Daily News on August 23 and August 24, 1993 and in the Providence Journai Sulledn on August 25,
1993.

On August 25, 1993, the Navy held an izformational meedng to discuss the results ¢? Ae field invesdgaton
activides, as described in the Remedial Investigadon Technical Report, and the cleanu: alternatives presented
in the Draft Final Focused Feasibility Saudy, and to present the Navy's Proposed Pizn. Also during this
meeting, represenmtves from the Navy, TRC Environmental Corporation, USEPA, and IDEM were available
to answer questions from the public about McAllister Point Landfill and the propose< remedial altsmative.
From August 4, 1993 to September 3, 1593, the Navy held a 30-day public comment period to accept public
comment on the altsrnatives presented in the Draft Final Focused Feasibility Study and Z¢ Proposed Plan and
on any other documents addressing the McAllister Point Landfill site previously rsisased to the public.
Immediately following the informational esting on August 25, 1993, the Navy held a zublic hearing to accept
formal comments on the Proposed Plan. A transcript of this hearing is included in the z=ached responsiveness
summary. Both verbal and written commeats were received regarding the Proposed Plan. These comments and
the Navy's responses to these comments are presented in the Responsiveness Summary antached as Appendix
B.

IV. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION

The selected remedy described herein is a source control alternative. In summary, the remedy provides
containment and isolation of the landfill contents, the control of leachate generation as 2 result of infiitration,
protection against surface erosion and landfill gas migradon, and the performasce of addidonal site
investigations. It addresses the principal threats to human health and the environment posed by the site and is
intended to be the permanent source contol remedy for the site. Management of contz—inant migradon at the
McAllister Point Landfill sit= will be addressed within a second operable unit. Maz:gement of migraton

6



remacial alismzdves will be developzZ and evaizzizd Scilzwing the compledon of addidernz. Seid inves=zzdons

at the McAllisier Point Landfill site. The Rezzre of Decision for the management of mizmz3cn operziis unit
will be issue¢ prior to the commenczment of the scurse szatrol operable unit.

V. SUOMDMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Sezdon 1.5 of the Draft Final FFS Repent (TRC, 1993) scn2ins an overview of the site invesZgadons cczductsd
at the McAllister Point Landfill site. The signifizant findings of the site investigations ars summarizeZ below.

A Confirmaten Swudy (CS) including environmezzl sampling and analysis was conducted itom 1984 © 1985
1 verify the presence of contaminagon at the McAllisier Point Landfill site. The CS inzizded the ccllecdon
of soil, leachats and ground water samples frcm the site as well as sediment and mussel samplss from
Narragansent Bay. The analysis of a composite surface soil sample collected from the la=<fiil cover Zaterial
indicated that low levels of contaminzadon (inorgzniss a=2 phenols) may be associated wits te existing landfill
cap. Samples of leachate seeping frem the wesizrn edge of the landfill exhibited metls, cyanide, phezol, and
some other orzanic construents. Seciment and blus rmusse! samples were collected along 2 landfill stere and
at two background locadons several miles north and sout of the site, respectvely. The presence of izorganic
conmminants was detectsd in sediment samples collect=¢ adjacent to the site, especially near the sout-emn end
of the landfiil, with levels decreasing with disiznce frem the site. Inorganics were also present in mussel
samples. PCBs were detscted in mussel samples but appeared to be atributable to bay-wice contaminzzon, on
the basis of similar levels detected in the background mussel samples. Site ground watsr samples exhibited
elevated levels of metals. While the CS results indica:ed that the presence of the landill had resuited in
apparent impacts w ground water and sediment quality, the study did not define wheser the lanéiil was
continuing to contribute contaminants into Narragansex Bay and, if it was, the potental migraton pathways by
which the contaminaton was reaching the bay.

Additional sediment and mussel sampiing was conducied by the U.S. Army Corps of Engizeers in the pordon
of Narragansest Bay adjacent to McAllister Point Landfiil in January 1988. Mussel and seciment samples were
collected and analyzed for mewls. The sedimeat samples were also analyzed for PCBs and toml pezoleum
hydrocarbons (TPH). All three chemical types were dezcted in the sediment samples, with concentradons in
sediment samples collected adjacent 1o the landfill consisieady at least one order of magnitde greater than those
detected in the control sample. Copper, chromium, zinc and PCBs were detected in some of the mussel samples
at concentrations greater than were dstected in the conwol sample.

A Phase T RI was conductsd at McAllister Point Landfil from 1989 to 1990. The general purposes of the
overall invesdgaton were to:

o  determine the presence, nature and extent of contamination resulting from historic site acdvities,
including on-site and off-site impacts w soils, ground water, surface water, sediment and biom;

e  idendfy potendal contaminant migratgon routss;

«  identfy potential receptors of site contaminants; and

o characterize related environmental impacts and potential humnan health risks.

For a detailed assessment of the Phase I RI investgadon refer to the Final RI Technical Report, which is
included in the Administrative Record. A Phase II RI is planned to further investigate the site.

ES |



The Navy impizmenizd a field sampling progrzm © svaluass the size which included sitz geophysizal surveys,
and the collesscn z=d chemical analysis of su=Tace scii, subsurface soil, leachats, and ground water samgiss.

Voladis orgariz ccmpounds (VOCs), base re: ‘22id exzacuble organic compounds (BNAY) (incluZing
polynuclear arcmazs hydrocarbons (PAHs)), pasdcicss, PCBs, and inorganics were all dew2cted in on-site scils.
The major arezs of 2 site whers contaminants were Catactad in the soil at elevated levels include the following:

Northern area - Carcinogenic PAEs;

Norh-csawmal area - BNAs, carcincgenic PAHs. and inorganics;
Cenral landfill area - VOCs, BNAs, PC3s and inorganics;

South of aceess road - BNAs, carcinogeriz PAHs, and inorganics; and
Shoreline - BNAs, carcinogenic PAHs, azd inorganics.

The overburdsn at the site consists of fill and glacial il deposits. The fill material generally consists of tres
broad categories of waste: domestc-type refuse, indusTial/construcdon (demolition) waste, and incinsrator ash.
The central, mound=d portion of the landfill may be charactsrized by the presence of domestdc-type refuse (2.8.,
plastic, paper, gartage). The remaindar of the sits generally consists of waste typical of building demolidon
debris (e.g., wood, metal, brick, concree, etc.). Incinerater ash is present within the northwestern portcn of
the sit and a single location in the southern part of e site.

Under the ground water investgaton, samples were collested from eight new monitoring wells and three
exising monitoring wells. Two of the new wells were screened in bedrock while the remaining wells were
scresned in the overburden. VOCs, BNAs, PCBs azd inorganics were all detected in ground water samples.
A thin oil layer was observed floating on the grouzd water surface in one monitoring well located in the
southern porton of the site. The major areas of the site where contaminants were detscted at levels exceeding
drinking water sandards include the following:

Northern area - inorganics;

North-ceatral area - inorganics;

Central landfill area - VOCs, and inorgacics; and
South of access road - YOCs, PCBs, and inorganics.

The presence of VOCs in ground water samples and soil samples collected at the depth of the water table over

the morth-central to southern portions of the site indicates the potental for ground water ‘contaminaton .
throughout this area. The ground water samples collected from the deep bedrock wells generally indicated that

deep ground water quality has not been impacted, with the exception of the detection of benzene at a

concentration of | part per billion (ppb) in one deep well. ’

VL SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

In November 1991, a risk assessment was prepared on the basis of Phase I Remedial Investigation results for
the McAllister Point Landfill site to estimate the probability and magnimde of potential adverse uman health
effects from exposure to constiments associated with site use. The risk assessment followed a four-step procsss:
1) constituent identification, which identified those constituents, which given the specifics of the site, were of
potential concern; 2) exposure assessment, which identified current or potential fumre land uses, recsptor
populations, and exposure pathways, and determined the extent of potential exposures; 3) toxicity assessment,
which considered the types and magnitude of adverse health effects associated with each constituent of poteatial
concern, and 4) risk characterization, which integraied the three earlier steps to summarize the potental and



acr:al risks pesed oy constrants at the site, incluZizg carcinogenic and 2on-carcinogenis nisks. Txe results of
the risk assessmen: for the MzAllister Point LandZl! site are summarizz2 beiow.

The constments of potenczl concern selected fer 2valuadon in the risk assessment fcr the McAllisier Point
Landfill site are lisizd in Tabie A-1 found in Apsendix A of this Recsrd of Deczision. These consdmznts of
potendal concern were idenzfied through an evaluzzon of the dan for zil thres media a: the site (i.e., surface
soils, subsuriaze soils and ground water) and consz:te a represenmgve subset of the 150 consttusats idendfied
at the site during the Phase I Remedial Investgz=2n. The consdmen:s of potental concern wers selected
represent potsntal site-related hazards based on coosdtuent type, toxicity, concenmaton, frequency of detection,
and mobility and persistence in the environment. A summary of the range of concentradons in each media is
provided in Table A-2 of this Record of Decision. while a summary of the health effec:s associatzd with each
of the construents of potencal concern can be found in Appendix F of t:e Phase I RI Risk Assessment Report.

Potental risks associated with exposure 10 the cczsiments of potenda! concern were esimated quandtatively
or qualitatively through the development of seveszl hypothedcal expcsure scenarios. These scenarios were
developed 1o reflect the potental for exposure o sizs constituents basec on current or peendal furure land uses
and on the locadon of the size. Since the site is nc: presendy in active vse, trespassing was the oniy current land
use scenario evaluated in the risk assessment. Fuwre land uses which were considersd plausible during the
development of the risk assessment include rezceadonal use of e site, on-site construcdon acdvites,
commercial/industial use of the site, and residenczi site use. The following is a brief summary of the exposure
scenarios evaluatsd in the risk assessment. A mlre thorough description of these sceaarios can be found in .
Secton 2.3 of the Phase I RI Risk Assessment Report.

Under the current wespassing scenario, referred w0 as Scenario 1, it was assumed that children aged 9 to 18
years and living within the immediate vicinity of the site may be expesed 0 constens while trespassing on
the sits. Exposurs was assumed to occur throug® incidental ingestion of and dermal conmct with surface soil
ata frequency of 21 days per year (i.e., approximz:zly one day per wesk during the summer and less frequentdy
during the school year). A soil ingeston rate of 100 mg of soil per cay and a dermal contact rate of 500 mg
of soil/day were used to evaluate these two pathways, respectvely.

Under the future recreational use scenario (Scenasio 2), it was assumed that ball fields were constructsd on-sit2
for public recreational use. As a result, children from ages 6 to 18 years old were assumed to receive dermal
and ingeston exposures to constituents in surface soil. It was assumed that children would visit the ball fields
104 days/year (five days per week in the summer and less frequently during the spring and fall). It was further
assumed that the children would ingest 100 mg scil/day and dermally contact soil at a rae of 500 mg soil/day.

Under the fumre constructon use scenario (Scerario 3), it was assumed that construction workers invoived in
site development would be exposed o site consdments through incideawl ingesdon of and dermal contact with
soil (to a depth of 12 feet), and inhalation of fugidve dust. Exposure was assumed to occur for 250 days over
a one year period. Specific assumptions for each exposure pathway included a soil ingestion rate of 480 mg
soil/day, a dermal contact rate of 500 mg soil/day, and an inhalation rate of 20 m’ of air/workday which
assumes moderate exertion.

Under the future commercial/industrial use scerario (Scenario 4), it was assumed that adult employess of a
commercial/industial business established on the site would be exposzd to surface soil contamination through
incidental ingeston (50 mg soil/day) and dermal exposure (500 mg soil/day) and to conmminated ground water
through ingeston (1 liter water/day). Employess were assumed to be exposed for 250 days per year for 25
years.



U=der the funire residendal use scernzsio (Scenzro 5), =sks wo childrsn and adults were evaiuzied separately.
Caildren (aged 0 o 6 years) and acults (over a pericd of 30 years; were assumed to r2zeive exposurss ©
canstments in surface soil through incidentl irgesdon, ¢ermal contasy, and irhaladon of zirscrme pargculates.
Caild and acult residents were also assumed © ‘ngest ground water aad © inhale volagls srgznic constwents
rsieased into bathroom air during showering. Tr2se expesures were assumed o occur 350 dzvs year for 6 years
25r children and over a 30-year period for adulss.  Childran were assumed t0 ingest 0.75 iimrs water/day and
200 mg soil/house dust per day, while for aduiss these values wers 2 liters water/day a=s 100 mg soil/house
cust per day. Other exposure assumptons for children and adults included a dermal ccnuact rate of 500 mg
soil/day, an inhaladon rate of 20 m® air/day for fugidve dust, and an inhaladon rate of 0.6 m’ air/hour for
inhalation of consttuents while showering. The length of a shower was assumed to be 12 minutes.

a
-

For each exposure pathway and land use evaluz:ed, an average and a reasonable maximum exposure esimate
(RME) was generated for each consdwment of potengal concern corresponding to exposure ©© tie average and

the maximum concenranons deteciad in the reisvant medium.

Excess lifedme cancer risks were detsrmined fcr each exposure pathway by multiplying &2 exposure level by
the consttuent-specific cancer slope factor. Cancer slope faciers have besn deveicpsd by EPA from
epidemiological or animal studies to reflect a conservadve "upper bound” of the risk pcsed by poteadally
carcinogenic consttuents. That is, the true risk is unlikely to be greatr than the risk preciczd. The resuling
risk esimates are expressed in sciendfic nowaton as a probability (e.g. 1 x 10 for 1/1,000.000) and indicate
(using this example), that an averags individuzi is not likely to have greater than a one in a million chance of
developing cancer over 70 years as a result of site-related exposure as defined to the consZment at the swmted
concentraton. Current EPA pracice considers carcinogenic risks to be addidve when ass2ssing exposure 0 a
mixture of consiments.

The hazard index (HI) was also calculated for each pathway as EPA's measure of the powendal for mon-
carcinogenic health effects. The HI is a sum of the constituent-specific hazard quoteats (HQs) which are
calculated by dividing the exposure level by tze reference dose (R:D) or other suitable bezchmark for non-
carcinogenic health effects for an individual consdment. RfDs have been developed by EPA w0 protect sensitve
individuals over the course of a lifedme and they reflect a daily exposure level that is likely ©o be without an
appreciable risk of an adverse health effect. RfDs are derived from epidemiological or animal studies and
incorporate uncertainty factors to provide margins of safety between the RfD and the observed effect level. The
hazard quodent is often expressed as a single value (e.g. 0.3) indicating the rato of the sated exposure as
defined 1o the reference dose value (in this example, the exposure as characterized is approximately one third
of the target exposure level for the given consdwent). The hazard quotient should only be considered additve
for constments that have the same or similar toxic endpoint (for example, the hazard quodent for a constwent
known to produce liver damage should not be added to a second consdwent whose toxic eadpoint is kidney

damage).

Risk estimates were evaluated using EPA's eswmblished mrget risk range for Superfund cleanups (i.e., cancer
riskrange of I x 100 1 X 10*) and target HI value (i.e., HI less than or equal to 1). A comservatve approach
was taken where risks from all exposure pathways and all constituents were summed to yield the towl site risk
for a given receptor.

Table A-3 depicts the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk summary for exposures 0 constituents of potential
concern in soil under current (and potental future) trespassing at the site (Scenario 1). Both the average and
RME estimates of total risk fell below or within the target cancer risk range for Superfund cisanups esablished
by EPA (i.e., 1 X 10 to 1 x 10*) and below EPA's target HI value of 1.0.
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Tabie A= depicts the carsinogenic and non-cariinogenic fisk summary for exposures < sensttuens of ponzal
conzem in soil undar furure recreadorz! use ¢f e sitz (Scenario 2). Both the averzzz and RME esgmates of
tota] non-carcinogenic risk fell below 1.0. Wrils the average towl cancer risk fell witinthe 1x i0*w 1x 10¢
rangs, the RME estmate excesded 1 x 107 Inzidenul ingeston of carcinogezis polynucizar aromadc
hydrozarsons (PAHs) in soil accounted for mcs: of the slevated RME cancer risk estmate.

Table A-5 dapicts the carsinogenic and non-carzinogenic risk summary for exposures ic consdtuesns of potental
concern in soil under furure construczon acgvides at the site (Scenaro 3). With the excepdon of the RME
estmate of total non-carcinogenic risk. the eszmated wcwal Hls and cancer risks fell within wargs: levels. The
RME ssimats of towl non-carcinogenic risk exseeded 1.0 as a result of incidental ingsszon of andmony in soil.

Table A-6 depicts the carcinogenic and non-carzinogenic risk summary for exposures tc constirueats of potsndal
concem in soil and ground water under futurs commersial/industrial use of the sit= (Scenario 4). With the
exception of the RME estimate of towl carcircgsnic risk, the esumatad total Hls and cancer risks for soil fell
within targst levels. The RME esdmate of tc2l carcinogenic risk excseded 1 x 10 as a result of incidental
ingeston of carcinogenic PAHs in soil. Both the average and RME estimatss of ! non-carsinogenic and
carcinogsnic risk for ground water exceeded wrget levels. The ground water Hls wers elevated as a resuit of
ingsston of antdmony and manganese in drinkizg water, while ingeston of arsenic, beryilium, ard carcinogenic
PAHSs contributed the most to the estmated cancer risks for this medium.

Table A-7 depicts the carcinogenic and non-carzinogenic risk summary for exposures o constments of potential
concem in soil and ground water under futurs residendal development of the site (Scenario 5). For soil, the
average wwal HI and cancer risk esdmates fell within @argst levels, while most of the RME esdmatss of total risk
excesded the targst levels. Incidental ingestor of antimony, copper, and zinc in soil aczounted for the majority
of the elavated RME esdmates of non-carcinogenic risk for children. The elevated RME cancer risks for
childrea and adults occurred as a result of incicsntl ingeston of carcinogenic PAHs in soil. For ground water,

" both the average and RME estdmates of total nen-carcinogenic and carcinogenic risk exseeded targst levels. As
shown in Table A-8, the ground water Hls were elevated as a result of ingestion of animony, arseaic, cadmium,
chromium, copper, manganese, and zinc in drinking water, while ingestion of arsenic, beryllium, vinyl chloride,
3,3'-dichlorobenzidine, and carcinogeni PAHs contriouted the most to the esimated cancer risks for this
medium. '

Since EPA toxicity values for lead were not available, an alternatve approach called the Integrated Lead
Upuke/Biokinetc Model was used to evaluate potendal risks from childhood lead exposures. As described in
Section 2.5 of the Phase I RI Risk Assessment Report, a criterion of greater than or equal to five percent of the
child population with bleod lead concentrations above 10 g lead per deciliter of blood was used. The model
was run using two sets of surface soil daw; one comprising all locations across the site and one limited to a zone
along the Narragansett Bay shoreline where the concentrations of lead in soil were higher relatve to the rest
of the site. As shown in Table A-9, less than one percent of the modeled population of children were predicted
1o have blood lead concentrations above 10 pg/dl when the mean concentration of lead in soil across the site was
used. Using either the mean or maximum soil lead concentration for the "impacted” zone, greater than five
percent of the child population was estimated to have blood lead concentrations above 10 pg/dl.

Unceraintdes are associated with each component of the risk assessment process. In the exposure assessment,
for example, uncermindes in the selecton of current and potental futre land uses, exposure patiways, and
exposure parameter values contribute 0 the overall uncertainty associated with the risk estimates. Given the
uncerminty associated with the site being developed for future residential use, the uncertainty in the risk
. estimatas for this scenario is quite large. Overall, assumptions or uncerwinties incorporated into this or other
components of the risk assessment are expectzd to contribute to an overestimaton of risk associated with site
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use. Txis overestmadon of =sks resuii: in a conss~atve approach to the evaizZcn of sitz remedial
requirsmenss, since aswual risks zosed by s sits may be less than those calculated.

Significant unceraindas also ex's: for the =ata used in e risk assessment. These unssraindes include the
following:

¢ Constwests detects< infrequenty in all media wers assumed to occur across the site at an average
or maximum detects< oncenwzzon;

"UJ" dana (i.e., reswing from mawix effects) were included as the sample quandtation limit (SQL)
in calculadons of the average ccncentradon, and considerad as potential locadons of contamination.
As stated in EPA's comments o the risk assessment, data qualified with "UJ" indicats consdments
which were analyzed for but nc: detszied, and the associated values are esimated SQLs;

* "U" dama (non-detsc: values) we:s included as one-half the SQL, used in calculaton of the averags
concentraton, and cersidered as potendal locations of contamination; and

* Unceraindes in background sarpling locations, pardeularly with regard to inorganic constuents,
disallowed exclusion of constments which may occur naturally at the site.

In most cases, uncerwindes associated with the data (e.g., inclusion of chemicals for which only "UJ" qualified
data were available) are likely to overestimz:= rather than undersstimate the risk.

With respez: to cancer risk esimazss, a major uncerwinty is the degres of exposure possible to vinyl chloride,
3,3"dichlorobenzidine, and carcinogenic PAHs in drinking water. These constments were not actually detectad
in ground water, but were includad in the quanttatve assessment on the basis of "UJ” qualified dara. Cross-
assignment of the slops factors for benzo(a)pyrene to the other carcinogenic PAHs likely overestimated the risks
associated with exposurss to thess constituess in ground water and soil. Interactons berwesn carcinogens may
lead both to enhanced and diminished carcincgenic responses which also lend a degres of uncerminty to the risk

estimates.

With respect to non-cancer risk esdmates, the HQs for all constituents were summed to estimate the total risk
for a given receptor. The elevaied Hls (i.e., abave 1.0) at this site were generally not caused by adding
individual HQs for different consdments. Therefore, consideration of whether it is appropriate to sum HQs
stemming from non-cancer effects that occur in different tissues for different consdwents does not gready
increase the uncertainty in this analysis.

No environmentl assessment was conduczsd as part of the Phase I Remedial Investgation. Previous
Confirmation Studies indicated that sediments and mussels in the adjacent portion of Narragansett Bay may be
impacted by the migration of constituents from the site. An off-shore sampling program will be conducted at
the site and a full environmental assessment will be conductsd to further define site-related impacts on the -

eavironment,

Acal or threatened releases of constituents from this site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this ROD, may present an immineat and substantal endangerment to public health, welfare, or the
environment. The objective of the selected remedial action is to provide containment and isolation of the landfill
contents and the control of leachate generation as a result of infiltration. Through this actdon, exposures to the
landfill area will be limited and continued migration of conamination leached from the waste materials located
within the unsaturated zone into the ground water will be minimized.
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VI DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES

A. STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS/RESPONSE OBJECTIVES .

T=e Navy is responsible for addrassing envircrmental conzminatza at the McAllisier Point Landill sie
pursuant 10 Secdon 120 of the Comprehensive Envircnmenzl Reszonse, CompensaZen, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) and the Federel Facility Agreement entered into by the Navy, the USEPA anc RIDEM. The Navy's
primary responsibility under these l222] authorides is o underizke remedial acjons thatars protectdve of human
health and the environment. In addidonm, Sezdon 121 of CERCLA esmblishes several other samtory
requirements and preferences, including: a requirement that the remedial action, when complete, must comply
with all federal and more swingent siats environmental standards, requirements, criteria or limitatons, uniess
a waiver is invoked; a requiremext that 2 remedial acdon be selec:sd that is cost-effzctive and that utilizes
permanent solutions and alternatve Teament t2=anologies or resourse recovery technologies to the maximum
extent pracgcable; and a preference for remedies in which treatnent which permanendy ard significantly reduces
the volume, toxicity or mobility of the hazardous substances is a principal element over remedies not involving
such treatment. Response alternadves were developed © be consistezt with these Congressional mandates.

Based on preliminary informadon reladng to tpes of contzminants, environmental msdia of concemn, and
potental exposure pathways, remecial acton objecves were developed 1o aid in the development and screening
of alternatives. These remedial acion objectives wers developed to midgate existng and future potendal threats
10 buman health and the eavironmeat. These remedial acton objecdves were:

o To minimize potendal environmeawl impacts by minimizing off-sitt migradon of potentally
contaminated surface soils, and by limitng the inJitrator of precipiaton © the underlying waste
within the landéll area, thersby minimizing leachate generaton; and

+ To minimize potential risk to human health associated wit1 exposurs to the landfill area.

B. TECENOLOGY AND ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING

CERCLA and the NCP set forth the process by which remedial actions are evaluated and seleced. In

accordance with these requirements, a focused range of source conwol remedial alternatves was developed for

the McAllister Point Landfill site in which insdmtonal and enginesring controls were utlized to reduce the

threat posed by the presence of the landfill at the site. This range also included a'no action alternatve. Other’
altsrnatives which address management of conaminant migradon will be evaluated in a separate operable unit,

upon completon of addidonal site investigations. The Record of Decision for the management of migration

operable unit will be completed prior o the conswruction of the source control operable unit remedy. - Because

a focused feasibility smdy approach was used, 0o initial scresning of alternatives was conducted. Chapter 2 of
the FFS presents the remedial alternatives which were developed by combining the technologies identified in
the technology and procsss option screening. Table 1 identifies the four alternatves which were developed for
the site and which underwent dewiled analysis.



#

TABLE 1
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
SITE 01 - McALLISTER POINT LANDFILL SITE

ALTERNATIVE1 NO ACTION

ALTERNATIVE 2 LIMITED ACTION (Fencing, Surface
Controls and Deed Restrictions)

ALTERNATIVE3 RCRA SUBTITLE D SOIL CAP WITH
SURFACE AND INSTITUTIONAL
CONTROLS -

ALTERNATIVE 4 RCRA SUBTITLE C MULTI-LAYER CAP
WITH SURFACE AND INSTITUTIONAL

#

VIL. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

This section describes the selected alternative and the other alternatives the Navy developed for dewiled analysis.
The numbering system used in the FFS report to disdnguish between the various alternadves is referenced here.
The source control alternatives analyzed for the McAllister Point Landfill site include a No-Action Alternative
(Alternative 1); a Fencing, Surface Controls and Desd Restrictions Alternative (Alternadve 2); a RCRA Subtitle
D Soil Cap with Surface and Insttutional Controls Alternadve (Alternative 3); and a RCRA Subdde C Soil Cap
with Surface and Instimtional Controls Alternative (Alternatve 4). Detailed alternative descriptions are provided
on pages 3-4, 3-6, 3-9 through 3-14 and 3-17 through 3-24 of the Draft Final FFS. .

Alternative 1: No Action: This altarnative was developed and evaluated in the FFS to serve as 2 baseline for
comparison with the other remedial alternatives under consideration. Under the No Action Alternative, no active
measures would be taken to reduce or to conwin contaminaton emanating from the landfll. The alternative
would not meet remedial objectives.

Alternative 2: Limited Action (Fencing, Surface Controls and Deed Restrictions): This alternative would
consist of the following components:

Fencing of the site to restrict site access;

Improvements in site drainage and revegetation to restrict surficial erosion;
Deed restrictions to limit future site use and development; and

Five-year review.
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Unde:r the Limited Acscn Aliermadve, minimal asdve mezasures would be wken w rsduce conmaminaton
emanzting from the lanéTil. Suriace conmols in = form of drainage improvements and revegsaton of bare
areas of the site would be used w enhance site drainage ard minimize erosion from the surface of the lardfill.
Inszutonal conwols ir the form of fencing and the postng of waming signs would be implementsd © reswict
site aczess. ResTictons w0 furure site development would te incorporated to resmict future land use.

Based on the improveme=:s 1o sit2 drainage which ars incorporated into this alternative, long-term storm water
dischargs monitoring is included. The monitoring program would be developed to mset federal and state
Pollution Discharge Elirinaton System regulatons regarding storm water discharge from a landfill site. The
monitoring program would be conducted for a period of 30 years. The Navy would also review the remedial
actdon, to the extent recuired by law, 10 assurs that it contnued to protect human health and the eavironment.

Esrimared Time for Design and Construction: 3 months

Esrimared Period for Operarion. 30 years

Esrimated Capirc! Cost: $190,000

Esrimared Opercrion and Maintenance Cost (net present worth): $290,000
Estimated Total Cost (net present worth): $580,000

Alternazsive 3: RCRA Subsitle D Soil Cap with Surface and Institutional Controls: This alternagve consists
of the following components:

RCRA Subtits D (municipal waste landfill) cap;

Regrading of the site and drainage improvemeats;

Landfill gas managemsat,

Reduction in grade and provision of slope protection along Narragansett Bay;
Fencing and desd reswictons; :

Additonal sits investgatdons;

« Long-term monitoring of ground water and storm water discharge quality; and
o Five-year review.

The landfill area would be covered with a soil cap constructed in accordance with federal municipal solid waste
landfill closure requirerments. The cap provides a physical barrier to potential exposures to or erosion of .
surficial conmaminants and provides some restiction of infiltration. The alternative also includes regrading of
the sits, improvement of drainage feamures, a landfill gas management system, and a reduction in grade and
provision of slope prowcton along Narragansett Bay. Fencing and deed restrictions would be included to limit
site access and future site use and development. Supplemental sitz investigations would be required to determine
if additional measures nesd to be taken with respect o ground water coptamination, leachate generation, landfill
gas treatment, and remediation of hot spot areas and contamination sediments. If determined to be appropriate
based on these additional studies, conmaminated hot spot materials and/or sediments could potentially be
consolidated beneath the landfill cap prior t0 cap construction. Ground water and storm water discharge
monitoring would be conducted for a period of 30 years in accordance with federal and state regulations. The
Navy would also review the remedial action, to the extent required by law, to assure that it continued to protect
human health and the environment.

Estimared Time for Design and Construction: 110 2 years

Estimated Period for Operasion: 30 years

Estimated Capircl Cost: $2,500,000

Estimated Opercsion and Mainrenance Cost (net present worth): $2,300,000
Estimated Total Cost (nes present worth): £5,800,000,
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Alternative 4: RCRA Subtide C Multi-Layer Cap wizr Surface and Instirutional Controls: This alisrnative
consists of the fcilc=ing components:

RCRA Subdte C (hazardous waste landfiil) cap;

Ragraéing of the site and drairage improvemenis;

Landfil gas management;

Raducdcn in grade and provision of slope ;rowecdon alcng Narrzgansett Bay;
Fencing and deed restricgons;

Addidenz] site invesigatgons; :

Long-arm monitoring of ground water anc storm water dischargs quality; and
Five-vear review.

The landfill arsa would be coversd with a muld-layer cap constucted in accordance with federal and state
hazardous wasta landfill closure requirements. The ca2 provides a physical barrier to potential exposures to or
erosion of surficial contaminants and resmicts infiloeZon and the subsequent leaching of contaminants from
wastes within the unsaturated zone. The alternatve alsc includes regrading of the site, improvement of drainage
features, a landfill gas managsment system, and 2 recuction in grade and provision of slope protecton along
Narragansen Bay. Fencing and desd restwictions wouid be included to limit sits access and futures site use and
development. Adcitonal site investgations would be required to de:ermine if addidonal measures nezsd to be
taken with respe<t to ground water contaminadon, leazzate generadon, landfill gas treatment, and remediaton
of hot spot areas and contaminated sediments. If determined to be appropriate based on these addidonal studies,
conaminated hot spot materials and/or sediments could ootendally be consolidated beneath the landfill cap prior
w0 cap consgucton. Ground water and siorm water ¢ischarge moritoring would be conducted for a period of
30 years in accordznce with federal and state regulatons. The Navy would also review the remedial acton,

to the extent required by law, to assure that it continusd to protect human health and the environment.

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 2 years

Estimazed Time of Operarion: 30 years

Estimared Capital Cost: $4,300,000

Estimated Operations and Maintenance Costs (ner present worth): §2,300,000
Estimated Total Cost (net present worth): $8,000,000

IX. SUMMARY OF THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA presents several factors hat, at a minimum, must be considered in the assessment
of remedial alternadves. Building upon these specific sawtory mandates, the National Contingency Plan (NCP)

articulates nine evaluation criteria to be used in assessing the individual remedial alternatives.

A deiled analysis was performed on the alternatives using the nine evaluaton criteria in order to select a site
remedy. These criteria and their definitons are as foilows: :

Threshold Criterd
The two threshold criteria described below must be me: in order for the altsrnatives to be eligible for selection
in accordance with the NCP.

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not 2
remedy protects human health and the environment both in the long-term and the short-term
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from unaczeptatle risks sosed by hz=zrdous substances, peilutants, or coniaTinants present
at the site by eliminatdrz. reducing, cr contolling exposurss w0 the hazardcus subsancss.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Rele~ant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS)
addresses whether or zot a remesy will mest all of the ARARs of other Federal
eavironmental laws anc swate envirczmental or facilides siZng laws or wheer grounds for
invoking a waiver are zzplicable.

Primarv Balancing Critecia

The following five criteria are udlized to comrare and evaluate the elsments of those altsrnatves which meet
the threshold criteria.

3. Long-term effectiveness and permanence addresses the criteria that are udlized to assess

alternatives for the long-term effaccveness and permanence they afford, along with the
degres of ceruinty that they will prove successful.

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment addresses the degree to
which alternatives empioy recycling or treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume,
including how weamex: is used to address the principal threats posed by the site.

5. Short term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protection and any
short-term risks to human heaith and the environment that may be posed during the.
constructon and implesentation period, untl cleanup goals are achieved.

6. Implementability addrssses the technical and adminiszative feasibility of a remedy,
including the availability of materials and services needed w0 implement a partcular option.

7. Cost includes estimated capital and operation and maintezance (O&M) costs, calculated as
present-worth costs for comparison purposes. :

Modifving Criteria

The modifying criteria are used in the final evaluation of the remedial altermatives, generally after public
comment on the FFS Report and tte Proposed Plan has been received.

8. State acceptance addresses the State's posidon and key concerns related o the preferred
altsrnative and other altsrnatives, and the state's comments cn ARARs or the proposed use
of waivers.

9. Community acceptance addresses the public's general response to the alternatives described
in the Proposed Plan azd FFS report and requires a detsrmination of which components of
the alternatives interestzd persons in the community support, have reservations about or

oppose.
Following the detailed analysis of each individual alternative, a comparative analysis, focusing on the relative
performance of the alteratives against the nine criteria, was conducted. This comparative analysis can be found

in Tables 3-14 through 3-20 of the FFS. The section below presents the nine criteria and a brief narrative
summary of the alternatives and the strengths and weaknesses according to the detailed and comparative analysis.
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Qverall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternatve 4 (the selectad alternzive) would zrovics overall protscion against eXposurss 0 the land{il area
as well as minimize contaminan: Tigratcn frem: the laadfill area due to erosion and infil=zZcn of precipitadon.
Alternatve 3, which udlizes a scii cap, would zso provide a degres cf overall protecdon, although it would not
be as effecdve in reducing infilzzdon of precizimdon as Alternative 4. Alternadve 2 uciizss only insdrutional
conmrols and minor drainage improvemests azd revegsuton to provide protecdon of human health and the
environment. Alternatve 1, the no acdon altarnatve, would not mest this criterion.

Compliance with ARARS

The proposed remedial acdon weuld mest all ARARs. Specifically, the selected alternatve would comply with
location-specific ARARs, including wedands ard water resources requirements, coastal zcne requirements, and
endangered species and cultural resource recuirements, as applicable. If the landfill cap and shoreward
protscton features cannot be comstructed witzia the existing extent of the landfill, micgadon actons will be
waken to replace any wetlands desoyed by the remedial action, in aczordance with the raguirements of Section
404 of the Clean Water Act and other federal wetands regulatons. With respect to acion-specific ARARs,
federal and state landfill closure requirements, ARARSs applicable © the ventng of larcfill gases, and storm
water discharge requirements will be met by & selected alternadve.

The remaining alternatives do not meet all ARARs. Alternative 3 would not meet hazardous waste landfill
closure requirements. Alternatives | and 2 would permit continued impacts to wetands acd waters 10 occur and
therefore, would not mest the requirements of the Clean Water Act.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative 4 provides the greatsst degres of long-term effectiveness and permanence bezause the multi-layer
cap design provides the greatest degree of protection against infiltradon of precipitation ard subsequeat leachate
generation. Alternadve 3 is not considered as effecdve in the long-term because the soil cap will not be as
effective a barrier to infiltration. Alternative 2, fencing, surface controls and deed resxicdons, provides only
minor improvements to site drainage and would have minimal impact on leachate genezaton. The no acdon
alternadve, Alternatdve 1, is not considered permanent or effective in the long term.

eduction of Toxicitv, Mobilitv, or Volume Through Treatme

Due to the nature of this source control operable unit, none of the alternatives developed provide a reduction
in toxicity, mobility or volume of contamination through treatment. The management of migration operable unit
will consider cleanup levels and remedial opdons for ground water, leachate, landfill gas, bot spot areas and

sediments, as appropriate.

Alternative 4 would provide the greatest reduction in the mobility of contamination through containment. This
alternative includes a multi-layer cap which would provide the greatest protection against infiltration of
precipitaton and the subsequent generation of leachate as the precipitation would percolate through the

unsaturated waste materials.

Alternative 3 provides a reducdon in the mobility of contamination through the capping of the site with a soil
cap, although it would not provide as much protection against infiltraton of precipimton as Alternative 4.
Alternative 2 provides minimal reducton in contaminant mobility through improved site drainage and
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revegeation. Alternaive 1, the nc acdon aiiemzdve provides no reducdon in the toxicity, mobility or volume
of contamina:ed material.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternatve 4 and Ali=rmatve 3 wouid be compzzble in i2rms of shori-term effecdveness, with similar potsngal
shor-term risks and environmental impacts asscziated with the constucton of the landfill caps. Alternatve 2
would result in fewer potential shori-t=rm huma= health cr environmental risks during the implementation period
but would not provids the same degree of protzz=Zon upon completion. Alternadve 1 requires no implementaton
and therefors results in no increase in shor-2rm risks. However, it does not achieve remedial response
objecdves.

Implementabilitv

None of the alternatives have significant barriess o implementaton although the implementdon consiceratons
become more complex with the increasing complexity of the remedial action. Alternadve 2 is most easily
implementsd from a technical s=ndpoint, involving implemenmdon of only minor surface controls and
insirudonal controls. Both Alternasve 3 and Alisrnative 4 require removal of existing vegeation, site regrading
and slope protecton along the westsrn side of the site. The soil cap of Alternatve 3 would be more easily
constuctsd than the muld-layer cap of Alternatve 4, which requires specialized construction methods and
handling for the installaton of the synthedc gsomembrane.

Cost

The capital, operation and maintenzace, and towl costs for each alternative are provided as part of the preceding
section endded "Description of Alisratives”. Alternadve 1, no action, is the lowest cost alternative followed
by the limitsd acdon altsrnative, Alternative 2. Aliemadves 3 and 4 are significandy more expensive than

Alterpatives 1 and 2, with Alternative 4 being the highest cost alternative.

State Acceptance

As a party to the FFA, the State has reviewed and commented on the FFS and Proposed Plan and the Navy has
aken the State's comments into account. The Swmte has documented its concurrence with the selected remedial
action, as presented in Section XIII of this ROD. The State's comments and outstanding concerns regarding
the Phase I site investigations, Focused Feasibility Smdy and Proposed Plan were presented verbally at the
formal public hearing for the Proposed Plan and in a subsequent comment leter. Responses to the State
comments are presented in the Responsiveness Summary in Appendix B. A transcript of the public hearing is

included as Attachment A to the Responsivensss Summary. A copy of the State's letter of concurrence is
presented in Appendix E.

Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the Proposed Plan was evaluated based on verbal comments received at the public
hearing and on the basis of writtzn comments recsived during the public comment period. This is documented
in the Responsiveness Summary prasented in Appendix B.
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X. THE SELECTED REMEDY

For Site 01 - M:Allisisr Point Landfill, the seleci=d remedy is Alternazdve 4, consising of a RCRA Subdts C
cap, and sur<z:2 and insgrudonal controls. The remedial actdon addresses source congcl and will be combined
with a managsment of migradon remedial acton, as apprepriate, to provide a comprehensive approach to site
remediaton.

A. CLEANUP LEVELS

A 107 excass cancer risk level for carcinogenic effests or a concentradon corresponding to a Hazard Index of
1.0 for compounds with non-carcinogenic effects is typically used to set cleanup levels. No contaminant-specific
cleanup levels have been developed for this source control remedial altsrnative since the alternatve addresses
the landfill ar=2 as the source of contamination and landfill wastes were not sampled, Although soils/waste will
not be removed or trzated under the selected alternadve, conminment technologies are generally considered
appropriate for landfiils where treaument is impractcable because of the volume and heterogeneity of the waste.
Therefore, no Target Cleanup Levels have been set for soils at the site. Cleanup levels and remedial alternatves
applicable to ground watsz/leachate, landfill gas, hot spot areas and conaminated sediments will be developed,
as appropriats, within the management of migration operable unit for the site.

B. DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDIAL COMPONENTS

The selected alternadve is designed to contain the landfill area and minimize the infiltradon of precipitaton
through the waste materials. The alternatve includes the following components:

RCRA Subdte C multi-layer cap;
Landfill gas management;
Suriace controls;
encing and insgwtional controls;
Addidonal site investgations;
Operation and maintenance and site monitoring; and
Five-year review,

RCRA Subtitle C Multi-layer Cap

A multi-layer cap will be placed over the landfill area, as indicated in Figure 4, to limit the amount of
infiltration and thereby minimize leachate production. The cap will cover approximately 10.5 acres,
encompassing the landfill area at McAllister Point, including idestified areas of ash, construction debris and
domestic waste disposal. The cap will be designed to meet or exceed Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

(RCRA) guidance as described in the USEPA documents, Technical Guidance Document; Final Covers op

W d urface (USEPA, 1989) and Desien and Constructon of
RCRA/CERCLA Final Covers (USEPA, 1991), and in accordance with accepted engineering design practices.
The cap will be designed to comply with the performance standard set forth in Section 14.12 of the Rhode Istand
Solid Waste Management Regulations which requires that the cap bave a remolded coefficient of permeability
of 1 x 107 centimeters per second. Site-specific factors will be evaluated in determining an effective cap design.
A typical cover system is composed of a vegetative and protective layer, a drainage layer, an upper barrier layer
consisting of a synthetic membrane, and a lower barrier layer consisting of a low permeability soil barrier. An
optional gas vent layer may be placed below the lower barrier layer, if determined to be appropriate during the
landfill gas management system evaluation. A concsptual cap cross-section is provided in Figure 5.

20



RHODE ISLAND GRID

5 Waterside Cs

Windsor, CT
(203) 289-86

NE
RHODE 1

NAVAL EDUCATION
1 IRAINING CENTER

McALLISTER POINT LANDAILL

~ FIGURE 4.
PROPOSED IANDFILL CAP AF

Nate: 7/93

| Drawing No. 14300-

9 APPROXIMA
NN S5EMEE area




TYPICAL METHANE GAS

VENT/RECOVERY WELL
AN PAEEN VAN PRIEY SN VRV 2SR SRR VEGETATIVE COVER
6" Topsoil
12° Soll Fit - SOIL PROTECTIVE LAYER
6" Soll Filter Layer
12° Sand - DRAINAGE LAYER
- GEOMEMBRANE
(upper barrier layer)
24" Low Permeability Soll - LOWER BARRIER LAYER

12" Native Soil or Sand -

GAS VENT LAYER (OPTIONAL)

Landfill Waste

5 Watciside Crossing
Windsor, CT 06095
(203) 289-063¢

TRC

IRC Environmeniad Corporation

NAVAL EDUCATION AND
TRAINING CENTER

NEWPORT
RHODE ISLAND

FIGURES.
CONCEPTUAL CAP SECTION

Doto: 7/93 [Diawhig No. 14300 N41




Landfill Gas Management

A lanzZil gas mznagsment system will be incorperated inwo the cap design. As pant ¢f the design phrzse, a
land&ii gas sty will be conducted. A vapor piic: st will be conducizd on wells loca:ed within the lz=dfill
area, with vaper samples collected and analyzed o cstermine the compositon of the landfiil gas. The field dam
will be evaluz:sd and landfill gas exwaction will be modeled 1o evaluate potendal landfill gas exmz:don
alternzzves. Tz design of a landfill gas ventng cr exmrazdon system will be developec based on the rasults
of these analyses. If an acdve landfill gas extraczon sysim is required, landfill gas exzacdon well locatons
will be located where possible in areas suspected to be potential "hot spot” areas.

Surface Controls

Surfacs conwols. including grading, revegetation and slope protecton will be implementsd in conjuncton with
the rmuld-layer cap.

Prior 1o consmusdon of the cap, the sit= will be regraded 10 eliminate depressions and sweep sidewalls to the
extznt practcatie so that precipitadon will run off instead of ponding on the surface or infiltrating irwo the
landfill and to provide stable slopes. The regraded surface will also enhance the placsment of the cap materials
over the landfiil area, especially along the steep sidewall areas adjacent o Narragansen Bay. Contaminated
pear-store sediments or "hot spot” matsrials may also be consolidated within the proposed cap area prior to
inidaton of cap consgucdon activides.

Following cap construction, the entire cap will be sesded and/or planted to minimize erosion of the cap's
surface. A revegetaton analysis will be conducied during the design phase o allow development of a
revegsaation plan which will enhance future habiwmton of the site by indigenous species.

The cap and drainage system will be connected to 2 system of drainage swales around the landfill to control run-
on and run-off. Along the western side of the landfill, bordering Narragansett Bay, addidonal slope armoring
will be utilized to protect the landfill materials and the landfill cap from potential damage due to wave erosion,
storm surges, e:s. During the remedial design process, a storm surge and wave analysis will be conduc=d
evaluate wave energy forces along the shoreline in order to design protecton of the slope. Due to the location
of the site, the remedial design will also consider the effects that the tidal action and potental floods will have
on the cap integrity. A stability analysis of the exising and/or any proposed modificatons to the existing side
slope will also be conducted during the design process. The final design of the slope protection system will be
in accordance with the Army Corps of Engineers' Shore Protection Manual, and/or other appropriate guidance
documents, as well as available FEMA coastal flood elevaton information. Any reduction in the grade of the
seaward-facing landfill slope will be designed so as to consolidate any material removed from the slope in the
area to be capped and to minimize any movement of landfill material into the adjacent bay. In accordance with
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and the requirements of the Coastal Resources Management Council, the
slope protection features along Narragansett Bay should not extend beyond the toeprint of the existing landfill.
If during the design process it is determined that the cap cannot be constructed in accordance with this
requirement, mitigation of impacted wetlands will be required. If mitigation is required, a mitigation plan will
be developed and distributed for public comment prior © implementtion. A concepwal slope secton is
provided in Figure 6. .

Adjacent to the remainder of the cap's perimeter, riprap and storm water run-off control swales will be used
as necessary to control run-on and run-off from the cap.
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Fencing and Institutional Controls

Fencing will -2 placed around the perimetsr of the site o limit sitz access. Fencing will be combired with

bv NETC to pravent future use of the site.

Additional Site Investigations

Addidonal sit= investgations which will support the evaluation and determinaton of managsmeat of migration
remedial acgon(s) at the site will be conducted as part of the source control remedial acion. These additonal
studies will be designed to determire the following:

If 2dditonal measures, beyond capping the landfill, must be taken to reduce the amount of ground
wassr in contact with the contaminatad materials of the landfill (these swudies will evaluate the
powntal for leachate generation due to conmct betwesn the landfill materials and grournd water,
inzluding the potendal effects of daily, monthly, and seasonal tidal fluctuations as well as flooding
events associated with the storms);

The naturs and extent of ground water conmamination and whether additonal measures, beyond
capping the landiiil, are necessary to meet federal or state ground water standards and to reduce
acssptable levels any unacceptable risks to buman health or the environment from ground water
conzminaton;

If the vented landfill gases require treamment to protect human health and/or the environment and if
the landfill gas exracton system can also be used to treat potential "hot spots™ at the site;

Whether "hot spots”, including Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (NAPLSs), are present within the landfill
and whether they will be addressed by a separate remedial action or by the landfill cap; and

The nature, extent and location of near-shore sediments which may have been affected by site-related
contamination and whether they will be addressed by a separate remedial acton or excavated and
consolidated under the landfill cap.

Such stmdies would be conducted in associaton with Phase II Remedial Investigaton actvites or would be
included in landfill cap design studies. Based upon the results of these stdies, the management of migration
operable unit would include the following, as pecessary:

the treatment standards and remedial alternative(s) for vented landfill gases;
the cleanup standards and remedial alternative(s) for hot spots within the landfiil materials, if present;
the cleanup standards and remedial alternatives(s) for contaminated ground water; and

the cleanup standards and remedial alternative(s) for contaminated sediments.

Operation and Maintenance and Site Monitoring

Post-closure care would be conducted for thirty years, and would consist of the following components, in
accordance with RCRA requirements (40 CFR Pant 264, Subparts G and N):
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* Mainaining te integris and effecIaness of the final cover, including mziing razzirs w the 2ap

as necessary 0 correc: ¢ effects cf sauling, subsidence, erosion, or other svents:

¢ Maintining an¢ monitwcing the grouns water monitoring sysiam and complying with sther applicatle

recuirements ¢f 40 CFR 264 Subpa— F;
» Mainuining and operzZng the gas ¢zzzol and monitoring systam;
¢ Preventng run-on and ~un-off from 2:oding or otherwise damaging the final cover: and
» Protscting and mainwizing surveve< =enchrmarks used in complying with 40 CFR 254.309.

Long-term ground water monitoring and storm water discharge monitoring wotld be conzuzied following
capping of the landfill. The desizn of the r=cxitoring systems would be defined following compledon of
addidonal ground water swudies azd site drainzge design. The environmental monitoring pregram would be
subminad for regulatory raview z=d would idsnify the sampling locadons and sampling fracusnciss. Ata
minimum the environmantal monizcring progra=: would be conducted for a period of thirty yez-s.

The Navy will review the remediz! actdon, to the extent required by law, to assure that it corZnues w© protect
human health and the environmez:. During thess pericdic reviews, the Navy will consider requirements that
ars newly promulgated if determired to be appiicable or relevant and appropriate and necsssz=y 0 assure that
the remedy is sdll protecdve of hu=an health a=3 the environment.

X1. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The remedial acton selec:ed for irmzlementadon 21 the McAllister Point Landfill sits is consistez: with CERCLA
and with the requirements of the NCP. The seles:2d remedy is protectve of human health and =2 environment,
amains ARARs and is cost effective. The selec:sd remedy uses permanent solutions and al:2rnate treatment
technologies or resource recovery tchnologies w0 the maximum exteat practicable for this si:2. However, it
does not sadsfy the statutory prefersace for treamment which permanently and significantly reducss the mobiliry,
toxicity or volume of hazardous substances as a principal element.

The remedy at the McAllister Poirt Landfill sits will permanently reduce the risks posed to human heaith and
the environment by eliminadng, reducing or contolling exposures to human and environmental receptors
through enginesring controls and irsdwtonal congols. The placement of a cap will eliminate direct contact and
incidental ingestion exposure to surficial soil or waste contaminants and the implementation of instimitional
controls will prevent exposure to contaminated soil or ground water under future sits use. The cap will
effectively reduce the infiltration of precipitation through unsaturated waste materials and the resultant generation
of leachate. The selected remedy will comply with ARARs and to-be-considered criteria. Finally, the
implementation of the selected remedy will not pose unacceptable short-term risks or cross-media impacts.

B. THE SELECTED REMEDY ATTAINS ARARS

This remedy will attain all Applicable or Relevart and Appropriate federal and state requiremeats (ARARSs) that
apply to the McAllister Point Lancfill site and this remedial action. Environmental laws from which ARARs
for the selected source control remedial action are derived, and the specific ARARs are presented in tabular

form in Appendix C and are summarized below.
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Chemical-S-2zific ARARS

No chemicai-specific ARARSs are applicable to the seiscted remedial action.

Location-Spa=ific ARARS

Exacutdve Order 11988 and 11990; Statex:2at on Procesdings of Floodplain Management and
Wedands Protecton (40 CFR 6, Appendix A)

Clean Water Act Section 404 (40 CFR 230.10) Requirements for Discharge of Dredge
or Fill Material

Rivers and Harbors Act (Secton 10) Pronibiton of Filling a Navigable Water
Fish and Wildlife Coordinadon Act of 1958 (16 U.S.C. 661) Protecdon of Wildlife Habitats
Ezdangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531) Protection of Endangered Species

Natonal Histworic Preservaton Act of 19€6 (16 U.S.C. 470, et seq.) Protection of Historic
Lands and Structures

Archaeological and Historic Preservaton Act of 1974 (132 CFR 229 & 229.4, 43 CFR
7 & 7.4); Histworic Sites, Building and Andquites Act

Rhode Island Wetlands Laws (RIGL 2-1-18 et seq.); Rhode Island Deparmment of Environmental
Management Rules Governing the Enforcement of the Freshwater Wetlands Act - as amended Dec.

21, 1986

Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Law (RIGL, Title 46, Chapter 23) and
Regulations

[}

RCRA (40 CFR 264) Subtitle C Requirements:
40 CFR 264.10-264.18 Subpart B - General Facility Standards
40 CFR 264.30-264.37 Subpart C - Preparedness and Prevention
40 CFR 264.50-264.56 Subpart D - Contingency Plan and Emergency Procedures
40 CFR 264.90-254.101 Subpart F - Ground Water Protection
40 CFR 264.110-118 Subpart G - Closure/Post Closure Requirements
40 CFR 264.301-264.310 Subpart N - Landfill Requirements

« Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-712)

o Clean Water Act Section 404 (40 CFR 230.10) Requirements for Discharge of Dredged or Fill

Material

« Rivers and Harbors Act (Section 10) Prohibition of Wetand Filling



Clezn Alr Act:
SzzZon 5-171 through 178, 42 USC §§ 7471-7478 (Recuirements for Non-Atainment Areas)
Seczion 5-160 through 169A - Prav2nton of Significant Deterioration Provisions

Clazn Wawer Act (40 CFR 122-125) Nadonal Pollutant Discharge Elimiradon Sysism (NPDES)
srmit Requirsments :

RI Hazardous Wasts Managsment Act of 1978 (RIGL 23-19.1 et s2q.) Hazardous Waste
Manzagement Rules and Reguladons and Proposed Amendments:

Seczdon 7
Secdon 8
Sezdon 9
Sezdon 10

RI Rules and Regulatons for Solid Wzsiz Management Facilides
Secdon 14.12 (rzlatdng w landfill sover permeability standards)

RI Clean Air Act (RIGL, Tite 23, Chzzter 23) General Air Quality and Air Emissions Requirements
RI Air Polludon Conzol RegulaZons, RI Dept. of Health, Div. of Air Pollution Control,
effecdve 8/2/67, amendad 5/20/91
- Regulaton No. 1 - Visible Emissions
- Reguladon No. § - Fugidve Dust
- Regulation No. 7 - Emissions Dsaimental to Person or Property
- Regulation No. 15 - Control of Organic Solvent Emissions
- Reguladon No. 17 - Odors
- Reguladon No. 22 - Air Toxics

¢ RI Water Pollution Control Act

RI Water Quality Regulatons for Water Pollution Control (RIGL 46-12 et seq.)
RI Regulatons for the Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (RIPDES) (RIGL 46-12 et seq.)

The following action-specific policies, criteria and guidelines were also considered:

RCRA Proposed Rule 52 FR 8712 - Proposed Amendments for Landfill Closures

EPA Technical Guidance Document: Final Covers on Hazardous Waste Landfills and Surface
Impoundments (EPA 530-SW-89-047)

Clean Air Act (40 CFR 50) New Sourcs Performance Standards (NSPS) Proposed Subpart WWW
56 FR 24468-24528 (5/30/91)

Clean Air Act (40 CFR 61) National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Pollutants (NESHAPS)

Federal Location-Specific Regulations - The federal location-specific regulations that apply to the selected
remedy are mainly based on the site's location adjacent to Narragansett Bay. Executive Orders 11988 and
11990 require the avoidance of long- and short-term impacts associated with the destruction of wetlands and the
occupancy and modifications of floodplains and wedands whenever there is a practicable alternative. Similarly,
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Secdon 40+ of e Clean Watsr Azt srohibits the dischzrge of dredged or fill material o a water sf the United
States if there is a pracdcasle ali=mazZve which poses less of ‘an adverse impact or if it causes significant
degradadon of the water. The Rivers and Harors Ac: prevents filling of a navigatis water. Thne Fish and
Wildlife Cocrdinadon Act of 1958 recuires cons dtagen with federzl and sate conservagon agencies during
planning and the decision-making zrocess for any acca which may impact water bociss, including wetands,
as well as considaration of prevenzcn, mitigaten or compernsadon measures. These szndards ars applicable
10 cap conszucdon and slope protesicn acdvides which impact wetlznd, floodplain or coastal arezs. Remedial
designs will be developed 10 minimize adverse impacis t0 these arsas. If adverse impacts o wetand areas
cannot be avoided as part of the seizcied remecy, appropriats mitigzing actons will be wken.

The Endangered Species Act of 1573 is a potzndal ARAR for actvides which could impact endangered or
threatened wildlife species. Infcrmadon provided by the RIDEM Natwral Herimge Program, Division of
Planning and Development, indicatss that no rare piants, rare animals, or ecologizally significant natural
communites have been idendfied ir the vicinity of McAllister Point Landfill. An environmental assessment to
be conducted during the Phase II RI, prior o c2p conszuction, will also include a consuitadon of U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service information to furaer evaluate the potsndal presence of endangered species in the vicinity of
the sits. The Natonal Hiswric Praservaton Ac: of 1966 and the Archaeological and Historic Preservaton Act
of 1974 govern the preservation cf historic, scisndfic and archaeclogical sites. Remedial acdons must be
coordinatsd with preservadon agezciss and sccistes 1o minimize loss of significant sciendfic, prehistoric,
historic or archaeological dat.

State Location-Specific Requirements - The stte locadon-specific regulations thatapply to the selested remedy
are based on the site's locadon acdiacent to Narraganset Bay. The Rhode Island Wedands Laws define and
establish provisions for the proteczon of swamps, marshes and other freshwater wetlands. The Rhode Island
Coastal Resources Management Law and Reguiations set sandards and reguladons for the management and
protecton of coastal resources. These sandards are applicable to cap construction and slope protecton actvities
which impact wedand and coastal arsas. Remedial designs will be dsveloped to minimize adverse impacts to
these areas. If adverse impacts to wedand areas cannot be avoided as part of the selecizd remedy, appropriate
mitigating actons will be mken.

Federal and State Action-Specific Requirements - Many portions of RCRA and Riode Island Hazardous
Waste Management Regulations ars relevant and appropriate t site closure, since the wastes reportzdly disposed
of at the site are sufficienty similar to known, listed RCRA wastes.

The substantive requirements of RCRA General Facility Standards, Preparedness and Prevention, and
Contingeacy Plan and Emergency Procedures will be amained during remedial construcdon acdvides. RCRA
Subpart F - Ground Water Protection stpulates ground water monitoring and corrective action requirements and
establishes points of compliance. A ground water monitoring program will be implemented which will adhere
to these requirements. Sections of Subpart G (Closure and Post-Closure Requirements) and Subpart N
(Landfills) which define landfill closure requirements are relevant and appropriate to the capping and long-term
monitoring of the sit.. RCRA Proposed Amendments for Landfill Closures and EPA Technical Guidance on
Final Covers on Hazardous Waste Landfills and Surfacs Impoundments will be considered in the final design
of the cap and development of the post-closure monitoring plan. The cap will also be designed in accordance
with the permeability standards set forth in Section 14.12 of the Rhode Island Solid Waste Management
Regulations. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act will affect the design of the final cover, as discussed
previously under the Location-Specific requirements. _



Landfill cap conszucden and clesurs monitoring will be conducted in accordance with thz z-plicabie pordons
of Sections 7, 8, 9 and 10 of ths Rhode Isiz=d Hazardous Wast= Management Rules z=2 Reguladens and
Proposed Amendments.

Pordons of Section 5 of the Cleaz Air Act mzy be applicable or relevant and appropriz:z © the veatng of
landfill gas from the sits. Monitczing and me<ziing would be required to detsrmine if these requirements are
applicable or relevant and appropriate. Venz:zg of landfill gases will also be conductes in accordance with
Regulations 1, 5, 7, 15, 17 and 22 of the Rheds Island Air Polludcn Control Regulatons.

Clean Water Act NPDES requirements and Rhcée Island Water Quality Regulatons for Wa:e: Polludon Control
and RIPDES requirements will be applicable w0 the discharge of storm water from the si=. A sworm water
monitoring program will be develcped to mes: these requirements.

It is also noted that, although the reguirements. smndards and regulatons of the Occupatiorz! Safety and Health
Act of 1970 are not ARARSs, they will be comgiied with in connection with McAllister Poiz: rzmedial acdvides,

where applicable.

C. THE SELECTED REMEDIAL ACTION IS COST-EFFECTIVE

In the Navy's judgement, the selecied remedy is cost effecdve (i.e., the remedy affords overall effecdveness
proportonal to its costs). In selecting this remedy, once the Navy identified altsrnatives =zt are protwective of
human health and the environment and that anzin ARARs, the Navy evaluated the overall sfzctiveness of each
alternative by assessing the relevant three criieria — long-term effectiveness and permazzace; reducdon in
toxicity, mobility, and volume through treamment; and short-term effecdiveness - in combinadon. The
relationship of the overall effectiveness of this remedial alternative was determined to be proportional to its
costs. The costs of this remedial acton are:

e Estmated Capiml Cost: $+,200,000
e Estmated Operzton and Maintenance Costs (net present worth): $2,300,000°
e Estimated Total Cost (net present worzh): $8,000,000°

" *  The net present worth is based on a 5% discount factor and 30 years of operatior; the estimated total
cost includes a 20% contingency factor.

The selection of this altsrnative represents a reasonable value in regard to the degree of protctiveness offered
by the alternatve in comparison with the other alternatives evaluated. While the selected al=mative is the most
expensive alternative, it will be the most effecive alternative in limiting future leachate g=zsration as a result
of infiltration of precipiaton. While the need for remediation of ground water contaminagon will be evaluated
on the basis of additional site investgations within the management of migration operable unit for the site, it
* is anticipated that if a remedial action is required under that operable unit, the overall effort and expense
associated with that action will be reduced if infiltradon is effectively removed as a source of leachate
generation.  Therefore, the increased capitl cost associated with this alternative may be offset later by a
decrease in the overall operation and maintenance cost of a management of migration rexedial action.



R:CTICABLE

Onze the Nzvy idendfied those alternadves that z=ain ARARs 2nd that are protective of human health and the
environmez:, the Navy idendfied that alternagve which wdlizes permanent solutions and altsrnatve tsamment
t2zanologiss or resourse recovery technologies w0 the maximum extent practicable. This detsrminaton was
made by ¢e<iding which one of the identified sousze cor=ol altzratives provides the best balance of wzde-offs
among alizmagves in terms of: 1) long-term efzzdvensss and permanence; 2) reduction of toxicity, mobility
or volume torough weamment; 3) short-term effecveness: 4) implemenubility; and 5) cost. The balancing test
emphasized long-term effecdveness and permansnce and the reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume through
treamment; and considered the prefsrence for weamment as a principal element, the bias against off-site land
disposal of untreated waste, and community and state azseptance. Tne selected alternative provides the best
balancs of ads-offs among the altsrnatives.

The selez:2d alternatdve offers the greatest degres of lozg-term effectiveness and permanence based on its use
of a muid-laver barrier to prevent infiltradon of prezipiaton. Due to the nature of the site (i.e., the
implemerability problems and prohibidve costs which would be associated with treatment of the entire landfill
arsa), treacment was not found be a practicable sourse conmol opton at the site. Therefore, none of the
source contol alternatves evaluated in the FFS included a treatment component 1 reduce mobility, toxicity or
volume. The selectsd alternative is comparable to the other altsrnatives in terms of shori-term effecdveness,
and altheugh it is slightly more difficult to implement azd is slightly more costy than the soil cap alternatve,
it was found to provide the best balance of trade-of’s among the alternatves considsred, with long-term
eFactivensss and permanence being the major determiring facior in the selecdon process.

E. £ SELECTED REMEDY DOES NOT SATISFY PREFERENCE FOR A N
PERMANENTLY AND SIGNTFICANTLY REDUCES THE TOXICITY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME OF
THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT

The selectsd remedy does not satisfy the smttory prefzezence for treatment as a principal element due to the
impracticability of treating the landfill area (i.e., the implementability problems and prohibitive costs which -
would be associated with treatment of the entrs land5ill). The selected remedy includes the provision for
conducting additional site investigatons which will provide the basis for determining if ceatment of principal
threats (e.g., hot spot areas or contaminated sediments), landfill gas or ground water is required. '

XIL DOCUMENTATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT CHBANGES

On August 4, 1993, the Navy released the Proposed Plan for the source control remedial action at the McAllister
Point Landfill site. The preferred alternative included the capping of the landfill area with a RCRA Subtitle C
multi-layer cap, landfill gas management, surface controls, fencing and institutional controls, addidonal site
investgatons, and operaton and maintenance and site monitoring. Since the remedial action is identcal to the
remedy proposed in the Proposed Plan, no significant changes need © be addressed.

XIIL STATE ROLE

The Rhode Island Deparmment of Environmental Management (RIDEM) has reviewed the various alternatves
and has indicated its support for the selected remedy. The State has also reviewed the Remedial Investigation
Technical Report and the Focused Feasibility Study to determine if the selected remedial action is in compliance
with applicable or relevant and appropriate state environmental laws and regulations. In response to State
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commezts on the Proposed Plan, the permeability s==dards of Secdon 14.12 of the Ricde Islanc Solid Waste
Managsment Rez:latons have been inccrporated beczin as an ARAR. As a party to &2 FFA, Rode Island
concurs with the selscted remedy for the source coc=ol action at the McAllister Point Lazdfill sit=. A copy of

the lezer of conzzorence is atached as Appendix E.

32



APPENDIX A
RISK ASSESSMENT TABLES
Site 01 - McAllister Point Landfill
NETC - Newport, Rhode Island




INORGANICS

Angmony
Arsenic
Beryllium
Cadmium
Chromium
Cobalt
Copper
Lead
Manganese
Mercury
Nicke!
Selenium
Zinc

VCLATILES

Benzene
Bromodichloromathane
Bromoferm
Carben Tetracrioride
Chiorobenzene
Chioroferm
Chicrometrane
Dibromochioromethane
Dichioroethane, 1,2-
Dichlorcethene, 1,1-
Dichioroethene, 1,2-
Dichloropropare, 1,2-
Ehylbenzene
Hexanone, 2-
Styrene
Tetrachloroethane, 1,1,2,2-
Tetrachloroeiene
Toluene
Trichloroethane, 1,1,1-
Trichloroethane, 1,1,2-
Trichicroethene
Vinyi chiorice
Xylenes

SEMIVCLATILES

Acenaphthene
Asenachthylene
Anthracens
Zanzs(a)amhracene
Senzo(a)pyrene
Senzo(b)fluoranthene
Sanzo(ghi)perylene
2erza(k)lluoranthene
gis: 2ethylhexyi)phthalate
E.tyibenzyiphthalate
Chrysene
Dibenzofuran
Cenzo(ah)anthracene
Cichiorobenzens, 1,4-
Cicricrobenzidine, 3,3'-
Cichiorophenol, 2,4-
Diethylphthalate
Cimethylphthalate

Di-n-butylphthalate -
Ci-n-octylphthalate
Fluoranthene
Fluorene
Inceno(123cd)pyrene
Methyinapthalene, 2-
Naphthalene
Phenanthrene
Phenol
Pyrene
Trichiorophencl, 2,4,5-

PESTICIDES

Aldrin
BHC, alpha-
BHC, beta-
BHC, deita-
BHC, gamma-
Chlordane, alpha-
Chlordane, gamma-
DOD, 4,4'-
DDE,4,4'-
DOT, 4.4'-
Deildrin
Endosultan |
Endosuitan Il
Endosulfan Sultate
Endrin
Endrin ketone
Heptachlor
Heptachlor epoxide
Methoxychior
Toxaphene

PCZs

Arocler-1016
Arocler-1221
Arocler-1232
Arocior-1242

Arocler-1248 -

Arocler-1254
Aroclor-1260




N reemw @ Fw WV e-

! i RANGE OF RANGEC SANGECF
i } SUSFACE SOIL SUESURFACE SCIL GEZUND WATER
, ! CCNCENTRATIONS CCNCENTRATIONS CCHIENTRATICNS
4 ! {me/ke) (ma/ke) {ma/M
| INCAGANICS
Aoumony 4.0-31 3.5-167 €.0220.25
Arsanic 1.9-20 2-23 £.C021-0.089
Saryllium C.16-1.7 0.33-2.0 0.020.013
Cazmium 0.8-2.0 0.57-8.6 €.030.057
Caramium 5.2-83 4.7-78 0.017-0.25
Czcalt 356-20 1.5-28 0.022-0.74
Cszoper 136070 11-1760 0.057-32
Laad 7.3-1880 2.1-886 0.003-4.8
Manganese 217878 45-1300 0.058-21
Mareury 0.14-1.6 0.11-2.9 £.20032-0.0084
Nickel 3.4-108 2.7-68 0.017-0.868
Sa:.enium 0.35-2.0 0.334.2 0.0025
Zae 33-18200 18-2080 0.17-12
VOLATILES
Sanzens X 0.0C8-0.009 0.004-0.008 0.001-0.008
Sramodichioromethane X 0.£08-0.008 X 0.008 X 0.008
E~=moform X 0.508-0.008 X 0.005-0.012 X 0.00S
Carbon Tetrachloride X 0.208-0.009 X 0.006 X 0.005
=icrobenzene 0.C02-0.012 0.001-0.032 0.005-0.011
Chicroform X 0.008 0.003-0.008 X 0.005
Cricromethane X 0.01-0.017 X 0.012-1.7 X 0.01
Cicromochicromethans X 0.08-0.009 X 0.006-0.012 X 0.005
Cichloroethane, 1,2- X 0.008 X 0.006 X 0.008
Cichioroethene, 1,1- X 0.009 X 0.006 X 0.00S
Cichicroethene, 1,2- X 0.008 0.006-0.34 X 0.005
Cichloropropans, 1,2- X 0.C08-0.008 X 0.006 X 0.005
£xylbenzens X 0.008-0.012 0.002-0.38 0.002-0.012
Faxanone, 2- X 0.014-0.025 0.011-0.023 X 0.01
Styrene X 0.006-0.012 X 0.006 X 0.005
Tetrachioroethane, 1,1.2,2- X 0.006-0.012 X 0.008 X 0.005
Terachlcrosthens 0.002-0.012 0.0020.38 X 0.00S
. Toluene 0.002-0.012 0.001.0.68 0.001-0.005
Trichioroethane, 1,1,1- 0.0035-0.009 0.003-0.010 X 0.008
Trichloroethans, 1,1,2- X 0.008-0.009 0.006 X 0.005
Trichioroethene X 0.008-0.009 0.001-0240 X 0.00S
Vinyl chicride X 0.0150.017 X 0.0120.013 X 0.01
Xylenes X 0.006-0.012 0.0030.73 0.002-0.16

ajues reflect "UJ" quaiifiea data only




! RANGECF | FANGE OF RANGE OF

i SURFACESOIL | SUBSUSFACE sOIL GROUND WATER

;} CCONCENTRATIONS | CONCENTRATIONS CCNCENTRATICNS

i r=2a'ka) ' (meko) JArel)

Z SEMIVCLATILES 5

!

! Azenazthene c.11-3.8 €.257.5.3 0.003-0.045
Acerzchthylene 0.£2.0.052 0.083-2.7 X 0.01

I Aritrazens 0.5244-68 0.057-2.7 0.003-0.01
Eerczs:a)anthracane 0.252-19 0.024-3.7 X 0.01
Eerzz(a)pyrene C.44-16 0.07332 X 0.01
Berzz(b)flucranthene 0.12-18 0.058-2.7 X 0.01
Eerzzighi)perylene c28.4 0.067-2.7 X 0.01
Eerzsik)fluoranthene 0.:2-14.0 0.052-2.9 X 0.01
BisiZemnylhexyl)phthalate C.24-.7.9 0.11-12 X 0.01
Burstenzylphthalate 0.24.7.8 0.31-2.7 X 0.01
Chrysens €.272-18 0.053.6 X 0.0%
Citerzafuran €.25-2.8 0.0434.0 0.010.018
Citenzo(ah)anthracens 0.574-78 0.3-2.7 X 0.01
Cicnicrobenzene, 1,4- X 0.4 0.05-2.2 0.01
Dicricrobenzidine, 3,3'- X 0.27-16.0 X 0.78-5.4 X 0.02
Cichicrophenal, 2.4- X 0.4 0.054-2.7 ND
Diemyyiphthalate 0.27 0.045-2.7 0.001-0.01
Cimethylphthalate X 0.44 X 0.39-2.7 X 0.01
Ci-n-Eutylphthalate 0.44 0.0466.7 X 0.01
Di-n-cctyiphthalae X 037-7.9 X 0.096-2.7 X 0.01
Fiucranthene 0.17-46 0.047-5.9 0.002-0.01
Fiucrene 0.084.7 0.04444 0.003-0.025
inceno(123cd)pyrene 0.16-8.8 021-2.7 X 0.01
Methyinapthalene, 2- 0.£58-1.1 0.054.5 0.001-0.043
Nacrithalene 0.C44-3.0 0.047-3.0 0.003-0.24
Phenranthrene 0.260-26 0.066.2 0.003-0.021
Phencl X 0.44 0.15-2.7 ND
Pyrene 0.298-27 0.0454.4 0.001-0.01
Tricricrophenoi, 2.4,5- X 22 0.11-14.0 ND

PESTICIDES
Algrin X 0.0095 X 0.0085-0.1 ND
Algha-BHC X 0.0095 X 0.0085-0.1 ND
Alpha-chiordane X 0.095 X 0.084-1.0 ND
Beta-3HC X 0.0095 X 0.0085-0.1 ND
DDD. 4,4 0.019-0.18 0.0033-0.2 ND
DDE. 4,4 0.011-0.024 0.0023-0.2 ND
DDT, 44" 0.207-1.8 0.0044-0.3 ND
Deilgrin X 0.019 X 0.0170.2 ND
Deita-BHC X 0.0085 X 0.0085-0.1 ND
Endosulfan | X 0.0085 X 0.0085-0.1 ND
Endosultan Il X 0.019 X 0.017-02 ND
Endosulfan Sultate X 0018 X 0.01702 ND
Endrin X 0.018 X 0.017-02 ND
Endrin ketone X 0.018 X 0.01702 ND
Gamma-BHC X 0.0095 X 0.0085-0.1 ND
Gamma-chlordane X 0.095 X . 0.084-1.0 ND
Heptachlor X 0.0095 X 0.0085-0.1 ND
Heptachior epoxide X 0.0085 X 0.0085-0.1 ND
Methoxychior X 0.095 X 0.084-1.0 ND
- Toxaghene X 0.19 X 0.087-2.0 ND
PCBs

Aroclor-1016 X 0.095 X 0.084-1.0 ND
Aroclor-1221 X 0.095 X 0.084-1.0 ND
Aroclor-1232 X 0.095 X 0.084-1.0 ND
Aroclor-1242 0.085 0.044-1.0 ND
Aroclor-1248 X 0.085 0.084-10 ND
Arocicr-1254 0.130.61 0.025-2.0 ND
Aroclor-1260 X 0.19 X 0.17-2.0 ND

T ValUBS ronect "UJ: QUalliied Gata only

ND : Not datsesad: "U” qualified data only
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MCALLISTZR PCINT LANDFILL

Averace AME
Total Total
Tota: Cancer Total Cancer
HI Risk Hi Risk
SOIL (a) 0.0043 | 1.2x10% 0.064 1.8 x 10" !
Incidental ingestion of Soil 0.0042 1.1 x10% 0.064 1.8x 10
Dermal Contact with Sail 0.00017 3.2x10% 0.00039 7.3x 108

(a) Surtacs sail




‘MCALLISTES POINT LANDFILL

I Average RME
Total Te:al
Tetal Cancer Total Cancer
[ Risk al] Fisk
SOIL (a) 0.025 |8.7x10% 036 [1.3x10%,
incidental Ingestion of Sail 0.024 8.4 x 10% 0.36 1.3'x 104 (b)
Dermal Comac: with Scil 0.000¢8 2.4x107 0.0022 §5x107
(a) Surtace soil = Cancer Risk 51 x 10%
(b) Benzo(a)anthracene: 2.5x10°%
Benzo(a)pyrene: 2.1x10%
Benzo(b)fiuoranthens: 2.0 x 10°4
Benzo(k){luoranthene: 1.8 x 10°
Chrysene: 2.3x10°%
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene: 1.0 x 107
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene: 1.2x 10




MCALLISTER OINT LA

NDFILL

! AME

' Average
! ' + Tetal Total
| ‘ Total | Cancer Total Cancer
i Hi ! Risk Hi Risk
SOIL (a) 0.13 3.7x10% i 2.3x10°%
Incidental Ingestion of Soil 0.13 3.7x10¢ 22x10
Dermal Contact with Soil |  0.0014 1.6x107 1.2x10%
Inhalation of Fugitive Dust | 0.00067 1.7x 10 0.0026 1.1x10?
(a) Soil to a depth of 12 feet =HI>10

(b) Antimony: 2.0




SZENARIO 4 - COMMERC AJINDCUSTRIAL (FUTw=3) « ADULT
MCALLISTZ= POINT LANDFILL

~verace RME |
Total Total !
Total Cancer Total Cancer |
| Risk HI Risk !
SOIL (a) 0.01¢ 1.4x 10 0.27
* Incidental Ingestion of Soil 0.018 1.3x10% 027 -
Dermal Contact with Soil 0.0014 7.4x107 0.0032 1.7x10%
' GROUNDWATER | .18 [1.8x10° 7 13

: Ingestion ¢! Drinking Water | 1.8 (¢} 11 x10"(d) el 13(c

(a) Surtace scil = Cancer Risk > 1 x 10
crHI> 1.0
(b) Benzo(a)arthracene: 3.8x 107
Benzo(a)syrene: - 3.2x 10

Benzo(b)fluoranthene: 3.0 x 10°
Benzo(k)fuoramhene: 2.8 x 107
Chrysena: 3.6x10%
Dibenzo(a.h)anthracene: 1.6 x 10
Indeno(1,2.3-cd)pyrene: 1.8 x 10°

(c) Antimony: 0.91 (averzgs) to 6.3 (maximum)
Manganess: 0.31 (averzge) to 2.1 (maximum)

(d) Arsenic: 1.7 x 10 (average) t0 5.5 x 10 (maximum)
-Beryllium: 3.4 x 10 (average) to 1.9 x 10* (maximum)
Benzo(a)amthracene: 2.2 x 10+ (average) to 4.0 x 10~ (maximum)
Benzo(a)pyrene: 2.2 x 10 (average) 10 4.0 x 10~ (maximum)

Benzo(b)fiucranthens: 2.2 X 10 (average) to 4.0 x 10 (maximum)
Benzo(k)flucranthene: 2.2 x 10 (average) to 4.0 x 10 (maximum)



“

~SNAmIL S - RESIDENTIAL (FUTURE, - CHILD & ACULT
MCALLISTES POINT LANCFILL

‘ f Average RME
: . Tetal | Totai Total Total
! Hi ‘ Cancer Risk HI Cancer Risk
: ' Child | Aguft Chig i  Adult Child AZlt Crilg Acuit
i SOIL (a) 0.52 0.056 [8.6x10% 45x10°% [ 082 }1.3x10%|7.0x10-
Incidental Ingestion of Scil | 0.51 0.053 ' 8.5x10% | 4.4x10% 0.80 H.3x10%(c) [7.0x 10% (c}'
! Dermal Contact with Sail | 0.013 0.0c27 | 1.2x10% | 12x10% 0.016 27x10% | 28x10%
; | :
Inhaation of Fugitive Dust | 0.0012 | 0.00026 | 2.5x10* 1.2x107
! :
GROUND WATER |- 8.1 12.2x103:] 3:11.2x10%
Ingestion of Drinking Water | . 9.1(d} | 5.0(d) 2.2 10%{d) [§.6% 102 (9} 1.2x10% ()
i . {
Inhalation of Volatiles 0.018 0.0037 ! 9.3x10% 8.6 x 10 0.10 0.021 1.6x10° 1.6x10%
(a) Surtace sail +{= Cancer Risk » 1 x 10
orHi> 1.0
{b) Antimony: 3.0
Copper: 20
Jnc: 1.3
(c) Benzo(a)anthracene: Child: 2.5 x 10 and Adult: 1.3 x 10
Benzo(a)pyrene: Child: 2.1 x 10 and Aduilt: 1.1 x 10~
Benzo(b)tlucranthene:  Child: 2.0 x 10 and Aguft: 1.0 x 10~
Benzo(k)tluoranthene:  Child: 1.8 x 10 and Adult: 9.5 x 10
Chrysene: Child: 2.3 x 10 and Adult: 1.2 x 10
Dibenzo(a h)anthracene: Child: 1.0 x 10 and Aduft: 5.3 x 10"
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene: Child: 1.2 x 10* and Adult: 6.0 x 10

() See Table A-8

o



SCENARIO 5 = RE3.CENTIAL (FUTURE) — CHILD & ACULT

MCA_STER *CINT LANDFILL
. i
4 Averaze FliS |
1 Tea Total Total Totwal i
! Hi Carcer Risx HI Cancer Risk 2
Child . Adult Chilc | Adutt | Chilg 1 Acut Chug | Acut |
i i ! 5 ' |
| INGESTION OF 9.1 50 22x107°6.0x107% 64 36 4.5x107%1.2x107%
1 GROUND WATER | | 5
Antimeny 46 28 32 18 I
i Arsenic 14 0.78 4.4 24 i
Cadmium 0.25 0.14 28 1.6 i
| Chromium 0.30 0.17 25 14 |
Copper 0.18 0.099 39 22
Manganese 16 0.8 10 58 |
Zinc 0.14 0.077 3.0 17
i
Arsenic 21x10™* | 59x10™* ‘67x10™ | 1.8x 107
Beryllium 41x10~% | 1.1x10™* | 23x10™* | 65x 10"
Vinyl chioride 23x10°% | 1.2x10™ gt1xs0” [ 22x10™
Dichlorobenzidine, 3,3~ 21x10"* | 57x107° 38x10°° | 1.1x10™
Benzo(a)anthracene 26x10~ | 49x10™ 72x10~* | 1.4x107?
Benzo(a)pyrene 26x10~* | 49x10™ 72x10~* | 1.4x10°?
Eenzo(b)fluoranthene 26x10™ | 49x10™ 72x10~* | t.4x 107
Benzo(k)flucranthene 26x10~ | 49x 10~ 72x10™* | 1.4x107?
Chrysene 26x10~* | 49x10™ 72x10~* | 1.4x107?
Ditenzo(a,h)anthracene 26x10~* | 49x10™ 72x10~* | 1.4x107?
Indeno(1,2,3~cd)pyrene 26x10™ | 49x107* 72x10~* | 1.4x107?

| = Cancer Risk > 1x 10~

orHl> 1.0



SUMMARY OF LEAD UFPTAKE 8:CKINETIC MCDEL RESULTS
SCENARIO 5 - RESIDENTIAL (FUTURE) - CHILD
MCALLISTER PCINT LANDFILL

for “Impacted” Zone
(and Site)

; Mean %% Childran
; Soil Lead Blood Lead |w/ Blood Lead
: Concentration | Concentration | Concentration
! (ppm) (pom) > 10 ug/dl
i
1 B
| |
! Mean Soil Lead 99 2.7 0.01 ;
for Entire Site '
Mean Soil Lead 634 8.2 27
for "Impacted” Zone i
Maximum Soil Lead 1,980 22 o8




APPENDIX C
ARARs ASSESSMENT
- Site 01 - McAllister Point Landfill
NETC - Newport, Rhode Island




FEDERAL LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs

TABLE C-1

RECORD OF DECISION
MCcALLISTER POINT LANDFILL
NETC - NEWPORT

RCRA SUBTITLE C MULTI-LAYER CAP
WITH SURFACE AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

.- SYNOPSIS

APPLICABILITY TO SITE CONDITIONS

Wetlands/Water Resources--
Executive Order 11988 and
11990; Statement on
Proceedings of Floodplain
Management and Wetlands
Protection (40 CFR 6,
Appendix A)

Applicable

Clean Water Act Section
404 (40 CFR 230.10)
Requirements for
Discharge of Dredge or Fill
Material and Rivers and
Harbors Act (Section 10}
Prohibition of Filling a
Navigable Water

Applicable

Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act of 1958
(16 U.S.C. 661)
Protection of Wildlife
Habitats

Applicable

Requires action to avoid whenever possible
the long- and short-term impacts
associated with the destruction of wetlands
and the occupancy and modifications of
floodplains and wetlands whenever there is
a practicable alternative which promotes
the preservation and restoration of the
natural and honolicial values of wotlinuls
and floodplains.

Prohibits the discharge of dredgod or fill
material to a water of the United States if
thera is a practicable alternative which
poses less of an adverse impact on the
aquatic ecosystem or if it causes
significant degradation of the water.
Rivers and Harbors Act prevents filling of a
navigable water.

Requires consultation with federal and state
conservation agencies during planning and
decision-making process which may

impact water hodies, inchuding wetlands.
Measures to prevent, mitigate or compensate
for losses of fish and wildlife will be given
due considoration whanover a madification
of a water body Is proposed.

Will be applicable if implementation of the cap
or associated shoreline protection impacts coa
or on-shore wetlands.

Applicablo to the construction of a cap and
associated shoreline protection along Narragar
Bay. |f during the design process it is determi
that cap construction cannot be timited to are:
within the toeprint of the existing landfill, mitig
of any impacted wetlands will be required and
mitigation plan will be developed and distribute
public comment prior to implementation.

if the implementation of a remedial action resu
in an impact to a water hody, consultation wit
11.S. Fish and Wildtifo Service, RINDLM, and of
federal and state agencies involved in fish an
wildlife matters is required. ARAR for construe
of a cap and associated shoreline protection a
Narragansott Day.




FEDERAL LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs

WITH SURFACE AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

TABLE C-1 (Continued)

RECORD OF DECISION
MCcALLISTER POINT LANDFILL
NETC - NEWPORT
RCRA SUBTITLE C MULTI-LAYER CAP

MEDIA - ** REQUIREMENT

7 SYNOPSIS

APPLICABILITY TO SITE CONDITIONS

Endangered Species--
Endangered Specles
Act of 1973
(16 U.S.C. 1531)
Protection of Endangered
Species

Cultural Resources--
National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966
{16 USC 470, et seq.)
Protection of Historic
Lands and Structures;
Archaeological and Historic
Preservation Act of 1974
{132 CFR 229 & 229.4,
43 CFR 7 & 7.4); Historic
Sites, Building and
Antlquities Act.

Applicable

Applicable

Restricts activities in areas inhabited
by registered endangered species.

Saveral statutes which govern the
preservation at historic, scientific and
archeological sites and resources.
Includes action to recover and preserve
artifacts, preserve historic properties and
minimize harm to National Historic
Landmarks. .

Information supplied by the RIDEM Natural He:
Program, Division of Planning and Dovelopman
a letter dated August 3, 1993 indicates that R!
was not aware of any rare plants or animals o1
ecologically significant natural communities in
vicinity of the McAllister Point Landfill. The U.
and Wildlife Service will also be contacted diwri
Phase Il RI to further define the potential prese
of endangered specires.

Remedial actions must be coordinated with

preservation agencies and sociclies to  minimiz
toss of significant scientific, prehistaric, historis
archaeological data. ARAR for cap constructiv




TABLE C-2

STATE LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs

RECORD OF DECISION
MCcALLISTER POINT LANDFILL
NETC - NEWPORT
RCRA SUBTITLE C MULTI-LAYER CAP

WITH SURFACE AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

: SYNOPSIS

APPLICARILITY TO SITE CONDITIONS

Woetlands--
Rhode Island Wetlands Laws
{RIGL 2-1-18 et seq.); Rhode
island Department of
Environmental Management
Rules Governing the
Enforcement of the Fresh-
water Weotlands Act - as
amended, Dec. 21, 19886,

Coastal Zone--
Rhode Island Coastal
Resources Management Law,
(RIGL, Title 46, Chapter 23).
and Regulations

Applicable

Applicable

Defines and establishes provfsions for tho
protection of swamps, marshes and other
freshwater wetlands in the state. Actions
required to prevent the undesirable
drainage, excavation, filling, alteration,
encroachment of any other form of
disturbance or destruction to a wetland.

Creates Coastal Resources Management
Council and sets standards and authorizes
promulgation of regulations for management
and protection of coastal resources.

Regulation will be applicable if cap construct:
impacts a wetland area.

Since McAllister Point Landiill is located in a
area, the lead agency will coordinate with th
istand Coastal Resources Manapement Coun
will ensure that all actions are consistent, to
maximum extent practicable, with the Coast:
Management Plan. ARAR for capping.




TABLE C-3
FEDERAL ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs
RECORD OF DECISION
MCcALLISTER POINT LANDFILL
NETC - NEWPORT :
RCRA SUBTITLE C MULTI-LAYER CAP
WITH SURFACE AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

AUTHORITY/ -
ACTION -

+ SYNOPSIS

ACTION TAKEN TO MEET ARAR

Capping
RCRA {40 CFR 264)

Subtitle C Requirements:

40 CFR 264.10-264.18
Subpart B - Generat Faclility
Standards

40 CFR 264.30-264.37
Subpart C - Preparedness
and Prevention -

+ 40 CFR 264.60-264.66
Subpart D - Contingency Plan
and Emergency Procedures

40 CFR 264.90-254.101
Subpart F - Ground Water
Protection

40 CFR 264.110-118
Subpart G - Closure/Post
Closwe Requirements

Relevant and
Appropriate

Relevant and
Appropilate

Relevant and
Appropriate

Relevant and
Appropriate

Relevant and
Appropriate

Nelevant and
Appropriate

Outlines specifications and standards  for
design, aperation, closure and monitoring
of performance for hazardous waste

storage, treatment and disposal facilities.

General sequirements regarding waste
analysis, secusity, training, inspections,
and focation applicable to a facility which
stores, treats or disposes of hazardous
wastes (a TSDF facility).

Requirements applicable to the design
and operation, equipment, and
communications associated with a TSDF
facility, and to arrangements with local
response departments.

Emergency planning procedures
applicable to a TSDF facility.

Ground water monitoring/corrective action
requirements; dictates adherence to MCls
and establishes polnts of compliance.

Fstablishes requirements for the closwre
and long-tenm management of a
hazardous disposal facility.

Substantive RCNA requitements will be met o
adhered to on-site.

This regulation may be applicable to remedial
actions which addiess a waste which is a list
characteristic waste under RCRA and which
constitute current treatment, storage, or disp:
as certificd by RCRA.

This regulation may be applicable to remedial
actions which address a.waste which is a list
characteristic waste under RCRA and which
constitute current treatiment, storage, or disp
as certilied by RCRA.

This regulation may be applicable to remedial
actions which address a waste which is a list
characteristic waste under RCRA and which
constitute current treatment, storage, or disp:
as certified by RCRA.

Studices to be conducted as part of this operat
will include a ground water monitoring gprogra

Monitoring standards will be met.

Substantive standards and requirements will ¢




TABLE C-3 (Continued)

FEDERAL ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs

RECORD OF DECISION

MCcALLISTER POINT LANDFILL

NETC - NEWPORT

RCRA SUBTITLE C MULTI-LAYER CAP
WITH SURFACE AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

AUTHORITY -
ACTION

ACTION TAKEN TO MEET ARAR

Cepping

Subtitle C Requirements (Con't):

. 40 CFR 264.301-264.310;
Subpart N - Landfill
Requirements

+  RCRA Proposed Rule
52 FR 8712
Proposed Amendmaents for
Landfil! Closures

+  EPA Technical Guidance
Document: Finel Covers on
Hazerdous Waste Lendfille
and Surfece Impoundments
(EPA 630-SW-89-047)

Migratory Bird Treaty Act
{16 U.5.C. 703-712)

Clean Water Act Sectlon 404
{40 CFR 230.10)
Requirements for Discherge
of Dredged or Fill Material
and Rivers end Harbors Act
{Section 10) Prohibition of
Woetland Fliling

Relevant and
Appropriate

To Be Conslidered

To Be Considered

Applicable

Applicable

Placement of cap over hazardous waste
fequres a cover designed and canstructed
to comply with regulations. Instaollation of
final cover to provide long-term
minimization of infiltration. Restricts
post-closiure use of property as necessary
to prevent dnmage to cover,

Provides an option for the application ol
alternate closure and post-closure
roquirements based on a consideration of
slte-specific conditions Including exposure
pathways of concern.

EPA Technicel Guidance for landfill covers.
Presents recommended techniost
spacliications for multilayer landfill cover
design.

Prohibits hunting, possessing, killing, or
cepturing of migratory birds, birds in
danger of extinction, end those blrds’
eggs or nests.

Prohibits the discharge of dradged or {ill
material to waters of the United States
unless no other practicel alternatives are
available which pose less ol an adverce
impact on the aquatic ecosystem or if it
causes significant degradation of the water.
Rivers and larbors Act prevents lilling of o

navigable water.

Cap design will meet regulatory requirements. Cap
maintensnce will be attended to. Closure and
post-closure substantive requiremeonts will he
complied with.

Ceap and post-clostre monltoning will be dosignesl
taking Into account exposure pathways of concern.

Cap construction should conform to these standard:

Since construction activities during the breeding
season may “teke” birds or their nests, actions
must be taken to avoid destioying nests during
breeding season. Phase |l environmental
assessment will determine if migratory birds live
in or-around the landfill area.

Applicable to the construction of n cap and
associated shoreline protection along Narragansett
Bay. f during the design process it is determined
thet cop constrsiction cannot he lirvitad to arons
within the toeprint of the existing landlill, mitigatior
of any Impacted wetlands will be required and a
mitlgation plan will be developed and distributed for

public comment prior to implementation.




TABLE C-3 (Continued)

FEDERAL ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs

RECORD OF DECISION
MCALLISTER POINT LANDFILL
. NETC - NEWPORT
RCRA SUBTITLE C MULTI-LAYER CAP

WITH SURFACE AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

AUTHORITY/ *7%".
ACTION .- .

Lioptioi . SYNOPSIS

ACTION TAKEN TO MEET ARAR

Venting

Clean Alr Act {40 CFR 50)
New Source Performance
Standards {(NSPS) Proposed
Subpart WWW 56 FR 24468-
24528 (5/30/91)

Clean Alr Act {40 CFR 61}
Natlonal Emisslons Standards
for Hazardous Pollutants
{NESHAPS)

Clean Alr Act, Section &
171 through 178, 42 USC

§§ 7471-7478 (Requirements

for Non-Attalnment Areas)

To Be Considered

To De Considered

Applicable or

solid waste landlills.

Establishes emisslons limitations for

hazardous alr poflutants and sets lorth

regulated sources of those poflutants.

Al has adopted State implementation Plan

Requires Best Demonstrated Technology
(BDT) for new sources, and sets emissions
fimitations. Proposed Subpart WWW sets a
performance standard for non-methane
organic compounds {NMOC) emissions of
150 Mg/yr (167 tpy) for existing municipat

Relevant and
Appropriate
(Depending on
Modelling Results)

(SIP) requirements approved and

enforcable by EPA which meet the
NSR requirement of the CAA. These

These standards should be considered in the «
of a landiill gas management system.

Although EPA has not promulgated final
Madimum Achievable Control Technology (M/
standards for municipal landliills, the lead ages
should use alr control technology to control
emissions of hazardous alr pollutions. MACT
standards prescribe technology that is used by
best 12% of industries in the sowrce category

Monitoring will be conducted to determine if {
requirtements of this standaid are applicable o
relevant and appropriate based on the emissio
levels and on the need to be protective of hun

provisions require that new or modified major health and the environment.

sources of VOCs, defined as a source
which has the potential to emit 25 tons per
year, Install equipment to meet Lowest
Available Emissions Rate (LAER), which is
set on a case-by-case basis and Is either
the most stringent emissions limitation
contained in any SIP for that category or
source or the most stringent emissions
limitation which is achieved for the source.
NSR requirements apply to non-attainment
pollutants, which are VOCs and NOxin HI.




TABLE C-3 (Continued)
FEDERAL ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs
RECORD OF DECISION
McALLISTER POINT LANDFILL
NETC - NEWPORT
RCRA SUBTITLE C MULTI-LAYER CAP
WITH SURFACE AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

AUTHORITY/ . SYNOPSIS ACTION TAKEN TO MEET ARAR
ACTION e
VYenting Clean Air Act, Section § Applicable or Rl has adopted SIP requirements approved Monitoring will be conducted to determine if
160 through 169A - Relevant and and enforceable by EPA which meet the requirements of this standard are applicable «
Prevention of Significant Appropriate Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)  relevant and appropriate hased on the emissi
Deterloration Provisions (Depending on requirements of the CAA. These provisions  levels, .
Modelling Resuits) require that new or modified major sources

of VOCs (defined as a source which has the
potential to emit 25 tons/year) install
equipment to meet Nest Available Control
Technotogy (BACT). PSD requirements

apply to attainment pollutants, which are SO2,
CO, lcad and particutates in Rhode tstand.

Dralnage Clean Water Act {40 CFR Appticable Permits contain applicable effluent Storm water drainage improvements would b
122-125) National Pollutant standards li.e., technology-based and/or designed to provide compliance with the
Discharge Etimination System water quality-based), monitoring substantive requirements of these reguilation:
(NPDES) Permit Requirements requirements, and standards and special drainage would be maonitored in compliance v
conditlons for discharges, including storm these seguations,

water discharges from land disposal
facilities which have received Industrial
waste from Industrial facilities.




TABLE C-4

STATE ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs

RAECORD OF DECISION
MCcALLISTER POINT LANDFILL
NETC — NEWPORT

RCRA SUBTITLE C MULTI-LAYER CAP
WITH SURFACE AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

AcnoN TAKEN TO MEET ARARS

Al Hazardous Waste Management

Act of 1978 (RIGL 23—~19.1 et s8q)
Hazardous Waste Management
Rules and Regulations and
Proposed Amendments:

o Section?7

¢+ Seclion8

+ Section9

Section 10

Al Solld Waste Management
Faciitlos Aulos and Rogulalions

* Section 14.12

Rolevant and

Appropriate

Rolevant and
Appropilato

Rolovant and
Appropriate

Relevant and
Appropiiale

Relevant and
Appropriate

Nolovant and
Appropriate

Rulos and rogulations for hazardous wasto
generatlon, transportatlon, Weatment,
storage and disposal.

Nostilcts location, dosign, construciion,
and oporation of fandfills (rom
ondinguiing groumd watr, wollneds or
fioodplains

Outlines requliomaonts for ground water
prolaction, general waste analysls,
securlty procedures, Inspections and
safely.

Outlines operatlonal requirements for
treatment, storage and disposal faclliies.

Outlines deslgn and oporations
requirements for land disposal fadlltles,
Including landslis.

Sots parformancae standard for landll
covars of maximum remoldad permoabliity
coofficlont of 1 x 107 cmysec.

Substantive roquiromonts applcabio to closue
will be met and adhered to on-site.

Landill cap witl ho constiuclod so as 1o provent
coptamination of giound winr, wotlinuts, or
floodplalng.,

Romodial actlons will comply with substantive
portons of this section applicablo to landhil
closure.

Remedial actions will comply with substantive
portions of this section applicable to landfil
closure.

Remedial actions wiit meat all non—location
spaclfic raquirements of this section appicablo to
landéll closure.

Dosign of landiil cover wit moot this iogudrmmont.




TABLE C-4 (Continued)

STATE ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs

RECORD OF DECISION

MCcALLISTER POINT LANDFILL

NETC - NEWPORT

RCRA SUBTITLE C MULTI-LAYER CAP
WITH SURFACE AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

ACTION

ACTION TAKEN TO MEET ARARS

Vanting

Rl Clesn Alr Act

{RIGL, Title 23, Chapter 23}
General Al Quality and Alr
Emissions Requiremente

Al Ar Pollution Control
Regulations, Rl Dept. of Health,
Div. of Alr Pollution Control,
effective 8/2/87, amended 6/20/91

Regulation No. 1 - Visible Applicable
Emisslone

Regutation No. 6 - Fugitive Applicable
Dust

Regulation No. 7 - Emissions Applicable
Detrimental to Person or

Property

Regulation No. 16 - Controt of  Applicable
Organic Sotvent Emissions

Regulistion No. 17 - Odore Applicable

Applicable If akr
emissions
contaln regulated
substancoes

Regulstion No. 22 -
Alr Toxics

No alr contaminant emissions will be
allowad for more than 3 minutos in sny

ons hour which are greater than or equal to

20% opacity,

Requires that reasonable precaution be
taken to prevent particulate matter from
becoming sirboine.

Prohibits emissions of contaminants which
may be Injurlous to human, plant or anlimal

life or causa damage to property or which
reasonably Interfere with the enjoyment
ol lite and property.

Limits the amount of organic solvents
emittad to the atmosphere,

Prohiblits the ret of objectionable
odors across property lines,

Prohibite the emisslon of specified
contaminants at rates which would result
in ground lavel concentrations greater
than scceptable ambiant lovels or
accaptable ambient levels with LAER, as
sot In the reguiation.

Air emissions from remedial actions will meet
omvluslon fovele iy regulation,

On-site remedisl actlons will usa good industrial
practices to pravent particulate matter from
becoming aithorne.

All emissions from landlill vents will meet this
rocpilroment or gas treatment will be reqisiiedl.

It emissions from landlill gas vents exceed limits in
this regulation, emissions controls will be

designad and implemented to moet these
requiremants.

No remedial actlon or sir emissions will emit
objactionable odore beyond the facility boundary,
as practicable,

It nacoessary to meet these standands, air
emissions control equipment will be designed for
fandlill gas emissions control.




TABLE C-4 (Continued)
STATE ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs
RECORD OF DECISION
McALLISTER POINT LANDFILL
NETC - NEWPORT
RCRA SUBTITLE C MULTI-LAYER CAP
WITH SURFACE AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

AUTHORITY/

. . SYNOPSIS =~ . = ACTION TAKEN TO MEET ARARS
ACTION .~ doe '
Drainage Al Water Pollution Control

Act

+ Rl Water Quality Ragulations Applicable Establishes general requirements and In compliance with these regutations, RIPDES
for Water Pollution Control effluent limits for discharge to area waters. requirements pertaining to storm water discha
(RIGL 46-12 et 3eq.} will be met.
NI Reguiations for the Pollutant  Applicable Permits contoln applicable effluent Stonm water discharge improvements wodd b
Discharge Elimination System standards (i.e., technology-based and/or designed to provide compliance with these
(RIPDES) water quality-based), monitoring regutations and drainage would he monitored i
(RIGL 46-12 et seq.) requirements, and standards and special compliance with these regulations.

conditions for discharge, including storm
watar discharges from land disposal
facilities which have received industrial
wastes.
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APPENDIX E
RIDEM LETTER OF CONCURRENCE
Site 01 - McAllister Point Landfill
NETC - Newport, Rhode Island




O] | State of Rhode Island and Providence Plznations

3

Department of Environmental Management

Office of the Director
| 9 Hayes Streer
Providence, R 02908

24 Septemter 1993

Paul Keough

Acting Regional Administrator
Cavironmental Protection Agezncy, Region !
John F. Kennedy Federal Building

Boston, MA 02203-2211

RE: Record of Decision for toe McAllister Point Landfill,
Naval Education Training Center (NETC), Newport, Rhode Isiand.

[Dear Mr. Keough:

On 23 March 1992, the State of Rhode Island enteed into a Federal Facilides Agreement with
tre Deparcnent of the Navy acc the Eavirczmenmi Protection Agency. According to Section
17.3 of said agreement, the State of Rhode lsiand offers its concurrence with the selected remedy
desiled in the September 1993 Record of Decision for the Source Control Remedial Action for
Site 01 - McAllister Point Landfill at the Naval Education and Training Center located in
Newport, Rhode Island. This concurrence is based upon all aspects of the abovementioned
Record of Decision being adequately addressed and implemented during design, construction and
operation of thc remedy.

The Deparment wishes to specifically emphsize the following aspects of the Record of Decision:

. This sourcc control remedial action is the first of two opcrablc units for the site. A
Record of Decision will be issued for the management of migration operable unit.

. The management of migration operable unit will consider clean up levels and remedial
optons for contaminated groundwates, leachate, landfill gas, contaminated sediments and
potential hot spot areas including non-aqueous phase liquids.

. The Record of Decision will be issued for the management of migration operble unit
sufficiently prior to the commeacemest of construction of the source control operablc unit
remedial action so that appropriate changes, if necessary, may be implemented in the final
remedial design for the first operable unit

Telephone 401.277-2771, TDD 277-6800, FAX 274-7337

100 recycied paper
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P. Keough
24 September 1995
Page Two

Thae rexedy as proposed and implemented must ensure compliance with all applicable or
relevant and appropriate State and Federai statutes, regulations and policies.

This remedy must identify institutional controls applicable throughout thc remedial action
project life, which are protective of human health. Also, in the evenar that the remedial
risk goals cannot be achicved, long-term conwols must be insdtuted to prevent an
unacceptable risk to human hezlth and the environment.

Regarding the final design of the slope protection system, the Record of Decision
references the Army Corps of Engineers’ Shore Protection Manual which does not appear
in the Adminiswative Record Index or the reference section of the Focused Feasibility
Study. As a result, the State has not had sufficient time to locate and review this
guidance. However, we view the remedial design phase as an interactive process in which
the design staff will work closely with the regulatory agencies in order to assure that the
final design addresses the unique engineering considerations for this site.

Finally, the State will continue to participate in the Federal Facilities Agreement and in the

review and approval of all phases of the remedial design process.
Sincereiy,

/
Louise Durfee, r

Depariment of Envi ental Management

James Fester, Associate Director, DEM :
Merrill Ilohman, Director, EPA Region | Waste Management Division
Mary Sanderson, Chief, RI Superfund Section

Torrence Gray, -Chief, DEM Division of Site Rcmedxanon

Claude Cote, Esq. DEM Office of Legal Services

Warren Angell, Supervising Engineer, DEM Division of Site Remediation



The foregoing reprecems Sie seiecien of a remedial acdon Ty the Deparmment of the Navy and e U.S.
Eavironmenez! Premsdor Agezsy, Regica I, with sonsresce & the Rbode Island Degar==st of Exvircz=ezzi
Mazagement. Comour axd ressmmend for immediate impiemeznition:

By: ///-/% ' .-Dat:: 7///‘/1/73

Catnix'N. J. Pazrozz

Tide:  Capziz, U.S. Navy
Cormmarc=g CZcer
Naval Esz=atcz and Traizing Ceaer
Newport, Rhode Island

C am .

1]



The foregoing represents the selecdcz of a remedial acton by the Department of the Navy and the U.S.
Environmentl Prot=cdon Agency, Regizal, wis concurrence of the Rhode Island Deparmnent of Eavironmenal
Management.

By: ‘@Q.LA [4YY {L Dae: 9-2773

Paul G. Keough

Tide: ° Acting Regional Adminiswatcs, Regica I, USEPA



